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Section 1 - Executive summary

11

1.2

Introduction

This internal audit of the effectiveness of the Riag function within Cairngorms National Park AuthprfCNPA) was undertaken at the request of the Chief
Executive and was approved by the Audit Committee. €bpesof this report was agreed with the Chief Execuliad of Corporate Services and Head of
Planning prior to the commencement of fieldwork amalocumented af\ppendix A. It should be noted that the scope of this review vestricted to
Development Management.

Background

Development Management is the process by which plammdgother applications submitted are determined. d&bisions made aim to balance and mediate
between diverse, and sometimes competing, interests.

CNPA'’s planning function is unique in that they do handle all applications relevant to the Park ardsesd operations are in line with the Designation
Order set out by the Scottish Government. They operdtall-in” function whereby they receive all applioas from Local Authorities which apply to the
Park area. CNPA then has 21 days from notificati@anaapplication to call it in from the Local Authgrit Responsibility for the planning arrangements then
lie with the National Park. A flowchart of the ketages of the process is documentefipgiendix B.

The geographic area of CNPA is covered by four Loashérities: Aberdeenshire, Angus, Highland and MaZayncils. A split of the proportion of
applications which are sent by each Local Authoritdasumented afppendix C. Approximately two-thirds of applications are receivesin Highland
Council. Planning fees are split 50:50 between CNPA hadCbuncil except in exceptional cases where theresigniicantly higher proportion of input
from one party. In this case, a revised split candgmtiated.

The Planning office is based in Ballater and attifme of our review (November 2009 — February 2010) employed d bfeBevelopment Manager, four
Planning Officers, two administrative support officargl an Enforcement Officer. Two of the Planniriic@rs spent 50% of their time working on the Local
Plan and 50% on Development Management. The offisedteived over 3,000 applications for call in decisginee 2003 and calls in an average of 15% of
applications received. Details of the annual numbepgplications received are documentedppendix D. The decision to call in is based on the nature of
the application and whether in terms of the Designa@rder, it is “of significance to the aims of fhark”. The aims of CNPA are as follows:

* To conserve and enhance the natural and culturahgerdf the area;
* To promote sustainable use of the natural resourcee af¢a,;
» To promote understanding and enjoyment of the spggdities of the area by the public; and

» To promote sustainable economic and social developohémé area’s communities.
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Section 1 - Executive summary (continued)

1.2

Background (continued)

Because of a quirk in the Designation Order, CNPAas able to delegate planning decisions from the rfilgnCommittee to other officers or sub-
Committees. Having made the decision that its ritt@nCommittee should be a committee of the wholer@odt followed that all call-in decisions hadlie
made by the Committee of 25 members, meeting fortgigfthe frequency of meetings is dictated by the requents to decide on call-in within 21 days from
application. The majority of full planning applicatioasz considered on a monthly basis whereas intenimidbtly meetings focus on the call-in schedule
that is presented by a Planning Officer. Generhly@Gommittee agree with the recommendations (tarcal not) presented by the Planning Officer andeha
been very few cases identified where there is aatlewi from recommendation (around 4% of application&jthough applications may not be called-in,
members of the Planning Committee can make commehtsh are then passed to the Local Authority foonnfation. Members of the public are permitted
to attend all meetings and to view Committee papeaslvance. Meetings are held at various locatiomsnal the Park area.

CNPA has a protocol which was developed in 2003 in conpmuwith the four Local Authorities that the Natidfark area covers. This covers application
procedures, enforcement, criteria for call-in, plagrpolicy framework, liaison procedures and review pgses. There are also standing orders in place for
the effective running of the Committee and procedgualance for staff.

All planning authorities are required to submit inforimatwhich generates national statistics on an anpasis. The national requirements are 80% of all
applications to be decided within two months and 85%Iapplications to be decided within three monthssufmary of the national results for all planning
authorities from 2004/05 to 2008/09 is documente@mdiendix E. We do acknowledge that the Scottish Governmergnises the unique nature of the
planning function of CNPA and as a result they expjigthte that CNPA are different in the reports thay produce.

ePlanning is a Scottish Government initiative desijto modernise the planning service in Scotlafile purpose of this system is to allow applicants to
submit planning applications online using the IDOX systérhis promotes openness and transparency in theipggmmocess and allows the public access to
view and comment on any information which is publiaailable. CNPA are intending to use the systemperation in Loch Lomond and Trossachs
National Park.

As part of our effectiveness review, we reviewedah@angements in place within a number of other planairporities. We met with Loch Lomond and
Trossachs National Park Authority, Highland Counnd @berdeenshire Council. A summary of their operatisrdocumented below:

Aberdeenshire Council

The Development Management team at Aberdeenshire {Coansist of 53 individuals covering professionalht@cal and administrative support. Only 2 of
the areas covered relate to the CNPA area, Marrkamchrdine and Mearns. These areas have two Rlaaning Officers, nine Planners, two Planning
Inspectors and four Development Services Assistaittisere is administrative support dedicated to this, febwever this comes under support services rather
than planning.

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 2
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Section 1 - Executive summary (continued)

1.2 Background (continued)

Aberdeenshire Council receives approximately 5,000 planrppdjcations per year, of which an average of 150 falhiwithe National Park area of
Aberdeenshire Council. Aberdeenshire Council does limlegated planning powers and so most local applsattan be decided by the Planning
Department. Those which are major or national dgveénts are required to be presented to the Plannimyn@tee. Each area of Aberdeenshire Council
has a Planning Committee which consists of 12 membéetings are held every three weeks and theitmsabf the meetings vary depending on the area
covered.

Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park (LL&T)

The Development Management team at LL&T is led by Head of Planning and Development Management wisupgported by a team dedicated to
Development Management. This consists of a DevelopManager, four Planners, one Enforcement Plammmer Project Manager / Adviser, one Planning
Information Officer, one Development Monitoring Astsint and five support staff.

LL&T receives approximately 450 applications for planningl ather statutory consent each year along with appedriygn 150 formal pre-application
enquiries and several hundred telephone enquiries.erdhd scheme of delegation, around 90% of applicatiomslealt with by the Director of Planning.
Approximately 90% of applications are approved. The SboBisvernment have set performance targets for plgrauthorities for determining 80% of all
applications and 90% of householder applications withorhenths. LL&T performance has varied between 50%6884d in respect of all applications and
around 70% in respect of householder applications.

The operation of the Planning and Development Cooohmittee has evolved since its inception wherendments over time have been made to schemes of
officer delegation, Committee procedures and staratidgrs.

12 members sit on the Planning Access Committee (quoftie) which meets monthly (BMonday) and on average four planning cases aredewesi per
meeting.

Highland Council

Almost 70% of the applications received by CNPA falthe Badenoch and Strathspey area which is coverdadidylanning Officers within Highland
Council, supported by an Administration team in Kingussigghland Council receives approximately 300 applicatpsrsyear which are within the National
Park. Highland Council also has devolved planninggsewvhere local applications can be determined by Pigu®@fficers. Any major development requires
consideration and decision via the Planning Coresnitt

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 3
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Section 1 - Executive summary (continued)

1.2 Background (continued)
Forthcoming changes
It should be noted that much of the fieldwork was utadten prior to the Management Team restructure wighiPA and this may have an impact on some of
our recommendations. There are a number of forthgpafianges which may affect the planning functioruiticig:

e As a result of the Strategic Review undertaken bySttattish Government in 2008, the number of Board membi#reeduce from 25 to 19 from
October 2010. This will include seven ministerial appesitseven Local Authority nominees and five direeleted members.

* The CNPA Designation Order is currently being reéatp reflect the recommendations from the StratBgiview. It is also being redrafted so that
the delegation of specific planning functions exercisdiyl CNPA is restated with the effect that it cardéalt with by the Authority in a number of
ways. The benefit is that this will be more refieetof recent planning reforms and will allow for maonsistency in decision making with the other
National Park as well as Local Authorities.

» Scottish Ministers decided to extent the boundaryhefNational Park area into Perth and Kinross. tiSboNatural Heritage were responsible for
providing a proposal stating where the extended bourstayld lie and the revised allocation of the loagharity nominations to the Board, taking
into account the new boundary. Two public consultatioesevield in 2009 and 2010 and a modified Designation Qraerbeen laid before
Parliament. Commentary from the Rural Affairs am/iEbonment Committee are expected in September 2010 véti®©tHer taking effect from
October 2010.

1.3 Approach
Our review covered the following areas:

* Attendance at Planning Committee meetings;

* Interviews with CNPA staff;

¢ Meetings with Highland Council, Aberdeenshire Couanili Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park.

We reviewed all relevant Planning documentation, tiodk analysis of national statistics and whereilalike those within the other organisations that we
visited and reviewed a number of planning files.
Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 4
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Section 1 - Executive summary (continued)

1.4 Conclusion

The overall objective is to assess the controlsanefor the following audit areas:

Audit areas OMElEl Report Ref.
Assessment
. . . . . . S . - 2.1;2.2; 2.10;
There is an appropriate process in place for receipt, feé@a, presentation and determination of planning appits. *x 517
There is appropriate guidance in place for staff rxk 2.6;2.11
Sufficient resource is employed to manage applicationshnisicomparable with local authorities and similaediorganisations rxk 2.5

A planning committee structure is in place which haapropriate remit and procedures which is reviewed on aaregasis

*k

2.3;2.8;2.9; 2.10

Effective monitoring arrangements are in place ovenrblag performance with lessons learned communicatedsadice

organisation el 2.14; 2.18
Planning performance is reported to senior managemeategular basis with follow up action reported where gpjate rxkk

Delays in determinations are investigated and appropricpbrted rxk 2.4

There are mechanisms in place to gain applicant feedback *x 2.16
There has been an assessment of the impact of chianglesning regulations *x 2.13
There is evidence of collaborative working both witaimd outwith CNPA *x 272i4112i512

ok Arrangements accord with good practice and aperating satisfactorily (recommendations aregpect of minor matters).
ok Adequate arrangements are in place, but cemadtters noted as requiring improvement.
** Arrangements in place offer scope for improvemen

* Inadequate level of control and unacceptable lefesk.

Key:

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 1 - Executive summary (continued)

1.4 Conclusion (continued)

We can conclude that although the planning functi@perating as per Scottish Government requirement$ofiods policy, there are a number of potential
areas for consideration in terms of improving efficiy and effectiveness. We have summarised therkag for consideration below and further detailsuof o
findings and recommendations can be found wiBieation 20of this report.

Our key findings are as follows: -

CNPA should consider whether planning powers could Emaled to a small number of Committee members fdircdecision in order to reduce the
impact of time, travel and resource involved in fudlimpling meetings held on a fortnightly bagiRecommendation 2.1);

CNPA should consider the viability and impact of manggll applications relating to the CNPA area. Tdhsuld be considered as part of the second
stage of the Strategic RevieyRecommendation 2.2);

The number of members on the Planning Committee sheutdviewed and refined as appropriate. The averageenwnoross National Parks and Local
Authorities reviewed is 12. The refinement of humbevesgthe organisation an opportunity to reduce the lvadkof members, focus resource in
appropriate areas and demonstrate a reduction in wadetxpenses. This would also contribute to the ah@vt of the environmental KPI's set within
the organisation(Recommendation 2.3);

CNPA should consider developing a report which docusnidm@ receipt date and status of current applicatidmy. delays in determinations should be
reported to give management and the Committee as®utiaat applications are being progressed as far ablpog®ecommendation 2.4);

CNPA should implement a caseload management systerden to more transparently and effectively mangganing applications. We suggest liaising
with other organisations to establish a mechanisrddeeloping this.(Recommendation 2.5);

All procedures and Standing Orders should be reviewddupdated as a result of changes in planning reférenravised Designation Order and the
implementation of a number of our recommendati@Recommendation 2.6);

The frequency of billing for application fees should &dawed as should be proportion of split of fd@ecommendation 2.7);
All papers and minutes relating to the Planning Cotamishould be posted on the CNPA webgRecommendation 2.8);

Where deferrals for decision are as a result ofmpdete or poorly prepared applications, considerationldhze given to rejection rather than deferral
due to the level of discussion involvefRecommendation 2.9); and

The length and format of Planning Committee papeosildhbe reviewed to establish whether these are tls¢ nser-friendly and time-efficient option
CNPA should review the papers of other Planning funsti@ecommendation 2.10).

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 6
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Section 1 - Executive summary (continued)

1.4 Conclusion (continued)

Our detailed findings and recommendations are wibigiction 20of this report. In total, we identifieelghteenrecommendations as follows:

Description Priority Number
Major issues that we consider need to be brought tatthetion of Management and the Audit Committee 1 0
Important issues which should be addressed by managentéeiriareas of responsibility 2 10
Minor issues where management may wish to considaresommendations 3 8
Total 18
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendations

2.1 Delegation of Planning Powers

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

CNPA is unique in that is does not handle all planmifg light of the revised Designation Order whi

applications relevant to the Park area. The Des@n&rder
set by the Scottish Government allows CNPA to calkose
applications which are significant in respect of tlagiamally
set aims of the National Park. The DesignationeDisl also
unclear on the powers of delegation from Committesfficers
or sub-committees.

As a result, all planning applications in the Parkcanesidered
by the Planning Committee for a decision on whetirenot
these should be called in and determined by CNPA. sd|
meetings require to be held on a fortnightly basisneet the
21-day deadline.

We acknowledge that there is a significant amountvofk
required to prepare call-in reports.

The Designation Order is currently being redraftedhva
revised version expected in September 2010.

will allow for delegation of some plannin
functions, CNPA should consider using a smg
Committee of members for call-in decisions.

It is acknowledged that this would involve care
consideration of the membership, particularly
ministerial appointments.

he

cfihe delegation of planning powers around ¢
gn to a small Committee of members wol
lleeduce the time taken to decide on applicat
at Planning Committee meetings.

ful
for

all-
uld
ons

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority

Already under active consideration. A paper is to lesgnted to the Board on 15 October with proposals fer
call-in arrangements based on fewer members and useref electronic communications without the needéoe-

to-face meetings.

r@éhief Executive Two

October 2010

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.2 Scope of applications

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

CNPA currently call-in applications which are deen
significant in terms of the aims of the Park.

All applications which are not relevant remain witle
Local Authority for determination.

CNPA receives approximately 484 applications
year and on average 15% of applications are calle
however we do acknowledge that the call-in percen
has been reducing in recent years.

Although CNPA are in a position where they ¢
control the applications that they handle, they ara
unigue position in terms of their status as a plan
authority and this is not consistent with the ot
National Park in Scotland.

Feedback from the Councils has indicated that
management of all applications for the Park area w
be a preferable solution.

ngdlthough we acknowledge that handling of all applmadi
to the Park area would increase the workload of
Planning team, CNPA should consider the viability
I managing all applications relating to the Park area.

This is an issue that all organisations and offiagitein
PENPA are aware of.

d in,

talye suggest that the Scottish Government considéss
during the second phase of the Strategic Review.

an
[
ning
her

the
ould

Although the workload of the Planning tea
theuld increase, CNPA would retain owners
ahd decision making powers for all applicatic
relating to the Park area.

CNPA would also retain all fees fq
increase in income and would assist in funad

Hiditional staff where required.

The management of all applications would 3
avoid any duplication of effort with the Loc
Authorities and would ensure that on a natig
basis, there is consistency of approach
planning terms for the National Parks f{
Scotland.

applications, which would be a significant

m
hip
NS

DI
ing

Iso
al
nal
in
or

Management Response

This is a matter for the Scottish Government ans leti to Stage 2 of the Strategic Review of Natiétarks which
remains on hold. There are many opinions on whefiéPA should be a full planning authority, but little ha
evidence. An evidence-based decision will only lsifde once the CNP’s Local Plan has been in placat fleast 3

years, with monitoring of determinations revealthg
that the issue is best returned to in 2013/14.

levels of consistency of decision-making. Seggeerefore

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
No action proposed — gn Two
afdold  pending  evidence

gathering over the next (3

years

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.3 Planning Committee Membership
Finding Recommendation Rationale
As per the Designation Order set by the Scofti©iNPA should review the number of members of [tAde rationalisation of the number of membgrs
Government, the CNPA Planning Committee has | Pfanning Committee. @ We acknowledge that |allould allow for a more efficient process,
members, all of which are members of the Board. members were placed on the Planning Committee|agducing travel costs for members and [the
- result of the original Designation Order, howeves [thequirement to attend fortnightly meetings.
the number of Board members will be reduced to 19 ghportunity to streamline the process. This would also assist with one of CNPA’s Key
October 2010. Performance Indicators relating to
. _ . All other Planning Committees reviewed have [@mvironmental management and reduging
However, Planning Committee meetings are held Ona@rage membership of 12, although we do realise tretticle emissions.
fortnightly basis and the majority of members atteimich | these authorities also have delegated planning povyers.
increases travel costs and the demands on members to
attend. As part of the review, CNPA should liaise with LL&T
in terms of structure and membership. Their Planning
Due to the number of people in attendance, we did hatg £ommittee consists of 12 members.
there can often be duplication in the discussion outs¢ome
and points raised and the length of the meetings beanThe impact of any changes should be reflected in the
significantly longer than expected. role and remit of the Committee.
Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
In hand. This is being considered as part of thei&=improvement Plan (SIP) being brought to Managéeme@irector Sustainable
Team, and then to Board on 17 September 2010. Rural Development with
Head of Development Two
Management
October 2010
Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.4 Delays in Determinations

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

During our review of Planning Committee meetings a@NPA should consider the development of a re

through discussions with staff, we noted that therea
formal mechanism to monitor and report on delays
determinations to the management team or to theniig
Committee.

pdithe explanation of delays in determinations wvill

which  documents all current applicationallow more effective management reporting,
performance management and will assure|the
Committee and management that planning
This should be reported to the senior managemgphlications are being effectively managenent

demonstrating date of receipt and current status.

team on a regular basis and if deemed appropria
the Planning Committee.

&y2he team as far as possible.

Any delays in determination should be highlighted and

explained within the report.

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline

Priority

Agreed — being addressed through SIP. Management mearhas a standing item on its agenda on Develdp
Management caseload which would be supported by the nemoted report.

niginector Sustainabl
Rural Development with

Head of Developmen
Management

October 2010

D

'

t

Two
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.5 Caseloads of planning officers

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Our analysis aimed to provide an assessment of #ra@e caseloa
per planning officer for the National Parks and a @anof Local
Authorities which cover the CNPA area in order tabbsh whether
resource was currently placed in the correct areage t® differing
structures in organisations, availability of inforroatiand different

dCNPA should ensure

that a casel
management system is implemented.

Management may wish to liaise with oth
authorities to identify the arrangements

planning powers, it was difficult to come to a coresistapproach in Place.

terms of average caseload.

During discussions with CNPA officers, there did appear to be
structured process in place for allocation of work tanping
officers which did result in some officers havindnigher caseloa
than others.

Our analysis has made some assumptions, howeverumdoted at

2

e

Appendix F.

palche lack of available information nationa
suggests this is an area which has not |
exclusively considered in the past. A consisl
®pproach to caseload management, particu
ih the National Parks, where there is
expectation that there will be continy
increases in collaborative working would
beneficial and should allow resour
requirements to be better defined.

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority

Accepted — being addressed through SIP

D

'

Director Sustainabl
Rural Development with
Head of Development
Management

Two

March 2011

ly

peen

ent
arly
an
al

be
ce
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.6 Review of Procedures and Standing Orders

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

CNPA has a number of documents in place in relatiguiaioning as
follows:

Standing Orders;
Protocol with Local Authorities;
Public Planning Information;

Commenting Policy.

We have noted that all of these documents are saukthrl review,
however this has not yet been undertaken.

We also noted that the process of commenting igefetred to in
the protocol document which is the point of referefareLocal
Authorities.

All documentation should be reviewed an@ihe implementation of the recommendations

updated.

We recognise that as a result of
implementation of a number of
recommendations and a number
forthcoming changes through Scotti
Government, processes may change and
will influence the current content of tf

policies.

o

Commenting should also be referred to wit
the protocol document.

The revision of documentation should prov,
an opportunity to review that of Loc
Authorities and LL&T in order to identify an
areas for inclusion and where approprig
adoption of best practice.

and procedures and

théhprovement.
r

dthe adoption of best practice from other ar
swill allow CNPA to self-assess their curre
thasition.

e

identify areas

hin

de
Al

y
ite,

Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Accepted — being addressed through SIP. Revised Sga@udders are to be brought to the Board on 15 Oczjobdnector Sustainable
2010. A public information leaflet has been updated, but puibiicdias been held up by capacity constrajrfRural Development with
(because of Local Plan and supplementary guidance tpkimgty). Protocol is due for revision in the ligbt the| Head of Development Two
Park extension. Management

March 2011

will provide an opportunity to revise polici¢s
for

eas

nt
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.7  Application Fees

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Application fees are set at a standard 50/50 split bet@sdA and
the Local Authorities. The only exception is for mmajganning
applications where depending on the level of input reduithe split
of fees may be negotiated.

CNPA invoices the Local Authorities on an annual basithe end
of each calendar year. The fees received for plgnapplicationg
have been as follows:

The frequency of billing for application fegShe increased frequency of invoicing ens

should be reviewed. Consideration should
given to invoicing Local Authorities (as
minimum Highland Council) on a quarter
basis.

As highlighted in recommendation 2.2,
CNPA were to consider all plannin

bmat funds are received on a timely basis

ancreases assurance that the fees to be inv

\are correct.

if
g

applications relating to the Park area, this

Local Authority Fees Billed2008 | Fees Billed 2009 would result in the organisation retaining
) ) 100% of the fees.
Aberdeenshire Council £2,175 £1,361
Angus Council £1,015 £507.50
Highland Council £59,740 £40,237.50
Moray Council £725 £1,812.50
TOTAL £63,655 £43,919
Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Agree recommendation around increased frequencyliofgb#t we will aim to bill between 2 and 3 times per y&af Finance Manager
balance cash flow improvement against additionaluregocosts of increased billing.
From October 2010 Two
Wi

While consideration of all applications would effeetivdouble planning fees received, it should be notatttie
costs of planning service delivery far outweigh tee income received. Any move toward full planning @
should not, therefore, be viewed as a potential fmeased overall resources for the Authority.

=

ure
and
Diced
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.8  Review of Planning Meetings

Finding

Recommendation Rationale

Our testing in this area extended to review of Plaji@ommittee
minutes and papers for a sample of 45 meetings and attenat
two Planning Committee meetings.

We noted the following:

* Five cases were identified where the minutes ofmbeting
could not be located on the CNPA website;

* One case was identified where the call-in reportccaot be
located on the CNPA website;

* At the Planning Committee meetings attended, there a

degree of duplication in the discussion and both ngsein

overran significantly.

All papers and minutes should be posted dime recording and posting of all availal
the CNPA website to ensure all memberg wiformation ensures the public are aware of

the public have appropriate access to |tHecisions made and the rationale for doing so.

information.

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority

Accepted. Website posting to be addressed through Gperation of Planning Committee meetings to be addge Director Sustainable

through the opportunity provided by training for new merslen
regular training / development sessions throughoweae

7 October 2010, together with plans for madrRaral Development with
Head of Development Two

Management

March 2011

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.9 Deferrals

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Our testing in this area extended to review of Plaji@ommittee
minutes and papers for a sample of 45 meetings and attenat
two Planning Committee meetings.

We noted that from 64 applications which were preseiibeg
discussion, 10 were deferred for decision.

We acknowledge that in some cases, defe

applications which are not appropriatg
prepared, consideration should be given a
whether these should be rejected. The levs
discussion for deferrals is significaf
however, this could be a result of the num
of members in attendance.

s to
8| of
nt;

ber

ralse recording and posting of all availal
may be required, however where this is dugitdormation ensures the public are aware of
elgecisions made and the rationale for doing s

D

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline

Priority

Consideration to be given to establishing some guaieeli improved understanding for members on whenredéfar

refusal may be the most appropriate course of action.

Director

Head of
Management

March 2011

Sustainabl

Rural Development with

Developmeri

D

'

t Two
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.10 Revision of format of Planning Committee reports

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

As part of our review of planning effectiveness, walgsed the
Planning Committee reports, which are created orortnightly
basis.

The papers are extremely comprehensive and contagngicsint
amount of detail and we acknowledge that these oéquire to be
produced at very short notice due to frequency of mg=tand
targets for distribution of papers.

However, there can be a lack of clarity in termghef relationship
between the application and the strategic aims oP#r& which is

ultimately the deciding factor for call-in.

The length and format of Planning Commit
papers for full applications should
reviewed.

The papers of other organisations should
reviewedand areas of best practice adopi

The review of reports would provide an
ach

opportunity to develop a consistent appro
to reporting with LL&T.

benore concise approach in which areas of

€Ehe review of planning papers will allow for

practice from other

identified and adopted.
be

organisations can

a
best
be

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority

Accepted — to be addressed through SIP.

D

'

Director Sustainabl
Rural Development with
Head of Development
Management

Two

January 2011

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.11 Protocol between CNPA and Local Authorities

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

CNPA developed a protocol in 2003 with the four Local Atitles
(Aberdeenshire, Angus, Highland and Moray) aroundcieecise of
development control functions in relation to CNPA. heTkey
purpose of the protocol is to meet the aims of theaNatiPark. I
covers the following areas:

« Planning Application Procedures;
Enforcement;

Criteria for call in;

Planning Policy Framework;
Liaison procedures;

Review.

Although there is no evidence of review on the pratamcument,
we have been advised that the last known review wage August
20009.

The protocol should be reviewed following th&he protocol is the agreement which all par

restructure of the planning department and
implementation of a number of o
recommendations.

the Local Authorities and should receive th
input  particularly around  notificatior
consultations and liaison.

The protocol document should contain sig
agreement from all local authorities

demonstrate agreement with the objectives
out in the document.

to deliver on
Although the majority of t

tae expected
lexpectations.

e clear agreement that the expectations
€fealistic and achievable.

and as a result continued review of a
document is required.
1eccl) q

to
set

responsibility will lie with CNPA for making
decisions regarding applications, there need
This should be considered in conjunction withe
These may cha
over time and with amendments to legislat

ies

customer

he

s to
are
nge
on
key

Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Agree recommendation. Protocol also requires toebrwed to incorporate Perth and Kinross Council. m&pDirector Sustainable

extension to deadline to complete this work allowed order to give time for implementation of otheRural Development wit Three
recommendations as suggested. Head of Development

Management — June 201

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
Planning Effectiveness Review
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.12 Duplication of preparatory work

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Discussions with both Aberdeenshire Council and Highl@ouncil
highlighted a number of weaknesses in the current jplgimmocess
One of these related to the potential duplication afkw

Due to tight timescales for all Planning authoritaa®d the time
taken to call-in an application, the Councils may utader
preparatory work in order to anticipate the applicatimging
returned to them for decision. However, this doeplidate the
work that requires to be undertaken by CNPA in ordemaie a
call-in decision.

We were unable to quantify the extent to which thisiogcas this ig
not measured by either Council.

Within the protocol document (which sets (
the expectations of all parties), there shg
be clear criteria for the decision to call
application in. Both Councils should
aware of this and as a result be able
anticipate whether they expect an applica
to be called in or not.

The extent to which duplication occurs sho
be monitored by the Councils and this shg
be a subject of discussion at communicati
meetings.

Consideration should also be given to
extent to which the ePlanning facility w|
reduce this.

put is acknowledged that there will be occasic
wichere duplication of work is unavoidab
ahowever clearly set criteria and regu
beommunication between the organisation n
teduce the extent to which this occurs.

ion

uld
uld
ons

the
I

Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Discussions will be held with Local Authorities to elehine the extent to which duplication does occur &t qfg Director Sustainable Three
discussions around review of the protocol. In practicsvever, it may be impractical to establish cle#ea for | Rural Development with
call-in as this effectively is the role of the Rtemg Committee call-in function. Decisions are oftairly delicatel Head of Development
balances around the significance of applications aed potential impact on the National Park and cle#erga | Management
may not be capable of being determined in practice.

June 2011 (to determine

whether any further action

is required)

NS

ar
nay

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.13 Consideration of the impact of changes in planning retations

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

From August 2009, there was a change in the Planning &ems
which affected all planning authorities.

The key changes were that a hierarchy of develogmerss
introduced with new targeted timescales for compietioPre-
application consultation was also introduced for majml nationa
developments. Neighbour notification was also intreduwhereby
the authority is required to inform neighbours of ameadments tq
applications. This is no longer the responsibilitytleé applicant
The timescales for planning appeals was also reducgd acal
Review Bodies were created to deal with appeals.

All of these changes have an impact on the way aludhorities
operate. Our discussions with CNPA, LL&T and the Lg
Authorities did not indicate that any organisati@dlta strategy t
manage these changes and there did not appear grbepacreatec
prior to implementation in order to address this ircansistent
manner.

Although the changes in regulation have b
in place for some time now, there is
opportunity to consider how some of t
requirements are addressed.

The implication of these changes could fqg
part of the discussion at the Communicati
) meetings.

ca

O

eé&ihe consideration of how to effectively mang
atine changes in regulation would avoid poten
hduplication of work and ensure a consist
approach across the relevant plann

authorities.
rm

DNS

1ge
tial
ent
ing

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority

Agreed — need for more formally documented overagcapproach

to these issues, either through the implatizn

of the revised policy or through a review of the awdat with Local Authorities. It is noted that a papers
previously been presented to Planning Committee wigithaut the various impacts of the Planning Regulafmn

the Authority.

D

t Director Sustainable
Rural Development with
sHead of Development
Management

Three

June 2011

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.14

Collaboration with Loch Lomond and Trossachs National R&

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Discussions with CNPA and LL&T staff highlighted tHaoth
parties are keen to continue to develop a relatioremipwork
collaboratively to develop planning within the NatibRarks.

We are aware that the Head of Corporate ServiceSNHA is
seconded to LL&T on a part-time basis and the cositand
relationships have already been developed. He is rntlyrr
acting as the independent advisor to the LL&T Ldealiew
Body within their Planning scheme.

It is also noted that CNPA will utilise the ePlarmifacility
already in place at LL&T. However, both parties amndi to
have separate policies, procedures and protocols.

We have already recommended that Stan
Orders and procedures are reviewed and upd
however this should be undertaken in conjunc
with LL&T and where possible, consolidat
policies and procedures developed. However
do acknowledge that the potential for f

8ntegration of policies may be limited by differipdNational Park areas are handled consiste

structures required by call-in arrangements.

Regular meetings should be organised betv
Planning Officers at both parties in order to ens
consistency of approach and identification of af
of best practice.

Hi@gnsolidation of policies and some worki
apedctices would allow a greater degree
tiotarity in terms of a Scottish National P3
edpproach to planning.

we
Lit would also ensure applications relevant to

which is particularly helpful where appeals :
concerned.
yeen

eafk policies may also reduce the workloads
both organisations.

Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Accepted — joint meeting of both NPA Management Tehefd twice per year — planning issues already higdyhDirector Sustainable Three
as an area needing a joint approach. A formal sohexfulvork will be established within that joint maeagent| Rural Development with
framework. Head of Development
Management
October 2010

ng
of
rk

the
ntly
are

ukge consistency of approach and consolidation

of

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.15 Liaison with Local Authorities

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Discussions with  CNPA and Aberdeenshire and Highlaouncils
highlighted that there are communication meetindd be a fairly regular
basis, however these are at a high level, for exarifgads of Plannin
meetings.

There is no consistent and formalised approach tdimgseof Planning
Officers between CNPA and the Local Authorities arelalso noted tha
neither party has attended the other’s Planning Gtteeimeetings.

The Local Authorities highlighted a number of admnaisve issues thatof CNPA should try to atten

they felt warranted discussion, however there isnechanism to be able
discuss this at Planning Officer level. Highlandu@adl raised a number ¢
points which warrant discussion such as:

the Local Authority reference number is not included
correspondence from CNPA and as a result increasdsrié taker
to find the original record,

The implication of neighbour notification rules and winaertakes
this role;

Distribution of Planning Committee papers;

Regular meetings should |
held with Local Authorities
) (quarterly) in order to discug
progress, any significar
cases and any administrati
areas which requir
L discussion.

If possible, a representati

Gat  least one Plannin
fCommittee meeting per ye
of the Local Authorities. Th

cal Authorities should b
encouraged to do the same.

CNPA should include th
Local Authority referenct
number on correspondence
future.

Attendance at Forum for Delivery of Housing.

b he formalisation of meetings would encourage L
parties to highlight any issues that can then be qu
gesolved.

nt
\vd he attendance at meetings may drive forward

wrelationships between the organisations and develd
understanding in relation to the partnership work
elements of the planning function. For example,
anay allow better tracking of how comments made
dCNPA at call-in stage are incorporated in Lo
gAuthority decisions.

ar
LIt also provides an opportunity for knowledge shar

Ldiscussion on interesting cases and increases (e
of knowledge for all parties.

oD

n

oth
ckl

the
p an
ing
this
by
cal

ng,
de

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline Priority

Accepted — use potential to use SIP to address thesshandnechanisms required to ensure better and

structured collaboration with partners.

ant Three
nt

nivrector Sustainable Rural Developmg
with Head of Development Managemer

June 2011

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.16 Customer Service Feedback

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

CNPA do not have any mechanism in place to obtaimitoroand
action customer feedback.

This is not unique to CNPA and through our discussioit MW his should be distributed to customers wi

LL&T and other Local Authorities, we identified thamo other
organisation has this system in place.

CNPA, in liaison with the other applicahl

planning authorities, should develop andave a sense of the public perception of

distribute a customer service feedback fo

planning applications have been determir

This could be in the format of a papeand will also identify any areas for developm

document or an online questionnaire.

The results of this could inform part of the
discussion at the Communications Meetings

with other planning authorities.

hetlow areas of best practice and excel

&\ mechanism for feedback will allow CNPA to

effectiveness of their planning function. It w

the
ill

ent

service to be identified and shared with the team

which can be actioned as appropriate.

Management Response

Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority

Recommendation accepted. Overall means of accessstgmer feedback to be considered by Communicatiah

Engagement Team.

5 @Amector Communications

and Engagement Three

June 2011

ent
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.17 Implementation of a planning system

Finding

Recommendation Rationale

CNPA currently operates an access database whereaalhim
records for applications have been recorded since 2003.

Although this currently works for the requirements tife
organisation, this is not consistent with otheraloauthorities of
LL&T who use the Uniform system.

CNPA should consider the implementation| dthe use of a planning management system

a planning management system such|wasuld allow for consistency of recording pf
Uniform which is consistent with otherinformation and effective reporting and

planning authorities and allows for mdrenonitoring.

effective reporting on planning performance.

If possible, CNPA should explore the
possibility of joining the current operation pf
LL&T.

Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Recommendation accepted. Planning management systemmld be implemented as an element of the propdSedoorate Servicep
Director with Head of

joint working initiative with Loch Lomond and Trasshs National Park Authority on establishing ePlagsystems

Development Manageme

March 2011

ht Three

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10
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Section 2 - Detailed findings and recommendationg@ntinued)

2.18 Planning statistics
Finding Recommendation Rationale
We obtained copies of the national planning statistibgch are| CNPA should use the existing relationships ithe additional information from other Local
documented af\ppendix E. During our review of this information,place with LL&T and the Local Authorities inAuthorities would allow CNPA to benchmark
we did note that the data reported was inaccuratenasline of| order to share information in terms of themgainst others, identify areas of best pragtice
figures was missing. We were unable to identify tfiermation for| own planning statistics, caseloads etc. and potentially change existing practice where
all planning authorities and as a result the inforomatat our| ~ | another  organisation works particulafly
Appendix represents the nationally reported figures. This should form part of the Communicatidngffectively.
meetings held with Local Authorities.

Although the planning statistics are helpful, theymrébeturnaround
times and the number of applications received per year.
They do not refer to average caseload per offigepli@ations pe
area of each Authority or any other benchmarking-médgion.
Management Response Responsibility/ Deadline | Priority
Recommendation accepted — the Authority will seekstal#ish and monitor statistics around officer casdoand Director Sustainable Three
other appropriate service management performance todica Rural Development with

Head of Development

Management

June 2011
Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 25

Planning Effectiveness Review



Deloitte

Section 3 - Statement of responsibility

Statement of Responsibility

We take responsibility for this report which is prepamadhe basis of the limitations set out below.

The matters raised in this report are only those lwhame to our attention during the course of our inteaindlt work and are not necessarily a comprehensitenstat of all
the weaknesses that exist or all improvements that tnbghmade. Recommendations for improvements shouldsdessed by you for their full impact before they are
implemented. The performance of internal audit workasand should not be taken as a substitute for managemenponsibilities for the application of sound managémen
practices. We emphasise that the responsibility feoumd system of internal controls and the preventimhdetection of fraud and other irregularities rests witnagement
and work performed by internal audit should not be relied upadentify all strengths and weaknesses in interaatrols, nor relied upon to identify all circumstancéfaud

or irregularity. Auditors, in conducting their work, arxuired to have regards to the possibility of fraud omgiri@ities. Even sound systems of internal control @aly
provide reasonable and not absolute assurance and mhg patof against collusive fraud. Internal audit procedaresiesigned to focus on areas as identified by managemen
as being of greatest risk and significance and as suaklywen management to provide us full access to thewuwating records and transactions for the purposes ofualitr a
work and to ensure the authenticity of these documeBttective and timely implementation of our recommenatadi by management is important for the maintenanee of
reliable internal control system.

Deloitte LLP
I nverness
August 2010

In this document references to Deloitte are referetm®eloitte LLP.

Deloitte LLP is a limited liability partnership registel in England and Wales with registered number OC303675 aredjistered office at 2 New Street Square, London EC4A
3BZ, United Kingdom.

Deloitte LLP is the United Kingdom member firm of Di#le Touche Tohmatsu (‘DTT’), a Swiss Verein whosenher firms are separate and independent legal entiegher
DTT nor any of its member firms has any liability ach other’s acts or omissions. Services anadad by member firms or their subsidiaries and not By D

©2010 Deloitte LLP. All rights reserved.
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Appendix A - Background & objectives

Background

Cairngorms National Park Authority operates a uniquenitg function in that they do not handle all applared relevant to the Park area. They operate &itfcal
function where they have 21 days from notificationaof application to call it in from the local authorityCNPA then becomes responsible for the planning
arrangements for that application.

This process has been in place for six years and er tocevaluate the effectiveness of current pradB®PA have requested a review of the arrangememisaae
to evaluate how successful this operation has beenms @& service delivery and to identify any potdraieeas for improvement or consideration of best maah
other areas.

This review will assess the resource that curremdsgnto planning application management with thedadiproviding best value guidance. Current practice bl
benchmarked against comparative organisations agmhatiive practices and procedures suggested whersalces

Objectives

Our review will assess the performance of CNPA imgof management of planning applications over theskasyears. We will provide statistical analysis of
performance along with a comparison against localoaitits and other parks as well as providing an atdicof national performance.

Although much of the review will assess performandaimiCNPA, we will liaise with local authorities asdnilar organisations in order to identify existipgpcesses
and performance and identify areas of best practice.

In terms of assessing CNPA performance our objectiveso assess whether:
* There is an appropriate process in place for receipt, r@@a presentation and determination of planningiegibns.
e There is appropriate guidance in place for staff.
» Sufficient resource is employed to manage applicatishgh is comparable with local authorities and simied organisations.
* A planning committee structure is in place which haapropriate remit and procedures which is reviewedregaar basis.
» Effective monitoring arrangements are in place @i@nning performance with lessons learned communicetests the organisation.
* Planning performance is reported to senior manageoneatregular basis with follow up actions reported wlagpropriate.
« Delays in determinations are investigated and ap@tgtyireported.
* There are mechanisms in place to gain applicant fekdbac
* There has been an assessment of the impact of chargaaning regulations.

* There is evidence of collaborative working both witand outwith CNPA.

Cairngorms National Park Authority — Internal Audit 2009/10 27
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Appendix B - The planning process
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Appendix C — Split of applications by Local Authority

CNPA has received 3,275 applications between 2003 and tref Emthruary 2010. All applications will have been passetNBA through one of the four Local
Authorities which cover the National Park area. €hart below demonstrates the split of applicationsdal Authority over the last seven years.

Split of Applications by Local Authority

M Aberdeenshire Council

® Angus Council

1% Highland Council

B Moray Council
66%

As demonstrated above, the largest proportion of applnsaare received from Highland Council. Approximat@% of the applications received from Highland
Council relate to the Badenoch and Strathspey akparoximately 27% of applications are received from Abengleige Council from two areas, Kincardine and
Mearns and Marr. Aberdeenshire Council is the tlargest Council in Scotland in terms of Planning.
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Appendix D - Number of applications per year

The graph below demonstrates the number of applicatemesved by CNPA each year from inception to the érebbruary 2010. This information has been taken
from the database maintained by CNPA’s Planning deyestt

Number of Applications received by CNPA 2003 -2010

700
600

575 55o
47 483

>00 ° 410 405
400 A
300 -+
200 -+
100 ~

0 -

2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Number

Year

» The average number of planning applications receivdu \esar is 484;

» CNPA decides to call-in approximately 15% of all applmadi put forward by Local Authorities. We do acknowtetitat this varies and has been following
a reducing trend in recent years;

» 2003/04 is not a complete record of all applications duleeteict that CNPA only became fully operational in Seyiter 2003 therefore data for 2003/04
does not represent a full year;
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Appendix E - National planning statistics

The table below summarises the delivery of natiorsdtyplanning objectives for determination. A ta@e®5% achievement within 2 months is set and 80% w&hin
months. The results from 2004/05 to 2008/09 are documented bé&luw.is the only national information availablg.should be noted that CNPA is unique in its
capacity to call-in applications and is recognisedhgy3cottish Government as operating differently.

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09
Total % Decided in % Decided in Total % Decided in % Decided in Total % Decided in % Decided in Total % Decided in % Decided in Total % Decided in % Decided in
Decided 2 months 3 months Decided 2 months 3 months Decided 2 months 3 months Decided 2 months 3 months Decided 2 months 3 months
Aberdeen City 2232 70.6 85.0 975 68.9 81.9 2304 65.8 80.0 2159 64.3 78.9 1949 77.4 90.6
Aberdeenshire 3911 65.5 78.6 3794 56.2 70.0 3938 51.6 65.4 4058 37.1 53.9 3872 43.4 57.2
Angus 1407 69.4 82.1 1439 65.7 79.3 1495 69.4 78.0 1508 63.4 76.6 1277 70.5 79.2
Argyll & Bute 2608 65.0 78.6 1715 64.3 75.8 1752 62.9 74.3 1668 65.7 72.3 1561 62.4 72.8
Cairngorms 21 0.0 23.8 106 0.0 20.8 43 0.0 25.6 61 0.0 42.6 51 0.0 33.3
Clackmannanshire 396 84.1 91.2 371 81.1 92.4 381 85.3 93.7 409 86.1 93.2 339 87.9 94.1
Dumfries and Galloway 2487 55.9 70.9 2455 61.4 76.0 2422 60.8 75.1 2327 60.4 74.6 1991 59.1 73.6
Dundee City 916 62.4 83.0 875 62.6 80.0 947 58.9 79.5 966 55.5 74.0 739 62.5 79.8
East Ayrshire 1066 57.3 76.3 1110 49.5 70.1 1050 54.4 71.1 943 62.8 73.7 762 39.6 61.7
East Dunbartonshire 1101 71.6 80.9 1188 54.7 72.0 1151 60.0 77.7 896 53.0 65.3 1101 65.3 69.7
East Lothian 1326 72.2 80.7 1164 72.7 81.2 1169 68.9 78.2 1159 64.5 72.9 1109 69.8 76.7
East Renfrewshire 1080 77.2 91.0 978 69.5 88.5 947 71.8 89.4 936 66.9 85.0 813 76.0 87.5
Edinburgh 4473 61.9 82.1 4464 63.7 82.9 4418 63.9 83.5 4399 68.1 84.1 3809 69.6 85.1
Falkirk 1022 57.2 75.0 1085 61.2 73.2 1103 63.6 76.7 565 54.5 82.4 504 65.1 89.3
Fife 3724 65.5 83.2 3621 48.2 69.6 3678 49.4 71.1 962 66.8 83.0 852 55.8 72.5
Glasgow City 3723 54.8 71.3 3729 64.3 77.4 3449 68.0 79.3 3483 53.9 69.3 3144 53.0 69.7
Highland 4743 52.9 71.3 4470 54.3 71.9 4605 56.0 71.2 3596 54.4 71.4 2981 68.9 81.1
Inverclyde 404 68.6 83.9 564 73.9 86.0 538 78.1 87.8 4288 56.1 71.5 3921 51.7 68.2
Loch Lomond and Trossachs 421 54.9 68.4 393 47.1 63.6 431 47.8 66.4 491 74.5 87.2 402 72.6 85.6
Midlothian 895 68.9 78.7 895 69.6 79.2 791 60.6 77.3 360 50.0 67.2 312 47.1 69.2
Moray 1388 60.1 74.3 1353 57.9 71.6 1470 46.7 63.2 838 69.3 80.4 648 67.6 77.9
North Ayrshire 1113 67.8 78.4 1076 69.9 81.8 1118 75.3 85.6 1428 46.2 60.2 1238 47.8 64.2
North Lanarkshire 1984 72.3 84.0 1863 63.4 81.6 2003 76.1 84.3 1001 77.1 87.4 871 73.9 84.5
Orkney 452 48.0 77.4 483 35.6 75.1 559 45.6 70.1 1719 73.8 83.8 1459 69.7 80.1
Perth and Kinross 2269 45.2 74.8 2183 55.7 79.5 2215 48.4 69.5 582 65.9 86.8 514 68.9 85.0
Renfrewshire 1275 63.7 83.2 1235 63.0 78.4 1146 61.4 78.9 2389 48.1 68.9 2126 55.4 72.5
Scottish Borders 2142 53.2 73.8 2152 46.9 67.3 2169 45.2 62.5 1091 61.4 77.2 930 66.2 78.5
Shetland 405 56.8 817 204 0.0 74.0 172 22.1 58.1 2133 44.9 63.3 1725 52.1 70.2
South Ayrshire 1586 60.7 79.2 1488 55.8 77.0 1587 56.3 75.0 457 23.4 57.5 371 36.9 68.7
South Lanarkshire 2786 68.4 81.8 2669 65.0 77.9 2692 77.1 86.1 1491 47.6 66.9 1463 43.0 64.5
Stirling 955 72.3 83.6 996 72.2 82.7 946 67.7 78.1 2519 72.8 82.5 2174 68.2 77.6
West Dunbartonshire 524 72.9 85.1 520 76.9 84.2 188 81.5 92.5 990 67.0 80.7 801 66.2 79.3
West Lothian 1405 85.1 92.1 1236 84.1 90.4 1242 77.9 85.4 384 77.8 89.7 393 66.7 82.4
Western Isles 480 65.6 91.0 542 57.7 87.2 478 60.7 83.7 1140 78.8 87.1 1018 74.1 83.3
SCOTLAND 56720 62.9 79.1 53391 60.3 76.9 54597 61.0 76.0 53396 58.7 73.7 47220 60.5 74.7
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Appendix F — Average caseload per Planning Officer

The analysis below is an approximate assessment a@ivérage caseload per Planning Officer. Due to adaekailable information, we have had to make some
assumptions and the caseload figures are taken fraRACBCords of applications submitted for approval.

CNPA

CNPA receive an average of 468 applications per yearhwleiguire assessment of whether to call the applicatio Based on a staffing establishment of four
planners, this would represent an average caseloati7odpplications per year. It is acknowledged that la jigportion of these applications will not be called in
and will be referred to the relevant Local Authorit@n the basis of an average call-in rate of 15%,dd@sbe equated to approximately 70 cases for deternminatio
This would equate t018 cases per year per officer, arklimeolved in reviewing applications in the lead ugédl-in.

Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park

The average number of applications handled by Loch Ldraod Trossachs is 450 per year. Based on a stastiaglishment of four planners, the average caseload
per year would be approximately 112. We do acknowledg®@fatof applications are determined by the Head of Rignwhich is not applicable at CNPA.
Highland Council

Highland Council handles approximately 4,500 planning apmitsiper year. The Council have 29 Planning Officetsréntly carrying two vacancies), which
represents an average caseload of 155 applicationsfiger per year.

Aberdeenshire Council

Aberdeenshire Council handles approximately 4,000 planningcapphs per year. The Council have xx Planning afficevhich represents an average caseload of
xx applications per officer.
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