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PUBLIC AUDIT COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

7th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4) 
 

Wednesday 9 November 2011 
 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 6. 
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

to take item 4 in private. 
 
2. Section 23 report - The role of community planning partnerships in 

economic development: The Committee will take evidence on the joint Auditor 
General for Scotland and Accounts Commission report entitled "The role of 
community planning partnerships in economic development" from— 

 
Mr Robert Black, Auditor General for Scotland; 
 
Barbara Hurst, Director, Angela Canning, Assistant Director, Miranda 
Alcock, Portfolio Manager, and Susan Lovatt, Project Manager, 
Performance Audit Group, Audit Scotland. 
 

3. Section 23 report - Modernising the planning system: The Committee will 
consider correspondence from the Scottish Government and Audit Scotland on 
the joint Auditor General for Scotland and Accounts Commission report entitled 
"Modernising the planning system". 

 
4. Consideration of approach - The role of community planning partnerships 

in economic development: The Committee will consider its approach to the 
joint Auditor General for Scotland and Accounts Commission report entitled 
"The role of community planning partnerships in economic development". 

 
5. Working practices (in private): The Committee will consider its working 

practices. 
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The papers for this meeting are as follows— 
 
Agenda item 2  

Auditor General for Scotland briefing paper 
 

PA/S4/11/7/1 

Auditor General for Scotland and Accounts Commission 
Report 
 

PA/S4/11/7/2 

Agenda item 3  

Responses from the Scottish Government and Audit 
Scotland on Modernising Planning Systems 
 

PA/S4/11/7/3 

Agenda item 5  

PRIVATE PAPER 
 

PA/S4/11/7/4 (P) 

 

http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/docs/central/2011/nr_111103_community_planning.pdf
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SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT PUBLIC AUDIT COMMITTEE 
 
WEDNESDAY 9 NOVEMBER 2011 
 
REPORT BY THE AUDITOR GENERAL FOR SCOTLAND  
 
THE ROLE OF COMMUNITY PLANNING PARTNERSHIPS IN ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 
 

1. The role of community planning partnerships in economic development was published 

on 3 November 2011. It is a joint report by Audit Scotland for the Auditor General and 

the Accounts Commission.  

2. The report focuses on community planning partnerships’ (CPPs) contribution to local 

economic development. It examines the impact of the changes to the environment in 

which CPPs operate, how CPPs plan local economic development and the performance 

and accountability arrangements in place to support delivery of local economic 

development priorities. 

3. Community planning is the process by which councils and other public sector bodies 

work together, with local communities, the business and voluntary sectors, to plan and 

deliver better services and to improve the lives of people who live in Scotland. 

Community planning was given a statutory basis by the Local Government in Scotland 

Act 2003. All councils have established a CPP to lead and manage community planning 

in their area. CPPs do not directly employ staff, deliver services or have their own 

budgets. 

4. Key messages from the report are: 

 Economic development covers a wide range of activity from local training initiatives to 

major inward investment. CPPs have an important role in planning and coordinating 

improvements to local economies. Other aspects of economic development are better 

planned at a national or regional level. This means a more joined-up approach is needed 

to deliver the Scottish Government’s overall purpose of achieving sustainable economic 

growth. 

 The economic development component of Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs) and local 

economic development strategies need to be better aligned and based on good 

information about local economies. They should include outcomes and indicators that 

enable progress to be assessed and managed. SOAs and economic development 

strategies should also be developed in close consultation with local businesses. While 

there are examples of CPPs performing well in these areas, this is not consistent across 

Scotland. 

 CPPs have supported successful local economic developments. However, the reduction 

in ring-fenced funding and the current economic climate increase the need for CPPs to 
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improve their understanding of the costs of delivering agreed outcomes and what this 

means for individual partners’ budgets. The introduction of SOAs led to improvements in 

how CPPs monitor and report performance. However, partners need to share 

responsibility for managing performance against the SOAs.  

 Existing accountability arrangements should be used to hold all statutory partners to 

account for their contribution to delivering SOAs. However, the tensions between national 

and local priorities mean this does not always happen in practice. These tensions, and 

the differences in accountability, mean there are limits to the extent to which CPPs can 

hold partners to account for their contribution to agreed outcomes or be held to  account 

themselves for  delivery of their SOA. 
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Director-General Governance & Com m unities 
Paul Gray 

 
 
 
 abcdefghijklmnopqrstu
Hugh Henry MSP 
Convener 
Public Audit Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
Room T 3.60 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 
 
 

___ 
2 November 2011 
 
 
Dear Mr Henry 
 
Thank you for your letter of October 12 about the Public Audit Committee’s consideration of 
Audit Scotland’s report “Modernising the planning system”.  Your letter makes a number of 
points to which I seek to respond here. 
 
First the Committee asks about the increasing gap between income from planning 
application fees and expenditure on handling applications.  We are concerned about this gap 
between income and costs, although the report does not take account of the fee rise of 10% 
in April 2010.  We are therefore awaiting with interest the results of the work a number of 
planning authorities are carrying out to develop a greater understanding of actual costs of 
handling planning applications. 
 
Our 2010 consultation “Resourcing a high quality planning system” explored ideas and 
options to deliver a more efficient planning system, as well as possible changes to the 
application fee structure and fee levels.  Since then, we have held discussions with COSLA 
and Heads of Planning Scotland, including two workshops to design a planning fee regime 
which reflects better the costs of handling planning applications.  These discussions have 
also considered which aspects of the planning system ought to be covered by fees, in the 
way now suggested by Audit Scotland.   
 
Ministers have been consistently clear that resources and performance are inextricably 
linked, and that any increase in fees must be mirrored by a sustained improvement in 
performance and quality of service.  So the objective is to have a fee structure that is aligned 
with the costs of processing planning applications alongside firm assurances of a high-
quality planning service. 
 
The Committee also asked about Audit Scotland’s recommendation that we consider 
replacing the four-month timescale for deciding major applications and work with planning 
authorities on assessing performance for these applications.  We understand, as do many 
developers, that decisions on the more complex or contentious developments are unlikely to 
be made within 4 months.  Our intention is that such applications should be subject to a 
processing agreement which sets out an agreed timescale for reaching a decision. Some 
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authorities make use of these agreements, which would provide a more appropriate 
indication of performance in relation to decisions major applications.  This approach is 
entirely consistent with Audit Scotland’s recommendation. 
 
You also ask about other measures the Scottish Government is taking in relation to 
performance.  We agree with Audit Scotland’s view that good planning performance is not 
just about speed of decision-making, but speed is an important element of a high quality 
planning service.  Other elements of a high quality service include providing a degree of 
certainty about the outcome of planning applications, good communication with applicants, 
local communities and other interests and a problem solving approach to regulation.  We 
have been working closely with our local government contacts, agencies and others, 
including industry representatives, on a wide-reaching and comprehensive performance 
framework for planning, very much in the way Audit Scotland has described in its report.  A 
draft of the framework is currently being piloted by five planning authorities and we hope to 
agree a final version for national implementation in April 2012, which will be a key element in 
driving a culture of continuous improvement. 
 
While we agree with Audit Scotland that the four-month period for measurement of 
performance ought to be replaced, we will continue to publish statistics on the speed of 
decision-making for major and local planning applications.  As part of the work on the 
performance framework, we are exploring more meaningful ways of representing this 
element of performance. 
 
I hope this reassures the Committee that planning authorities’ performance on pace of 
decision-making will continue to be monitored nationally, alongside more comprehensive 
assessment of the quality of their planning services. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 Paul Gray 
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Public Audit Committee 

Convener: Hugh Henry MSP 
 

Paul Gray 
Director General Governance and 
Communities 
 

12 October 2011

Dear Paul 
 
At its meeting on 5 October, the Public Audit Committee took evidence from the Auditor 
General for Scotland (AGS) on his report (published jointly with the Accounts Commission) 
entitled “Modernising the planning system”. The Official Report for this meeting is available 
on the Committee’s web page at: 
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/29860.aspx 
 
Following consideration of the evidence, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government on the following issues. 
 
Audit Scotland reports that the gap between income received from planning fees and 
expenditure on planning applications has increased in the last four years, yet there has been 
a reduction in planning staff and falling numbers of applications. In oral evidence, Audit 
Scotland explained that there was no compelling answer as to why the gap was increasing, 
and that there is variation in how Councils report costs associated with planning within their 
financial returns. The report adds that “Councils have little or no information on the costs 
involved in processing planning applications” and that there, “needs to be greater clarity about 
what the fee is expected to cover and if full cost recovery is expected for all applications”. 
(Modernising the planning system, Audit Scotland, paragraphs 106 and 108) 
 
The Committee would be grateful if you could provide any information on the reasons why 
this gap continues to increase and what action, if any, the Scottish Government is taking to 
address this issue. The Committee would be particularly interested in any measures the 
Scottish Government has taken or will be taking regarding Audit Scotland’s 
recommendations that it should: 
 
“clarify what activities planning fees cover, taking account of new activities that were 
introduced by modernisation which have created additional costs for councils”; and 
 
“work with planning authorities to agree an appropriate fee structure that covers authorities’ 
costs in processing planning applications”. (Modernising the planning system, Audit 
Scotland, Recommendations page 32) 
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The report also recommends that the Scottish Government should: 
 
“consider replacing the four-month timescale for deciding major applications and work with 
planning authorities to agree a new way of assessing performance for these applications as 
part of a new performance measurement framework for development management”. 
(Modernising the planning system, Audit Scotland, page 28) 
 
The Committee would welcome further information on any measures the Scottish 
Government has taken or will be taking regarding this recommendation. Also, should the 
Scottish Government agree to adopt this approach, the Committee would welcome the 
Scottish Government’s views on how Councils would be able benchmark performance 
between Councils to demonstrate efficiencies in processing applications, without a nationally 
agreed performance measure indicator. 
 
The Committee would also welcome an assurance that the Scottish Government will 
continue to monitor progress towards completion of local applications in two months. 
 
I would be grateful for a response to this letter by 2 November 2011.  
 
Yours sincerely 

Hugh Henry MSP 
Convener 
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Hugh Henry MSP  
Convenor 
Public Audit Committee 
c/o Room T3.60 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 

31 October 2011 
Dear Hugh 
 
Thank you for your letter of 12 October 2011 regarding the evidence that we provided to the 
Committee on 5 October 2011 about our report on Modernising the planning system. 
 
1. Your letter noted that during our evidence we had agreed to provide: 
 

 a detailed breakdown by council of the total costs spent on the planning process, over the 
past four years. This information is provided (in real terms) in Appendix One for the period 
2004/05 to 2009/10. 

 
 information on how the figure for development planning compares to spend over the past four 

years, along with the breakdown of expenditure on development management. This 
information is provided (in real terms) in Appendices Two and Three respectively for the 
period 2004/05 to 2009/10. 

 
2. The Committee asked for any further information Audit Scotland could provide on the variation 

between local authorities in how they record information relating to expenditure on planning 
services within their financial returns and how they record which planning services are and are 
not covered by planning fees. 

 
The Scottish Government provides guidance to local authorities on the completion of the Local 
Financial Return in relation to expenditure on planning. The guidance requires expenditure on 
planning to be separated into two parts: 

 
 development control – now known as development management 
 
 planning policy – now known as development planning. 

 
Under the development control heading, the guidance requires information about expenditure 
on processing planning applications to be split into direct and indirect costs: 

 
 direct staff costs cover pay, overtime, national insurance and pension contributions. If any 

member of staff in the council spends over 30 per cent of their time on work related to the 
processing of planning applications then a proportionate amount of their costs should be 
included in the return irrespective of which council department they work in. 
 

 indirect staff costs include all other costs associated with processing planning applications 
include accommodation, computing, stationery, office equipment, telephones, printing, 
advertising, travel and subsistence, committees, elected members' expenses. 

 
The guidance states any expenditure associated with discussions which take place before a 
complete application is received by a council should not be included. 
 
A 2009 report on planning fees prepared for the Scottish Government raised concerns about 
the Local Financial Return.1  It found that: 
 

                                            
1 Review of fees for planning applications, Scottish Government Research Findings 
No.33/2009, April 2009. 
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 there was variation in how councils approached charging time from other services to planning 
and in how this was reported in the Local Financial Return 
 

 due to differences in how planning services were structured and organised in different 
councils, there were variations in accounting practices.  For example, in some councils 
accommodation and maintenance were attributed to central cost centres rather than 
planning cost centres 
 

 it was very difficult to estimate the division between fee and non-fee activities within planning 
departments due to the lack of any time recording systems. 

 
The report also noted that many of the Local Financial Returns were completed by councils' 
finance departments, with limited input from planning staff.  This has the potential to lead to 
variation in the way returns are completed. 
 
During our fieldwork, we contacted councils to confirm that the published Local Financial 
Return data was correct.  Despite validating the data with councils, we believe there is still the 
odd anomaly in some of the Local Financial Return data. However, these odd anomalies do not 
alter the primary finding that expenditure on processing planning applications has increased 
while income from planning fees has fallen. During the course of the validation process, one 
council (Perth and Kinross) told us that they had changed the assumptions used to calculate 
indirect costs associated with processing planning applications in the past two years.  

 
Analysis of individual councils' direct and indirect costs in processing planning applications 
between 2004/05 and 2009/10 as reported in Local Financial Returns shows marked variation. 
Changes in direct costs ranged from a decrease of eight per cent to an increase of 376 per 
cent. Over the same time period, changes in indirect costs ranged from a decrease of 61 per 
cent to an increase of 1,016 per cent. Our conclusion remains that there needs to be a much 
better understanding of the costs of processing planning applications. 
 

3. The Committee asked whether there was any correlation between the use of ePlanning and the 
changes in expenditure. Our report notes (paragraph 59) that 27 per cent of planning 
applications were submitted electronically in 2010/11. This is significantly higher than the 
Scottish Government's estimate of six per cent. However, there is considerable variation across 
councils - ranging from eight per cent in Dumfries and Galloway Council to 44 per cent in 
Orkney Islands Council (Exhibit 1 in Appendix 4). However, there appears to be no link 
between use of ePlanning and the changes in expenditure (Exhibit 2 in Appendix 4). 
 
The Committee asked about the promotion of ePlanning use to applicants, we did not find any 
specific initiatives in the five councils we visited as part of our fieldwork. However, as part of the 
overall modernisation agenda, the Scottish Government asks planning authorities to submit 
examples of good practice for its website.2  There are over 60 good practice examples 
spanning the whole range of planning activity including an example of work done by Orkney 
Islands Council to use ePlanning to improve the quality and accessibility of its planning 
service.3 

 
4. With regard to our recommendation about replacing the four-month timescale for deciding 

major applications, the Committee asked about Audit Scotland’s views on how councils would 
be able to benchmark performance without a nationally agreed performance measure indicator. 
 
Major applications represented 1.2 per cent of all applications in 2010/11 (500 applications in 
total).4  Thirteen councils decided five major applications or fewer during 2010/11. Just over a 
third of major applications were decided in less than four months. The four month timescale is 
used as this is the statutory timescale within which an applicant could appeal because a 

                                            
2 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Built-Environment/planning/modernising/cc/CaseStudies 
3 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/212607/0114451.pdf  
4 Planning Performance Statistics 2010/11, Scottish Government, July 2011. 
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planning authority had not reached a decision. As our report states (paragraph 81), councils' 
performance since 2004/05 against this measure is variable, partly due to the differences in 
complexity and scale of major applications.   

 
The scale and complexity of some major applications may reasonably require more than four 
months for proper consideration. Our report recommends the use of processing agreements to 
managing and assessing the handling of major applications. Processing agreements require 
everyone involved to agree on a process and timescale for deciding a major application. They 
have the potential to: 

 
 provide certainty for applicants about how long they can expect the planning authority to take 

to decide an application 
 

 ensure that other statutory consultees and other parts of the council have agreed to respond 
within an agreed timescales 

 
 provide clarity and transparency to the wider community about the process and timescale 

being adopted. 
 
Using performance against timescales agreed in a processing agreement could more 
meaningfully reflect the very different timescales that may be required to process a major 
application. This may make it difficult to compare performance across all councils in the short-
term as from year to year, the nature of major applications received and the agreed timescales 
could vary considerably. However, in the longer term, and with a greater number of major 
applications to compare, performance could more readily be compared across all councils. 
Councils receiving similar types of major applications could benchmark against each other on a 
bilateral basis. 
 
Performance against the two month timescale for the vast majority of planning applications 
(98.8 per cent in 2010/11) would still be available for comparison across all councils.  

 
I hope this information is helpful. 
 
Best wishes 
Barbara Hurst 
Director of Performance Audit 
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Appendix One 

Total expenditure on planning by council, 2004/05 - 2009/10 in real terms. 

  
Total expenditure in real terms (calculated from LFR7 total 
expenditure in development control and planning policy) – all 
figures in £000s. 

% 
change 
(2004/05-
2009/10) 

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

Aberdeen City  2,247   2,299   2,925   2,322   2,411  2,490 11 

Aberdeenshire  5,023   4,975   4,949   5,118   5,282  5,145 2 

Angus  1,883   2,149   2,030   1,869   2,075  1,801 -4 

Argyll & Bute  2,664   2,956   2,771   3,225   3,110  3,217 21 

Clackmannanshire  839   846   912   873   824  832 -1 

Dumfries & Galloway  2,191   2,557   2,401   2,253   2,589  2,778 27 

Dundee City  2,821   2,949   6,166   6,844   3,845  3,607 28 

East Ayrshire  1,596   1,437   1,587   1,601   1,760  2,065 29 

East Dunbartonshire  1,549   1,702   1,596   1,389   2,079  2,272 47 

East Lothian  1,621   1,557   1,614   1,550   2,140  1,660 2 

East Renfrewshire  1,657   2,370   2,628   2,874   2,337  2,155 30 

Edinburgh, City of  9,302   11,454   11,987   11,048   10,161  9,721 5 

Eilean Siar  699   708   1,066   1,018   924  991 42 

Falkirk  2,350   1,588   1,752   1,888   1,986  1,955 -17 

Fife  5,082   4,420   4,895   5,849   6,130  6,157 21 

Glasgow City  6,352   8,852   7,889   8,748   9,000  10,111 59 

Highland  5,085   5,655   6,384   5,945   6,130  6,137 21 

Inverclyde  1,210   1,072   1,283   1,101   1,279  1,263 4 

Midlothian  1,817   1,982   1,638   1,706   1,560  1,678 -8 

Moray  1,770   1,692   1,807   1,496   1,405  1,627 -8 

North Ayrshire  1,704   1,630   1,783   1,744   1,804  1,960 15 

North Lanarkshire  5,144   5,479   4,539   4,475   4,373  3,999 -22 

Orkney Islands  1,155   1,397   1,458   1,436   1,662  1,937 68 

Perth & Kinross  2,562   2,717   3,683   3,624   4,797  5,703 123 

Renfrewshire  1,478   1,744   1,707   2,161   2,099  2,981 102 

Scottish Borders  2,888   3,374   3,589   2,224   2,405  2,036 -30 

Shetland Islands  690   701   807   888   922  1,021 48 

South Ayrshire  2,175   1,822   1,158   1,278   1,508  1,456 -33 

South Lanarkshire  12,692   14,473   14,872   12,208   11,982  10,974 -14 

Stirling  1,912   1,837   1,606   1,630   1,594  2,117 11 

West Dunbartonshire  1,336   1,314   1,450   1,371   624  1,117 -16 

West Lothian  2,561   2,617   2,877   3,003   2,802  2,672 4 

SCOTLAND  94,055   102,323   107,810   104,758   103,598  105,635 12 
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Appendix Two 

Expenditure on development planning by council, 2004/05-2009/10 in real terms. 

  
Expenditure on development planning in real terms (calculated 
from LFR7 Planning: Policy - total expenditure) 

% 
change 
(2004/05 - 
2009/10) 

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

Aberdeen City  734   1,076   1,681   1,187   1,398  894 22 

Aberdeenshire  1,608   1,446   1,251   1,312   1,166  1,149 -29 

Angus  1,020   1,146   1,079   887   900  968 -5 

Argyll & Bute  917   680   584   738   597  677 -26 

Clackmannanshire  357   336   365   352   329  243 -32 

Dumfries & Galloway  651   789   656   512   519  725 11 

Dundee City  1,820   1,952   5,164   5,791   2,684  2,408 32 

East Ayrshire  555   575   595   517   691  952 72 

East Dunbartonshire  765   828   766   586   686  980 28 

East Lothian  846   773   808   718   788  836 -1 

East Renfrewshire  1,123   1,779   1,949   2,060   1,414  1,313 17 

Edinburgh, City of  2,753   4,555   4,654   3,729   3,805  3,971 44 

Eilean Siar  328   330   618   643   345  437 33 

Falkirk  1,376   607   626   772   915  717 -48 

Fife  2,321   2,046   1,938   2,225   2,474  2,388 3 

Glasgow City  4,086   5,771   4,880   5,888   5,747  6,345 55 

Highland  2,888   2,207   3,016   2,134   1,990  1,905 -34 

Inverclyde  678   572   632   555   656  676 0 

Midlothian  1,043   1,124   767   891   752  794 -24 

Moray  1,025   990   968   683   626  617 -40 

North Ayrshire  970   903   1,052   869   1,091  1,179 22 

North Lanarkshire  2,129   2,046   1,494   1,515   1,657  1,224 -43 

Orkney Islands  985   1,173   1,097   1,034   1,308  1,562 59 

Perth & Kinross  1,023   1,170   1,591   1,767   3,197  3,915 283 

Renfrewshire  356   553   458   818   725  1,560 338 

Scottish Borders  1,628   1,920   1,999   743   700  725 -55 

Shetland Islands  287   291   328   391   419  428 49 

South Ayrshire  1,515   988   626   505   617  564 -63 

South Lanarkshire  9,921   11,084   11,729   8,700   8,460  7,825 -21 

Stirling  774   1,018   843   824   741  1,120 45 

West Dunbartonshire  722   684   688   735   408  114 -84 

West Lothian  1,670   1,578   2,078   1,930   1,830  1,776 6 

SCOTLAND   48,875   52,991   56,980   52,009   49,632   50,987  4 
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Appendix Three 

Expenditure on development management by council, 2004/05 - 2009/10 in real terms. 

  

Total expenditure on development management in real terms 
(calculated from LFR7 Planning: Development Control - total 
expenditure) 

% 
change 
(2004/05 - 
2009/10) 

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

Aberdeen City 1,514 1,223 1,244 1,134 1,012 1,596 5 

Aberdeenshire 3,415 3,529 3,699 3,806 4,116 3,996 17 

Angus 864 1,003 952 983 1,175 833 -4 

Argyll & Bute 1,747 2,276 2,186 2,487 2,513 2,540 45 

Clackmannanshire 482 510 547 521 495 589 22 

Dumfries & Galloway 1,540 1,768 1,745 1,741 2,070 2,053 33 

Dundee City 1,001 997 1,001 1,053 1,161 1,199 20 

East Ayrshire 1,041 862 992 1,084 1,069 1,113 7 

East Dunbartonshire 783 874 830 803 1,393 1,292 65 

East Lothian 776 784 806 832 1,353 824 6 

East Renfrewshire 535 591 679 815 924 842 57 

Edinburgh, City of 6,549 6,899 7,333 7,319 6,356 5,750 -12 

Eilean Siar 371 379 448 375 579 554 49 

Falkirk 975 980 1,126 1,116 1,071 1,238 27 

Fife 2,761 2,374 2,957 3,624 3,657 3,769 37 

Glasgow City 2,267 3,081 3,009 2,860 3,253 3,766 66 

Highland 2,197 3,448 3,368 3,811 4,140 4,232 93 

Inverclyde 531 500 651 546 624 587 10 

Midlothian 773 858 871 815 808 884 14 

Moray 745 702 839 813 778 1,010 36 

North Ayrshire 734 727 732 875 712 781 6 

North Lanarkshire 3,015 3,432 3,045 2,960 2,717 2,775 -8 

Orkney Islands 171 224 361 402 354 375 120 

Perth & Kinross 1,539 1,547 2,092 1,857 1,600 1,788 16 

Renfrewshire 1,121 1,191 1,249 1,343 1,374 1,421 27 

Scottish Borders 1,261 1,455 1,590 1,481 1,704 1,311 4 

Shetland Islands 402 410 479 497 503 593 47 

South Ayrshire 660 834 532 773 891 892 35 

South Lanarkshire 2,771 3,389 3,142 3,508 3,522 3,149 14 

Stirling 1,137 818 763 806 853 997 -12 

West Dunbartonshire 614 630 763 636 216 1,003 63 

West Lothian 891 1,039 799 1,073 972 896 1 

SCOTLAND  45,180 49,332 50,830 52,749 53,966 54,648 21 
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Appendix Four 
 
 Exhibit 1 
 ePlanning use by council in 2010/11 

 
Exhibit 2 
ePlanning use in 2010/11 and percentage change in expenditure on processing planning applications 
(2004/05 – 2009/10) 
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Exhibit 3 
Tabulated data for exhibits 1 and 2 
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Aberdeen City 16.2 14.2 Highland 41.0 57.7 

Aberdeenshire 11.9 20.3 Inverclyde 17.7 70.0 

Angus 22.6 -3.3 Midlothian 26.7 14.5 

Argyll & Bute 27.3 60.9 Moray 42.3 60.5 

Clackmannanshire 38.6 22.3 North Ayrshire 38.9 10.8 

Dumfries & Galloway 7.7 9.4 North Lanarkshire 36.0 -8.0 

Dundee City 24.7 -2.1 Orkney Islands 44.9 119.7 

East Ayrshire 35.1 6.9 Perth & Kinross 35.1 -28.3 

East Dunbartonshire 34.0 4.5 Renfrewshire 26.4 14.9 

East Lothian 31.3 32.1 Scottish Borders 16.7 7.4 

East Renfrewshire 22.9 -30.9 Shetland Islands 8.1 153.0 

Edinburgh, City of  29.1 7.4 South Ayrshire 34.9 76.9 

Eilean Siar 8.5 86.0 South Lanarkshire 23.7 -10.2 

Falkirk 28.6 19.5 Stirling 31.7 61.5 

Fife 38.2 30.4 West Dunbartonshire 24.8 27.6 

Glasgow City 20.6 20.1 West Lothian 21.3 14.1 
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Public Audit Committee 

Convener: Hugh Henry MSP 
 

Barbara Hurst 
Audit Scotland 
Director of Performance Audit 
 
 
 
 

12 October 2011

 
Dear Barbara 
 
Thank you for giving evidence to the Public Audit Committee on the joint Auditor General for 
Scotland (AGS) and Accounts Commission report entitled “Modernising the planning 
system”, at the meeting on 5 October. I attach a link to the Official Report of that meeting for 
your information:  
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/29860.aspx 
 
During the evidence session, Audit Scotland agreed to provide further information on the 
following issues. 
 
Audit Scotland reports that the gap between income received from planning fees and 
expenditure on planning applications has increased in the last four years, yet there has been 
a reduction in planning staff and falling numbers of applications. Audit Scotland added in oral 
evidence that there was no compelling answer as to why the gap was increasing, and that 
there is variation in how Councils report costs associated with planning within their financial 
returns. The report adds that “Councils have little or no information on the costs involved in 
processing planning applications” and that there, “needs to be greater clarity about what the 
fee is expected to cover and if full cost recovery is expected for all applications”. (Modernising 
the planning system, Audit Scotland, paragraphs 106 and 108) 
 
The Committee were concerned to hear that there was no clear reason as to why 
expenditure on planning applications is rising. Audit Scotland offered to provide a detailed 
breakdown by Council of the total costs spent on the planning process, over the past four 
years. The Committee would also be grateful for any further information Audit Scotland could 
provide on the variation between local authorities in how they record information relating to 
expenditure on planning services within their financial returns and how they record which 
planning services are and are not covered by planning fees. 
 
In the main summary of the report, it is stated that in 2009/10, councils spent a total of 
£105.5 million on planning services. In oral evidence, Audit Scotland explained that of this 
total, £50 million was spent on development planning and £54 million was spent on 
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development management (£41 million of which was on processing planning applications). 
Audit Scotland agreed to provide information on how the figure for development planning 
compares to spend over the past four years, along with the breakdown of expenditure on 
development management. 
 
Audit Scotland also agreed to provide further information on the level of uptake across 
Councils of the ePlanning system for processing applications, particularly to show whether 
there is any correlation with uptake and expenditure. Any further information you could 
provide on any initiatives individual Councils have in place to encourage the use of 
ePlanning for submitting and processing applications and whether this has affected 
expenditure, would also be helpful. 
 
The report recommends that the Scottish Government should: 
 
“consider replacing the four-month timescale for deciding major applications and work with 
planning authorities to agree a new way of assessing performance for these applications as 
part of a new performance measurement framework for development management”. 
(Modernising the planning system, Audit Scotland, page 28) 
 
If the Scottish Government agreed to adopt this approach, the Committee would welcome 
Audit Scotland’s views on how Councils would be able to benchmark performance between 
Councils to demonstrate efficiencies in processing applications, without a nationally agreed 
performance measure indicator? 
 
During its discussions on the evidence received, in private, the Committee agreed that it 
would also write to the Scottish Government on issues raised in the report. 
 
I would be grateful for a response to this letter by 2 November 2011.  
 
Yours sincerely 

Hugh Henry MSP 
Convener 
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