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TITLE :
Legislative Changes and Implications for UDP,

Best Value and Funding

RECOMMENDATIONS :


1. That the Council seeks to deliver the UDP Review to meet the BVPI 200 target of 17th February 2006.

2. That £110,000 additional funding be made available to Development Services in the current year to progress UDP works.

3.
That the additional financial implications of £265,000 for both 2004/ 05 and 2005/6 be built into the budget strategy


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :

The report highlights the requirements to meet the provisions of the new BVPI 200, and the budget implications arising from this.


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS :

(Available for public inspection)


ASSESSMENT OF RISK:

High: failing to programme to meet the timescales set in BVPI 200 will have impacts on CPA assessments; Best Value inspection (imminent); and may adversely affect whether we receive Planning Delivery Grant in future years.

	


THE SOURCE OF FUNDING IS:

	Additional budget required to supplement current insufficient budgets.


LEGAL ADVICE OBTAINED :

	


FINANCIAL ADVICE OBTAINED:

Discussions have been held with the Director of Corporate Services

	


CONTACT OFFICER :

David Evans 793 3641


WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):

All


KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:

UDP; Best Value Performance Plan


DETAILS (Continued Overleaf)

Legislative Changes And Implications For The UDP, Best Value And Funding

1.0
Purpose of the Report

To identify additional resources required to deliver the replacement UDP to meet BVPI 200 and PSA targets.

2.0 Background

2.1
All Councils are required by statute to prepare development plans for their area.  Government has long urged Councils to ensure that development plans are speedily prepared and kept up to date.  As of April this year, the Government has brought in a new BVPI which sets out specific targets for production/ replacement of development plans.  In the case of Salford, a new plan needs to be adopted by 17th February 2006.  Failure to meet this target will also impact on our ability to secure planning delivery grant, for which £75,000 was received in 2003/ 04, with the prospect of increased funds in future years where we satisfy Best Value related criteria, but also risk losing all PDG in future years where we do not satisfy those criteria (i.e. PDG = carrot; BVPI 200 = stick).

2.2 Members will recall that a 1st Deposit Draft Replacement UDP has been prepared (deposit period ended on 31st March 2003).  However, the process to adopt the review plan is complicated by the Government’s proposed changes to the Planning system – set out in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill, currently before Parliament and the proposed transitional arrangements from the current UDP system to the proposed Local Development Framework system.

3.0 The Options

3.1
The City Council has 3 basic options on how to proceed.

1. Stop work on the UDP and commence work on an LDF.

However, there is still great uncertainty as to both the details of this new system and when it will be enacted.  It is almost certain that if this route is followed, we cannot meet the 17th February 2006 deadline for adoption with both Best Value and financial implications.

2. Carry on with UDP, but under transitional arrangements.

A key feature of this system will be that the Council would have to undertake a further full deposit consultation, and the Inspector’s report will be binding.  However, we are uncertain on to when this new system will start, and as with any new system – the Inspectorate will also have a learning curve – with potential for delays.  It is uncertain that we can meet the February 2006 deadline by this route.

3. Accelerate work on the UDP to ensure the plan continues under current legislation.

This route is the most likely to deliver a plan by the Best Value deadline, with least uncertainty in process.  However, this means going on second deposit prior to Christmas this year, so that an Inquiry Inspector is appointed before the new Act is enacted, with an Inquiry in summer/ autumn 2004 – giving time for Inspector’s report and modifications leading to adoption at the end of 2005.

This is the recommended course of action but this will have financial implications.

4.0 Financial Implications 

4.1
Thus far we have managed to progress work on the UDP with a team of 4 staff and funding this year of: -



UDP Budget
      £ 58,000



PDG

      £ 75,000









      £133,000


4.2 It is proving difficult to sustain progress with current resources.  In the run up to inquiry additional resources will be required and this was always anticipated.  However, to stand the best change of meeting BVPI 200 and maximise PDG receipts.  We will need to bring forward expenditure.  The will include: -

· 2 additional Planning Staff

It is proposed that a Principal Planner and a Planner be appointed to supplement the current Plans Team of 4 (Group Leader, Principal Planner, Planner & Graduate Trainee). Thus far we have progressed our review plan with these 4 core staff; this will inevitably need to expand as the public inquiry approaches.  By comparison, the last UDP was prepared with a full team of approximately 20 staff – including 9/ 10 core staff. However, since the last UDP, staffing in the section has been significantly reduced.  At the same time workload pressures across the section have increased, meaning it is difficult to transfer staff (establishment 1999, 42 planning staff – currently establishment is 30, with 24.5 planning staff in post, including 1 serving notice).

Cost Implication: - 



2003/ 04
£ 35,000



2004/ 05
£ 70,000

· Expanding the UDP Budget

Bringing the process forward will mean undertaking supporting studies earlier and engaging administrative support and a Programme Officer (a requirement).  None of this is, nor the Inquiry costs are ‘additional’, but in some cases it means bringing costs forward into 2003/4 or 2004/5.  What is additional arises from the results of the 1st Deposit process, which has shown a need to undertake some unanticipated work (e.g. a strategic flood risk assessment, a strategic highway capacity assessment).    

Cost Implications: -

 

2003/ 04
£ 75,000 (additional)

2004/ 05
£400,000 (total to include anticipated Inquiry costs)

4.3
For 2004/05 and 2005/06 there will be major costs to be incurred through the Inquiry and work leading up to it.  Whilst this is difficult to quantify precisely, experience of the last review indicates an estimate of £400,000 for both years could still be on the conservative side. This implies an additional budget requirement of £265,000.  This includes the £70,000 for staff for these years and it is recommended that this is built into the budget strategy now, as it is not an optional cost.

5.0 Conclusion

5.1
A key strategic choice is required.  To meet our statutory obligation to produce a development plan will incur substantial costs.  To meet the Best Value timetable (BVPI 200) and PSA targets, will mean accelerating work on our UDP Review and bringing forward expenditure on staff and other costs.  Without the additional funding highlighted in this report, we will not be able to meet the Best Value deadline.

Recommendations

1. That the Council seeks to deliver the UDP Review to meet the BVPI 200 target of 17th February 2006.

2. That £110,000 additional funding be made available to Development Services in the current year to progress UDP works.

3. That the additional financial implications of £265,000 for both 2004/ 05 and 2005/6 be built into the budget strategy

Malcolm Sykes

Director of Development Services
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