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1
PURPOSE

1.1
This report is to keep Committee informed about the present position regarding income and expenditure of the Planning Delivery Grant. It also invites Committee to consider two consultation documents.  One of these is concerned with Proposed allocations criteria for 2007/8.  The other is to do with a revised grant scheme for 2008/9 and beyond.

1.2
Matters affected by this report relate to two Council Ambitions in particular; environmental protection and enhancement, and balancing the housing market.

2
BACKGROUND

2.1
Committee received a report on 7th February 2006 detailing the use that has been made of the Planning Delivery Grant award for the 2005/6 period.  

2.2
That report also flagged up the initial indications of the grant award for 2006/7.  A report to Committee on 20th April 2006 detailed the outcome of the 2006/7 settlement.

2.3
The April 20th report concluded that our broad expenditure strategy agreed in 2005 was still appropriate but difficult decisions would be needed as part of the service planning procedures as we moved beyond 2007/8, the final year of the current PDG system.

3
ISSUES

3.1
Consultation Paper


Housing and Planning Delivery Grant


The paper introduces the idea of a new grant system based on meeting housing as well as planning targets.

3.2
The purpose of this grant will be to allow local planning authorities to respond more effectively to local housing pressures, become actively involved in the delivery of additional housing to meet local demands and to incentivise improvements in the planning system.

3.3
The principles of the new grant are:

· Strengthen the incentives for local authorities to respond to local housing pressures

· Support increased housing delivery to meet local needs

· Encourage local authorities to become pro-actively involved in the delivery of new housing and unlock blockages in the delivery chain

· Return the benefits of growth to the community through new funding streams

· Incentivise efficient and effective planning procedures

3.4
The fundamental planning use of the new grant would be in Local Development Framework production.

3.5
The new grant would be aimed mainly at local authorities but also at other bodies who help maintain the supply of housing and implementation of the planning system.

3.6
The housing incentive will be aimed firmly at those areas responding to high levels of housing demand.

3.7
The paper is absolutely clear that grant money will be shifted from those areas consistently not meeting housing demand to those that do in a very big way.

3.8
Authorities that are part of the housing market renewal programme will also be targetted.

3.9
A three year rolling average will be used to determine the supply level achieved.

3.10
Some comments on the proposed new grant


The most obvious reaction is that the proposed new grant is massively bias towards support for authorities, often in the south-east of England where the major new national growth areas are to be found and where demand is the highest.

3.11
The paper does not give any indication of the total amount of money likely to be involved.

3.12
The paper is almost entirely concerned with the number of houses built.  It has nothing at all to say on design, sustainable construction and quality and very little to say on affordability.

3.13
Whilst the relationship between what is achieved and the requirements of the Regional Spatial Strategy are expressed in the paper it is nevertheless made clear that it will not be helping to deliver the strategy that gains rewards, except that progress with the L.D.F. may attract reward grant.


There is a fundamental problem that authorities such as Ribble Valley who are restricting housing growth in live with Regional Policy will effectively be penalised for playing their part in sub-regional housing growth opportunities.  Surely the reward should be for properly playing their part in the wider balancing the housing market objective.

3.14
Consultation Paper


Planning Delivery Grant 2007/8


Proposed Allocations Criteria


This Paper offers great detail about the way in which the final year of the Planning Delivery Grant will be allocated.

3.15
The basic sub- headings are:

· Handling planning applications

· Plan making

· E-planning

· Housing delivery

3.16
There will be reward for having enterprise areas and housing pathfinder areas.

3.17
There will no longer be any cash for improving development control performance.  It will be based entirely on target achievement.

3.18
The criteria also includes weightings for the volume of applications dealt with and the amount by which targets are exceeded.

3.19
The total resource to be allocated amounts to some £120 million.

3.20
The DCLG have selected six areas to be used in allocating a ‘sustainable development’ element reward.


The reward will be based on setting targets in these areas, collecting the data, and meeting the targets.


The attributes are:

· Proportion of residential development which is on previously developed land

· Volume of affordable housing completed

· Proportion of non residential development complying with parking standards

· Proportion of energy used in new development which comes from on-site renewables

· Proportion of nationally important wildlife sites which are in favourable condition

· Proportion of open space managed to the Green Flag standard.

3.21
Substantial amounts will again go to south-eastern growth areas.

3.22
Some comments on the proposals


As with the earlier paper there seem to be clear indications that there is an evolving south-eastern growth bias.  Perhaps more importantly there is also an urban bias and the first question to raise is whether the paper has been subject to appropriate ‘rural-proofing’ at its source.

3.23
Weighting for the volume of applications dealt with without a counter-balancing element for distances travelled to do site visits/meetings etc seems unduly urban-biased.

3.24
In a similar way we see an award being made for having enterprise areas yet none for having an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The latter should demand more careful attention and consequent additional negotiation.

3.25
At a recent meeting with the Audit Commission we heard the need to reduce indicators and targets to those that really do explain performance.   Within these proposals we see reward being given for establishing more targets, some of which may have little relevance to the local situation.  Is this appropriate?

3.26
In general it seems there is now a reluctance to maintain reasonable grant awards to smaller rural authorities such as ours.  This is clearly a potential problem when the use of PDG in its earlier years demanded an assumption of levels of awards in later years that now may prove to have been unduly optimistic.

3.27
Update on Use of PDG


To date we have received a total of £741,718 from the Planning Delivery Grant, as follows:

               Table 1

             Grant Allocations

	
	
	Initial 

Allocation

£
	Adjustments

2004/5

£
	2005/6

£


	Final 

Allocation

£
	Grants 

Received

£
	With held

£

	2003/4

2004/5

2005/6

2006/7

2007/8
	
	-75,000

-266,120

-300,796

-135,752


	0

0

-12,084

-1,056

-520
	0

0

18,464
	-75,000

-266,120

-312,880

-118,344
	-75000

-266,120

-289,039

-111,559
	0

0

23,841

6,785



	
	
	-777,668
	-13,660
	18464
	-772,344
	-741,718
	30,626

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	   18,464 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	49,090

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


3.28
Previous reports have detailed the anticipated expenditure of this sum.  There has only been limited amendment to the spending profiles previously agreed.


Table 2 shows the actual expenditure from the inception of the grant to 31st March 2006.


Table 2

	Income & Expenditure – 1.4.03 to 31.03.06

	Detail
	Actual

£

	EXPENDITURE

Employee Costs

Training Expenses

Staff Adverts

Purchase of Equipment

Hardware Maintenance

Software Maintenance

Consultants

- Capita

- MVM

- Hyder Consulting

- Conservation Studio Ltd

Rural Housing Enabler

Statutory Notices

Support Costs

- Development Department

- Organisation & Member Development

- Financial Services

Total Expenditure

INCOME

Planning Delivery Grant

Planning Fees

Sales

Total Income

Net Income
	77,359

13,926

1,828

71,279

2,392

8,252

36,821

21,058

6,506

73,123

5,000

3,847

92,150

1,050

360

________

414,951

-630,159

-19,179

-1,080

_________

-650,418

-235,467


3.29
Table 3 clarifies the programmed expenditure to the end of 2007/8, the final year of PDG awards.


Table 3

	Cash Flow – Including Post D88
	
	
	

	
	£50K

Per Annum

£
	£100K

Per Annum

£
	£150K

Per Annum

£

	B/FWD – 1.4.06

2006/7

Estimated Expenditure

Annual Income
	-235,467

215,530

-111,559
	-235,467

215,530

-111,559
	-235,467

215,530

-111,559

	C/FWD – 31.3.07

2007/8

Estimated Expenditure

Estimated Income


	-131,496

281,150

-50,000
	-131,496

281,150

-100,000
	-131,496

281,150

-150,000

	C/FWD – 31.03.08
	99,654
	49,654
	-346



Thus, should we receive £150,000 PDG for 2007/8 we will remain in the black, with no drain on the General Fund, to the end of that year.


The picture is altered however if we delete Post D88 from the PDG calculations.  This post is to be funded by PDG whilst funds are available from that source.  If we consider that funds are already declining from that source and delete the cost of D88 from the calculation from 1/4/07 we will remain in the black for longer or with a reduced need for PDG in 2007/8.

3.30
There will be some continuing demands on the general fund beyond 2007/8 should there be no replacement for or continuation of PDG.  These will need to be channeled through the service planning process.  Ongoing needs will include such things as software maintenance contracts and licenses.  Committee do need to be aware though at this early stage that should it be decided to not retain staff appointed as a result of the availability of PDG some of the performance gains we have seen may begin to be difficult to maintain.  Again that issue must eventually be addressed through prioiritisation and service planning.  There may be a replacement for PDG in place by 2008/9 however as indicated by the earlier parts of this report.

3.31
There are some mere detailed changes required to the original programme as a result of slippage especially in relation to Local Development Framework items most notably:


Examination in Public – Core Strategy


Sustainability Audit


Printing Core Strategy Plan


Printing and Promotion core Strategy Document


Printing and Promotion Statement of Community Involvement


Digitising Districtwide Plan


Core Strategy Advertisements


Any short term savings on the above will need to be clawed back in later years.

3.32
Perhaps more importantly are the demands on ensuring the ‘soundness’ of the evidence base for the Core Strategy of the LDF.  This seems increasingly likely to involve substantial investment in items such as retail studies, updated housing needs assessments etc., which are presently not budgetted.  Failure to ensure the soundness of the Core Strategy of the Local Development Framework may result in the rejection of the strategy as unsound.  Thus all expenditure on an Examination in Public would be wasted.  This outcome has of course actually happened to both the authorities that have got to that point with their frameworks.

4.
RISK ASSESSMENT

4.1
Financial


There is no direct financial implication relating to the decision elements of this report.  The matters raised do though have a clear bearing on potential income to the Council.  The present PDG totals are likely to run out during 2007/8 the last year of the present system depending on the grant award that year and progress with the Local Development Framework.

4.2
Technical Environmental Legal


No specific issues other than those covered by the report.

4.3
Political/Reputational


No issues.

5
CONCLUSIONS

5.1
The short and longer term future of Planning Delivery Grant seems more closely related to the national planning objectives than at the time of its inception.  This seems to mean that there will be clear bias towards the south-east of England and urbanised areas.  It is important that the particular issues of high demand areas outside the south-east and sparsely populated rural areas are recognised and these areas not disadvantaged.

5.2
The profile of the programmed PDG expenditure is intact though it is now clear that there is likely to be an end to the availability of grant assistance to the general fund by the end of 2007/8.

6.
RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1
Committee are recommended to:


a)  Note the information contained in this report


b)
  Respond to the DCLG on its two consultation papers on the basis of Section 3 above.

DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

For further information please ask for  Stewart Bailey, extension   4491.

Background Papers:

DCLG               Planning Delivery Grant 2007/8




                          Proposed Allocations Criteria

DCLG               Housing and Planning Delivery Grant

                          Consultation Paper

