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RECOMMENDATIONS

Taking current evidence into consideration, RTPI Scotland recommends the following:

Provide a robust framework for decision making on investment.

There must be adequate investment in the planning system to ensure better
outcomes. This depends on continuing to develop clear and dynamic performance
criteria and rewarding improvement in processes and outcomes.

Planning performance should be analysed holistically — integrating all planning
‘impacts’ — to assess how resources can be used and what they can achieve.

All stakeholders in the planning process have a role to play in improving
performance.

Innovative income generating strategies (including changes to the planning fee
structure) should be considered to cover costs.

Continue to improve performance:

Improving planning performance, providing certainty for stakeholders and ensuring
better outcomes for all parties should remain a priority.

More work should be done to refine frameworks to measure quality ‘developments on
the ground’ by improving and standardising ‘impact’ performance indicators.

Work should continue to monitor and scrutinise existing key performance indicators,
to develop and share best practice between authorities.

De-clutter existing processes and procedures:

There may be a need for planning authorities to think about how their services are
delivered to adapt to a changing resource context.

Continuing a culture change in planning depends on developing more efficient
processes, embracing technologies to improve transparency, data accessibility, and
decision making.

Responsive project management tools should be developed to ensure that
development plan preparation is closely monitored and that approval and
implementation remains on track.




WHAT WE KNOW:

Average local processing
times have dropped by a
week since 2013.

Planning will make up only
0.63% of local authority
budgets in 2015/2016—a
drop from 0.7% in
2013/2014.

Processing agreements
have increased by 92%
from 2013/2014.

The number of original
decisions upheld in appeal
has increased to 59% from
2013/2014.

The average age of local
plans is 3.15 years old.

49% of staff in planning
departments is in
development management.

There has been close to a
20% reduction in planning
department staff since 2010.

Gross expenditure in
planning is to drop by £40
million by 2015/2016 from
2010/2011, and net revenue
expenditure is to drop by
£30 million in the same
period.

25% of authorities reached
1/3 cost recovery, but 1/3
are under 50% cost
recovery. Average cost
recovery is 63%.

Across all LPAs, average
staff costs per authority were
between £500k and £800k
from 2011 and 2015.

Planning authorities
completed 67% of their
service improvements in
2014/2015.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The planning service in Scotland has been improving,
across a range of performance indicators. However,
performance remains a difficult area to measure—the
value and positive outcomes of planning are neither
currently well-measured nor go hand-in-hand with
internal performance measures. Continued support to
planning authorities is essential to maintain the
efficiency, economy and impact of the service.

In considering key performance indicators identified by
the Scottish Government and Heads of Planning
Scotland, and other outcomes and resourcing
information the report highlights improvements in
planning performance. Considering expected budgetary
constraints, development pressure and debates about
the future of planning resource allocation, the report calls
for clear action to safe-guard resources while continuing
to find innovative ways to raise revenue and improve
services.
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PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE IN IMPROVING
PLANNING PERFORMANCE

Current performance data indicates improvements in
many areas of the service among mixed results—due to
slippages in average major application processing
times—and amid fairly steady application volume from
2013 to 2015. There have been many positive
developments. Specifically:




e Local application processing times have continued to decrease from 2013.
Approval rates remain high at 93.5%;

¢ Progress has been made in concluding legacy cases (up 233% in Q4 2015, with
a reduction in outstanding cases);

e The use of processing agreements has increased by 92% from 2013/2014 to
2014/2015, along with the number of those decided within their agreed timescales;

e The total proportion of decisions upheld in appeal before Local Review Bodies
and Scottish Ministers has increased from 57% in 2013/2014 to 59% in
2014/2015, indicating improvement in the robustness of local planning authority
decision-making; and

e The total number of cases decided by Local Review Bodies and Scottish Ministers
dropped by 7% between 2012/2013 and 2014/2015.

Development planning must be considered alongside development management
performance. Development planning data indicates that the majority of development plans
remain on track. 83% of development plans are under 5 years old, averaging 3.15 years old,
compared to 2004 when 70% were over 5 years old and one in five were over 15 years old.
All Strategic Development Plans, which cover three quarters of Scotland’s population, have
met their timescales. The average age of an SDP is 1.9 years old.

Encouragingly, work is continuing to standardise current performance methodologies whilst
developing a more robust performance framework. Service improvement markers, for
example, show that an average of 8 out of 12 proposed improvements are completed by
authorities whilst the number incomplete or abandoned has fallen since 2012. Of those
completed and ongoing, RTPI has found that:

19% were general or operational;

15% regarded customer service and stakeholder engagement;

15% dealt with development management, guidance, planning conditions, etc.;
14% were devoted to benchmarking and best practice;

13% had to do with communications and technology;

9% dealt with Local Development Plans, action programmes, development briefs,
etc.;

e 9% focussed on the natural or historical environment; and

* 6% were devoted to masterplanning and design.

Planning authorities are therefore committed to improving services and continuing the
‘culture change’ in planning. Traditional indicators provide a consistent and comparable
basis for analysis and are crucial for understanding the responsiveness of the service, but
should be broadened to consider wide-ranging effects of spatial planning to help improve
processes and outcomes in the future.

FUNDING CONSTRAINTS WILL CONTINUE TO POSE CHALLENGES

Planning authorities have been tasked with streamlining processes and maintaining a high
service standard amid budgetary constraints. This scrutiny is likely to continue without ‘ring-
fenced’ funding and with resumed cuts. There are several factors that indicate reduced
investment in the planning service:

e The Scottish Government’s Block Grant is to decrease by over 19% between 2011
and 2019, affecting investment in the planning service;

¢ Planning constitutes a small proportion of local authority budgets and is set
decrease further into 2015/2016 (a drop .7% of local authority budgets in 2013/2014
to .63% in 2015/2016, a difference of £3 million); and
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e Between 2009/2010 to 2015/2016, gross expenditure in planning will have
dropped by nearly £40 million.

The limited scope for authorities to raise income has more profound effects on the ability to
meet Scottish Government policy of full cost recovery. Indeed, many planning authorities
have not met full-cost recovery.

¢ Income from planning fees accounts for 63% of core processing costs in
2013/2014;

e Nearly a third of reporting authorities fall beneath 50% full-cost recovery;

e A third of authorities reached 66% cost recovery in 2013/2014 (compared to
80% in 2005/2006); and

e The average ‘cost’ to the taxpayer per authority is £1.9 million.

Restrictive budgets and scrutiny over future resources may affect how planning authorities
maintain adequate staff and improve the service, particularly with increased development
pressure. Staff levels across planning departments have decreased by approximately 20%
since 2009, and median departments have decreased from 27 in 2012/2013 to 25.5 in
2014/2015. It is estimated that staff costs account for a large portion of planning
expenditure.

Improved processes and outcomes demand realistic financial resourcing. Income generated
strategies should be considered to ensure full-cost recovery, either through increased
planning application fees or charging for pre-application discussions following Scottish
Government policy that the burden of processing applications should not only be borne by
planning authorities.

A COMMITMENT TO CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT DEMANDS A COMMITMENT TO
PROPER RESOURCING

Planning promotes sustainable economic growth, sustainable development and social
justice. Planners enable the right developments to take place at the right time and in the
right place, and this depends on the proper resourcing of the planning system. Planning
performance is dependent on every party in the planning process. Given the key role that
public sector planning plays in enabling and managing development, the Scottish
Government should ensure proper resourcing to enable effective joint working between
stakeholders whilst achieving greater transparency, efficiency, accessibility and positive and
a responsive user-centred service called for by the Christie Commission (2011).

Any future Scottish Government and local authorities must continue to invest in the planning
service, to streamline procedures and replace the planning penalty clause for planning
authorities with a system of incentivisation. Despite overall improvement, adapting to
increased development pressure and decreased central funding will require more innovative
solutions to maintain a responsive, transparent and effective service.

1. INTRODUCTION

This RTPI Scotland Background Paper examines current performance and resourcing in the
Scottish planning service. It is produced in the context of debates about future resourcing of
the planning service amid considerable budgetary constraints and pressure for ‘continuous
improvement’ within local planning authorities, as outlined in Scottish Planning Policy.
Planning services have traditionally been measured in terms of inputs, outputs and
outcomes. This has been expressed in terms of costs, investment and staffing, performance,
delivery (in areas such as housing') and more recently, actions supporting continuous
improvement within services. In addition to analysing existing performance data, it will be
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shown that other important areas equally crucial for outcomes are not as well-measured,
particularly regarding impact and value.

The majority of this report uses indicators identified by the Scottish Government and Heads
of Planning Scotland concerning development management functions within the planning
service. This Paper’s focus on the services provided by local planning authorities by no
means discounts the work of key agencies in promoting and managing development but
highlights the important service that public sector planning plays in promoting sustainable
economic development and the extent to which planning modernisation has demonstrably
impacted the planning service’s efficiency, economy and value.

Following methodological notes, Section 3 looks at the performance indicators highlighted by
Heads of Planning Scotland and the Scottish Government. Section 4 examines data relating
to costs, investment and resourcing of the planning service, drawn from observed financial
data, projected budgets and case studies. Section 5 briefly considers ‘value and impact’.
This section is methodologically under-developed, partly because of the difficulty in
analysing relationships of effectiveness between identified spatial planning outcomes and
socio-economic, geographical or demographic trends. Section 6 examines ‘continuous
improvement’ within local planning authorities. This theme is central to current performance
assessment particularly in view of reducing complexity and strategies for achieving the aims
of modernisation. Finally, Section 7 and Section 8 discuss broad conclusions and make key
recommendations.

2. METHODOLOGY

This RTPI Scotland background report focuses primarily on data published by Scottish
Government, Audit Scotland, and by the Heads of Planning Scotland, whilst academic
literature and comparative studies are cited where relevant. (Figure 3 indicates main sources
and datasets.) The Report synthesises these sources for a holistic account of the Scottish
planning service’s performance whilst establishing the economic and political context for
‘resourcing and performance’, analysing performance data, and discussing the current
methodologies and future directions for performance measurement.

Performance Methodology

Figure 2 The Report synthesises sources to examine the political and economic context, current performance
data and the current and future methodologies behind successful planning performance.

There are well-rehearsed methodological constraints to measuring performance and
resourcing.” Available data can be incomparable due to variable reporting methods, context-
dependence, non-reporting and data sensitivity. There is potential incomparability and
restrictions of some datasets but work is ongoing to adequately measure planning
performance across local planning authorities. More fundamentally, data is limited to
quantified outputs, reflecting the target-based priorities centred on processing times and
application volume and type, and department profiles with supplementary information
reported by local authorities. As such, while it is acknowledged that examining performance
through global figures risks oversimplifying performance data, this Paper looks particularly at
the development management functions as an important indication of the overall
functionality and responsiveness of the planning service.




Performance measurements in Section 3 include most local planning authorities. However,
National Parks, Strategic Development Planning Authorities, Key Agencies and Directorate

A.udit Scotland reports

Organisation reports Planning Performance

Frameworks and
(e.g, CIPFA, RICS) annual reports

Scottish Planning
Independent HoPS Policy documents

costing research (Scottish Planning
Policy, Advice notes)

Scottish Government
Quarterly Planning
Statistics

Local Coverment
Financial Statistics

Directorate of
Planning and
Environmental
Appeals Statistics

Figure 3 Sources and datasets. Note that this is not exhaustive.

for Planning and Environmental Appeals data are not included in some global figures, partly
due to availability of data and their exclusion from primary data sets. It is also noted that
much of the financial information presented in Section 4 does not include data from bodies
such as the National Parks, SDPAs, or key agencies. This is due to the relative
comparability and breadth of data publically available through current sources, though these
bodies produce Planning Performance Frameworks with similar performance data.

Where relevant, relationships between data sets are developed to analyse the relative
coincidence between itemised variables (for example, between ‘number of processing
agreements’ and ‘average processing times’).> However, this cannot be taken as ‘causality’
between variables but rather provides a general indication of the strength of correlation over
a period of time. Full results are available in Appendix 3.

Following established practice, most data and figures only include post-2009 applications for
more accurate and up-to-date cross-sections of performance.

3. MEASURING PLANNING PERFORMANCE

Central to sustaining the culture of a modernised planning system is defining what a
successful planning service looks like and whether or not planning is performing in this
context. Performance is often framed in terms of inputs and outputs, such as the number of
applications relative to processing times and is therefore expressed in terms of development
management functions and application handling in particular. Based on current best practice
and metrics, the planning service’s internal performance may be measured in terms of:




e Processing times; relative to

e Application volume and application type;
e Application approvals; relative to the

e Volume of appeals; relative to the

e Proportion of original decisions upheld.

Using processing times as an indication of a planning authority’s overall performance should
be done so cautiously: understanding the planning system requires more dynamic and wide-
ranging metrics. Fortunately, work is ongoing in developing and measuring these indicators,
though these metrics depend on joint working between many stakeholders and not local
planning authorities alone.*

Regardless of how it is defined, demonstrating improving performance is important in the
context of increased market pressures, investment confidence, and demand and political
pressure for increased housing provision *%7. It is anticipated that there will be increased
demand in property in Scotland’s major cities in the short term, and recently announced City
Deals will enable major projects whilst land also becomes available for projects across
Scotland.? This has the potential to stretch existing resources within the planning service
thereby testing overall performance.

PROCESSING TIMES CONTINUE TO IMPROVE OVERALL DESPITE INCREASED
PRESSURE ON THE SERVICE
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Figure 4 Average major application processing times. Figure 5 Average local application processing times. Annual
Annual averages are indicated by dashed lines. Averages are indicated by dashed lines.

Processing times are an indication of the efficiency of the planning service and constraints
on processing times are also identified as barriers to a speedy and high quality service.’
Yet, processing times depend on the complexity of the case, the type of application, on top
of the volume of applications.'® On an authority-by-authority basis, the most recent
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Planning Performance Framework (2014/2015) report suggests that, of reporting
authorities:

64%'" have shown decreases in processing times in major applications from the
previous year, compared to 59% in 2013/2014;

‘ 70%"? of reporting authorities decreased non-householder local application
processing times from the previous year, compared to 80%'® in 2013/2014; and
59%'* decreased householder application processing times, compared to 75%'%in

& 2013/2014.

The picture is slightly different taken as global figures. When considered annually, there
are slippages in major application processing times, but quarterly statistics show a
decrease of 9% in total major application processing times (to 40.7 weeks in Q4
2014/2015) from the previous quarter (see Figure 4). There has been a decrease in local
application processing times (to 10 weeks) in Q4 2014/2015, which also reflects continued
improvement from the previous year (see Figure 5).

These broad improvements in processing times are also a function of the proactive
measures taken by planning authorities. For example:

Progress has been made on legacy cases, though fewer legacy cases have been
decided in 2014/2015;'%"

Many authorities have reported improved overall average processing times for
cases with legal agreements, which accounted for 23.6% of total major application
decisions in 2014/2015; '® and

More processing agreements have been used by local authorities (up 92% from
122 in 2013/2014 to 233 in 2014/2015)."° Of reporting authorities, 54% indicated an
equal or increased number of processing agreements®’, 91% of those authorities
noted they were delivered according to agreed timetable (see Figure 6).%"

These positive developments coincide with a higher volume of time-consuming
applications. Notwithstanding an average annual decrease of 4% in major planning
applications in 2014/2015, this follows a 34% increase in 2013/2014 from 2012/2013 in
addition to a slight increase in major applications in the most recent quarter of 2014/2015
(Figure 6, Appendix 1). The annual number of local applications has decreased slightly,
though processing times have improved and, on average, 72% of local applications were
decided within 2 months between 2013 and 2015.

Clearly, the relationship between ‘volume’ and ‘processing times’ is not straightforward
(see Figure 7 and Appendices 2, 3). Application volume is unpredictable—more important
to performance is how outcomes are managed. However, all things being equal, an
increase in resource-intensive applications has the potential to strain planning
departments. The increase in average annual major processing times from 2013/2014
reveals sensitivity to the complexity, volume, the category of application and other
conditions (e.g., whether or not there are legal agreements attached). This contrasts
continued improvement in local processing times notwithstanding steady annual
application volume. Changes in local application volume of certain local application types
have a fairly consistent relationship with overall change in average local processing times
(see Appendix 2).
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Figure 6 Processing agreements and percentage decided within
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No. of processing agreements

Major application volume and
processing times do not, however,
show a clear statistical relationship
when taken as global figures.
However, Figure 5 shows that, when
considered in terms of application
categories, major processing times
are moderately affected (statistically)
by legal agreements. Whilst this
does not imply causality, the
observed correlations between
application types (e.qg., local housing
processing times and volume of
major applications) reveals the
potential sensitivity of local and
major processing times to the
volume of particularly complex and
time-consuming applications.

Planning authorities therefore have a
difficult task anticipating and
responding to increases in complex
applications. Looking at two
quarters with variable performance
attainment (Appendix 4) show that
volume of some application types of
certain application types appear to

have a greater effect on overall processing times. The better performing quarter can be
attributed in part to a shift in proportion of application types (see Figure 9).
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Figure 8 Per cent changes in processing times and
application volume for major and local applications from
previous quarter.
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Of course, ‘overall’ processing times are not the only indication of service performance
particualrly given the varying complexity of cases, application types, and, importantly, the
role of other actors in the development process and other factors.?? Significantly, planning
authorities have coped with deep reductions in staff and resources over the last several
years (a nearly 20% reduction since 2010).% Budget shortfalls, management restructuring
and other changes have also influenced processing times (see Section 4).

Profile of the

g Householder . pr%%‘:l ﬁ/Z)?’]léSi/ZgC ol s 2014/2015

% agrpollcceastglqggs, ) % quarter with best
o agreements industry applications, 8 performance

_‘;Eo and legacy cases &

Figure 9 The relative proportion of category of application seems to affect overall processing times. See
Appendix 5 for more detail.

THE NUMBER OF CASES DECIDED THROUGH APPEAL HAVE DECREASED,
WHILST THE NUMBER OF ORIGINAL DECISIONS UPHELD HAS INCREASED

Overall application approval rates in Scotland remain high at 93.5% (Figure 12): planning
authorities have worked towards ensuring these decisions are clearly linked to policy and
that communication has been clear throughout the planning process (see Planning
Performance Framework Reports). There are of course instances where decisions are
appealed. A further indication of performance is the quality and robustness of planning
decisions based in part on the volume of appeals and proportion of upheld decisions.**

Based on recent figures, 47% of reporting authorities have indicated an equal number or
increase in the number of cases brought to local review in which the original decisions
were upheld, with an equal proportion indicating an increase in the number of appeals to
Scottish Ministers in which the original decision was upheld.* Despite a slight increase in
the volume of cases handled by DPEA in 2014/2015, it is worth noting that the number of
appeal actions decreased while the number of original decisions upheld increased by 4%
from 2013/2014.

Taken together, high approval rates and a trend towards a higher proportion of upheld

decisions from independent bodies suggests that authorities are succeeding in
establishing robust decision-making processes.
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4. COSTS, INVESTMENT AND RESOURCING

Scrutiny of the planning service is often couched in terms of its cost against its value.
Indeed, certain planning functions need to cover costs through service fees. In this way, the
‘cost’ of the planning system may be conceived as:

e The gross expenditure of development management (and application handling, in
particular); and
e The ability of the service to meet these costs through income from application fees.

Unfortunately, data on itemised development management costs is limited, though local

lanning: Environmental Building Control Environmental
Development \ initiatives initiatives
Managment 59 6%

10%

Development
Management

Building control 69% 6%

8%

Figure 13 Distribution of Planning and Development Net Revenue Expenditure, 2013/2014 and
2015/2016 (anticipated). Source: Local Government Financial Statistics

Roads and
Transport

4.4% Environmental
initiatives
0.2%

Economic

Cultural and
Relate:.g%/eorwces B”“dg? oZontrol

Figure 14 Planning service as per cent of total council net revenue expenditure, 2013/2014. Total NRE
represented in left chart is £10.5 billion. Note that this excludes Police and Fire services. Source: Local
Government Financial Statistics.
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authority budgets indicate general trends in terms of net revenue expenditure and gross
expenditure. (These figures do not include data from National Parks, key agencies, or
SDPAs, for reasons stated in Section 2.) Also detailed below is synchronic data from Heads
of Planning Scotland suggesting how costs within development management are offset by
fee income.

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT IS A SIGNIFICANT AREA OF EXPENDITURE WITHIN
PLANNING SERVICES. FULL-COST RECOVERY HAS NOT BEEN REALISED

Expected council expenditure in the planning service does not necessarily indicate a fair or
unfair distribution of resources, but illustrates of its perceived priority compared to other
services. Scrutiny of the planning service is often framed around development management
functions. Observed and projected budgets for development management indicate that:

‘ It is to account for 6% of net revenue expenditure in 2015/2016 of Planning and
Economic Development budgets and 25% when excluding Economic
Development. This is a drop from 7%?® and 26%°’ of total net revenue
expenditure, respectively, in 2013/2014 (see Figures 13 and 14); and

When expressed in cash terms, budgets are set decrease from £19 million in
‘ 2013/2014 to £17.87 million in 2014/2015, before increasing slightly to £17.98
million in 2015/2016.)

The Scottish Government advocates full cost recovery for public services with charges®,
though this has been difficult to achieve in planning and development management in
particular.?*® Despite Scottish Government policy that ‘developers should pay for the work
involved in deciding planning applications’,*' recent figures provided by a Heads of
Planning Scotland costing exercise suggest that income from application fees accounts for
26.5% of the full cost of the planning system, or 63% of processing core application costs.
The gross cost of development management is £36 million per year based on handling

costs alone, accounting for 45% of total service costs.* Specifically:

Of reporting authorities, 24% reached two-thirds cost recovery in 2014
(compared to over 80% in 2005/2006); and

@ A third of authorities fall below 50% full-cost recovery.
For each authority, the average net cost for the taxpayer is approximately £1.9 million. A
significant portion of overall expenditure is devoted to staff costs, considered in detail below.
THE COST OF DEVELOPMENT PLANNING IS DIFFICULT TO MEASURE

Another function of the planning service is development planning, which matches the ‘long
term needs’ of development with ‘short term delivery’.*® Indeed, the Scottish Local
Government Regeneration Committee noted that adequate funding and resources are
essential to the success of development planning, otherwise risking ‘consequential’ impacts
on key aspects of society.** However, the ‘costs’ of development planning are difficult to
measure through existing methodologies and public datasets.

Current data available to RTPI Scotland suggests that:
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As of 2013/2014, development ‘policy’ constituted 11% of total net revenue
expenditure (or 8% of gross expenditure) within council Development and
Planning services (i.e., including Economic Development), down from 13% in
2012/2013. Policy is expected to increase to over 12% of net revenue
expenditure in 2015/2016 (see Figure 13);

Policy accounted for 42% of net revenue expenditure and 26% of gross
expenditure (i.e., excluding Economic Development) in 2013/2014, but will
constitute 48% of net revenue expenditure and 28% of gross expenditure® in
2016; and

It is estimated that net revenue expenditure for policy will increase to £36 million
in 2014/2015 before decreasing to £33.8 million in 2015/2016.*° This is a
decrease from £37 million in 2012/2013.

Development planning budgets for National Park and for Strategic Development Planning
Authorities (SDPAs) authorities are not reported as rigorously. Within National Parks,
anecdotal evidence suggests that staff costs for development planning since 2012 have
ranged between £55,000 and £220,000, which accounted for approximately 40% of their
budgets, on average. For SDPAs, budgets since 2013 have ranged between £100,000 and
nearly £600,000, with contributions negotiated with constituent local authorities.

Costs within development planning functions in local authorities are therefore difficult to
analyse. Since the cost of development planning depends on the progress of the Local
Development Plan (accounting for changes in expected net revenue expenditure in
2015/16), associated costs vary considerably, depending on what is included, the structure
and size of the development plan team and the length of examination. Indeed,
development Plan Examinations average at roughly £69,000% but depend on the amount
of evidence submitted at the time of Examination.®*°

Furthermore, the costs of implementing projects identified in Development Plan Action
Programmes—Ilike new infrastructure, housing and public facilities—depend on how many
projects are identified and how developer contributions are defined (see Figure 20). For
example, the City of Edinburgh Council identify infrastructure and education projects over
the course of the Local Development Plan period as valued at £200 million at the very
least with many costs met through developer contributions. *° Planning authorities have
made progress in identifying what is expected of developers in terms of contributions,
though work is still required to simplify processes for concluding planning/legal
agreements.”’

ADEQUATE RESOURCING IS CENTRAL TO A WELL-PERFORMING PLANNING
SERVICE

To plan properly requires the political will ‘coupled with the necessary resources’ to
produce a ‘highly successful, planning-led intervention’.*? Investment of public money into
the planning system needs to continue to ensure high quality and impactful spatial
interventions. Indeed, contrasting European authorities, Scottish local authorities can lack
the resources and skills necessary for delivery, particularly regarding infrastructure
provision and masterplanning.*® This is constrained by the fact that:
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Total gross expenditure on planning services will decrease by over £40 million
‘ between 2009 and 2016, and £30 million in net revenue expenditure in the same
period (Figure 15);

It is expected that planning will constitute only 0.63% of total local authority net
‘ revenue expenditure in 2015/2016, dropping from 0.7% in 2013/2014, or
approximately £3 million;

Local authority budgets and expected cuts to the Scottish Government’s block grant
to £25.9 billion in real terms in 2018/2019—down 10% from 2015/2016, or a 19.4%

‘ drop in value from 2009/2010 (Figure 16)*—uwill also be compounded by limited
scope to increase income; *°and

Planning and development services will constitute 2.4% of total council net revenue
expenditure in 2015/2016 (i.e., including Economic Development), compared to

‘ 2.7% in 2013/2014. Planning functions will make up only a quarter of this 2.7%, or
approximately £70 million out of £270 million across all authorities.

Budgetary cuts will continue to strain resources within planning and public services
generally, though it is difficult to measure the real effects of changing levels of resources
and staffing on performance. Despite a slight increase in local authority budgets from
2013/2014, many local authorities are experiencing funding gaps which, in some cases,
will be as high as nearly £80 million by 2017/2018. In addition, smaller services (including
Planning and Economic Development) have experienced a greater decrease since

2011(down 9%, to £400

205,000 million in 2014)
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Furthermore, it is

expected that, between

Figure 15 Planning Net Revenue Expenditure and Gross Expenditure among local 2010/2011 and
authorities by year (Note: this excludes Economic Development). 2018/2019. the per cent

Net Revenue Expenditure Gross Expenditure

spend on public services will have decreased by 23.5% with total public spending
decreasing by 3.9%.*" This is reflected in the fact that planning services experienced £352
million in voluntary severance from 2010 to 2014. Despite this reduction, Audit Scotland
note that many local authorities still reported funding gaps in 2014.%

Planning authorities are therefore pressed to improve service delivery amid uncertain
budgetary and resourcing conditions, without much scope to increase income. The
sensitivity of planning budgets and their discretionary status within local authorities echoes
concerns from CIPFA that, since public service budgets (besides education) are not ring-
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Figure 16 Observed and projected block grant budgets (Source: http:/fiscalaffairsscotland.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2014/11/Long-term-Scottish-budget-projections.pdf)

fenced by the Scottish Government, the ability local authority financing to be ‘outcome
focused’ is undermined.*®

THE PLANNING SERVICE HAS BEEN ADAPTING WITH A REDUCED WORKFORCE.
STAFF COSTS CONSTITUTE THE MAJORITY OF EXPENDITURE

As is the case with public bodies generally, the majority of costs within local authority
planning budgets are devoted to staff costs.>® However, despite remaining a large
proportion of the planning budget, there is an indication that this will continue to decrease,
negatively affecting the ability of planning departments to cope with increased
development pressure. Evidence shows that:

e From 2011 to 2014, planning staff costs have averaged between £500,000 and
£800,000 per authority. However, differences in planning department sizes and
structures make figures difficult to compare, especially over time;

e |n 2012/2013, planning authority staff budgets ranged between £143,000 and £5.6
million.51 Anecdotal evidence suggests that staff costs for planning account for
approximately 12% of total planning and development budgets (i.e., including
Economic Development), while 60% of this is devoted to development
management;>2 and

e Planning department workloads have increased and authorities have had to
compromise on crucial planning functions (one authority halved its department in
2013/201453). Development Management departments continue to make up the
majority of roles in planning departments (see Figure 17).

There is similar disinvestment when considering public sector employment more generally.
Public sector employment has decreased by 21% between 2009 and 2015, though has
increased by 1% from 2013/2014 (to 248,300, by headcount). ** This is a decrease of an
estimated 2.6 % per year (on average)™ whilst it is estimated that the number of total
planning staff has dropped by nearly 20% since 2010.%°
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There is no clear statistical relation between staff levels and performance, but it is likely that
performance will be affected by increased service use. As of 2013/2014, 28% of full-time
equivalent (FTE) roles were devoted to handling applications, with an additional 12% dealing
indirectly with planning applications (see Figure 18). Based on 2014/2015 figures, there
were approximately 650 FTE posts within development management (excluding vacancies)
across Scotland (out of approximately 1280 FTE in development management, planning,
enforcement and other/cross services). In 2013/2014, the average case load was 59 cases
per post, per year.>” Development management comprises the large majority of positions in
planning authorities (49%), which compares to 47% of staff in 2010, when nearly 30% of
staff worked in ‘cross service’ or other functions.

Non planning
14%

Notatwork

However, reductions in staff levels and reduced graduate numbers (see Appendix 6) have
not been detrimental to planning authorities’ abilities to meet performance targets, thanks

Figure 17 Total staffing by department, 2014/2015. Figure 18 Distribution of FTE in planning

PPF Reports, 2015). This is an approximated figure. departments in 2014 (Heads of Planning
( P ) PP 9 Scotland, 2014)

to developing innovative ways of working and staff restructuring. Yet, it is acknowledged
that public services which have managed to cope until now will find this more difficult with
further resource reductions.®® Research by the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors
(RICS) argued that the progress in collaboration and communication promoted in
Scotland’s planning modernisation programme will be threatened by an upturn in the
economy and increase in planning applications, thereby stretching staff and resources.*®
More needs to be done to ensure this ‘culture change’ is sustained and adequately
measured.

5. IMPACT AND VALUE

When considering the performance of the planning system, there is a tendency to audit the
planning system in terms of internal performance targets. Indeed, measuring the impact
and value of planning is difficult and is arguably underdeveloped. However, planning can
maximise value by providing certainty, identifying sites for housing and key infrastructure,
and increasing property values. The planning service collaborates with communities,
businesses and public organisations in order to bring about high quality and inclusive
spatial interventions. However, there is a perception that the planning service is too
complex, difficult to access and not delivering what communities need. ® As the Christie
Commission Report noted, public services in Scotland are threatened by an ethos of
‘professional dominance’ which makes innovation difficult and services unresponsive to the
needs of communities.®’ Real reform and value can onlzy be delivered if innovation is
incentivised and encouraged within planning services.®
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PLANNING HAS A POSITIVE IMPACT ON SCOTLAND, BUT THIS MUST BE
CONSIDERED HOLISTICALLY

The Scottish Government recognises that ‘[p]lanning is broad in scope and cross cutting in
nature and therefore contributes to the achievement of all of the national outcomes.’
Planning therefore helps achieve key outcomes in areas including: 7

Connectivity;

Equality;

Sustainability;
Well-being; and
Environmental quality.®®

However, it is difficult to assess planning ‘impacts’ as easily as internal performance targets
since they are not holistically or comparatively measured. Work has been undertaken for
RTPI to clarify and measure the impact of spatial planning—from employment, plan
coverage, housing, and more—as an indication of spatial planning’s ability to ‘manage and
resolve’ conflicts and ‘promoting creative solutions to achieve the vision of sustainable
development’ (see Figure 26).%* These indicators should improve and continue to capture
more aspects of planning’s perceived
value, particularly in terms of achieving
national outcomes.

Improved
processing

s More generally, it is recognised that
planning can add value economically,
Increasing —— environmentally and socially at varying
transparency Application geographical and organisational
and certainty PENE scales.®® From the perspective of
development, good governance and
good practice in planning provide ‘the
most significant benefit in terms of
sound financial maximisation and
design quality of the finished

Supporting Performance development project.’ ®® This value is
preapplication and project partly in managing outcomes.

discussions mansgement Planning can help foster ‘long-term
symbiotic collaborative-competitive

Promoting innovations’ to manage the tension
better working between various stakeholders, even
relationships .

though it may be more resource-
intensive.®” Public sector planning can
also play an enabling role. Among
Figure 19 A report by the Scottish Government (2015) identified other things, it is observed that the
several benefits associated with using processing agreements. public sector has become more central
in enabling and stimulating the

development finance necessary to see projects through.®

Processing

Agreements

The Scottish planning service also adds value by providing certainty to actors and
stakeholders, partly achieved through the application process. In addition to a larger number
of authorities reporting continued and increased pre-application discussions,®® authorities
have aimed to increase the use of processing agreements. Processing agreements are
considered to have positive effects on processes and outcomes, including increasing
transparency, improving processing times and application quality, and promoting project
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management and better working relationships (see Figure 19).”° The total number of
processing agreements per quarter has increased over 90% to 233 in 2015 from 192 in
2014, which increases certainty for applicants. (Indeed, Appendix 2 shows a high
coincidence between processing times for various application categories and processing
agreement volume.)

There have also been debates about how to fund identified spatial interventions and how to
ensure that new development contributes to communities affected by development. Planning
service can raise land values and can potentially capture the raised value’" "% and is also
capable of levying contributions from developers through a variety of negotiated
agreements. ”° This is particularly important in the delivery of housing, infrastructure and
other public goods which are often funded through policy levers defined by planning
authorities (see Figure 20).”* As noted, current performance frameworks are aiding in
developing robust indicators to demonstrate this value and the relationship of spatial
interventions to development plan priorities and national outcomes.

6. CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT IN THE PLANNING SERVICE

Planning authorities are committed to continuous improvement in order to achieve a well-
functioning and responsive service. Increasingly, changes to planning resourcing are tied to
the system’s ability to demonstrate continued performance improvements.” Heads of
Planning Scotland administer annual planning performance reports of all planning authorities
in Scotland. Work on benchmarking for planning (and development management, in
particular) is ongoing, reflecting current practice of other public services (reported by
SOLACE and Improvement Service). In this context, the planning service is continually
measured against benchmark targets whilst identifying opportunities for improvement within
individual authorities.

PLANNING HAS BEEN LABELLED AS TOO COMPLEX, BUT AUTHORITIES CONTINUE
TO IMPROVE PROCESSES AND OUTCOMES

A central part of modernisation is improving communication within and perceptions of the
planning service, particularly through streamlining processes, improving transparency and
reducing complexity. Modernisation has therefore aimed to make the service more user-
centred. A survey conducted by Ipsos Mori and Audit Scotland in 2011 indicated that:

e 55% of over 1,000 respondents from the general public felt that the planning
process was ‘too complicated’ while only 52% said they knew what to do if they
needed to submit a planning application;"

e Of those who recently submitted planning applications and received a decision,
90% of agents understood the reasons for the decision, compared to 83% of
householders, 78% of developers and 77% of businesses; and

e Despite a slight majority feeling the system was too complex, of those who looked
for information on making planning applications since 2009, 78% of householders,
90% of agents,”” 77% of businesses and 89% of developers™ thought it was fairly
or very easy to find the necessary information or guidance. Most also received the
most support prior to submitting their applications.
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LDP Developer Contributions

= Strategic Roads
= Local Roads
Public Transport

Education

Water Supply

= Waste Water

= Healthcare

= Green Infrastructure / Open Space
= Heat Networks

= Digital Infrastructure

= Gas networks

Electricity Networks
Travel Plans

Public Art

Community Development

Sports developments

Figure 20 Distribution of emphases in developer contributions in adopted Local Development Plans, from the
Scottish Government’s ‘Planning for Infrastructure’ report (Ryden, 2015).

However, the report also suggested that changes to the planning system since 2009 have
not been reflected in user’s perceptions of the service’s transparency and effectiveness. For
instance:

e  While 71% of agents, 53% of businesses and 89% of developers agreed that
there was more information available about planning application processes, only
46% of agents, 47% of businesses and 47% of developers thought there was
some or a lot of progress in improving transparency;’”® and

e Even fewer felt that some or a lot of progress has been made in achieving an
‘efficient and effective’ system.®°

The survey suggested that, in practice, public perception of the planning system derives
from limited contact with the service. While application processes might be understandable,
there was an issue with the perception of improvement and transparency of decision-making
processes, communication and effectiveness of the service. Scottish Planning Policy notes
that planning operates in the long-term public interest though most peoples’ interaction with
the planning system begins and ends at making an application.?' Indeed, this reveals the
necessary priority given to clearly articulating processes and outcomes to all stakeholders
whilst also underpinned by a ‘culture of continuous improvement.®

The national headline indicators since developed by Heads of Planning Scotland to
measure and promote a successful planning service have focussed on areas of
improvement and have indeed demonstrated positive trends within the planning system in
pursuing continuous improvement. In addition to internal performance, these also focus on
defining a ‘high-quality’ planning service, through assessing local authorities’:

e Demonstrating and ‘open for business approach’;
e Facilitating ‘high quality developments’ on the ground;
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Figure 21 Average service improvements (2011-2015) by Figure 22 Distribution of service improvements in progress or
year and status. Note that some discretion was used to completed by category (2014/2015 PPF)

PLANNING AUTHORITIES HAVE CONSISTENTLY REPORTED AND HAVE IMPROVED

These indicators have helped create a constructive benchmarking framework by which local
planning authorities can improve their services while maintaining a culture of transparency
and accessibility.

Providing certainty;

Improved communications, engagement and customer service;
Promoting efficient and effective decision making

Developing effective management structures;

Ensuring a culture of continuous improvements; and
Supporting sound financial management and local governance.

ON MANY AREAS OF THEIR SERVICE IN RECENT YEARS.

Service improvements have also been undertaken within each local authority and have
demonstrated progress in achieving targets.® Planning authorities continue to report on
service improvements annually through Planning Performance Framework Reports. Based
on most recent data, this year has seen an increase in the number of identified and
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2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015

I Average Complete
I Average Ongoing

Average Abandoned/Incomplete

w0 Average TOTAL

Average Complete as % of total

68%
67%
66%
65%
64%
63%
62%
61%
60%
59%
58%

determine the status of service improvements where clear
status was not stated.

completed or ongoing service improvements (see Figure 21, 22) which are wide-ranging in
nature (from development plan action programme actions to customer service programmes).
The most recent Planning Performance Framework (2014/2015) suggests that authorities
complete, on average, 67% of their total proposed service improvements (which average
around 12 per authority), reflecting an ethos of improvement and realistic and manageable

Communications (backend) and
technology

Customer service and stakeholder
engagement

Benchmarking, best practice, working
groups
Masterplanning and design actions

General processes and operational
actions

Development management, guidance,
conditions, etc.

Enviornmental and historical
environment policy actions

LDP, development frameworks, action
programmes, development briefs

goal-setting. Ongoing and completed actions focussed particularly on:

Improving internal processes and development management procedures;
Implementing development plan action programmes, development briefs;

Development management, guidance and conditions;
Emphasising pursuing improved customer experience;

Establishing best practice; and
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e Formalising clear stakeholder engagement (see Figure 21).

These actions have led to
Potential performance measurament framework broad improvements
Thare are a number of dfferent measuras of paerrormance on geveliocpmeant thrOUghOUt the plannlng
service. For example, Planning
Performance Frameworks

Outcomes Internal

BESEIRDOR process indicate an improvement in
processing perspective setting ‘clear and proportionate’
Jutcomes applications expectations for developer

contributions. Whilst
: improvement is desired in
regard to decision timescales
for applications with legal
agreements, planning
authorities continue to tackle
sic ‘legacy cases’ which have an
E— adverse effect on overall
S processing times (Section 2).
As noted, there has been an
increase use of processing
agreements (79%) and pre-
s application discussions for
major developments.

S:«:Z.Ce':tlwe Sete— However, Audit Scotland 3* and
B RS RICS® argued that performance
Source: Audit Scotand measurements need to evolve

beyond managerial auditing

Figure 23 Potential performance measurement framework (Audit processes Wthh—Wh”St the

Scotland, 2014). most controversial—are the most

manageable aspects of the
service. The quadrants in Figure 23 illustrate how certain qualitative aspects of planning
performance may be analysed. Planning Performance Frameworks aim to measure
qualitative and quantitative aspects of the planning performance but comparable, holistic
and accessible metrics about how planning fulfils ‘outcomes’ must be considered. This
reflects criticisms® that current performance measurements do not provide particularly
useful or insightful information into the multidimensional nature of planning service.®’
Research undertaken for the RTPI in 2008 similarly identified additional indicator ‘bundles’
where data is gathered from a variety of sources to measure the complementary
relationships of areas such as housing, environmental quality, transport, employment, and
more (see Figure 26). Whilst such relationships cannot be taken at face value, this
importantly demonstrates an aim to separate planning processes (an efficiency and
economy relationship), planning effects (outcomes and impacts), and the relationship in-
between (viz., relationships of effect).®

SCOTLAND’S PLANNING SYSTEM IS ‘PLAN LED’—DEVELOPMENT PLANS ARE UP-
TO-DATE AND ON TRACK

Additionally, there have been clear efforts to link policy and planning authority decision
making in line with the Planning etc. (Scotland) Act (2006) in development planning. Reform
included the creation of Local Development Plans (LDP) that replaced cumbersome and
‘out-of-date’ local plans. It also established the National Planning Framework—now on its
third iteration—which clearly states the role of spatial planning in achieving the Scottish
Government’s national outcomes. All planning authorities are expected to implement at
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least one Local Development Plan. In April 2004, there were 131 local plans. 70% were over
5 years old, and 20% were over 15 years old. Currently:

Over 80% of Local Development Plans are less than 5 years old, meeting the
benchmark target set by the Scottish Government and Heads of Planning Scotland
(see Figures 24 & 25);

The average local plan 3.5 years old, whist the average LDP is 2.5 years old (see
Appendix 4). Most of Scotland’s planning authorities are on-track for the adoption of
the next plan;® and

The average Strategic Development Plan is 1.9 years old. All Strategic Development
Plans have met their timescales, and three have begun work on the next SDP.* These
plans cover 76.3% of Scotland’s population (around 4,054,000 people).

Local and strategic planning authorities have therefore made progress in linking policy and
decisions around plans, while also providing supplementary guidance on complex planning
issues.

Figure 24 (Left) Age of ‘active’ development plans (including SDPs, Mineral Plans, LPs and LDPs).
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Figure 19 (Right) Distribution of plan by category and number.
DIGITAL SOLUTIONS CAN HELP IMPROVE PROCESSES AND OUTCOMES

The Christie Commission Report noted that Scotland’s public services must improve their
transparency and accountability to remain effective and properly user-centred. Within the
planning service, strides have been made in this regard through the implementation of E-
Planning, recognised as key in improving accessibility and decision-making.’' Exceeding
Scottish Government’s expectations, 63.5% of applications (27,000 of 42,000) are now
processed through E-Planning (processing 2,250 applications per month), creating a more
interactive, simplified and cost-effective system. This is complimented by the availability of
online Local Development Plans, planning advice and information, and e-consultations. E-
Planning is expected to save applicants £45 million over the first ten years of its
implementation whilst saving local authorities over £15 million in the same period.*
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Yet, E-Planning only goes so far in
making the planning service more
transparent and accessible. The
amount of data available to all
stakeholders at each stage of the
planning process is limited,
constraining opportunities for
engagement and improvemen
There is scope to encourage the use
of open data systems to link cross-
boundary planning information,
improving strategic decision-making,
community involvement and joint
working.** Among other things, the
use of nationally consistent spatial
data can help avoid unnecessary
data collection, but can also help:

t.93

e Develop consistent data
standards;

e Promote the collection and
publication of linked data
sources; and

e Create planning data
visualisations that can help the
public understand and engage
with planning information.

Figure 20 Indicator relationships in spatial planning. Note: this work
focussed particularly on English local authorities Source: RTPI, et al.,

2008.

Local
Services
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Economic

Growth

Protected
Land

& Making suitable land available and its efficient use for development
. Sustainable economic development

. Protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment
. High quality development and efficient use of resources

@ Inclusive and liveable communities

Direction of causal Two-way causal
relationship relationship

Given the multi-faceted nature of spatial planning, the ‘outcome’ or ‘impact’ indicator bundles
could be derived from a number of open or shared datasets. Indeed, these solutions are
recognised by the Scottish Government as key to delivering public services and more
generally to improve decision making and reduce waste.” There are a number of exemplars
within the United Kingdom and internationally where planning services have improved
processes and outcomes through the use of open data.

Open data, shared data and shared services can help improve the application and
development processes by making data easier to find, interpret and analyse.*® Within
development management, there are promising examples in local authorities and shared
services which emphasise a commitment to improved services and joint working. This has
demonstrated the capacity to identify priority action areas, identifying barriers to delivery,
and how to overcome them. For example, The West of Scotland Archaeological Service,
which is shared between eleven local planning authorities, created an integrated database
from local authorities, Historic Scotland and the National Library of Scotland to provide up-
to-date and speedy information about ‘potentially problematic casework’. This has allowed
authorities to ‘adapt’ and ‘react’ in partnership and utilising shared technology and
resources.®” These systems should continue to be implemented to develop cross-referential
relationships between spatial data and current key performance or national headline

indicators and national outcomes.
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7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Whilst it has been possible to synthesise a picture of the planning service’s performance, a
more holistic understanding of what a ‘successful’ planning system looks like needs to be
developed. Furthermore, strategies and resources supporting this needs to be considered
more holistically. Current data on resourcing and performance is relatively disparate, and the
relationship has to be better understood before decisions are made which may compromise
the ability of local authorities to plan effectively for change. In addition, linking
outcomes/impacts and output performance measurements more rigorously may create a
more robust basis for considering future investment. This is especially important given that
emphases on output performance continue to be the main method of analysing the planning
system’s effectiveness and since data suggests that planning services are coping but are in
a fragile position.

Current metrics show that the planning service is adapting to constrained resources. Whilst
observed and future local government budgets are ‘evening out’ in the very short term, these
are at great risk with further cuts to central government budgets. Planning approvals remain
high, progress is being made with long-standing cases, and, annually, average processing
times continue to fall whilst application volume has remained steady over the past few years.
However, continued stress on the system will mean that further internal service
improvements might not dramatically change performance. For example, a rise in major
applications—in demanding more resources from planning authorities—can affect the ability
of development management teams to continue to effectively reduce decision timescales for
local applications. This has been the experience of many local authorities to date.

Within these constraints, there are opportunities for improvement and innovation. Current
monitoring of the service indicates broad improvement. New technologies and ways of
working have been pursued, but there are opportunities to expand their use. First of all, they
can be used to better understand the impact of planning in addition to existing metrics.
Furthermore, the necessity of the planning service to demonstrate improved performance to
secure resourcing demands a more robust understanding and demonstration of input, output
and outcome/impact relationships across a broad set of indicators. Secondly, new
technologies and open data can help make access to spatial planning data and participation
in planning processes easier and more straightforward. It can aid collaboration and
innovation whilst also increasing a sense of ownership amongst users.

Based on this, future Scottish Governments must continue to invest in the planning service,

and continue to ‘de-clutter’ the service’s procedures and replace the planning penalty clause
for planning authorities with a system of incentivisation.
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APPENDIX 1. CHANGE IN APPLICATION VOLUME (DECISIONS)

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
2012/2013 2012/2013 2012/2013 2012/2013 2013/2014 2013/2014 2013/2014 2013/2014 2014/2015 2014/2015 2014/2015 2014/2015

Major Applications 79.00 79.00 77.00 81.00

8% 0% 5%
All Local developments I 7,674.00

-2%
All Local devel (non h holder) 4,071.00 4,087.00 4,066.00 3,832.00 3,966.00 4,021.00

0% 1% -2% 3% -3%
Local (householder) I 3,587.00 3,275.00 3,211.00 3,217.00

Major Business/industry 12.00

601.00 614.00 611.00 628.00

Major Housing

19%

1,455.00

1,428.00 1,403.00
-2%

1,408.00
-1%

EIA 25.00 22.00
16%

Other consents

1,702.00 1,794.00 1,677.00

7%

1,744.00
4%

1,788.00
2%

2%

Application volume and change from previous quarter, including pre-2009 applications.




Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Qa3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
2012/2013 2012/2013 2012/2013 2012/2013 2013/2014 2013/2014 2013/2014 2013/2014 2014/2015 2014/2015 2014/2015 2014/2015

66.00 68.00 71.00 75.00 76.00

Major

Major / Industry

Major Housing

EIA 3
51.00 44.00
12% -23% 83%
Legacy Cases
All local applications 7,640.00 7,358.00 7,262.00 7,330.00
Local (Householder) 3,587.00 3,274.00 3,211.00 3,217.00 3,313.00
o

Local (Nonhouseholder) 4,014.00 4,053.00 3,810.00 4,017.00

4% -3%

Local Business/Industry 619.00 J d 626.00 556.00

1,433.00

Other Consents 1,790.00

Local Housing 1,386.00 1,431.00 1,409.00 1,404.00

0%

-4% -2%

Application type and quarterly change in application volume. Source: SGQPS. Change in application volume suggests local application volume has remained relatively steady.



Selected correlations.

Variable X

Major Application Volume

Variable Y

Average Major
Applications PT

APPENDIX 2. CORRELATIONAL DATA

Correlation
coefficient

(r=)

All Local developments
Volume

Average Local
Application PT

Description

No or Negligible
Relationship

All Local developments
(non householder) volume

Average Local
Application PT

Weak Negative Relationship

0.03

Local (householder)

Average Local

Weak relationship

Weak Negative Relationship

Volume Application PT
Major Business/industry Average Major 0.15 No or Negligible
Volume Applications PT : Relationship
Local Business/industry Average Local . .
Ve Application PT 0.55 Moderate relationship

Major Housing Volume

Average Major
Applications PT

Local Housing Volume

Average Local
Application PT

No or Negligible
Relationship

Weak Negative Relationship

Average Major Average Major
Applications PT Application PT
Average Local Average Local
developments PT Application PT

Perfect Correlation

All Local developments
(non householder) PT

Average Local
Application PT

Perfect Correlation

Local (householder) PT

Average Local
Application PT

Very Strong Correlation

Major Business/industry

Average Major
Applications PT

Very Strong Correlation

0.29

Local Business/industry
PT

Average Local
Application PT

Weak relationship

Major Housing PT

Average Major
Applications PT

Strong Correlation

0.54

Local Housing PT

Average Local
Application PT

Moderate relationship

Strong Correlation

Legacy cases volume

Average Major
Application PT

Legacy cases volume

Average Local
Application PT

Weak Negative Relationship

0.56

EIA volume

Average Major
Application PT

Moderate relationship

EIA volume

Average Major
Application PT

Weak Negative Relationship

0.42

Moderate Relationship

% of local applications
decided under 2 months

Expenditure in
development
management

Moderate Negative
Relationship

Major Applications with
Legal Agreement PT

Average Major
Application PT

0.47

Major Applications with
Legal Agreements Volume

Average Major
Application PT

Moderate relationship

Negligible Relationship

Major Application Volume

Average Local
Application PT

3

Moderate negative relationship

~




As % of total Major and Local
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Major Applications

All Local developments

All Local developments (non householder)
Local (householder)

Major Business/industry
Local Business/industry
Major Housing

Local Housing

EIA

Other consents

Legacy cases

Local Review Body Decisions
Legal Agreements
Processing Agreements
Appeals to Scottish Ministers
Major PT

Alllocal PT

Householder PT

Non Householder PT

Major Business/industry PT
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Correlations between volume (as % of total applications) and processing times. Numerical value expresses

strength of correlation between variables (0= no relationship, 1/-1= perfect positive/negative correlation).
Positive or negative correlation represented by red/green bar, respectively. (PT= Processing Times; EIA=
Environmental Impact Assessments)
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APPENDIX 3: APPLICATION VOLUME TO PROCESSING TIMES AND
CHANGE IN PROCESSING TIMES (MAJOR AND LOCAL)
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APPENDIX 4. APPEALS VOLUME AND UPHELD DECISIONS

2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2013 | 2014 | 2014 | 2014 | 2014 | 2015 | 2015 | 2015 | 2015
Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Qi Q2 Q3 Q4
% Upheld in Local
Review 58% | 64% | 49% | 65% | 68% | 61% | 58% | 53% | 58% | 62% | 72% | 63%
% Upheld in Appeals
to Scottish Ministers | 60% | 64% | 65% | 59% | 53% | 59% | 59% | 45% | 50% | 51% | 53% | 55%
Total Local Review
Body decisions 122 132 136 147 141 125 144 122 140 115 174 126
Total DPEA Appeal
Actions 116 138 115 129 109 116 106 98 99 131 83 98
TOTAL 238 270 | 251 276 | 250 | 241 | 250 | 220 | 239 | 246 | 257 | 224
85 34 4.2 32 3.0 34 3.1 3.0 3.1 & 34
Total as % 3.0% % % % % % % % % % % %
TOTAL UPHELD 141 172 141 171 153 144 146 109 131 138 169 133
Upheld as
proportion of total
decisions 59% | 64% | 56% | 62% | 61% | 60% | 58% | 50% | 55% | 56% | 66% | 59%
Upheld as
proportion of all 180 | 224 | 190 | 258 | 193 | 1.81 | 199 | 153 | 1.65 | 1.72 | 2.28 | 2.00
applications % % % % % % % % % % % %
Total 2013/2014 Total 2014/2015
Total 2012/2013 1035 961 966
Total upheld Total upheld Total upheld
2012/2013 625 | 2012/2013 552 | 2012/2013 570
Upheld as Upheld as
proportion of proportion of Upheld as
annual total annual total proportion of 59
60% 57% | annual total %
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APPENDIX 5. PROPORTIONAL APPLICATION VOLUME TO
PROCESSING TIMES.

[ ]
Number of 2013 2013 2013 I 2013 I 2014 2015 2015
applications Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3
I I B = .. I s N ]
Major PT 36.70 35.20 36.20 36.57 32.81

All local PT 11.20 11.20 10.50
I I .

Householder PT 13.13

NHH PT 7.60

MB PT 37.36
LBPT 11.09
MHPT 44.43
LHPT 15.33
EIAPT 31.00
Other consents PT 9.70 9.40 9.80 9.00
Legacy PT 223.00 167.40 212.30 214.30 195.00
Local review PT 13.20 q 12.90 I 13.10
LG PT 54.00 49.40 52.20 50.50 I 55.50
[

Appeals PT 60.30 -

58.90 [ 53.20
|

—
2013 2013 2013 I 2013 I 2014 2014 2014 2014 2015 2015 2015
Application type Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
I I S . . I . I —_— IS = .

Major Applications 0.65% 0.61% 0.89% 1.03% 1.00% 0.89%
All Local
developments
-

1.08% 0.76% 1.01% 1.14%

99.11% 99.00%

98.97%

99.11% 98.92% 98.99%
|

(non householder) 52.73% 51.92%  52.07% 53.62% 51.45% 54.25% 52.78%

Local (householder) 46.66% 47.09%  47.04% 45.27% 47.80% 44.74%  46.08%

Major
Business/industry 0.14%
Local

Business/industry

0.18% 0.13% 0.16%

7.50% 7.68% 8.02%
0.30% 0.38% 0.36% 0.46%

Major Housing

20.08% 18.71%

Local Housing 19.49% 20.00%

EIA 0.30% 0.34% 0.33% 0.28% 0.30%
Other consents 23.31% @ 24.22%  22.93% @ 23.14% Q 22.56% 23.72% 22.90% @ 22.22% 23.40%
Legacy cases 0.65% 0.74% 0.59% 0.68% 0.45% 0.35% 0.58% 0.27% 0.30%
LRB Decisions 1.56% 1.72% 1.83% 1.78% 1.57% 1.96% 1.89%
Legal Agreements 1.71% 1.64% 1.76% 1.49% 1.58% 1.62%

Processing

Agreements 0.24% 0.28% 0.29% 0.57%

Appeals to Scottish

Ministers 1.48% 1.37% 1.46% 1.44%

Figure 1 Prc ing times by application type and quarter and decisions (as % of total major/local) by type and quarter. Box with
broken red lines (2013 Q4) indicates poorest performance quarter (major and local application processing times) and box with solid
red lines indicates the quarter with the best performance in the period.
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APPENDIX 6. NUMBER OF PLANNING GRADUATES IN SCOTLAND.

Nationality of

students**
No.
Plannin
g New Graduate Total
Schools Entrants s Students UK | EU Overseas
2014-15 4 103 96 224 146 26 47
2013-14 4 108 78 232 160 | 20 35
2012-
13* 4 97 80 224 170 [ 19 36
2011-
12* 5 122 110 284 N/A | N/A N/A
2010-11 5 152 130 311 N/A | N/A N/A

*data missing from 1 planning school

** no nationality data collected in 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12
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