A meeting of the CABINET will be held in CIVIC SUITE A, GROUND
FLOOR, PATHFINDER HOUSE, ST MARY'S STREET, HUNTINGDON,
PE29 3TN on THURSDAY, 18 MARCH 2010 at 7:00 PM and you are
requested to attend for the transaction of the following business:-

APOLOGIES

MINUTES

To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the special
meeting of the Cabinet held on 16" March 2010 (to follow).

MEMBERS' INTERESTS

To receive from Members declarations as to personal and/or
prejudicial interests and the nature of those interests in relation
to any Agenda item. Please see notes 1 and 2 below.

REQUEST FOR A LOAN TO THE WILDLIFE TRUST FOR
BEDFORDSHIRE, CAMBRIDGESHIRE,
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE AND PETERBOROUGH. (Pages 1 -
6)

To consider a report by the Head of Financial Services
outlining a request for a loan from the Wildlife Trust for
Bedfordshire, = Cambridgeshire, Northamptonshire  and
Peterborough.

RURAL STRATEGY FOR CAMBRIDGESHIRE 2010-2015
(Pages 7 - 38)

To receive a report by the Head of Environmental and
Community Services on Cambridgeshire Acre’s Rural Strategy.

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCESS WORKING
GROUP (Pages 39 - 76)

To consider a report by the Overview and Scrutiny Panel
(Environmental Well-Being).

EXCLUSION OF PRESS

To resolve:-
that the public be excluded from the meeting because
the business to be transacted contains exempt

information relating to the financial or business affairs of
particular persons.

=
Contact
(01480)

Mrs H Taylor
388008

S Couper
388103

D Smith
388377

Mrs J Walker
387049



7. SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATE FOR NATIONAL NON
DOMESTIC RATES RELIEF (Pages 77 - 78)

To consider a report by the Head of Customer Services
regarding an application for hardship relief from National Non
Domestic Rates.

Dated this 12 day of March 2010

D e

Chief Executive

Notes
1. A personal interest exists where a decision on a matter would affect to a
greater extent than other people in the District —

(a) the well-being, financial position, employment or business of the
Councillor, their family or any person with whom they had a close
association;

(b)  a body employing those persons, any firm in which they are a
partner and any company of which they are directors;

(c) any corporate body in which those persons have a beneficial
interest in a class of securities exceeding the nominal value of
£25,000; or

(d) the Councillor’s registerable financial and other interests.

2. A personal interest becomes a prejudicial interest where a member of

the public (who has knowledge of the circumstances) would reasonably
regard the Member’s personal interest as being so significant that it is
likely to prejudice the Councillor’s judgement of the public interest.

Please contact Mrs H Taylor, Senior Democratic Services Officer, Tel No.
01480 388008/e-mail Helen.Taylor@huntsdc.gov.uk /e-mail: if you have
a general query on any Agenda Item, wish to tender your apologies for
absence from the meeting, or would like information on any decision
taken by the Cabinet.

Specific enquiries with regard to items on the Agenda should be directed
towards the Contact Officer.

Members of the public are welcome to attend this meeting as observers
except during consideration of confidential or exempt items of business.

Mrs J Barber
388105



Agenda and enclosures can be viewed on the District Council’s website —
www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk (under Councils and Democracy).

If you would like a translation of
Agenda/Minutes/Reports or would like a
large text version or an audio version
please contact the Democratic Services Manager
and we will try to accommodate your needs.

Emergency Procedure

In the event of the fire alarm being sounded and on the instruction of the
Meeting Administrator, all attendees are requested to vacate the building via
the closest emergency exit.
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CABINET 18 MARCH 2010

REQUEST FOR A LOAN TO THE WILDLIFE TRUST FOR
BEDFORDSHIRE, CAMBRIDGESHIRE, NORTHAMPTONSHIRE AND
PETERBOROUGH
(Report by the Head of Financial Services)

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire,
Northamptonshire and Peterborough (the Trust) is working with
the Council and other partners on the Great Fen Project. They
have asked whether the Council would be willing to grant them a
loan for up to £1.2M.

1.2 The illustrative Great Fen Masterplan, approved by Cabinet on the
17 September 2009 for public consultation, outlines the social and
environmental benefits of this major project. Annex A provides
further information.

2 THE PROPOSED LOAN

2.1 The proposed loan would enable the Trust to acquire, as soon as
possible, the leasehold of some key land which will substantially
assist in delivering the Great Fen Masterplan. The Trust already
owns the freehold of the land.

2.2 The Trust is confident that over the next few years it will obtain
sufficient donations and grants to repay the loan given the status
and significance of the Great Fen project. It is therefore seeking a
flexible arrangement which allows repayments when they are
available, thus avoiding the significant additional cost that banks
impose for early repayment, with a fall-back period of ten years.

2.3 Clearly the Council needs to protect its position in the, probably
unlikely, event that this funding is not achieved. The Trust is
therefore proposing to provide security through a piece of high
quality agricultural land that they own and which is let on a short
term tenancy. The Council would be able to sell the land for a sum
a least equivalent to the value of any outstanding loan and
interest.

2.4 The Local Government Act 2000 permits a local authority, subject
to certain limitations, to do anything they consider likely to achieve
the promotion or improvement of economic, social or
environmental well being of their area, which includes a power to
give financial assistance.

2.5 It is considered that the project meets this requirement and whilst
none of the limitations appear to prevent us making such a loan



2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

this will be confirmed before any loan is finalised.

The Council’'s Treasury Management Strategy sets the balance
between reward and risk for any investment the Council makes
and provides delegated authority to the Head of Financial Services
to agree variations which will reduce or only marginally increase
that level of risk. The key issues are that:

e an adequate rate of interest is set to ensure there is no
net cost to the Council.

o the security provided ensures the Council could easily
and speedily receive the return of its funds and any
outstanding interest.

The Trust expect to complete the purchase by October and, by
then, they may be clearer on the results of further fund raising or
grant submissions which could reduce the loan amount and the
fall-back number of years for the agreement. They would therefore
like the loan to have an initial period of up to five years that is
interest only which, as long as the security is agreed at an
adequate value, would not be an issue for the Council.

They are comfortable with a variable rate loan but would like a cap
on the maximum interest rate. The Council will ensure that it is left
with no net cost by adding a margin to base rate to ensure that a

surplus is achieved with the cap level being subject to negotiation.

The Trust need to reach agreement with the Council so they have
the ability to finalise their negotiations with the tenant knowing the
funding will be available. The completion of the loan agreement
will be subject to the terms meeting the requirements of the
Treasury Management Strategy, the Director of Commerce and
Technology and the Head of Legal and Estates. The Trust will pay
the legal costs of the agreement.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that Cabinet approve a loan of up to £1.2M
being provided to the Trust subject to the Director of Commerce
and Technology and the Head of Legal and Estates being satisfied
with the terms and security.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Correspondence with the Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire,
Northamptonshire and Peterborough

Contact Steve Couper, Head of Financial Services

Officer:

a 01480 388103



ANNEX A

THE GREAT FEN PROJECT

The Great Fen Project is one of the most significant habitat restoration
projects ever undertaken in Britain. The project however, is by no means
exclusively about wildlife as it will create a massive green space for
people, opening up new opportunities for recreation, education and
business. The aims of the project as set out in the emerging Masterplan
are:

e To create a new resilient fenland landscape which
delivers major wild life benefits and achieves high
standards of sustainability in all respects.

e To create an accessible, inspiring and tranquil
environment for recreation, education, health and well
being.

e To contribute to diversification and development of the
local economy, consistent with environmental and social
objectives.

e To plan, design and mange the Great Fen to benefit
climate change adaptation and mitigation.

The project aims fit closely with those of the Council, particularly:

e The provision of strategic open space both in terms of
access to the countryside and in association with the
significant growth of the District;

¢ Diversification of the economy especially in NW

Huntingdonshire;

Promotion of healthy lifestyles;

Conservation and enhanced local heritage;

Protection and improvement of wildlife habitats;
Adaptation and mitigation in the face of climate change.

and also align with and contribute to the achievement of the
Council’s key strategies, including the :

e Sustainable Community Strategy,

o Core Strategy (Spatial Planning),

e Local Economic Strategy,

e Environment Strategy.

The Great Fen is a key component of the Green Infrastructure Strategy for
the Cambridge Sub Region linking with other areas of strategic open
space including Paxton Pits and around Needingworth and Grafham
Water. The project is given statutory force by inclusion in the Regional
Spatial Strategy (now with the Council’s adopted Core Strategy part of the
‘Development Plan’ for Huntingdonshire).
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CABINET 18TH MARCH 2010

REQUEST FOR A LOAN TO THE WILDLIFE TRUST FOR BEDFORDSHIRE,
CAMBRIDGESHIRE, NORTHAMPTONSHIRE AND PETERBOROUGH
(Report by the Overview and Scrutiny Panel (Economic Well-Being))

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 At its meeting on 11th March 2010, the Overview and Scrutiny Panel
(Economic Well-Being) considered the report by the Head of Financial
Services on a request for a loan, which has been received from the Wildlife
Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Northamptonshire and Peterborough.
This report contains a summary of the Panel’s discussions.

2, THE PROPOSED LOAN

2.1 The Panel has discussed detailed aspects of the proposed loan and the wider
implications of it. With regard to the terms of the loan, Members have
expressed concerns about the security being offered. While an independent
valuation will be obtained from the County Council (at the cost of the Wildlife
Trust), it has been pointed out that there have been significant fluctuations in
the value of agricultural land in recent years, which could mean that the future
value of the land might not match the value of the loan. In addition, the
Council should consider whether there is a reasonable chance that, should it
be necessary, the sale of the land can be achieved. These points should be
taken into account during negotiations on the security provided as part of the
loan agreement. Any agreement should comply strictly with the terms of the
Council’'s Treasury Management Strategy.

2.2 The Panel has suggested that the Wildlife Trust’s funding raising plans should
be examined to establish whether they are realistic and achievable. It has
also been suggested that the Wildlife Trust's request for a cap on the
maximum level interest that is payable should not be granted and that
alternatives to the flexible repayment arrangements should be explored.

2.3 It has been reported that the level of return the Council will receive in return
for the loan will be greater than that which could be achieved through
investment through financial institutions. Members recommend that
negotiations with the Wildlife Trust should aim to maximise the Council’s
return on the sum loaned.

2.4 On the wider implications of the report, the Panel is divided on whether the
Council should approve the principle of the loan. A Member has commented
on the rise in the importance attached to food security, particularly as the
Great Fen occupies high quality agricultural land, and that the loan should not
be used to encourage local farmers to relinquish their farm tenancies. The
view has also been expressed that the Council should take into account
whether there is a risk that it might suffer damage to its reputation either by
being a cause of loss of agricultural land or through the failure of the loan
arrangement. In order to reduce this risk, it has been suggested that a
condition of the loan should be that the outstanding governance
arrangements should be resolved.



2.5

2.6

3.1

3.2

Other Members of the Panel have expressed support for the Great Fen
Project, pointed out that the loan would further this aim and should be
regarded as a financial transaction, which will bring benefit to the Council.
The Panel has discussed whether the Wildlife Trust should sell the land it is
offering as security and use the proceeds to purchase the new land.
However, if a loan is taken and repaid in the way suggested, the Wildlife Trust
will eventually own both areas of land.

CONCLUSION

On being put to the vote, the Panel has decided to recommend the Cabinet to
approve a loan of up to £1.2M being provided to the Wildlife Trust subject to:

i) the Director of Commerce and Technology and the Head of Legal and
Estates being satisfied that the terms and security are completely
robust;

ii) the maximum interest rate payable not being capped; and

iii) the governance arrangements for the Great Fen Project being
approved.

The Cabinet is invited to consider the comments of the Overview and Scrutiny
Panel (Economic Well-Being) as part of its deliberations on the report by the
Head of Financial Services.

BACKGROUND PAPERS

Report on Request for a Loan to the Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire,
Northamptonshire and Peterborough.

Contact Officer: A Roberts (01480) 388015
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Overview & Scrutiny Panel (Social 2 March 2010
Well-Being)
Cabinet 15 March 2010

Rural Strategy for Cambridgeshire 2010-2015
(Report by the Head of Environmental and Community Services)

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1 The purpose of this report is to enable members to make known their views
on the above strategy document, so that the authority’s comments can be fed
back to Cambridgeshire ACRE by the 23 April when the consultation period
ends.

2. BACKGROUND

21 The Cambridgeshire Together Board commissioned Cambridgeshire ACRE to
produce on their behalf a rural strategy for Cambridgeshire that sets out the
“future viability of the county’s rural areas”. The strategy document assesses
the challenges of living and working in the Cambridgeshire countryside. The
strategy document also reviews Cambridgeshire’s rural economic well-being
and sets out a long term vision for rural Cambridgeshire.

2.2 During 2009 Cambridgeshire ACRE held a number of consultation events
across Cambridgeshire to gather the views of statutory agencies, community
organisations, rural business and individual residents on both the challenges
and opportunities that living and working in rural Cambridgeshire presents.

2.3 At its meeting in December 2009 the Cambridgeshire Together Board agreed
that the document headed Rural Cambridgeshire, Ensuring a Vibrant Future,
A Rural Strategy for Cambridgeshire 2010-2015 should go out for
consultation from 1 February — 23 April 2010 following which Cambridgeshire
ACRE will produce a final document for consideration by Cambridgeshire
Together.

24  The Rural Strategy document has been circulated to officers within the
authority and specific officer comments are set out in response to what
actions are proposed to be taken in the report in Appendix ‘A’ of this report. In
addition to the report been discussed and considered at the meetings outlined
above the rural strategy document is due to be discussed at the
Huntingdonshire Strategic Partnership board meting on the 3 March 2010.



3.1

5.1

52

CONCLUSION

Whilst the ambitions of the rural strategy are commendable and some are
complementary to the District Council’'s objectives. The strategy fails to take
into consideration the present economic challenges facing statutory agencies
and could possibly commit the authority to programmes/initiatives that are not
Huntingdonshire priorities. The rural strategy consultation document states
"how we can get there and who can make it happen” at no point within the
document is there any reference as to which agency or agencies will be
responsible for delivering and funding the actions outlined in the document or
regards to actions already been undertaken or provided.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Members note officer comments on strategy document

Members comments requested on strategy document

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Rural Cambridgeshire Strategy Document

Contact Officer: Dan Smith — Community Manager

& 01480 388377



Appendix ‘A’ What actions will be taken — Officer comments

OFFICER COMMENTS

LIVING IN THE COUNTRYSIDE

Priority 1: Preventing rural deprivation

Use OCSI (Oxford Consultants for Social Inclusion) data to develop
and interpret the Cambridgeshire rural evidence base to influence
how local services are provided in rural parishes.

No comment other than clarification regarding who will fund the
work

Liaise with parish councils and attend rural community events (such
as meetings and fairs) in order to raise awareness of fuel poverty,
energy efficiency, grants for repairs and assistance available for
vulnerable rural households.

District Council offices already attend a number of community
events promoting energy efficiency measures.

Ensure each parish has at least one local service / meeting place
that provides a ‘social hub’.

Over the last 11 years the District Council has extensively invested
via its grant aid budget to both the provision of and improvement to
village meeting places (Village Hall’s)

To achieve one new intervention in an agreed area of deprivation in
each district.

The District Council via its 3 neighbourhood management programs
is actively working in partnership with a variety of other agencies
both statutory and voluntary on a number of interventions in areas
of highest need within Huntingdonshire

Develop Neighbourhood Forums as a way of clustering parishes in
rural areas in order to develop wider approaches to local issues and
needs.

Neighbourhood forums have been established and are operational
in Huntingdonshire.

Priority 2: Building local homes for local people

Build relationships and gather best practice information from Rural
80 and Rural 50 local authorities on how they deliver affordable
housing through all available methods, including Section 106
agreements.

No comment




Ol

Develop a Countywide set of principles to ensure effective
development in rural communities on rural exception sites, in
agreement with the Regional Spatial Strategy

Officers have with this proposal to meet a set of criteria prior to
planning consent been issued.

. Rural_proof District Local Development Frameworks to ensure
rural housing provision is catered for and that it will aid rural
community sustainability.

This is un-necessary as the LDF would have gone through a raft of
sustainability tests before adoption

Continue to conduct an independent Housing Needs Survey where
applicable to ascertain local needs and make people aware of the
results.

The undertaking of surveys should be targeted at areas where
evidence suggests that there may be a need, requires further

investigation. Any undertaking of housing needs survey would
require additional financial resources.

Set affordable rural housing development targets for rural exception
sites.

Targets for rural housing may be acceptable and will probably be a
subset of NI 155 — Number of new affordable homes built each
year.

Continue to develop Cambridgeshire’s Affordable Rural Housing
service bringing together Local Authority Housing Providers (RSLs),
Local Authorities and parish councils in order to address proven
need in rural areas.

No comment

Explore the concept of Community Land Trusts for delivering
affordable rural housing in Cambridgeshire.

Statutory agencies can release their land to housing associations
for housing if in appropriate locations; this does not need to be done
through a community land trust.

All statutory agencies to assess their own estates for land which
could be released for the provision of affordable housing.

This is undertaken as a matter of course.




FE

Priority 3: Protecting and enhancing rural services

Monitor the change in provision of rural services by repeating the
Rural Services Survey (last undertaken in 2007).

No comment other than clarification regarding who will fund the
work

Build relationships and gather best practice information from Rural
80 and Rural 50 local authorities on how they are supporting
reducing the decline in rural services.

No comment

Support multifunctional mobile service facilities, such as libraries,
police, citizens advice bureau and health services, to work together
to bring services to rural areas.

CCC already operate mobile library services in Huntingdonshire and
the District Council via its service agreements with Hunts CAB and
DISH financially support the provision of both outreach and home
visiting advice services in Huntingdonshire.

Support communities with saving essential rural services that are
under threat.

No Comment

Provide support to community groups / parish councils for widening
the use of existing buildings (e.g. village halls, churches, libraries,
etc.).

As previously stated over the last 11 years the District Council has
extensively invested via its Capital Grant Aid budget to both the
provision of and improvement to village meeting places (Village
Halls)

Priority 4: Providing access to local healthcare

NHS Cambridgeshire to promote local service provision in order to
allay fears.

No comment

Work with parish councils and other community groups to identify
gaps in local service provision and consider what services could be
provided.

The District Council along with other Cambridgeshire District
Authority’s have already commissioned Cambs ACRE to work with
Parish Councils to undertake parish plans (statements) that should
identify any service provision gaps.
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Priority 5: Widening transport options

Undertake a consultation to understand attitudes towards public
transport.

For the vast majority of rural residents, the car is the only option and
despite the objectives of the rural strategy will remain so.

Rurall_proof new Local Transport Plan to ensure that it reflects local
rural needs.

The wording used to a certain extent implies that other options will
be available to all, for the vast majority of rural residents, the car is
the only option and despite the objectives of the rural strategy will
remain so.

Support the development and implementation of accessibility action
plans in the LTP priority action areas, informed by a robust evidence
base and genuine stakeholder participation.

Developing accessibility action plans is an LTP objective but it is
very unlikely that funding will be available to implement fully as
elements will not be affordable.

Roll out of a Demand Responsive Transport scheme across
Cambridgeshire and evaluate its success.

This statement implies that funding is in place to make it happen
this is not the case. Developing a demand responsive scheme is an
LTP objective but it is very unlikely as elements will not be
affordable.

Map community transport provision in each District in order to
identify gaps and opportunities for integration of services.

Mapping of community transport provision is ongoing and been
undertaken by CCC.

Encourage cycling and walking between rural communities by
making footpaths and bridleways suitable for everyday, year round
use—perhaps by introducing a network of ‘inter__village routes’ that
are off_road but surfaced (and possibly lit) in such a way that make
cycling and walking possible at all times.

HDC and CCC have a current priority list of 30 rural cycling projects
across Huntingdonshire but in reality a budget to only take the top 5
forward. In reality this is an initiative that has little hope of delivery.
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Priority 6: Supporting and strengthening local communities

ColJordinate a training programme for all parish councils that
supports the increased use of the Well_Jbeing Power.

No comment this would be an issue for Parish Councils to finance
themselves.

Support parish councils to own and run community assets through
the Welllbeing Power.

No Comment

Support and encourage parishes to achieve Quality Parish status.

No Comment

Support and encourage the development and delivery of Community
Led Plans by ensuring appropriate mechanisms at all levels for
responding to actions identified.

As stated previously the District council along with other
Cambridgeshire District authority’s have already commissioned
Cambs ACRE to work with Parish Councils to undertake parish
plans (statements) that should identify service provision gaps. The
reporting procedure for community led planning is via the
Huntingdonshire Strategic Partnership.

Provide training and support for local people to develop the
community leaders of the future.

This work is undertaken already e.g. How your Council works
course operated in Huntingdon, Ramsey and St Neots.

ECONOMIC WELLBEING

Priority 1: Improving employment opportunities

Encourage specialist business advice for self_lemployed people at
all stages of work to gain skills and develop their business.

The District Council is already working with a range of agencies and
organisations providing support & advice to individuals who are or
are considering establishing a self employed business.

Ensure full allocation of the funding available through the Fens
Adventurers Rural Development Programme in order to increase
land! 'based businesses.

There needs to better publicity of the funding programme.
Additionally the reporting and monitoring requirement for the Fens
Adventures Programme are disproportionate to the level of funding
provided and as funding is paid in arrears creates major obstacles
to small business wishing to take advantage of the funding
programme.
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Attract a wider range and larger number of businesses to set up and No comment
expand in rural Cambridgeshire.

Encourage the development of rural workspaces in appropriate No Comment
locations by ensuring that appropriate references are made in Local

Development Frameworks.

Encourage the growth of home! based businesses. No Comment

Investigate the potential for reduced business rates as a means of
encouraging rural business growth.

Part of the DRR scheme applies to rural properties. The District
Council already provides mandatory relief (50% where applicable)
The District Council have the power to ‘top up’ the relief and the
council bears 75% of the cost of the top ups. The authority already
grants 100% relief to all rural Post Offices. Any additional increase
in granting discretionary relief would require an MTP bid.

Influence decision'makers to draw attention to the consequences of
digital exclusion.

No Comment

Priority 2: Maintaining and enhancing market towns as essential service hubs

To increase support for tourism in market towns through local farm
diversification and business development.

Officers whilst supporting these aims consider it necessary that a
diversity of business and local supply chains are required to ensure
the sustainability of market towns in addition to tourism and farm
diversification.

Produce a master plan for each market town.

Clarification would be required as to what such a master plan would
cover that is not already been done? Who would undertake and
finance the master plan?
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Priority 3: Improving skills through education and training

Support initiatives which increase qualification attainment levels
(both higher and basic skills) in sectors where there are emerging
employment opportunities.

No comment

Work with rural employers to improve the skills of their workforce, in
order to equip them for the business challenges of the future.

This can be increased by the promotion of work based learning.

Encourage collaboration between businesses and further education
facilities to develop apprenticeships with the intention of encouraging
young people to stay in rural Cambridgeshire.

This work is already ongoing via the Cambridgeshire Learning
Partnership’s established in each District Council in Cambridgeshire

Priority 1: Making the most of Cambridgeshire’s unique landscape

Develop a project where parishes are supported to create green
infrastructure plans.

No comment other than clarification regarding who will fund the
work

Support communities to develop projects that increase biodiversity
and access.

No comment other than clarification regarding who will fund the
work

Priority 2: Mitigating the impact of climate change

Work with parish councils to increase the awareness of the impacts
of climate change to allow them to lead communities in making a
difference.

The District Council already provides extensive information direct to
residents, and parish councils.

Undertake Cambridgeshire specific scenario planning on the effects
of peak oil and peak water on rural communities, using existing
projection models.

Support but have major concerns regarding ‘Peak Water’ this must
deal with both abstraction and usage for both agricultural and
residential requirements.

Encourage businesses to take up renewable energy schemes, green
technologies and energy efficiency measures.

No Comment
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Priority 3: Ensuring sympathetic development

Investigate the use of Village Design Statements as a mechanism for
influencing decisions on design and development so as to respect
the local identity.

This would only be appropriate in village locations where substantial
development is proposed.

Priority 4: Promoting Cambridgeshire’s food

Develop a ‘Cambridgeshire Food Policy’ to enhance local food No comment
supply chains and encourage stronger loyalty to local food

production.

Encourage retailers and local businesses to promote and source No Comment

local produce

Continue support for projects that localise local food and farming
such as community orchards, farmers markets and community food
projects.

The promotion of farmers markets and community food project is
undertaken already.




aJ1] Jo Ajienb ino aaoidwil
0] Jayiabo) Bunjiom

Jayjabo|
aliysabpLqued

010Z |4dy € — Aibniqa4{ T woif uoiipblinsuod Japun

GTOZ — 0TOT 241ysasplquie) 4o Aaieds |edny v

24Nn1n4 jueiqgiA e 3ulinsuj
:241ysadpliquue) |einy

N~

~—



Asesso|9

¢USE] 3¢ |[IM SUOI3dE JeYAN

¢ PaA3IYyde U3 Sey 1eyM MOU3| M |[|IM MOH

i98ueyd 01 pasau am op 1eyA\\ — JUBWUOIIAUT pUe pueT
é93ueyd 031 paau am op ey — 3ulaq||9M dlwouod]
é93ueyd 03 pasau am op 1eypn — apisAiauno)d ayi ul SulAn
$94n1n} 3yl 93s A[|BI0| JJOM puUB 3AI| OYM 3SOY] Op MOH
$9q 01 JUBM M Op 3J3YM

¢ MOU 9M 3Je 243y

¢A8a1e41S |eany Jayra30] aJiysadprque) ayl st 1eymn

S3UdU0)




‘udy e} si yoeosdde 3saq Y3 24nSud 03 S3IIAIOE SUIISIXS d1BUIPIO
-00 pue 32UBNJJUI [[IM 3] "UBYM Ag pue woym Ag ‘Duop a4 ||Im 1eym

Aj30EX3 1n0 335 ||IM Jeyl ue|d UoIIde UMO S3I dAeY ||Im A8a1e.3s ay L

“JUSWUOIIAUD Juesed|d pue djes e ul Aj|edo| JJom
pue Al ued 3)doad sainsus 1eyl Awouoda |ednJ JueiqiA e 3ulzeaud
‘sa1yuo14d 9say3 uo juads 3uiaq st Asuow o1jgnd usym us1108404

J0U aJe seaJte [ednJ s,AJUn0) ay3 18yl aJnsua ||Im ASaie1s [eany ayL

‘sa13o1ud |eJ0| pue |euolieu

JO douejeq e sey eyl uejd uoilde ue ul PaUBWNIOP SI SIYL U9Y3lo 3y}
wou} $199dxa Yoea 1eyM pue JUSWUJISA0S |BI0| PUB [BJIUID UBIMID]
diysuoiie|as ayl 1n0 S19S JUBWD3I3Y ealy [BI07 Y] JUSWI43Y

eaJy |B207 a41ysadpliquie) ays s4aA1ap 1eyl diysiaulied ayl 4ayiadol

aJ1ysaspriquied Jo 3J0M 3yl duan|jul |Im ASaie1s |eany ayL

és8uiy3 asueyd Juawndop e ueds MoH

‘way3 3uissalppe aJe suoliesiuedio pue sue|d Jofew s,AJuno) syl |[lom

Moy Joyuow pue adeys d|ay ||IM pue SUOI}IPUOd 3S3Y3 pueIsIapun
pue aql4asap 03 Suid|ay ul Jed juenodwi ue Aed |jIm A3a1e41S
|eany oyl “1sed ay3 wouy Adeda| pue aunieu |eanJ 419yl ul pa3ood e

puUB 3AIIDUIISIP S4B SIIHUNWWOD [BI0] JnO Ul swa|qoid ay3 jo Auel

40M pue aAl| Asy3 aiaym

S9IHUNWWOD 3y} JO ,2JNleu |eand, |e123ds ay3 doay 03 Juem Aayi sn
[|91 9)doad |edo| 39A pue paposa 3ulaq Ajjenpeud si 41| |eanJ jeuolyipesy
‘siyy apisduoly '284e| 1e uoire|jndod |euoileu ays Jo 1eyl Mmo|3q
Algesspisuod st yaiym a41j Jo Ayijenb e sausiiadxs aJysedplque) Jo

Auno) ayj jo sued juediudis Uea|d s| Agajeuis [eany e Joj pasu syl

é¢A8a1e1s |einy e pasau am op Aym

‘uaddey 11 9yew ued oym pue 343y} 193 ued aM Moy ‘a41ysagplique) |end

40} UOISIA WJ33-3U0| B 3IN0 13S 01 UO S903 }| "SN SPUNOJINS 1Y} JUSWUOIIAUS pue pue| 3y3 1e sy00| pue 3ulaq|am
JIWOUO0II S,eale 3yl SM3IAJ ‘OpIsAiunod ay3 ul 3upjdom pue 3ulAl] Jo s93ud|eyd pue sapisdn ayj sassasse

}| "seaJe |ednd s,AJuno?) ay3 Jo Aljigeln aining ay3 Joj ueld e s| A3aleJls |eany J9yia30] aJiysadplque) ayl

é9W 123}k 1l soop moy pue A3ajeals |einy 19Yia30] a41ysadplaquie) 3yl st 3eym

19



*$913IUNWLWO) |BIO| PUE JUBWUOIIAUS 3y} uo 10edwi

S1l pue |9AeJ] JO JUNOWE 3Y) 9INPaJ 0} SB 0S ‘SIIAISS
$S920€ pue yJom ‘DAl 9jdoad asaym jo Suiyolew
191199 91 Sulpn|dul — 9|geule}sns Aj|eluswuolIAUD
2J0W S| JUBWAO|IAP MU 3INSUD 01 SI

24n1n} ay3 4oy 23ua|jeyd Asy e 1ng ‘Ayuno) ay1 jo sued
pue seale adeaspue| JualapIp Yyl uo syedwi Jusuayip
aAeY 01 pa1dadxa aJe aueyd a1ew!|d JO S19)49 9y L

‘(episAiiunod ayy

0} $S922k paseaJoul y3noayy Ajuiew) spasu uolyeasdald
03 uoluae paseaJoul snid ‘(uononpoud jo sadAy pue
AlIsua1ul 9y1 ul SIIYS W1 J910YS OS|e 1ng Sulw.iey

J0J Pash pue| ul aul|2ap ||B4dA0 ue) ainyndlde ul
sadueyd aJe sJuUaNjuUl JIY1Q "94NIDNJISEILUI pIIRID0SSe
pue sasiwaad ssauisng ‘Suisnoy mau jo Juswdo|aAap
3uinuinuod ayy Jo 3 nsad e se Ajurew ‘@3ueyd

1uedl}u8Is dualiadxa 03 SINUIIU0D pue suodiapun

sey 241ysadplquie) |ednJd ul JUSWUOJIAUD 3y} pue pue]

JusWuolinug pue puel

‘seaJe ueqJn aJow 03 3jdoad 3unoA Auew jo uoinesdiw
-1no 3y} ul Suiynsaud si sy ‘Ayuno) ays ul uonealdap
J0 susanied |esauad aiow syl mojjoj pue 3uiseadul
15e} 2Je S|9A3| 3Say) ‘©8eJaAe |PUOIIBU Y] UBY)

Jamo| 3uluieay Jo JuswAojdwsa ‘uolneanps ul Jou ajdoad
8unoA jo sjana| sey aliysasprque) [edny Is|IYmm

'ssaulsnq paseq-AjjeJnu

J9Y30 pue (s19xJew pue synpoad aA11dUNSIp ‘|edo| uo
pling 01 Supjoo| Ajje1oadsa) Suiwae) pue pooy ‘wslinol
9.Je YimoJ43 21wou0ds Joy seade |elpualod Asy ‘uoddns
pue uolnuane Jo Jeped 3yl mo|aq 3uneiado Ayanoe
21WOU023 Yyonw yum sajyiunyioddo juswAojdwa

pue swuJly 9|eds Jojjews ‘sadem Jamo| aAeYy 03

Spual aJlysadpluquwe) [edny ‘aA1dNpoud ssa| pue sood
Aj2A13B|31 BB YDIYM SIIHUNWWOD pue Seale sysew
ymmou3 pue Ajuadsoud 2jwou023 Jo ainydid peouq

9y3 1N ‘0S ulewaJs 03} pajdadxa pue 3uoJis Ajjesauasd
Sl ajoym se Aluno) ay3 ssoude 3ulag-|[daM dIWOou0d]

‘3upjiom-sawoy pue JuswAojdwa

-J|9S JO S|9A3| 191ea.8 pue Sassaulsng paseq
-93pajmouy| pue A3ojouydal mau Aq 03 pappe usaq
aney (pooy Ajjerdadsa) Sulinioesnuew pue aunyndlde
Se Yans sall1snpul [euollipeJy ‘sieah 1uadau uj

Suiaq||am d1wouod3

'sanjiunoddo

9J4N1NJ 3SIWIXEW 0} PIPSIU DB IUBUIIAOS

-}|9S pue 2auel|aJ-§|9s AJlunwwod ‘Juawisaaul Julof
01 sayoeoudde map ‘sanss| 9sayl uo 1oedw Jofew e
9AeY P|N02 P3||0J3U0d pue pajjauueyd si AJuno) ayl ul
ymmous pardadxa yaiym ui shem ay sqnd pue sad14j0
1s0d ‘sdoys se yans Sa2IAIDS |eand SulUld3p Se ||[9Mm Se
‘eaJe 9y SS0JJE 3Nss| ue s Suisnoy 3|qepJoyje Jo yoeT

*9WIlID JO Jedy
pue jiodsuely Jo yoe| ‘ssauljauo| / uonejosi ‘Asnod
|9n4 Se Yyons uol1eAlIdap |elu931eW JO SINSS| 03 padul|

1eyl Ajaenainied ‘pasijouun 08 usljo ued adeluenpesip
peaJsds-Ajulyl sJow SeaJe |enJd Ul pue suol}eJ3ua2uod
|ED0] UO SNJ0J 0} pUd} SaUNseaw uonealdag

*}Jodsues) pue S99IAI3S 0} SSIIJE ‘S[SA3| WO U] Se

yans s3uiyy Aq painsesw se agejuenpesip 9|qedapisuod
JO 92UDPIAS MOYS ‘SeaJe |ednJd ay3 ssoJde s1aydod ul pue
yyiou ayy ui AjjeardAy ‘sease swos *Aluno) ay3 ssosoe
92U3IAAXD JUBIaIP € SI 9pIsAIuno) ay3 ul SulAl]

apisAnuno) ayy ui Suinn

éMOU M dJe 3I3YM

o
Al



‘pPasueyua pue pajaaloid aq [|IMm JUBWUOIIAUD 3Y)
pue {3SI2AIP pue |NJssaddns g [|IMm AWou0Id |ein
93 ‘aJinbai Aay) s221n13s pue sqol 2y} 03 ssa2de
9ARY [IIm dJ1ysagdpriquie) |einJ ul SuiAal| 3jdoad

‘peaye saduajjeyd ay) Joj paJedaid ase
Jey3 saliunwiwod |einJ ajgeuleisns ylm ysianoys
[1IM Jey) 241ysadpliguie) |eins e JO SI UOISIA JnO

é9( 0} JUEeM am op aId3YM

21



. QUOAIDAS 10} 4SA3 10} WIY] J31)E Y0O| 0}
diysiauied ul y4om [|Im 9m pue Aluno) siyl
ul syejigey pue saose|d jo Alsiien 3uizewe
ue aney 03 Ayon| aJe s\ ‘adeaspue|

anbiun s aJysadpuquwe) dunnoslold Aed

0} 9|04 [eloNnJd B sey IsnJ| |euolieN ayl,,

. SOA[dswayy djay
sa1yunwwod djay o3 Joddns siow 33s 0} Y|
p,l pue Aluno) ayjy ssosoe Aluadsoud djwouoda

ul uolleleA 33ny e s,949Y] "S93e||IA JUIYIP

Auew sassedwodus 9s59201Q 9y} JO eaJe AW, MO]|04 OL 1snaL
Yyd29gsi/\\ pue uopSuiluny Jo uodeapydiy Jeuonen ‘4aSeuely awwessoid J00pInO
ApandA ySnH 9|eA uaqpeoug dijiyd

. 9lgeyjold pue 3|qisuodsal
‘3|qeulelsns si 1eyy Aem e ul indino
duiseauoul Jo agus|leyd ayy 1dadde

01 pagdesnodua sI AJuno) ayj ui Auasnpul
paseq pue| jeyl |e13uassa si 3| ‘ssa20.d
Siy3 ul 1ed jueysodwi ue Aejd o1 9|qe

S| 2J41ysadplaquie) pue ‘auninj Jeau Aiaa
| 9U31 Ul |[9A3] |BUOIIBUIDIUI PUE |BIO]| B 1B
Aj|ea1neweup asealoul 03 sey uodnpoud
P00} ey} uoi3iudodal s| aJayy,
Aasapym ‘wued 1joad89|4 “awiieq
meyspeug dijiyd

., 8ulod |
3uidaay| pue duluunua ssauisng JnoA 3ui1193 03 |e1dnJd
SI Sulpuny |e20| pue sJosiApe 1sijeldads wod) oddng

"Je3S 9yl Isn[ S1 wiseisnyjua Jo syoeis pue eapl y3u
9y3 3uineH "y3noy si ssauisng mau e dn 3uilLs,,
weyuappeH ‘4nauaidaiugl |ero7

111y Aj@19|dwo) ‘Suiddo) uajaH

WY} Jo awos 1snf aJe a4aH “pajuasasdal Asyy suoljesiuedio ayl wodj SMIIA pue saAI3dadssad
|enpiAalpul yiog sn ane3 oym ajdoad |ed20| 0EZ 419A0 YIM paljnsuod am ‘A3aielis siyl Joyiadol Suipnd u)

é91n1ny ay3 33s Aj|ed0| J4om pue aAl| oym 3SoYy3} op MOH

22



"JOOJ SUO JIPUN SDIIAIDS JUBIDLIP JO

Jaquinu e SULIBAIIDP S3JIUDD 3SN-11|NW BJOIA «
‘|[9ABIY 01 PO3U PIONP3J B Y1IM SIIAIDS

[EUA 01 SS920€ 191197 Y1IM SIIUUNWWO)) o

*s9s14dJa1us AJunWWOd JO JaquINU pPaseatdu] «

&d]1] 00] SSIIINS |[IM 1BYM

‘uoISIN0Jd 9DIAISS D|geIA JOJ SUOIIN|OS

UMO J19Y3 Sulpuly ul 3]oJ J331ea.3 e Aeid
01 9|ge aJe Asy3 os saiyunwwod poddns 0]
"S9IIAJDS |BJNJ |BIJUSSSD JO DUI|I9P Syl ey O] «
suoniquy anQ

S92IAJ3S |eand Supueyud pue Suildajold €

‘diys4aumo |eao| ul Aeis 1ey3 sawoy
a8euew 03 sAem 49139q dABY SIIHUNWIWO)D) »
"seaJe [eJnJ ul 3jing Suisnoy paseatou] .
"9JN30NJ3IseJul pajeposse pue Suisnoy
JO XIW POOS B YHM S3IHUNWWOD |eaNJ ‘QUBI]IA »
£d1] )OO SS32INS ||IM 1BYM

"9J1ysadpliquie) |eanJ uj SSaUSS3DWOY
usappIY JO 3|BIS Y] pULISISPUN O]
*S91S U0I3d3IX3 |BJNJ UO SSWOY J0W P[ING O]
"S9I3IUNWWOD |ednJ J3j|ews Jo Ajljiqeulelsns
9y} 1oddns 03 siauue|d YUM JJOM O]
suoniquy 1nQ

3|doad |eao| 4o} sawoy |edo| Sulpjing ‘g

*Ajlunwiwod yoes ul sgny |e1d0s, 4o uoisiroad
9yl ySnouyl paonpad sl UOI1L|OS! [ednY e

oA

01 s9oe|d 491199 Way3 Supjew sajunwwod

pa1asJe) Ul saAllelHul pooydnoqysiau
Alunwwod Jo Jaquinu pasealdu] «
&1 )J00] $S9IINS [|IM 1YW

‘uolleAlsdap |esnd 3uildesaunod

Jo poyiaw e se gupjiom diyssaulied /
juswadeuew pooysnoqydiau [edo| oddns o]

‘Ay1anod |any pue uole|os|

Suipnppui ‘uonnealadap jo sadAy ||e Jo Junodoe
S9) ] $924N0S3J JO UOIILIO||B DY) 9JNSUD O] »
suonquy JnQ

uonealdap jeans Suiauanaid ‘T

"*wiayl SUIASIYDE Ul [NJSSIINS U] pey am
JI MOUY P|[NOM M MOY puUe 3 P|NOYS SUOIHqWE JNO 1BYM PaJapIsuod aney am Aliolid yoea 4o *,9pisAizunod
ay1 ui Suial|, anosdwi |[Im 1Yl UOIIDE U0} S31I0Id, XIS paljiuap! A|9AI103]|02 aAey paljnsuod am 3jdoad ayL

é93ueyd 0} pasu am op 1ey\ - apIsAiauno) ayil ul SulAl]

23



‘pe3|

01 Ajpeded sy aaey ||IM siaquisaw AJlunwwio) «
'SJUaPISaI || JO 142U 3Y) 404 J19Y1230)

340M 1By S3IIUNWIWIOI [BJNJ ‘DAISIYO0D ‘SU0IS »
"JaMod 3ulag-|[l9M\ 3yl y3noayy

S90IAJ9S SuiSeuew 3q [|IM S|IDUNOD Yslied e

é9)1] )JOO| $S222NS ||IM 18y

*941| 03 sue|d J412y3 Sulq
03 A11oeded oy} 9ABY SIHUNWWOD 34NSUD O] »
*9JN1NJ UMO JISY3 JOJ UOISIA Je3D B
Suidojanap ul sa1UNWWOD |eanJ ||[B 31B)[1DB) O]
*SIUNWWOD
UMO J13y3 01 9dueuJanosd Suipiaoid
ul S|1ouUnod ysied JO 9|04 Y} 9SE3JoUI O] »
suolquy JnQ

sdIUNWWoOd
|e2o| Suiuayiduauals pue Suipaoddng *9

‘paau

|ednJ S309|43J 18Y) UB|d HOdSuel] [B20T V »
'SawaYds Modsuedy Ajunwwod

pue 21|gnd jo uoiles3ajul pue asn Ja3eals) .
‘Jodsuedy a1gnd pue Ajjlunwwod

Aq apew sAsuunol Jo Jaquinu paseaJdu| «

&1] )J00] SSIINS [|IM 1Y

'suol3do 1Jodsuedy [BJnJ 3SEDUJUI O] «
‘|oAeJ} 03 JuEM AU MOY pPUB J3YM ‘Udym
pueisiapun Aj|nj 01 4apJo Ul 3jdoad }NSUod 0] «
‘|]aAeJ} ASyz moy 1noge
Ajpuauayip yuiyy o1 ajdoad adesnodus 0] »
suolquy JnQ

sl BETY

suondo ypodsuesy Suluapip °s

"92IAJDS 24BIY1|E3Y JO pPUld dWOS SulIa40
s3uip|ing AlUNW WO JO SN PIseatdu| «

‘Allunwwod [e20] J19y1 UlyHM 19w ulaq aJe
spaau aJed Alewlud J1ay3 18yl 9A31|9q 3|d0dd .
£3)1] )J00] SS92INS [|IM 1Y

'sa1}1|19e) AluNWwod
3unsixa ul Ajjesdo| papiaoad aq ued sa2IAIDS
2J4e2y1|eay aJaym salyiunyioddo 4oy 300| 0]

"S9IIAIDS

9Je2Y1|eay JO Uol1es||ed3udd panladiad
9y} 01 3ulle[a4 suJa2uo0d ,s3|doad ssalppe 0] «
suoniquy anQ

aJeayyjeay |eso| 03 ssadde Sulpinold ‘b

é93ueyd 0} pasu am op 1ey\ - apIsAiauno) ayil ul SulAl]

24



‘Aluno)

3|OYM 3Y3 SSOJI. S|DAJ| ||1)S SulAien yum
92J0pJ0M d1Enbape ue sey aJ1ysadpuquie) «

'SeaJe |eJnJ ay3 Ul ulewsu

01 way3 3uljqeus uoisinoad 3uluiedy pue
3ujuaes) ur 92104d a1ow aAey 3|doad 3unoA «
¢d1] )|00] SSIINS ||IM 1By

'sdiysaonjuaidde

pue 3uluieJ) |BUOIIBIOA ‘UOIIEINPS UlISSIIIE
u] 9|jdoad 3unoA 03 sJal4ueq 9y} 92NpPa4 O]

NELE]

[I13]S || 1B pue seaJe |ednu ||e SSoJde uoisino.d
|[euolleanpa pue Suluies} dUeyud O
suoniquy anQ

Suluiesy
pue uonesnpa ysnoaya s||njs Suinosdwy g

"AWou023 |BJ0| BY3 JO JusWdo|anap
J0OJ UOISIA WJ93-8U0| B 9ABY SUMOY 133JBW ||V »
"SUMO} 19)JeW 03 SI2qWINU JOMUSIA PISEaIOU| »
£d1] )OO SS32INS ||IM 1BYM

"JUSWdO|2A3p 34NINy J19Y3 40} sue|d Ja1sew
91elidosdde aney sUMO] 1934w ||e 9JNSUD O]
"'SUMO} }9)Jew punoJe pue
ulyym sajiunlioddo wsinol ay3y 1oddns o]
suoniquy 1nQ

sgny 3JIAI3S |BIFUISSD SB SUMO}
19)4ew Suppueyua pue Suiulejulelp ‘¢

' s10dsiou,
340M13Uu uoyd 3jiqow 40 pueqpeo.q oN
‘3uINWWOD PadNpPaY

‘dunesado
S95S9UISNQ JO XIW pUE JaqUNU PaseaJdu] «
*s91}iunyoddo uswAo|dws Jo Xiw 491199
&1] 00| SSIINS ||IM 1Y

‘AJIA1309UU0D
auoyd 3jiqow pue pueqpeosq anoJdwi 0] e
"4yIMmoJ3 pue Juawdo|aAsp ssaulsng Moj|e 0}
sasiwaJd $SaUISNQ 4O XIW 3094400 3y} 918240 O] »
"SulINWWO J0) PIBU BY] AeIAI||e 0] SeaJe
|eanJ ui sqol paj1ys y3iy 210w 98e4n0dua 0]
‘diysianauaidaliua
|ednJ 931e11|10e) 03 J3pJo ul Joddns
9s14dJa1ud |e120S pue ssauisng aAoJdwl O] o
suollquy JnQ

saniunyoddo juawAojdwa Suinosdwi T

"*wayl SuIASIYDd. Ul [NJSS3IINS U] PeY dM JI MOUY|
PINOM M MOY pUe 3¢ pP|NOYS Suoilique Jno 1eym paapisuod aney am Alolid yoea Jo4 -, 8ulaq|jam J1Wouoda,
s,Aluno) ay1 anoidwi ||Im 1eY1 UOIIDE 4O} S31MI0Id, 934Y) paljiluap! A|9A1103]|00 aAeY paljnsuod am ajdoad ayl

é93ueyd 0} pasau am op 1ey\ - 3ulaq||aM dlwouod]



‘pauueld si uswdojaAap Mmau uaym pieay
8u1aq aJe SIDI0A JIBY] [934 [|IM SIIUUNWIWOD) «
"1ISIA puUB }JOM ‘DAl| 01 dde|d dAIdRIYIEe
ue ulewsal |[Im aJ1ysaspliquie) [einy «
&1] )JOO] SS32INS [|IM 1Y

"241ysagpruque)d

SS0Joe saysiied |eanJ JO SSAUDAIIUIISIP
pue Jajoeleyd ayy asiugodal o] «
suoljquy inQ

‘sa13ojouyday pue
S19SSe |B20| JO 9SN 49119 33 eW S8553UISNg o
‘Aj1qeuleisns
[eanJ uo a3ueyd a1ewl|d jo pedw
8yl 1noge 3uipueisiapun ue aney a|doad «
‘paJaAl@p 3ulag suoljuaAialul 93ueyd ajewl|d
[e20] YaM saysiied JO Jaquinu paseasdu] .
£9)1] )J00] SS922NS [|IM 1y

‘Aduaidiye
A343us pue saidojouydal usau3d syowoud
Y2IyMm Sawayds Ym sassauisng 14oddns o]
' J91em yead, pue |10 yead,
J0 1d32U0D puk $1039}43 3yl pueisiapun Ajnj o «
‘uonediiw pue uolyeidepe agueyd ajewi|d
J0 sswwesdoad yum saiiunwwod oddns 0] «
suoniquy 1nQ

‘S91unwwod pue ajdoad

|e20] JO Y1|eay pue spooyl|aAl| ‘SaAl| 8y}
uinoadwi Ul 9104 10341p e Aejd sadeds uaalD .

‘an|eA AlISI9AIPOIQ J91ea43 pue $S92JE 19119q
‘sadeaspue| pasueyua 404 S311UNI0ddO SUO|A «

"JUBWUOJIAUD BJ1Yysadpliquie)

JapIm ay3 pue uonendod |esnJ ay) Jo spaau
9y} 01 payjul| S| 92eds usaJ3 JO 9sSN 491199 «
&1] J00| SS9I2NS [|IM 1Y

'SUOI}1eJIaPISUOD
[EIUSWUOJIAUD pUE JIWOUOII ‘|BID0S JUNOJIE
o1jul saye) saystied |eans punode pue ul
s9oeds uaaJ3 Jo Sujuueld ayl 1eyl 2INSU O]
suonquy JnQ

0]}

uawdo|anap anayjedwAs Sulansul *g

98ueyd ajewd jo pedwi 3yl SuneSniA ‘¢

adeaspue| anbjun
s,211ysasprquwe) Jo 3sow a3y} SupjeN ‘T

"*wiayl SUIASIYDE Ul |NJSSDIINS U PeY M I MOUY|
PINOM M MOY puUe 3 P|NOYS SUOIHque Jno 1eYyM pPaJapisuod aney am Alolid yoea Jo4 *,JUSWUOIIAUS pue puel,
s,Aluno) ay1 anoidwi |[Im 1BY1 UOIIDE U0} ,S31MJ0Id, UNoJ paljIIuap! A|9AI199]|0d dAeY palNsuod am ajdoad ay

i98ueyd 01 paau am op Jey/\ - JUSWIUOIIAUT pue pue]



1T

*s109foud
poo} AJlunwwod |B20] JO JaqWINU Pasealdu| «
* Ajjeao| umoud
pooj Suiseydund sjdoad 40} puewap paseadu| «
"JUBWIUOJIAUD |e20]| 9y} 3930.4d
01 pue a3ueyd a1ew||d JO S1I94 9yl isulede
91e311w 03 sad130ead Suiwaey |e20| Ul sa3uey) «
£3)1] )J00] SS822NS [|IM 1By

‘uol3onpoud

pooj Jo Sulpueisiapun 19119q e dojaAsp O] »
‘Buljjage| 424e3)2 pue

suteyd Ajddns pooy |e20| 41931199 do[aA3p O] »
"SUOIIUBAJIIUI J1J109ds-au1ysadpluquie)

Aq A1un23s pooy |eqo|d 4O aNSS| BY3 SS2IPPE O] »

suoniquy JnQ

pooj s,a41ysasprque) Supowold ‘t

i98ueyd 01 paau am op Jey/\ - JUSWIUOIIAUT pue pue]

27



*2JIysadpliquie) [eans ul syodsmols pue syodsiou pueqpeolq Jo JoqWINN S
J9MOd Sulag-||9M 9yl Suisn sj1ounod ysiied aliysagpliquie) Jo JaquinN
‘dn 195 $as11dU21UD |BJNJ MBU JO JBqWINN '€

‘pPauleIUI_W SDIIAIDS [BANJ [BIIUSSSD JO JAqUINN  °C

*2J1ysa8pliquie) ul S931s UoI3dadxa |ednd UO 3jINg SSWOY Jo JaquinN '

:9Je 3say] ‘pJemuos 3ulod aJiysasplaquie)
|eany Jo AdueiqiA 9yl ainseaw 03 Sh 9|qeua 0} 13S uaaq aAey (S|d)) s103edipul aduewJopad Ay auIN

"S9AIleIlUl |ed0| AdY Jooud |euns 01 39 ||IMm ASaledls

|eany aJiysagpliquie) ayl 4o syusaw|d A9y 9yl 4O SUQ SIIUNWWOD |BJNJ JOJ SOWOIIN0 dAI3EZU papualulun
Aue aney jou op syoafoud 4o saidijod jeyl pue pay0O0[JA0 J0U aJe seade |edns ul 9jdoad Jo spasau Jejndiyied
9Y3 1By} S2JNSUD }| 'SIIHUNWWOI |ednJ UO dAeY p|nod s3a3foad |enpiAlpul pue saAllelul ‘sswwesdold ‘saljjod
1243 10949 Y3 Suaayd Jo ssa204d ay3 SI SIY} pue ue|d UoI11dy ayl uiyim pasn st ,3uijooud |eand, aseayd ayl

/T — T s98ed uo umoys aJe suoide ay] "uollique yoea Jo AJaAlap 3yl Suiaasiano 1oy

3|qisuodsad s oym sjie1ap yoiym padojanap uaaqg sey ue|d uoildy uy ‘diysiauinied Jaguouis pue Jajes sy ysnoayl
paJoliuow pJeog Jayia8ol aJiysadpluque) ayl Aq uaasiano aq ||im A8a1eJ1s |eany ayi SulIdAIBp Ul $S920NS

éPAA3IYIE U S,1BYM MOU)| M ||IM MOH

1

28



el

‘panssi aq ||Im ASa1e.1S [eany SIYl
JO suoniqwe ayl 8uiaalyoe spiemol ssaidoud uo odad |enuue ue pue Jeah yoea painseawl aq ||Im S|dd 959yl

‘Ad110d po04 aJ1ysagpriquie) e 03 dn 3uludis pue 3uido|anap ul Jed Supjel suoliesiuedio Jo Jaquny ‘0T

‘suolyelnsuod Sujuueld
01 asuodsad J19y3 wJojul 03 s|1ounod ysiued Ag paldope syuswndop adueping ugisap ade||IA JOo JqWINN 6

‘ue|d pa| AHUNWWOI J13Y3 UIYHM UOI3I3S 34N1dNJISeIJUl UDSJS B YHIM SIHUNWWOD aJ1ysadpruquie) Jo % g
"'SUMO] 193Jew /sade||IA |ednd s,241ysadpliquue) ul paiedo| sainiuniioddo diysadnualdde jo oy 7

"SS2JPPE dWOY J13Y1 JO S2413WO|1Y dAL} UIYIIM JJoM 1eyl ajdoad jo JaquinN 9

(panunuod) ¢ panaiyoe uaaqg s,3eym mouy| am ||IMm MOH

29



"("218 ‘sauieuql) ‘sayaanyd ‘sjjey adej|IA “3'a) s3ulp|ing 3uilsIxa JO asn ay3 Sulusapim 4oy s|1ounod ysued / sdnoud Ajlunwwod 03 Jioddns spinoid

“1B34Y3 JOPUN BJE 1BY] SIIAIDS BN [BI3UDSSD SUIABS YIIM S313IUNWIWO0) Joddng

‘seale

|ednJ 03 $321AJ9S Suliq 03 JoY12803 YJ0M 03 ‘SDIIAISS Y1|eay pue neasng 3dIApe suaziyld ‘921jod ‘Saluelqi| Se Yans ‘salll|1oe) 921AI3S 3|iqow |euoizdunyiyinw uoddng
"S9IINIDS

|eanJ ul aulPap ay3 Supnpad Suiuoddns aue ASyl moy uo $a13140yine [eJ0] OS |B4NY PuUe 08 [eJny WoJ) uolrewJoul 92130ead 1s9q Jayied pue sdiysuolie|aJ pjing
(2007 ul uaxeuapun 1se|) AsAINg S921IAISS |eany ay3 Sulleadad Ag $921AI9S |eanJ JO uoisiaoad ul 38ueyd ayl JOUUOIA

S92IAJ3S |edna Suppueyud pue Sulydaloud € Auiond

‘3uisnoy a|qepJoyje Jo uoisiroad Y3 JO) pases|aJd 9q P|N0I YdIYM pue| 04 S91BISS UMO 419y} $S9Sse 01 salouade Aloiniels ||y

"aJ1ysadpraqwie) ul Suisnoy |eanJ ajgep.o4je SuliaAlap 404 SisnJ] pue] Alunwwo) Jo 1dasuod ay3 a40|dx3

‘SEaJe |ednJ Ul pa3u uaA0J4d SSaJppe 03 J9PJO Ul S|1DUnod ysied

pue sanuoyiny |eao7 ‘(s1sY) siapinoad SuisnoH Aluoyiny [e207 Jayia801 Suldulig 931AI9S SUISNOH |edny 9|gepJoyy s,a41ysadpluque) dojaAsp 01 anuiluo)
*S91S uo11dadxa |ednJ 404 s1984e1 Juswdo|aAap Suisnoy |ednu 3|gep.oe 195

'S}INsaJ 9y} Jo aueme o|doad ayew pue spasu |e0| uleladse o1 a|qedljdde atsym Asaung spasN SuisnoH juspuadapul Ue 1PNPUOD 0} SNUIIUOD
‘Aljigeuleisns Ajlunwwod |ednu pie [|Im 3 1Byl pue 1o} paaaled si uoisinoid Suisnoy [edns a4nsua 031 sydomaweldd uswdo|aaaq [ed207 19141s1Q jooud-jeuny
‘A8a31e.18

|enreds [euoi3ay ay3 yim juswaaJide uj ‘Sa1s uo13dadxa [eanJd UO SSIHUNWWOD [BJNnJ Ul JUSWAO[SAIP 9AI3ID4D a4nsud 03 sa|dpulid Jo 13s apimAluno) e dojanag
'SJUSWaJ8e 9T UoI323S ulpn|dul ‘Spoylaw d|ge|ieAe

[le y3noay3i Suisnoy a|geplojse JaAl3p ASyl Moy uo SalyJoyine |ea0| 0§ |edny pue 08 |eJny wWoJj uoljewojul 92130edd 1s9q Jayiesd pue sdiysuonie|al pjing

9|doad |ed0| 10 sawoy |edo| Suip|ing :g Ayaolid

‘'Spaau pue sanss| |e20] 03 saydeosdde Japim dojaASp 03 J9PJO Ul seade |ednd Ul sayslied Suliaisn|d Jo Aem e se swnio4 pooytnoqysdiaN doaaag

"101J3SIp Yoes ul uonleAldap Jo eale paaJde Ue Ul UOIJUDAISIUI MBU SUO SASIYJR O

*,gny |e1os, e sapinoad eyl aoejd uileaw / 921AISS |BIO| BUO 1Se3| 1e sey ysiied yoies aunsul

'SP|OYasNoY |eJnJ 9|qeJau|nA 104 3|ge|leAe 3Juelsisse pue siiedad 4oy

sjyuesd ‘Aousidiyge ABuaus ‘Alusnod |ony Jo SSauaseMme 3SIed 0] JBPJO Ul (Sile) pue s3ullPawW Se Yons) s1uaAs ALlunwwod |elnJd pualie pue s|j1ounod ysied yum asier
‘'saysiied |eanu u papinoad

9JE S3IIAIDS |BIO| MOY 3JUBN|JUI 01 BSEQ BIUBPIAS |edNnJ aJlysadpriquie) ay) 1a4dia1ul pue dojaAsp 03 eiep (UOISn|du| [BID0S JOJ SIUBYNSUOD PJOIXQ) ISDO SN

uoneandap jeans Sunuanalid :T Ayaolnd

JAISAYLNNOD IFHL NI ONIAIT

Judyel 3q ||Im suoijoe ey

14’

30



ST

'24N1Nn} 9Y3 JO suapes| Alunwwod ayy dojanap 03 9jdoad |e20] 40} 1oddns pue 3uluiey apiAoid

‘Payiuapl

suoljoe 0} 3uipuodsal 10} S|9A3] ||e 1e swisiueydaw leldoadde 3ulunsua Aq sue|d pa7 Alunwwo) o AJdAI9p pue JuswdolaAap ay3 93esnodus pue poddng
'sniels ystied Ayjenp aaalyoe o3 saysiied adeinodoua pue jjoddng

*19MOd 3UIag-||I9M 243 Y3noay3 s195se AJunwwod unJ pue umo 03 s|1ounod ysied oddng

"J9MOd 8ulag-||9M dY3 4O 3sn paseaJoul ay3 sioddns 1eys sj1ounod ysiied |je 404 swwes3oad Suluiey e 91euipio-0)

L]

sa1lunwwo)d |ed0] SuluayiSuadls pue Suioddng :9 Ayiond

'sawy ||e 1e 3|qissod Supjjem pue 3ulpAd axew eyl Aem e yans ui (1] Ajqissod pue) pasesins 1nq peoJ-}40 aJe 1eyl ,s91noJ a3e||IA-191ul, JO YJOMIau e

8upnpouyul Aq sdeydad — asn punou JeaA ‘AepAiana 1oy a|geins shema|pliq pue syiedioo) Supjew Ag sa1unwWod |ednJd Usamiaq 3upjjem pue 3uldAd a3eanoou]
"S9IIAJDS JO uolleldalul 4o) sanjiunlioddo pue sded Ajiuapl 01 J9pJo Ul 1213SIg Yoes ul uoisiroad uodsuesy Ajlunwwod dey

'SS922NS S} 91BN|BAD pUE 3J1Ysa3pliquie) $SoJde awayds odsued] aAIsuodsay puewaq e Jo 1no ||0Y

‘uonedpilied Japjoyayels

2UINUA3 pue 3seq IIUIPIAS 1SNQOJ e Aq pawaoyul ‘sease uolde Ajuond 417 ay3 ul suejd uoiloe A)jiqissadde Jo uoliejuswa|dwi pue Juswdo|aAap ay3 Joddng
'SPa3Uu |eJnJ [BJ0] 199|494 M 1Y) 4NSUS 0} ue|d Hodsued] |e207 mau jooud-jeny

‘140dsuesy o1jgnd spJemo] Sapnlille pueisiapun 01 UOIIB}NSUOD B ) elapun

suondo podsueuy Suluapipn :g Ayaold

‘papinoid 9q p|n0d SIJIAIDS 1BYM JIPISUOD pue uoISIA0Jd 921AJS |ed0] ul sded Ajlzuapl 01 sdnoJa3d Ajjlunwiwod Jaylo pue s|1ounod ysied yim YJopn
'sJed} Aejje 01 49pJ0 ul uolsIn0id 2IAIDS |BD0| 910WoJd 03 aJlysadpluquie) SHN

aJedy)jeay |edo| 0} ssadde Sulpinodd it Ayaold

(panuniUOd) 3@ISAYLNNOD IHL NI ONIAIN

Judyel 3q ||Im suoijoe ey

31



*241ysadpraquie) jeand ul Aeis

01 9|doad 3unoA 3uideinodua Jo uoljualul 3yl yim sdiysaosiyuaidde dojanap 03 Sal3|10e4 UOI1eINPD J3YMN) PUB S3SSAUISNG USSMISQ UOI1eI0qe||0d 93eJn0du]
*a4n1ny ay3 Jo sadus||eyd ssauisng ayl 40} wayi dinba 03 J9PJO Ul ‘©240I0M J13Y3] JO S||13S 3Y3 oAosdwil 01 sudAo|dwa |eans YHm YJOM

‘'saiunuoddo JuswAojdwa Suiiawa aJe 949yl 949YyMm S10323S Ul (S||13S d1seq pue Jaysiy Yy1oq) S|9A] uswulelle uolledijijenb asealoul yoiym saanenul poddng

Sujujesy pue uonesnpa ysnouays sjnjs Suinosdwyi :¢ Aysond

"UMO]} 393JBW Yoea Joj ue|d Ja3sew e adnpoid
"JUaWdO|aAP SSAUISNY PUE UOIIBIIHISIDAIP WJe) [BI0] YSN0oJy} SUMO] 33)Jew Ul wisluno} Joj oddns aseaJsoul o

sgny 921AI3S |e1IUdSSD S SUMO} 19y ew Supueyud pue Suluiejuielp g Auiond

"uoIsn|axa |e3Ip JO s92uaNbasu0d 9y} 01 UOIIUDIIE MEIP O} SID)EW-UOISIIDP SdUIN|JU|

"YIMO0J3 ssauisng |edns Suidednodoua JO SUBIW B Se S931ed SSaUIsng paonpaJ Joj |e13ualod ay3 91e3811SaAuU|

'S9sSauUISNg paseq-awoy 40 YmoJa3d syl a3eanodu]

‘SyJomawe.

Juswdo|aAl( |BJ07 Ul apew aJe saduaJajad aleludoidde ey Sulinsua Aq suoliedo| aieludoidde ul saoedsyiom |eand Jo Juawdo|aAsp 9yl 23eanodu]
"2J1ysadplaquie) jesnu ul puedxa pue dn 39S 03 S9SSaUISNQ JO JaqWNU J33Je| pue 33uel JIPIM e 1oesly

'S9SSaUISNQ Paseq-pue| 9seaJdul 01 J9PJO Ul dwwes301d Jusawdo|aAaq |eJny SI2JNIUSAPY SU24 ay3 y3nouyl a|ge|ieae Suipuny ay3 JO UOIILIO||E [N} SnSu]
'ssaulsng J1ayl dojaAap pue s||1iys uied o1 yuom Jo sadeis ||e 1e ajdoad paAojdwa-4|as 404 92IApE SSaulsn( 1si|edads ageinooul

sa1junjioddo juswAojdwa Suinoadwiy :T Ayaold

ONIFIFTIIM JINONOI3

Judyel 3q ||Im suoijoe ey

o1

32



LT

's109[04d pooj AJunWWOod pue S1ayJew siawJey ‘spJeydto Ajunwwod se yons SuiwJej pue pooy |ed0| as1|eao| 3eyl s1oafoid Joj Jyoddns sanuiauo) .
*90npoud |B20| 924N0S pue 210woJud 0} S3SSBUISN( [BIO| pUE SJD|le1a) 98e4n0dUT

‘uolonpoJd pooy |edo| 03 AyeAo| Jo3uouls 93eanodus pue suieyd Ajddns pooy |edo| aoueyus 03 ,Ad110d poo4 aJiysadplique), e dojansq .

pooj s, 241ysadprique) Sunowoud i Aliond

*Aj13uapl |e20] 9y3 302dsad 03 se 0S JuUaWdOo|IASP pue udISap UO SUOISIIBP SuldUBN|UI JOJ WSIUBYIDW B Se SJUaWelS udisaq a3e||IA 4O 9Sn 3yl 91e311SoAU|

juswdojanap snayredwaAs Sunnsu3y :g Ajuonid

'sainseaw Aduadiyye ASuaus pue sal1dojouydal usaud ‘soawayds A31ous ajgemausl dn 9ye} 03 S9ssauIsNg 93e4nNodU] .

‘S|opow uoi3dafoad 3ulisixa Suisn ‘SaIHUNWWOI |B4nJ UO J93eM dead pue |10 yead 40 $199449 9yl uo Sujuue|d ol4eudds J14129ds-241Yysa3pliquie) ayenapun .
"90UdJB4Ip B Supjew Ul S3IUNWWOD ped| 01 WY} MO||e 03 93ueyd a1ewl|d Jo s1oedwl ay3 JO SS9USIBME dY1 9SBSJOU] 0] S|IDUN0D ysided YUM IOAN
98ueyd ajew)d jo 1pedwi ayl Sunesiu ¢ Ayaond

'SS920e pue A}SI9AIpoIq 9sealdul eyl s3oafoad dojaasp 01 saijunwwod poddns .

‘sue|d a4njonJisedjul usausd a1eaud o) parioddns ade saysiied asaym 109foud e dojanag .
adeaspue| anbiun s a11ysadprique) jo 1sow ayi Supjell T Ariolid

Judyel 3q ||Im suoijoe ey

33



"UOI3e|SIS3| Ul 2J9YMaIS|d USPPIQJ0) SSajUN eaJle 3y} Jo Sulag-||am
[EIUSWUOIIAUD PUE [B]D0S D1LIOU0I3 3y} d3owo.d 03 Ajay1| Japisuod Aayi SuiyiAue op o3 pue|Su3 ui Sa11J0YINe |BI0] SMO[|e 3 ‘0007 Ul passed :1amod Sulag-|lom

"uolleJaUa8aJ pue UOISN|IUI ‘S313IAIIdE ALIlUNWWOD 98.JN0JUD YdIYM S9IB|d SGNH [BI20S

‘Suisnoy 19yJew Joyj a|qejiee aq
9SIMJ3Y10 10U P|NOM YdIYyMm 1U3WI|133s [ednJ Suiisixa ue SuliapJlog 4o ulyim ‘syuswdojanap Suisnoy ajgepJoyje 4oj Aj9|os ‘pue) jo s1o(d [[ews :sa3is uondadxy jeiny

"sJay3o
UBY3} 9J0W SUOIIBIO0| SWOS 109443 ||IM J91BM 3Edd "JUdWysiua|dal Jo 914 [BIN1BU 3Y] UBY} J91eaJs S| J91BM USaJ} JOJ pUBWISP YoIym 1e juiod ay] :493ep yead

"10BJIX3 0} JOpJeY SaW023q } Se S9Sea403p uo13npold [10 Yalym Ja14e Sead ayl Se umouy| S| 918J WNWIXeW 18 paldoesixa Sulag si |10 yaiym e julod ay] 10 yead
(sdqIA z ueya ssa| si paads puegpeoaq aJaym seaJe asoy} 0} sJ9a4 syodsmols) ‘d|gejieaeun si [eudis auoyd ajiqow Jo puegpeolq aJaym eale uy :3odsioN

*awi} ul uiod
uanI8 e 1e A1a120s e ul |eaidA) aue 1ey) Sa11IAII0e pue SPooS 9SOyl PJoy4e 01 Sployasnoy/ s|enpiAlpul Jo Alljigeul 9yl aqLI2sap 0} Wial 9Alle[ad i :uonealidaq |euaien

‘dwwesdoud uonjejuswa|dwi ue pue sajdijod ‘sa1daleJis Jodsuedy |BI0] 1IN0 $319S YaIym uejd Ajuoyiny |ed07 v iuejd odsuel] |edoq
"JUSWUOJIAUD |BJNlBU Y3 pue adedspue| padojaAapun JO Seale pa3dalold :sadeds uaaun

‘A14nd2asul pooy [eqo|3 ul 1 nNsaJ Jayleam 3|118|0A anp Sp|alA
Jamo| pue uone|ndod |eqo|3 paseaJoul ‘53502 A3uaus Suiseasdul Ajpidey ‘pooy 10} puewap paseasdul pue saolud pooy Sulsid 40 1 nsaJ ay] :A)andasu| poo4 |eqo|o

"awoy J19y1 Sujieay uo sawodul [enuue Jiayl Jo %0T ueyl asow puads oym asoy] :Apanod |ang
‘eaJe UaAIS e Ul swJioy 91| Jo Alalien ay) :Aysianipolg

'9|doad |e20| 404 9|qepJoye 1day| S| pue uoI193UU0I [BIO| B YUM Spjoyasnoy o1 (Aysorid ul) paiedo|je
‘dIys1aumo paJeys/iual 10} o|ge|leAe apew ‘Uolleld0sSy SUISNOH e woJ) ApIsqns e YHM S31IS uo11dadxa |ednJ uo 3Ing si ydaiym SuisnoH :3uisnoH ajqepoyy

Aiesso|p

81

34



ue|d uondy A3ajesls |einy aJiysasdpuque) ||n4

6002 12g010 pue 19qualdas ul udemuapun
uoleljnsuo) apimAiuno) ayj uo poday Atewwing

d

sdoys)4o uoneynsuo) paseq-12143sig ay3 uo spoday

9JUapIng jJo Arewwing

oseg aJuapIng 17

: peojumop
ued noA aiaym yn-810 asdesquied’mmm 1IsiA ased|d ‘ASarens
|eany 3y} uididpun jey) dUIPIAD pue Yd4easal 3yl peas o]

é2J0W Mmouy| 03 Juem pue siyl Suipeas paloluz




aji| Jo Ajilenb ino aaosdu
0} Jayjsbo) Buppom

Jayyebol
allysebpuqwe)

)N*340°940eSqUIEBD MMM gD
)N°340 a10esqued@saldinbua :jlew
058098 €S€ET0 2L

JHIV
aJ1ysasplaque) Aq pajeljioe} pue paj sem uoipnpoad ASalenys

* AJuno) ay3 1noy3noay3 siapjoydjels |eao|
yum uonpunfuod ui 19yra8o] aysasprque) jo sidulied ay)
Aq paonpoud sem ASajesis |eany Jayiado] aaiysasSprque) ayl

36



CABINET 18TH MARCH 2010

1.1

21

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

RURAL STRATEGY FOR CAMBRIDGESHIRE 2010 - 2015
(Report by the Overview and Scrutiny Panel (Social Well-Being))

INTRODUCTION

At its meeting on 2nd March 2010, the Overview and Scrutiny Panel (Social
Well-Being) considered a report by the Head of Environmental and
Community Health Services on the draft Rural Strategy for Cambridgeshire
2010-2015. Key stakeholders and partners currently are being consulted on
the Strategy. The consultation period ends on 23rd April 2010. This report
contains a summary of the Panel’s discussions.

COMMENTS

The Panel has been informed of the background to the Strategy and noted
that the Cambridgeshire Together Board commissioned Cambridgeshire
ACRE to undertake this work with a view to identifying the challenges of living
and working in a rural community. The Panel’s attention has been drawn to
the actions and “Ambitions” identified under the three themes of living in the
countryside, economic well-being and land and environment.

The Panel has received details of the consultation undertaken to date with
statutory agencies, community organisations, rural businesses and residents,
with particular attention being drawn to Appendix A of the document which
contains a summary of District Council Officers’ responses to the actions
proposed within the Strategy. Members have endorsed the comments
outlined in Appendix A, but have also registered their concern at the lack of
ownership, prioritisation and identification of funding to implement the
Strategy.

The Panel has stressed the importance of recognising that rurality is an
equalities issue. Comment has also been made that the Strategy sometimes
lacks evidence of partnership working where it is required and Members are
of the view that work carried out under the Strategy should be carefully co-
ordinated. It appears there is potential for duplication in service provision.
Indeed, the point has been made that efforts should be made to ensure that
all organisations that could potentially be involved have not been excluded
from contributing to the achievement of the Strategy. Members have
particularly recognised the fact that Town and Parish Councils will be
important in delivering many of the actions.

Having regard to the theme of living in the countryside, specific comment has
been made on the need for retirement homes to be provided on “exceptions
sites” in rural areas. This would enable elderly individuals to remain close to
their families and communities.

With regard to the actions identified within the “Widening transport options”

priority, the Panel is of the view that this matter requires action at the national
level.
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2.6 Finally, comment has been made on the difficulties faced by residents living in
rural areas who do not have their own transport and who are reliant on other
transport providers to attend health service facilities. While there are some
local providers, including volunteer car schemes, it is evident that there are
gaps in provision and this is something that could be addressed under the
Strategy.

3. CONCLUSION
3.1 The Cabinet is invited to consider the comments of the Overview and Scrutiny

Panel (Social Well-Being) as part of its deliberations on the report by the
Head of Environmental and Community Health Services.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Minutes and Report of the meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Panel (Social Well-

Being) on 2nd March 2010.

Contact Officer: Miss H Ali, Democratic Services Officer
(01480) 388006
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Agenda ltem 5

CABINET 18™ March 2010

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCESS

(Report by the Overview and Scrutiny Environmental Well-Being Panel)

11

21

2.2

3.1

INTRODUCTION

At their meeting held on 14™ July 2009, the Overview and Scrutiny Panel
(Environmental Well-Being) decided to establish a working group to
investigate the process for the determination of planning applications and
make recommendations where appropriate. The working group comprised
Councillors M G Baker, P Godley, M F Newman and J S Watt and has met on
a number of occasions in the ensuing months. Councillor Baker has acted as
rapporteur.

BACKGROUND

The Panel’s interest in the subject was prompted by anecdotal evidence from
members of the public’s concern over the pre-decision planning process. The
Panel acknowledged at the outset that planning can be a contentious subject
with “winners and losers”. The views of the public therefore have to be
tempered accordingly.

It was decided that the review of the development management process
should concentrate on the process leading to the determination of planning
applications, rather than the decision making process itself or the merits of
decisions. The working group decided to look at the practices and procedures
from first enquiry by potential applicants to the preparation of an officer’s final
report and recommendations, involving pre-application advice, public
consultation, plans and amendments, duration of the process and other
related matters.

EVIDENCE AND INVESTIGATIONS

The working group carried out extensive consultation to ensure that any
recommendations that it made would be evidence based as opposed to
personal anecdotes and the views of parties aggrieved by a decision. The
following investigations and enquiries were therefore made -

e A questionnaire to town and parish councils, given their role as
statutory consultees and frequently raised comments about the
planning process. This generated a healthy 58% completion rate,
the results of which are summarised at Appendix A.
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3.2

A press release which was reported in the local media which
generated a total of 17 replies from individuals expressing views
and concerns about the planning process.

A search of other local authority websites and personal enquiries
with other authorities on their policy of charging for pre-planning
advice.

An interview with the Planning Services Manager (Development
Management) on the Council's current processes and
performance.

An interview with representatives of two local planning agents
(both of whom are former employees of the Council’s Planning
Division).

An interview with two applicants for planning permission to obtain
a personal perspective of the process.

An interview with the Council’s Scrutiny Manager on complaints
regarding the planning process that are dealt with locally under
the Council's feedback system and through the Local Government
Ombudsman.

A further interview with the Planning Services Manager
accompanied by the Chairman of the Development Management
Panel on the working group’s provisional findings.

Having conducted their investigations the working group has found that the
Council’s processes compare favourably with other authorities and there is no
significant cause for concern. However development management decisions
can have very personal consequences for individuals affected by them which
can colour their perception of the process and the decisions themselves. In
particular the working group found that:-

a growing number of authorities charge for pre-planning
application advice;

although not legally required, the Council has a procedure of
posting notification letters to households that may be affected by a
proposed development;

the Council is not obliged to accept amendments to applications
once they have been submitted, although officers tend to be
flexible providing this does not delay the determination of an
application unduly;

the Council consults again on amendments to applications where
they are deemed significant;
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3.3

4.1

4.2

4.3

e out of several thousand applications determined each year, there
are a handful of instances where a case officer's recommendation
is overruled by a line manager;

e the Council has a 100% success rate in registering applications
within three days;

e in the view of the agents interviewed, the Council’'s performance
compares favourably with other local authorities;

e from the agents’ perspective, policies sometimes can appear to be
interpreted slightly differently by the three area planning teams in
the District;

e in the views expressed by the public, lack of communication was
frequently cited as a complaint; and

e the majority of complaints received by the Ombudsman from
Huntingdonshire residents are planning related but it is rare for the
Ombudsman to find maladministration in the Council’s actions.

In order to consider all the evidence that has been obtained throughout the
review, this report will focus on each sequence of the development
management process in turn.

PRE-PLANNING APPLICATION ADVICE

At an early stage in its investigations, the working group was informed that
the Council is not obliged to provide advice at the pre-submission stage of a
planning application. Some authorities offer limited advice, some charge for
detailed advice and others decline to provide any pre-submission advice. The
Planning Division currently do offer advice and endeavour to respond to
requests within four weeks. However this is achieved in only two thirds of
cases.

The Planning Services Manager advised the working group that, in his
opinion, pre-submission advice does present benefits for the authority and
officers in his team by improving the quality of applications. It tends to deter
speculative enquiries that would be unlikely to receive permission, design
quality is improved and it helps to expedite the determination process by
reducing the level of discussions required with applicants or amended plans.
However, it was clear to the working group that, at the pre-submission stage,
a potential applicant is receiving the view of a case officer prior to the receipt
of views from consultees and, in most cases, the opinion of a team leader or
other more senior officer.

The Planning Services Manager informed the group that he is keen to ensure

that the Division continues to offer advice on proposals that are likely to come
forward but he does acknowledge that resources are finite and there is a
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need to ensure that they are used in the most efficient and effective way
possible.

Having interviewed the Council’s Scrutiny Manager, the group learnt that the
majority of complaints received by the Ombudsman from Huntingdonshire
residents are planning related and that these number approximately six per
annum. Of those, the majority have been concerned with the nature of advice
given by case officers, particularly where a decision has differed from the
advice given. The working group regard this as an almost inevitable
consequence of the process. The advice of a case officer will always be
without prejudice to the outcome of the consultation process and the view of
a more senior officer or indeed the Development Management Panel itself
where recommendations can be rejected. It is not clear that this is always
fully appreciated by applicants.

The working group did consider the option of recommending that the
availability of pre-submission advice is withdrawn. Most applicants employ
agents when applying for planning permission who should be aware of
planning policies. If an application is then refused on design grounds, the
applicant has the opportunity of re-applying free of charge a second time to
address the reasons for the initial refusal. This again has its flaws in that a
greater proportion of applications might be refused, some unsatisfactory
decisions may be successful on appeal that could have been influenced at
the pre-submission stage and it is likely to appear unhelpful and unpopular.

Another option is the possibility of charging for pre-submission advice which
the working group considered at length. Following clarification on the legal
basis for charging, a number of authorities have followed this route in recent
years as a way or recovering part of the costs being incurred in providing
advice. In the opinion of the agents who were interviewed, obtaining pre-
submission advice currently was often a lengthy and frustrating process with
delays in receiving a response. Moreover, advice tended to be policy based
with little attempt at local interpretation which the agents felt was not
particularly helpful and did not justify the introduction of charging. If a fee
were to be charged, the agents’ view was that the majority of applicants
would be unlikely to seek pre-submission advice unless a greater degree of
interpretation and assistance was offered.

A further consideration is the weight that is placed on advice for which a
charge has been made and whether this will lead to a presumption on the
part of both applicants and objectors that permission will be granted. It is the
opinion of the Planning Services Manager that the amount of revenue that
might be generated from the introduction of charging is often over estimated
by those authorities that have decided to charge and that this is not borne out
by subsequent events, especially as most authorities do not charge for
householder type applications.

Rather than carry out more in-depth investigations on the subject, the working
group relied on a recent report to Cheltenham Borough Council in which the
various benefits and drawbacks of charging have been captured (appendix B
attached). In considering whether to continue to offer pre-submission advice
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and, if so, whether to charge, the working group was advised by the Planning
Services Manager that on balance it was his view that the drawbacks of
charging were not outweighed by the income that might be achieved.

In a growth area where substantial development has taken place and is
expected to continue, this was not a view that the working group could
adhere to. In difficult financial circumstances with reductions in expenditure
required by the Council, the working group question whether it is sustainable
for the Council to continue to provide pre-submission advice free of charge
when this is a time consuming exercise for which no income is received. On
balance, the working group considers that a free service should no longer be
offered, other than for small, householder type applications. For residential
and commercial developments, the costs involved in bringing forward a
successful scheme are considerable and the working group sees no reason
for one part of that process to be offered free of charge by the planning
authority.  Careful consideration will be necessary to ensure that the
determination and local democratic processes are not compromised by the
advice given but, subject to those caveats, the working group recommends
that the possibility of charging developers for pre-submission advice be
investigated further by the Council.

RECEIPT OF APPLICATIONS

The Councils current procedure requires applications to be registered within 3
days of receipt which the working group was pleased to see was being
achieved. In terms of the determination of planning applications, the targets
set by the set by Department for Communities and Local Government
(DCLG) is 8 weeks for minor applications and 13 weeks for major
applications. The timescale for consultees to respond if they wish to submit
comments is 21 days, although the working group was informed that some
consultees were traditionally slow in responding within the allocated
timeframe.

The results of the parish and town council questionnaire (Appendix A), show
that 51% of town and parish councils who responded felt that 21 days was
sufficiently long enough to enable them to submit their comments on an
application. A number of parish councils did express a view that the 21 day
consultation period did not fit into their cycle of meetings, with several stating
that 28 days would be preferable. The working group recognise that the 21
day process forms part of the statutory process and cannot be changed.

The Planning Services Manager has explained that case officers do
endeavour to be flexible and will, on request from town and parish councils,
extend the deadline for comments where the extension of time requested is
not unreasonable. The working group was conscious that the timescale set
by the DCLG will inevitably be inconvenient for some town and parish
councils but the group recognised that this is beyond the Council’s control
and greater flexibility on the part of town and parish councils in the way in
which they formulate their responses would help.
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APPLICATION AMENDMENTS

The working group found this to be one of the more contentious aspects of
the process. The Council is not obliged to accept amendments to
applications but, following negotiation, case officers do accept amendments
from applicants providing this does not result in an undue delay. Upon receipt
of amended plans, the Council’s approach is to re-consult only if the change
in the opinion of the case officer is significant. Major changes are not
accepted and require a fresh application to be made. The exercise of that
judgement is subjective and reliant on the experience of the case officer.

The working group found that in exercising that judgement, problems can
occur. If, for example, a neighbour has decided on balance not to object to a
planning application and amended plans are subsequently approved, the first
that the neighbour may be aware of the amendment is when the building
work is underway. What may have been judged a relatively minor change on
the part of the case officer may, in the opinion of the neighbour, be of
sufficient magnitude that he would have objected to the application, the
opportunity for which has now passed. Town and parish councils also may
be unaware of any change which can prompt calls to the Planning Division
that development is taking place that is contrary to plans that they
commented on. It was the overwhelming view of the towns and parishes
(95%) that further consultation should take place.

The working group acknowledges the dilemma for case officers. Further
consultation on amendments will inevitably delay the determination of
applications which may impact on the achievement of DCLG targets. If towns
and parishes are consulted again, this could lead to plans being submitted to
a further round of meetings or complaints that there is insufficient time to
comment.

Solutions to the question are limited. Case officers could simply process an
application as submitted and if the design is unsatisfactory, refuse permission
which would enable the applicant to re-apply free of charge with suitably
amended plans. While helping to achieve DCLG targets and providing
consultees with the opportunity to comment, this is unlikely to be popular with
applicants and will lead to further work on the part of the Planning Division in
registering the application again and carrying out the consultation process for
which a fee has not been received. This was therefore discounted by the
working group.

The exercise of judgement in determining the significance test on whether to
re-consult is a subjective one that is applied by individual case officers. The
working group was informed that this could lead to complaints under the
Council’s feedback system and to the Ombudsman. On balance, therefore
the working group does not feel that it is equitable for neighbours (and other
consultees) to be denied the opportunity to comment again on amended
plans, except where the change is of very minor significance. Although this
will still involve an exercise of judgement on the part of case officers, the
working group suggests that a liberal approach be taken to ensure that the
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fundamental rights of neighbours to be able to comments on applications
which may affect the enjoyment of their own homes is not compromised.

The working group therefore recommends that relevant consultees and
neighbours be consulted again on amended plans, except for those of
very minor significance, with a 7 days deadline for reply.

CONSULTATION

The working group was advised that the Council is not required to write to
neighbours who are affected by a proposed development. The legal
requirement is simply to give notice of an application which could be satisfied
by an advertisement in a local newspaper, a site notice(s) visible to the
general public, or by neighbour notification to owner and/or occupiers of
adjoining properties by post. The Council’'s procedure is to send notification
letters to those households that are considered appropriate which again can
lead to problems.

The choice of which household to write to is again a subjective one and there
have been complaints to the Ombudsman that neighbours affected by a
development have not been consulted. This can tend to arise where a
neighbour lives in an adjoining street that backs on to a development site.
The likelihood of passing the site notice may be limited and neighbours have
claimed from time to time that they did not receive a notification letter. The
latter situation in terms of neighbours claiming not to have received consultee
letters is a not uncommon occurrence. Registered post is clearly out of the
question on financial grounds and so much ‘junk mail’ is now delivered
addressed to the householder that it can be difficult to distinguish what is
genuinely of interest and as opposed being speculative in nature.

The working group does not see any necessity to change the present
arrangements but recommends that care is required by officers to ensure
that all of those households that abut a development site, as a
minimum, be sent a consultee letter and that the envelope be suitably
overprinted with a suitable message to indicate that it is an important
communication concerning a planning application.

COMMUNICATION

A commonly recurring theme throughout the working group’s investigations
was a perceived lack of communication between case officers and applicants
throughout the whole application process. A press release was circulated
(Appendix C) at the outset of the working group’s study which invited the
public to share their views on their experience of the development
management process. A summary of the responses from the public is
attached (Appendix D). Of the comments received, almost 60% cited lack of
communication and co-operation from the Planning Division as an issue. The
agents who were interviewed also felt that what they perceived as a
reluctance on the part of case officers to share their views or opinions on an
application was frustrating, especially when an application was later refused.
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Suggestions made by the agents included the establishment of an ‘Agents
Forum’, which would allow agents, officers and Development Management
Panel Members an opportunity to discuss relevant issues and share views
and opinions. The working group was not persuaded that this was necessary
however and could potentially lead to a perception that the Council was
working too closely with planning agents as a group.

The agents also suggested that the Council consider implementing a duty
planning officer system which is in place at a number of other authorities.
This would enable the public and agents an opportunity to access planning
advice of a general nature but the drawback is that the person on duty is
unlikely to be able to deal with specific applications, unless he or she
happens to be the relevant case officer. This would overcome the problem of
the public being unable to access advice because officers are on site, in
meetings, writing reports etc. but the agents also mention that some
authorities publicise (through their website/letterhead) when planning officers
are available, outside of which time general enquiries are dealt with by the
duty planning officer. It was felt on the whole that the idea has much to
commend it as the public and agents have access to an officer during normal
working hours while case officers are not distracted by general enquiries.
Although this possibility was recommended by the working group, the Panel
felt on balance that there was significant opportunity to contact planning
officers.

The working group acknowledged that problems can arise due to applicants
not being made aware of issues with their application until towards the end of
the eight week determination timeframe. Usually those issues will have arisen
as a result of comments raised by consultees such as the internal
conservation team. It can therefore come as something of a surprise to an
applicant to be informed that issues have arisen shortly before they were
hoping to receive an approval certificate. Therefore, the working group
recommends that applicants be advised in the clearest terms at the
outset of the process that they are unlikely to receive any further
communication until all of the consultees’ views have been received,
which could be towards the end of the eight or thirteen weeks
determination period.

DETERMINATION OF APPLICATIONS

In order to make the process manageable given the volume of applications
received by the Council, a scheme of delegation is in place that enable the
majority of applications to be determined by the Head of Planning Services or
his staff, except in certain circumstances where an application is determined
by the Development Management Panel or, very infrequently, the Council.

Where applications are determined by officers, the recommendation of a case
officer is subject to approval by a team leader or more senior officer. In more
complicated or contentious applications, the Planning Services Manager or
the Head of Planning Services personally may have a contrary view to the
team leader. The working group found that this on occasion can also lead to
complaints from applicants. For example, an applicant can incur expense on
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preparing amended plans following discussion with a case officer, only for the
application to be refused because the team leader or more senior manager
then disagrees with the design or principle of the development. An applicant
somewhat naturally can feel aggrieved that they have incurred additional
expense unnecessarily.

However, the working group was encouraged to find that out of several
thousand applications determined each year, there are only a handful of
cases where a case officer's recommendation is not accepted by a more
senior officer. In those circumstances, the working group does not
recommend any change to the current process and regards the occasional
complaint as an inevitable by-product of the process.

In terms of applications submitted to committee for determination, the working
group was advised that DCLG guidance suggests that planning committees
should consider no more than 10% of applications received by an authority.
As the Council’'s Development Management Panel currently considers 5.8%
of the applications submitted, the working group concluded that there was no
need to investigate the delegation scheme that has been adopted by the
authority.

The results of the town and parish council questionnaire (Appendix A) show
that the majority of respondents (93%) feel that they are supplied with
sufficient information to comment on an application and 67% feel fairly
confident that they have sufficient knowledge of government guidance,
regional strategy and district plans and policies to formulate
recommendations on planning applications. The majority of respondents
(64%) also feel that the opportunity for a town and parish council
representative to speak at the Development Management Panel meetings is
very useful. However, 57% of town and parish councils feel that the District
Council does not offer sufficient training and that more should be made
available. The working group therefore recommends that further training
be made available for town and parish councils on all aspects of the
development management process.

Returning to the question of DCLG timescales for the determination of
applications, the working group recognised that the Council currently is
performing well with the figures as at September 2009 being 93% of major
applications determined within 13 weeks (against a target of 60%), 81% of
minor applications within 8 weeks (65% target) and 89% of other applications
within 8 weeks (80% target).

A number of issues were raised however by the agents who were
interviewed. It was their view that case loads could sometimes appear
disproportionate which could delay the determination process and on
occasion delay the site visit by a case officer until some way through the
determination process. Any issues that arose from that visit meant that there
was limited opportunity to negotiate amendments within the required
timescale. Although the agents suggested that Huntingdonshire was not
unique in this respect, the working group felt that this is an issue for the
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101

Planning Services Manager to address and not one on which it could usefully
comment.

The decision to allow agents and applicants to speak at Development
Management Panel meetings was welcomed by the agents but they felt that
the time allowed of 3 minutes was insufficient and they expressed concern at
the lack of opportunity to respond to what they regarded as factually incorrect
statements either by objectors or as part of the debate. The latter view was
echoed by the comments received by the working group from members of the
public and town and parish councils. While the working group has some
sympathy with those sentiments, it was also aware that the process for
determining applications by the Development Management Panel has to be
scrupulously fair to all parties and that while ward councillors, town and
parish council representatives, applicants and objectors are allowed to speak,
this is not an open debate. Moreover one person’s perception of misleading
information is likely to be contrary to that of the person supplying that
information and members of the Panel are experienced in assessing the
relative merits of the arguments presented. Nevertheless this is a matter of
some concern that both some councillors and the public feel strongly about
and the working group recommends that when the public speaking
procedure at the Development Management Panel meetings is next
reviewed, consideration be given to the introduction of a mechanism
that allows external speakers to respond to what they perceive to be
factually incorrect information so that the Panel can make well informed
decisions.

Finally on this point, the agents suggested that there was sometimes an
element of inconsistency in the interpretation of policies across the three
planning teams into which the District is split. This view was reiterated in the
response from the public, with five individuals citing that inaccurate and
inconsistent advice was given and a person interviewed expressing concern
over what he regarded as conflicting advice received from planning and
conservation officers. The working group found no firm evidence to justify the
views expressed however and acknowledge that planning is a discipline
where different interpretations of guidance and policy will always occur.

It was suggested to the working group that case officers be moved around
area teams to achieve a more consistent approach but the working group
discounted this approach on the basis that this would detract from the local
knowledge that case officers built up and the relationships that they
established with town and parish councils etc. within their respective area.
Nevertheless this is clearly an issue of concern to some parties and the
working group wishes to draw those concerns to the attention of the
Council.

RETROSPECTIVE PLANNING APPLICATIONS
A frequent cause for concern drawn to the working party’s attention is the
determination of retrospective planning applications. The working group has

been assured by the Planning Services Manager that retrospective
applications where permission has not been granted or construction is not in

10
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accordance with approved plans are not dealt with differently. However there
is a perception, rightly or wrongly, that where a decision is finely balanced,
case officers tend to allow development to remain rather than require it to be
demolished and re-built. The working group has been given examples by
the Planning Services Manager of instances where the Council has required
works to be changed and developers have been prosecuted successfully for
having carried out works without permission. The working group
recommends that the Council reinforces the message wherever
possible that development that takes place without permission is
discouraged and that the Council will take a robust approach
concerning the retention of development where permission is
subsequently refused.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION

During the course of the working group’s investigations, the Council’s website
was re-launched and the investigations that were undertaken into the public’s
access to planning information via the web was based on the old web pages.
Following comments about the Council’s public access software system by
the agents who were interviewed, the working group reviewed the planning
information on the websites of a number of other authorities, including those
recommended by the agents. Although styles differed, the working group
considered the content and functionality of the planning information on the
Council’s website to be as extensive and helpful as that of other Councils’
websites viewed.

The responses to the town and parish council questionnaire also indicated
that the website is well regarded and frequently used, with 51% of
respondents indicating that they found the information on the website about
planning applications very useful and 78% of respondents using the website
at least once a month to obtain information about planning applications.

APPEALS AND COMPLAINTS

The working group was conscious of the fact that there is an appeal
mechanism for those applicants who are dissatisfied with the Council’s
decision to refuse planning permission. Although the volume of appeals is
small, it should be recognised that the number of applications refused is
relatively low in comparison with the total number processed by the Council.
Unlike the licensing system where both applicants and objectors can appeal
to the courts, there is no avenue of appeal for objectors aggrieved by a
planning decision to approve permission, other than the relatively expensive
option of judicial review through the courts. The only other option is for an
aggrieved person to complain to the Local Government Ombudsman or
through the Council’s internal complaints system. However such complaints
cannot challenge the merits of a decision and are restricted to potential
maladministration and an alleged failure to follow approved processes and
procedures. Decisions therefore cannot be overturned, although
compensation can be paid if the complaint is upheld.

11
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When informed that permission has been granted, objectors are not routinely
told that there is a complaints procedure. However if concerns are raised
subsequently that due processes have not been followed, this is brought to
the complainants attention. The working group has considered whether
objectors should be advised of the opportunities available to them to submit a
complaint or apply for judicial review. On balance, the working group decided
against recommending that this be introduced, partly because this cannot
lead to a decision being overturned, except in the case of judicial review, and
partly for the very practical reason that the Council is unlikely to be able to
handle the potential increase in the number of complaints that this may
generate.

CONCLUSION

Members of the working group wish to extend their appreciation to all those
who were interviewed, responded to the questionnaire and press release and
took the time to contact them with their views on the development
management process. They were also grateful for the advice given to them
by the Planning Services Manager (Development Management).

The working group has acknowledged that planning is a contentious subject
which, by its nature, can generate strong feelings and concerns. The origins
of the study lay in the anecdotal evidence presented to Members by their
constituents about failures and discrepancies in the system. Although these
were reinforced to some degree by the responses that were received, the
working party found it difficult to obtain firm evidence to reinforce the
concerns that the members of the public had expressed without delving into
individual cases in some detail. The information collated will nevertheless be
passed to the Planning Services Manager for his attention.

The working group concluded that in overall terms the development management
process works well and planning officers are to be commended in the often
pressured and difficult environment in which they are working. Nevertheless
there are some improvements that the working group suggest should be
implemented as a result of their investigations which have been highlighted in the

report and are reproduced below.
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14.1

RECOMMENDATIONS

The working group therefore

RECOMMENDS

(@)

(b)

that the possibility of charging developers for pre-submission
advice be investigated further by the Council;

that relevant consultees and neighbours be consulted again on
amended plans, except for those of very minor significance, with a
7 days deadline for reply;

that care is required by officers to ensure that all of those
households that abut a development site, as a minimum, be sent a
consultee letter and that the envelope be suitably overprinted with
a suitable message to indicate that it is an important
communication concerning a planning application;

that applicants be advised in the clearest terms at the outset of the
process that they are unlikely to receive any further
communication until all of the consultees’ views have been
received, which could be towards the end of the eight or thirteen
weeks determination period;

that further training be made available for town and parish
councils on all aspects of the development management process;

that when the public speaking procedure at the Development
Management Panel meetings is next reviewed, consideration be
given to the introduction of a mechanism that allows external
speakers to respond to what they perceive to be factually incorrect
information so that the Panel can make well informed decisions;

that the Council reinforces the message wherever possible that
development that takes place without permission is discouraged
and that the Council will take a robust approach concerning the
retention of development where permission is subsequently
refused.
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BACKROUND INFORMATION

Notes of the Development Management Process Working Group

Planning Advisory Service Case Study — A Material World: Charging for Pre-Application
Planning Advice

www.huntigndonshire.gov.uk

http://www.ryedale.gov.uk/

http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/

Cheltenham Borough Council Cabinet Report 20" January 2009 — Charging for Pre-
Application Planning Advice

The Planning Portal
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2)

3)

4)

APPENDIX A

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCESS
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARISH COUNCILS.
RESPONSE SUMMARY
42 responses received.

How useful do you find the Council’s website in terms of the information that it
contains about planning applications?

Have not used it 5%
Not very useful 5%
Fairly useful 39%
Very useful 51%

How often each month do you access the Council’s website to obtain information
about planning applications?

Have not accessed it 2%
Less than once a month 20%
1-5 times a month 54%
5-10 times a month 7%

More than 10 times a month 17%

Bearing in mind that planning applications are listed on the Council’s website,
would you be happy if the Council ceased issuing you with a paper copy of each
application for comment?

Yes 5% No 95%

If no, please explain the reason(s) why you would like to continue to receive a
paper copy of each planning application (Please tick all that apply)

No access to a computer/ the internet 19%
Problems with potentially missing deadlines for consultation response 52%
Inability to print large plans for inspections/meetings 83%
Neighbours and others ask to see applications received 52%
Other (please specify)

Applications are circulated for all Councillors to comment, 4 out of 11 have no internet
access;

Problems that on many occasions Councillors can not access your website;

Internet does not provide a reminder that plans are there;

Not all Councillors will access plans on internet;

Plans are difficult to view adequately online;

Online plans no good for a site visit;

The Parish Council would have to cover the cost of printing all documents to ensure
Councillors could view the plans before commenting, do not have an A3 printer;

Do not have a projector or internet access at meetings to view plans;

Still need paper copy for meeting;

Council Chamber ill-equipped to show screen;

Not everyone is computer literate and some times the reproduction is not clear;

I am a part time clerk and if away for any reason then arrange for any paper work to be
seen by parish councillors for action if necessary;
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5)

6)

7)

8)

No access to projector — it would be useful if a parish council could borrow a laptop and
projector to try out at meetings before committing to purchase (Spaldwick);

No access to a projector — it would be useful if a parish council could borrow a laptop and
projector to try this out at a meeting before committing to cost of purchase (Stow Longa);
Not all Councillors have internet access;

Internet access is at work and | can not print off documents for parish council purposes;
Printed plans are necessary for discussion at DC meetings;

It is virtually impossible to judge scale and impact or to read the data, in addition the
scans are often very poor quality and thus almost illegible.

Is the information supplied by the Council with a planning application sufficient to
enable you to comment on the application?

Yes 93% No 7%
If no, please explain what further information you would like to receive.

At Parish Council level need full information that DM Panel have;

Plans can be sparse in detail and lack clarity;

Not always sufficient information on plans e.g missing compass, scale, some elevations;
Occasionally HDC send out plans to the parish council apparently unchecked, e.g all
plans should show the street scene for new building work in relation to existing, this is
often missing;

In the case of planning applications relating to listed buildings it would be valuable to see
more detail and have knowledge that listed building consent has also been sought.

Do you think that the consultation period of 21 days is sufficiently long enough to
enable you to submit your comments on an application?

Yes 51% No 49%

If the answer is no, please explain why not and how long you would ideally prefer
to have to comment on an application (bearing in mind that there are government
performance measures to be met by local planning authorities in terms of
determination of planning applications).

Due to the need to circulate each application to 11 Councillors in turn;

Doesn't fit our cycle of Parish Council meetings;

This Parish Council meets once every two months and have to call special meetings
several times a year which is costly to the Council in money terms as well as time -8
weeks;

Ideally 4 weeks — Plans are sent to the clerk, who is not in this village. There is thus at
least a week’s delay before consultation process starts. For most plans we require a
Parish Council meeting (we only have 5 Councillors — so are too small for a planning
committee). Meetings take time to be arranged to suit all;

28 days;

Due to timings of Council Meeting dates — 30 days minimum;

Short consultation times can some months be very tight, especially if a public holiday is
involved;

Full month would be better- to enable all Councillors to look at and fit in with set meeting;
28 days would be better to allow for receipt and distribution of plans, inspection and
reports back to parish council and HDC;

Plans need to be circulated and 21 days can be insufficient;

Extension to 30 days would be helpful on occasions when meeting has just passed,
otherwise additional meetings have to be arranged at extra cost to Parish Council, so
flexibility needed;
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9)

Small parish councils don’t have the ability to have a planning committee and only meet
on a monthly basis ‘ad hoc’ meetings are not possible so suggest 6 weeks from
submission for decision from HDC;

In the event of issues such as ‘Northbridge’ the impact deserves serious and complete
investigation;

Not always as parish council only meets once a month, first Monday of the month — 28
days would suit better;

It would be preferable if the time period was 28 days;

Being a small council (5 members) it is sometimes difficult forming a quorum at short
notice;

It is occasionally necessary to request an extension beyond 21 days to avoid an
excessive number of meetings;

Some months we have to have a special meeting sometimes for one application — 28
days would be better;

Meeting schedules mean that we may miss deadlines;

I think 28 days would be better. We hold a planning meeting monthly and the 28 days
period is not always sufficient;

Would prefer 1 month, to minimize calling for extraordinary meetings for each set of
plans;

Small parish councils like Hemingford Abbotts without a planning sub-committee
frequently need to call additional or extraordinary council meetings to meet deadlines. 35
days would obviate this need, 28 days would significantly reduce it;

In most cases of minor planning applications, 21 days is fine but for changes to the
village scene 28 days or more would be valuable, and for major changes, large industrial
projects or more than one house for a small Hamlet — longer would be better — say 6
weeks. N.B all applications that come in from mid-July to August should have a
September deadline because of school and other holidays.

Do you find it helpful if neighbours supply you with a copy of their comments on
an application to assist you in formulating your recommendations?

Not very helpful
Fairly helpful 40%
Very helpful 60%

10) How often is your council/meeting contacted by applicants/objectors with regard

to planning applications in the parish?

Never

Less than once a year 10%
1-5 times each year 59%
5-10 times each year 12%

More than 10 times each year 20%

Dependant on number of applications per year.

11) Do you allow members of the public to address your council/planning committee

when they are considering a planning application and before a recommendation is
determined?

Yes 95% No 5%
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12) If yes, how often does this occur?

Less than once a year 13%
1-5 times each year 61%
5-10 times each year 18%

More than 10 times each year 8%

Dependant on number of applications per year.
This is allowed during public forum.

13) Do you think you should be consulted again if an application or plans are amended
by an applicant before they are determined?

Yes 98% No 2%

14) Do you think that neighbours should be consulted again if an application or plans
are amended by an applicant before they are determined?

Yes 98% No 2%

15) Does your council/meeting feel confident that it has sufficient knowledge of
government guidance, regional strategy and district plans and policies when
determining your recommendations on planning applications?

Not very confident 24%
Fairly confident 67%
Very confident 10%

16) Do you think that the District Council offers sufficient training to town and parish
councils/parish meetings on planning policies and processes?

Yes- sufficient training is offered 43%
No- insufficient training is offered, more training should be available 57%

17) If you think that more training is required, what subjects would you prefer to be
offered? (Please specify)

Criteria;

Not training that is required, but more accessible times;

No training is offered at present as far as | know;

Planning Policy, as it affects applications in rural communities;

Planning Policy;

Material Considerations;

How to make good comments;

The major changes to LA planning procedures i.e development framework and linking
documentation needs explaining more fully;

All aspects of planning process;

Planning guidelines and appeals process;

Specifying and interpreting planning guidance;

Something similar to the South Cambridgeshire parish planning pack updated regularly
with briefing sessions;

We would like training to include examples of what is acceptable and what isn’t;
Information on the new rules for developer contributions;

Overview of strategy for the region and area;

How development will impact on transport and services;

All those mentioned in question 15;

All those mentioned in question 15;
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All those mentioned in question 15;

Those mentioned in question 15;

Those mentioned in question 15;

The role of the parish council in the planning process — they currently get involved in
larger issues that district and county take care of;

Explain why two applications that are very similar get different outcomes — this can cause
great confusion;

Planning policies,

Reasons for refusal;

Local development framework overview;

Changes in policy;

| didn’t even know HDC makes training available! We have new Councillors who would
appreciate an introductory course on planning policies and procedures. | (Clerk) would
also attend to refresh my knowledge and learn what's where on the different internet
sites;

Planning rules: Enforcement processes;

Greater clarification of HDC rulings on enforcement issues, and in relation to the
forthcoming new core strategy when ratified.

18) Do you think that the opportunity for a town/parish council/parish meeting
representative to speak at Council Development Management Panel meetings is

useful?

Not very useful 7%
Fairly useful 29%
Very useful 64%

Further Comments

Waresley — What would be most important would be some feedback from the officer
concerned, if there is a disagreement between the Parish Council and the officer. It would
be nice to have the opportunity to comment further in this case. Feedback and further
comment from the Parish Council could mean that an application might be decided
without recourse to the planning committee. We’d also like to see a faster reaction from
enforcement, if we alert them to planning infringements.

Ramsey — Far too little weight is placed on town council representation, we know what
we want in our area. We are far more consistent than Development Control at HDC.

Spaldwick — Finalisation of HDCs plans and policies would help. Why couldn’t it be the
clerk that speaks at Development Management Panel meetings?

Stow Longa — Completion of HDCs plans and policies would help. | do not see why
representation is limited to Councillors — why should the clerk not represent the Council?

It should not be expected that Parish Clerks have the time to constantly trawl HDC'’s
website in case there is a planning application.

57



Apfenclix &

Cheltenham Borough Council
Cabinet — 20 January 2009
Charging for pre-application planning advice

Report of the Strategic Director Environment

1. Executive summary and recommendation

1.1 The purpose of this report is to propose a charging scheme for pre-application planning
advice given to applicants prior to the submission of a planning application. This
proposal will contribute to the cost of providing the service.

| therefore recommend that Cabinet:

Approves the introduction of a charging scheme for pre-application planning
advice and set fees to be effective from 1st April 2009 in accordance with the flat
rate fee banding structure detailed at Section 8 below;

e A
[N
=N

1.2.2 Delegates authority to the Strategic Director Environment to make minor changes
to the approved scheme as required. This will include the development of
customer guidance notes, application forms and website information to support
the scheme, similar to that adopted by other local authorities.

1.3 Summary of implications:

1.3.1 Financial — Given the extent of pre-application advice the Council currently gives out for
free, the possibility of charging is something that must be given serious consideration
given the Council’s revenue position over the medium term. It is anticipated that the
recommended flat fee charging for pre-application advice outlined at section 8 will create
an additional projected income generation in the region of £30,000 for 2009/10.

Contact officer: Mark Sheldon
mark.sheldon@cheltenham.gov.uk
01242 264123

1.3.2 Legal - Section 93 of the Local Government Act 2003 introduced a general power for
authorities to charge for “discretionary” services. In the case of planning, this applies to
activities outside the scope of the existing fees structure, such as pre application advice.
The Act restricts the amount of the charges recoverable to the costs of providing the
service with no ability to make a profit. In deciding whether or not to charge for any
discretionary service the Council must have regard to any guidance issued by the
Secretary of State. Consultative draft guidance has been issued and whilst this is still a
draft document regard should be made to it although the weight to be attached is limited.
The draft guidance states that the power in Section 93 will operate on the basis that the
discretionary service is offered at a charge and that anyone who requires the service
agrees to take it up on these terms. Where existing services are charged for, payment in
advance or on application is the usual practice. This should also be the case for
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1.5
1.5.1

1.5.2

1.5.3

1.5.4

2.2

charging for pre-application advice as it avoids extra costs associated with debt recovery
should payment in arrears not be made. Any pre application advice given is without
prejudice to the final decision made on the application. There will be no refund of the
fee when an application is refused.

Contact officer: Jonathan Noel
@cheltenham.gov.uk
01242 775117

Human Resources

No direct HR implications arising from this report. However, a review of the impact of
officer time is recommended after first six months of the scheme being operational.

Contact officer: Julie McCarthy
julie.mccarthy@cheltenham.gov.uk
01242

Implications on corporate and community plan priorities

Fee income from pre-application charging is identified as one of the Bridging the Gap
programme board projected income generation of £30,000 in the draft general fund
budget for 2009/10.

Statement on risk

There is a perception that charging for pre-application advice raises the customer’s
expectations about the level of service they can expect to receive, and this has to be
carefully considered and aligned with resources.

It is proposed to monitor the nature of decisions issued to identify if the charging
procedure results in an increase in the refusal of planning permission. Officer time
spent on charged pre application advice will also be recorded. The procedure, including
the rate of the charge, and types of proposal that attract the charge, will be reviewed
after 6 months of coming into effect. This will include giving consideration to whether
there is scope for extending charging into other areas of planning work.

The projected income has been based on those major and minor applications in the
2007/08 where pre-application advice was sought. There is a risk that future volumes
may be different resulting in different income levels to that projected in this report. Pre
application advice income levels will need to be carefully monitored alongside existing
development control fee income levels.

Arisk assessment is attached at Appendix 1.

Introduction

Many local planning authorities devote considerable time and effort to offering pre-
application advice, seeing it as part of delivering a good planning service. Many
requests for advice are of a speculative nature and do not lead to the submission of an
application. If an application is eventually submitted the application fee is for
considering the application, rather than for the cost of the pre-application discussions —
which clearly have cost implications for the Council.

The Local Government Act 2003 gave planning authorities a discretionary power to
charge for giving pre-application advice (as a service that an authority has the power,
but is not obliged, to provide) and therefore allowed authorities to recover at least some
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3.2

3.3

3.4

411

41.2

of the costs incurred before the application is submitted. However the income raised
must not exceed the cost of providing the service. In January 2008 the Audit
Commission published a report ‘Positively Charged — Maximising the Benefit of Local
Public Service Charges.” The report provides advice and recommendations on the
approach to charging for services by local authorities.

Key issues considered
Whether to charge for all pre-application advice given or only for specific types of
development proposed or nature of applicant.

How to charge for officer time, either by size of development, percentage of planning
fee, seniority of officer involved, or to adopt a flat rate.

What rate the charge should be.
Whether to charge for advice given on schemes that involve Council owned land.

Options appraisal

There are a number of local authorities that charge for pre-application advice but there is
no consistent approach in the way that the charge is levied. It is however clear that
most authorities do not charge for advice relating to the extension of householder /
domestic properties. There are some however including Bracknell Forest who charge
£20.00 for householder enquiries with exemptions for disability conversions or listed
building / conservation consents. Taunton & Deane charge £40.00 per meeting plus
VAT. Whilst this type of application represents a significant proportion of the
applications submitted to Cheltenham Borough Council, the no fee approach is
favoured for householders, small businesses, and developments on Council owned
land. It is important that the charge is easy to calculate and collect, and reflects the
different levels of complexity and time taken to give the advice. Most authorities have
adopted a practice where developers submit a written request for a meeting and the fee
for such is then paid in advance of the meeting taking place. This approach is favoured
for Cheltenham. There are various methods of charging for meetings / written advice in
these examples -

A fee based on a percentage of the planning fee:

Hart District Council charge 25% of the planning fee for pre-application advice. Bath
and North East Somerset charge for meetings on major applications on the basis of
10% of the planning fee.

This approach is not favoured because of the complexities of calculating the fee,
particularly when schemes are in their infancy and the precise floor space / number of
units may not be known.

A fee based on the length of time of the meeting:

This approach is taken by Surrey Heath with a one hour meeting attracting a fee of
£350.00 and a three hour meeting £700.00.

This approach is not favoured because it presents difficulties when meetings overrun
(for maybe good reasons) the allocated time. The planning officer clearly could not
demand more money before allowing the meeting to continue.

A fee based reflecting the seniority of the planning officer at the meeting:

This approach is adopted by Windsor and Maidenhead who charge £30.00, £50.00 or
£70.00 per hour depending on the seniority of those attending the meeting.
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4.3
4.3.1

4.3.2

Such a system can however result in greater pressure for meetings with more senior
staff and also has the same disadvantages of 4.1.2 above.

A flat rate per meeting based on the size of the development:

Developments are already categorised by the Government according to their size.
“Major” applications include all residential schemes of 10 or more units and commercial
schemes which create more than 1000m? floor space. “Minor” applications exclude all
householder proposals but include residential schemes from 1 to 9 units and
commercial floor space up to 1000m2. Mid Sussex, whilst not differentiating between
application type, charge a flat rate £100.00 per meeting.

A flat rate fee is considered to be the most suitable approach for Cheltenham primarily
because the fee scale is easily calculated and understood and can be adjusted to reflect
the complexity of the proposal. It is also likely a flat rate for a meeting would bring a
higher income on smaller schemes. Tewkesbury Borough Council and Cotswold District
Council have already introduced a pre-application charging scheme based upon this
option. The Council have a similar regional customer / agent base and therefore the
resistance to introduction of fees should be reduced.

However, even with the majority of local authorities nationally adopting a flat rate
approach to fees the banding is complex and varies wildly from £100.00 up to a
£3,000.00 rate introduced by Tewkesbury BC.

Cotswold DC and Tewkesbury BC scheme comparisons

Cotswold DC have adopted a flat rate pre-application advice fee of £1,000 for all major
developments whatever the size. Householder and small developments are exempt. In
addition for subsequent meetings an hourly rate is applied based upon the seniority of
the officer and numbers attending as outlined in 4.1.3 above.

Cotswold DC approach is shown in Appendix 2.

Tewkesbury BC have adopted a flat rate pre-application fee of £500 for minor residential
developments (2-9 dwellings) plus a £125 fee for subsequent meetings with officers.
Some householder charges apply for officer visits and written requests.

The major developments have been banded into -

small scale (10-49 dwellings) = £1,000 plus a £500 fee for subsequent meetings;
medium scale (50-199 dwellings) = £2,000 plus a £750 fee for subsequent meetings;
and large scale (200+ dwellings) = £3,000 plus £1,000 fee for subsequent meetings.
Tewkesbury approach is shown in Appendix 3.

Regional variation and scheme comparisons

In its paper on local authority charging practices, Positively Charged, the Audit
Commission recommends that local authorities take into account their unique
demography when setting fees and charges. The combination of a rising population, a
reputation as a cultural centre, an attractive location for employers and imminent urban
development, provide a solid foundation for pre-application charges.

An example of the number of the varied approaches to pre-application advice charges
are given in Appendix 4. This demonstrates the complexity and difficulty in arriving at an
appropriate fee structure for the Council.

Affordability

Affordability should not be a significant issue. Major developments are multi-million
pound enterprises. In that financial context, a pre-application charge of a few thousand
pounds is not going to deter a serious developer. As we have seen from other
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6.3

6.3.1

6.3.2

authorities, developers are generally content to pay if they get a clearly specified level of
service in return.

The majority of planning applications are small-scale householder schemes. Such
applications would be exempt from any pre-application advice charge, should the
Council choose to impose one. The issue of affordability would therefore not arise in
relation to these applications.

Benefits and sustainability
Introducing charges would have the following advantages —

The customer would pay for the service not the council tax payer;
Income could be used to fund improvements to the planning service;

Income could be used to reduce the call on council tax or built into overall budget
savings.

It has proved very difficult to arrive at a realistic estimate of income. There are many
unknown factors: for example, we do not know how the development sector will react to
the introduction of a charge and the current economic climate has added to the
uncertainties. The charging structure proposed appears reasonable based on the
practice elsewhere. It is reasonable to expect that the £30,000 income generation
identified in the Bridging the Gap Programme is achievable.

On the other hand the disadvantages could be —

The applicant could choose not to seek pre-application advice and problems may arise
later which could have been avoided. This may result in poorer developments proposed,
more refusals and subsequent appeals.

Charges for advice will require additional officer time in respect of the collection of fees
and arrangement of meetings. Planning officers will need to give more time to preparing
for meetings and provision of written minutes. This may impact on officers’ ability to
determine applications within the target period.

Consultation

A consultation exercise has been carried out with stakeholders in the form of 36 agents
who regularly use the Council’s Planning Service. We received 5 written and 2 verbal
replies and the comments received are summarised as follows —

¢ Why should an additional charge be levied for a service which is under-resourced
and has little time to analyse the detail of the proposal.

e Planning system has already moved backwards with contributions being requested.
Clients have to pay for various surveys already. Pre-application fees are a payment
too far.

e Minor applicants will avoid having pre-application discussions. This will lead to more

work for the officers.

Another admin process which will cause unacceptable delays

Some simple discussions are short and not worth charging for

Charge objectors, stakeholders and neighbours too, for explanation of proposals

Application fees should cover these costs

This is a public service and is already paid for

There is no certainty that the advice will be adhered to and therefore be of benefit.

We do not meet the officers in charging authorities now but wait for the decision and
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7.3

8.2

then appeal or negotiate a resubmission. This is more work for everyone and
counter-productive

e If advice includes detailed input from all consultees, charging would have some merit
— but difficulty with getting replies within certain timeframe.

o Applicants will use first application as the pre-application discussion and then
address refusal with the free go. Might lead to more applications but less revenue.

The verbal replies were to the effect that this was another charge that would be placed
with the client; there was no particular problem.

We have been advised that Gloucestershire County Council has intentions to start
charging for pre-application advice and this element will have to be absorbed into any
charges, unless a separate fee is charged — this is not recommended.

Tewkesbury Borough Council and Cotswold District Council are operating different
charging schemes their year one projections of income (extrapolated from first quarter of
operation) are —

Cotswold £16,000
Tewkesbury £26,000

Note: these figures do not take into account the steep decline in economic activity since
the charging regimes started in July 2008.

Recommendation

Cheltenham has a good reputation locally for provision of helpful and timely pre-
application advice. There is potential for introducing pre-application charges into the
planning process, provided that the scheme is easy to understand and administer. The
format must be simple and it should be fully explained on the Council’s website with
clear information on what is required to process a request. There must also be a clear
indication of the scope of the response to be provided. In the spirit of joint working with
other Districts in Gloucestershire, it would be helpful to have a scheme that follows the
principles adopted elsewhere. Unfortunately, the two districts that have started charging
have different regimes.

The recommended fee structure to be adopted by the Council is detailed below. It is
similar to the Tewkesbury BC model except that householder pre-application advice is
not chargeable and there is no proposal for charging for schemes relating to
developments on Council owned land and small scale employment proposals under
1000 m2. These fees would be subject to an annual review and inflationary price
increases.

Charges would be introduced from 1st April 2009.

Householder development and single Exempt — no charge

dwellings

Minor Residential Development (2-9 £500 + VAT

dwellings) Each additional meeting with officers -
£125 + VAT

Category C Major Residential £1,000 + VAT

Development (10-49 dwellings) Each additional meeting with officers -
£500 + VAT
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Category B Major Residential
Development (50-199 dwellings)

£2,000 + VAT
Each additional meeting with Officers -
£750 + VAT

Category A Major Residential
Development (200+ dwellings)

£3,000 + VAT
Each additional meeting with Officers -
£1000 + VAT

Other developments including changes
of use under 1000 m?2,

Exempt — no charge

Other developments including change
of use: 1,000 to 4,999 m? of floor space,
or where the site area is between 0.5
and 2.0 hectares.

£1,000 + VAT
Each additional meeting with officers -
£500 + VAT

Other developments, including change
of use: 5,000 to 9,999 m? or more of
floor space, or where the site area is
between 2.0 and 4.0 hectares

£2,000 + VAT
Each additional meeting with Officers -
£750 + VAT

Other developments, including change
of use: 10,000 m? or more of floor
space, or where the site area is 4.0
hectares or more

£3,000 + VAT
Each additional meeting with Officers -
£1000 + VAT

Officers are preparing guidance notes for applicants, which will set out the procedures for pre-
application discussions. These notes will available in draft in January 2009 and will be
published prior to the commencement of the charging regime.

Background papers: Audit Commission report ‘Positively Charged — Maximising the

Benefit of Local Public Service Charges’

Planning Advisory Service (PAS) case study — A Material World:
Charging for pre-application planning advice

Report authors: Robert Lindsey — Development Control Manager
01242 264168

robert.lindsey@cheltenham.gov.uk

David Baker — Group Business Support Manager
01242 775055
david.baker@cheltenham.gov.uk

Accountability: Cabinet Member Built Environment

Scrutiny function:

Cabinet 20 January 2009
Charging for pre-application planning advice

Environment Overview and Scrutiny committee

Page 7 of 15 Last updated 12 January 2009

64



600 Alenuer g pajepdn jsen

Gl Jo g 8bed

aoinpe Buluue|d uonesijdde-aid oy Buibieyd

6002 Aenuer g jauiged

JUSWUOJIAUT

‘leuonelsado Buiaq swayos

"UOISSa09l
10 921nI8s Bunysanbal
sjueoljdde Jo Jaquinu paosnpal
e Jaylie 0} anp pajosloid

jdaooy jing 8y} JO syjuow XIs 1s.i Jaye }S09 |eloueuUly se jou s @oiApe Bujuue|d
6 J0)08lIQq MB3IASJ B 1ONPUOD pUR Spudl} 6 € € (91g) saanosalqo uoneoljdde-aud Joy buibieyo
Jue]sISsy| awooul Jojluow Ajjenuiuo) ue|d ssauisng wioJj swoou| pajosloid
‘Aiessadau
8JaYM BWaYISs dy} puswy
‘leuonelado Buleq swayos ‘sjeadde pue s|esnjal
juswiuoliAug 8y} JO syjuow XIs 1sli Joye |eloueuly Ul 8SeaJoUl Ue uln) Ul pue
ydasoy jing  malAal e Jonpuod pue sjeadde uoisinoid aoInpe Bupjess syueoldde
9 Jojoalig  pue s|esnjal Jo Jaquinu ayj ul 9 € Z ERITVETS Ul 8SB8108p B 0} SPEs| 80INRL
uelsISsy|  puaJ) ay) Jojyiuow Ajjenuniuo) uonenday uoneol|dde-aid Joy Buibiegd
‘leuonetado Buiaq
aWwayds ay} JO syjuow Xxis aleIo "92Jnosal
ydeooy JUBWIUCIIAUT  ]1SJI} J8}JB MBIASI JONPUOD pue uoisinoad Jaoiyo Buiuueld uo uieip
9 jing Jojoalq PEO|}IOM PUB S[9AS| 9DINISS 9 € Z ERITVETS e s| 9oInpe Buiuueld
welsissy|  paysiignd Jojuow Ajjenunuo) uojjeinday uoneoldde-aud Jo} Buibieyn
|
ASIY = POOYI[aXI H 9 3xd=4 3 a o) 2| v
X Joeduw| Se 2109S sl
pasiAal 8y} pJoday ‘spuny [euonippe '8100S ‘Joedw auo
"D uwn|od Ul pajou | -uerd ssauisng ayy | Buuieyqo Jo ‘sisuped yim s,y1S Buisaibe 1saybiy UBY} 8JOW 8q UBD 818y ERlICIETEY
suonoe ybnouy sjeAs] | Ul sanijiqisuodsal se yons ‘a|qissod aq os|e Aew suonoe | ysu ayy syebiiw “fouanbayy ay) Jayus ‘uonejndai ‘Ajuresoun N3L "g uwn|09 Ul pPaduBIaaI 8q pinoYs pue
¥SI 8onpal 0} [enusjod 0} suoioe 10 s|03U02 M3 “Buliojuow 186pnq 0} 8oed Jo Buiwn {(s)yoedwi [eloueuly ‘uonebn | JoyYD 8yl | ‘NIL UO S|9powW YsH UOISIAIp Uo Jo ‘Ia)sibal
3y ajesjsuowsap | Bunebiyiw yul m | se yons ‘eaed ul aq Apeale Ued s|0Juod ul S|oJu0d ‘Auigeqoud Jo Aianas Joj [epuajod ‘B8 | Jayue sjou | Ysu 8}elodiod sy} U pap.odal Bie paluspl
0} ‘palamo| aq sl ayy abeuew Bunebmy -juans Aysu e jo 1oedwi Aue noyym 0} Buipiogoe ay) ajen|eAs 10edwi ysu Jo A1oBs)ed ‘papiooal Apeaije yoiym sysu Jueayiubis “1ounoo
UB9 8103S pooy1iay| [[IM OYM 182110 10 pooy1ia1| 8y Jay)ie aonpai 0} op ‘81008 XSl 21008 0} pJB08I0JS ayy Apuapl 0} pJE28I0dS Apealle | 8y} 0} %S [eUONIPPE JO MBU SWIOS djelaush
10 J0edWI [eniul 8y ayy Buifynusp) ued |1uno2 ay sbulyy Ajjlensn aie atey) | Mel ays si SiyL e ubissy ay} asn ¥Su 8)elodiod ay} 8Sn | SIYSK ay} 4 Rew yoiym Jab6uy Jo Juans ayy Ajuap)
‘Ja1 ysu
(v-1) Bunsix3
8109S uonoe Bunebiyiw | (pz - 1) 8109s | (9-}) al109s a109s
¥}sU [enpisay diysiaumo | 1043u09 s ay} Buibeuely | s [eniy| pooyijayI] Joedw| jJuawissassy joedw pauiuapl ysiy

I XIpuaaay




Appendix 2
Cotswold District Council

For all pre-application advice there is a fixed initial standard charge of £1000, which comprises
the amount of time taken on a case by officer(s), from the investigation stage to the actual
meeting with the applicant and the final written comment. For subsequent work there will be an
hourly charge based on the following rates:

Hourly rates for pre-application advice:

Officer Hourly rate
Director £110
Manager of Service £75
Principal Planners/Heritage Officers £50
Major Applications Officer £55
Senior Planners/Heritage Officers £48
Planners £44
Assistant Planners £40

All above charges are exclusive of VAT.
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Appendix 3

Tewkesbury Borough Council

Professional Agents £50 + VAT
Replies to Written Requests for information or
documents received from Solicitors, Developers
or Professional Agents

Householder development and single dwellings | £100 + VAT
— Site visits and written advice

Minor Residential Development (2-9 dwellings) | £500 + VAT
Each additional meeting with Officers -

£125 + VAT

Small Scale Major Residential Development £1,000 + VAT

(10-49 dwellings) Each additional meeting with Officers -
£500 + VAT

Medium Scale Major Residential Development £2,000 + VAT

(50-199 dwellings) Each additional meeting with Officers -
£750 + VAT

Large Scale Major Residential Development £3,000 + VAT

(200+ dwellings) Each additional meeting with Officers -
£1000 + VAT

Other Minor development* Written advice - £75 + VAT

Meeting with officers - £125 + VAT

Other Small Scale Major development ** Written advice - £250 + VAT
Meeting with officers - £500 + VAT

Other Large Scale Major Development*** Written advice - £500 + VAT
Meeting with officers - £1,000 + VAT

*Minor Development = all other developments, including change of use, floor space of up to
999 square metres or site area of up to 0.99 hectares. Gypsy and Traveller Pitches — 1-9
pitches.

**Small Scale Major Development = all other developments, including change of use: 1000-
9,999 square metres or more of floor space, or where the site area is between 0.5 and 2.0
hectares. Gypsy and Traveller Pitches — 10-199 pitches.
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***Large Scale Major Development = all other developments, including change of use: 10,000
square metres or more of floor space, or where the site area is 4.0 hectares or more. Gypsy
and Traveller Pitches - 200 or more pitches
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Extracts from local authority web sites — Appendix 4

Bracknell Forest Council — pre-application advice charges

Residential Development Initial fee (per site)

e 1-5homes -£205.53

e 6-10 homes - £293.62

e 11-50 homes - £489.36

e 50+ homes -£978.72

Plus Officer recharge rate at £73.40 per officer in
attendance at a meeting

Traffic model - at cost

Commercial Property
Development Initial fee (per site)
(including change of use)

o 1-1,000 sq m - £244.69

e 1001-10,000 sg m - £489.36

e over 10,000 sg m (1Ha)- £978.72

Plus Officer recharge rate at £73.40 per officer in
attendance at a meeting

Traffic model - at cost

London Borough of Merton — pre-application advice charges

Major/Complex: The initial charge for this service is £800 (plus VAT)
Minor/Conversions: The initial charge for this service is £400 (plus VAT)
Fees are non-refundable.

The fee will cover the time taken on a case by a planning officer from the investigation
stage through to the actual meeting with the applicants and the written response.

Where additional officers are required at meetings then additional charges will apply. The
hourly rate for officers is shown below:

Head of Service £250 per hour

Team leader/Section Manager £170 per hour

Design officer £100 per hour

Senior planner £ 80 per hour
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Career grade planner £ 60 per hour

London Borough of Barnet — pre-application advice charges

Category ‘A’ Proposals £2,935 (including VAT)

Large Scale, Complex Development

25 or more residential units

2
2000m or more of commercial floor space

Category ‘B’ Proposals £1,468 (including VAT)
Other Major Development

Provision of 10 - 24 dwelling units

Provision of 1000m2 - 2000m2 of commercial floor space

Development involving a site of 0.5ha and over

Mixed use developments

Complex Proposals

Large or complex change of use or development proposals e.g. sport and leisure proposals
Development requiring an EIA*

Planning proposals which are associated with complex heritage listed building or
conservation issues

Entertainment uses
Telecommunications equipment and masts — composite proposals for 10 or more sites.

Note:
* EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) refers to development proposals which fall under the provision
of categories 1 and 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environment Impact Assessment) Regulations
1999.

Planning / development briefs / frameworks / master planning
Sites for which the landowner wishes to establish their potential value, or where a clear and
consistent advice for potential developers will expedite the development process.

Category ‘C’ Proposals £646 (including VAT)

Minor development ,
Provision of commercial development of 100-999 m

Creation of 2-9 new residential units
Cabinet 20 January 2009
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2 2
Changes of use of 100m -999m
Advertisement application for hoardings
Individual proposals for Telecommunications equipment and masts

Exemptions - no fee

The charging scheme will not apply to discussions in connection with very small business
premises, and related advertisement proposals, or very minor schemes or householder
schemes (small extensions / alterations), certificates of lawfulness, enforcement or advice
to any local resident affected by a development. Such advice at this time will continue to be
provided free of charge.

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council — pre-application advice charges

For 2007/08, the fee scale will be as follows:
e £200 for meetings lasting up to one hour
e £500 for meetings lasting between one and three hours.

Charges for meetings taking longer than three hours would be a matter of negotiation.

Doncaster Council — pre-application advice charges

We welcome pre application discussions for all types of development proposal and believe they
are of value to all parties. Development proposals that will be subject to the chargeable pre
application advice scheme are the following types of development:

¢ Provision of 50 or more residential units
e Provisions for over 5,000 m 2 of commercial or industrial floor space
e Development sites over 5 hectares

e Developments that are of significant size / scale and are potentially of major public
interest, where an Environmental Impact Assessment would normally be required.

All developments that fall below these levels will not be offered the chargeable detailed service
unless specifically requested in order to take advantage of the project led approach to the
process. All other developments will be subject to general pre application advice, which will
be FREE of charge.

Chargeable detailed service

When your development proposals falls within the chargeable criteria, you will have three
options available, these being;

o Take advantage of the 1 meeting and detailed written advice option, or

e Take advantage of the 5 meetings and detailed written advice option, or
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e Have no pre-application advice and submit your application.

We would advise one of the top two options. The charges for the service are;
e 1 meeting and detailed written advice - £800
¢ 5 meetings and detailed written advice - £3500

If you require any additional meetings, or advice from the Council, these can be arranged at
appropriate hourly rates for the staff involved. Please read the document below to find the full
information about this.
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APPENDIX C

PLANNING PROCESS UNDER REVIEW

Submitted a planning application lately? Or perhaps you have objected
to an application? Huntingdonshire District Council would like to have
your views on what you thought of the process. Were you satisfied
with the way in which your application or comments were dealt with
for example? Did you think the process took too long?

One of the Council’s Overview and Scrutiny Panels is looking into the
way in which planning applications are determined and would welcome
comments from anyone who has recently been involved in the process.
The Panel cannot deal with decisions themselves for which there are
avenues of appeal for aggrieved parties, but would like members of
the public to share their experience of the way with which they were
dealt with and whether they have any suggestions for improvements.

If you would like to comment please do so in writing or email to:Mrs
Jessica Walker, Democratic Services, Pathfinder House, St Mary’s
Street, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PE29 3TN.
Jessica.walker@huntsdc.gov.uk by Wednesday 30" September.
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APPENDIX D

Development Management Process
Summary Of Views Received From The Public
17 views received

Recurring Themes.

» Lack of communication and co-operation from the planning department.
(10 times)

Inaccurate and inconsistent advice given. (5 times)

Negative, arrogant and unhelpful attitude. (3 times)

Remit for neighbour notification letters isn’t inclusive enough. (4 times)
Notifications are placed in newspapers — however publications are not
delivered to all areas. (3 times)

Once received and catalogued, applications should be sent to parish
council’s straight away for consideration at their monthly meeting. If
necessary the consultation period for applications should be extended to
accommodate this. (2 times)

YV VVVYVY

Other Matters Raised.

» The planning form (one size fits all) causes difficulties for applicants.

» Civic Society of St Ives suggested that they should be a formal party to
any planning applications which involve conservation areas or historic
buildings.

» HDC website does not contain as much information as neighbouring
authorities.

» More attention is paid to central government and quangos than local

residents and businesses.

Satisfied that planning officers have been willing to give their time and

expertise to listen to concerns and provide assistance — particularly Louise

Platt — appreciative of her open and honest attitude.

The planning authority does not use its enforcement powers as it should.

Significant documents for large scale developments should be available

on the planning portal.

Pleased that contributions to the consultation process have shown to

make a difference.

The planning authority should prioritise environmental concerns for the

wellbeing of residents.

South Cambridgeshire District Council set a better example of working

with developers and the public to get landscaping and biodiversity

measures achieved.

» Concern that planners are using their time and tax-payers money
impeding householders trying to carry out essential repairs rather than
concentrating on major development issues.

Y

VvV VYV ¥V VYV
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YV V V VYV

Development Management Panel Members do not seem to have a grasp
of planning policies and appear confused by planning terms.
Development Management Panel Members appeared to have their minds
made up before discussions on an application have taken place.
Planners and Members do not have to justify their decisions, even when
they go against their own guidelines.

Minor amendments can be agreed without further consultation as long as
they are not a ‘material change’, what constitutes a ‘material change’?

3 weeks is not long enough for neighbours to respond to larger
applications.

More help should be given to individuals trying to understand planning
policies.

Parish Councils need to seek the opinions of neighbours — at the very
least residents should know the timescale that Parish Councils work to.
Guidelines need to be rigid and more consistently applied.

3 minutes to speak on an application is not long enough.

Development Management Panel Members should not rely on a case
officer's summary, they should read objectors letters to get a better
understanding of the case.

Pertinent parts of the planning process not adhered to by the case officer.
When applying for planning permission comparable evidence should be
considered fairly.

There should be a simple procedure for updating temporary permission to
full permission, and the fee seems very high.

Some large developments seem to be granted permission despite public
criticism.

Unclear for people with no experience whether the planning department is
here to help with applications, recommend approval/refusal, offer honest
and current advice or deter alterations and developments overall.
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Agenda ltem 7

By virtue of paragraph(s) 1 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.

Document is Restricted
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