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 AGENDA ITEM NO: 6 
HAMBLETON DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
Report To: Scrutiny Committee 2 
  11 October 2011 
 
From: Chairman of Scrutiny Committee 2 
 
Subject: POLICY REVIEW – PLANNING ENFORCEMENT  

All Wards 
 
 
1.0 SUMMARY: 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to identify information and issues required to be considered in 

order to continue with the review. 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND: 
 
2.1 The Committee has previously agreed to undertake this Review as part of its Policy Review 

Work Programme and at its last meeting agreed the project plan, attached at Annex A, 
which identified information it would like to consider and individuals from whom it would like 
to take evidence. 

 
2.2 The Terms of Reference of the review previously agreed are as follows: 
 

• Review existing policies and procedures for Planning Enforcement. 
• Examine performance statistics. 
• Investigate workload levels and training requirements. 
• Consider the proposal for the Shared Service. 

  
2.3 As a guide, review work should revolve around the following key questions:- 
 

• What is the current policy of the Council and why is this so? 
• Who is the policy aimed at, who is intended to benefit and how is this measured? 
• What is central to the delivery of the policy (resources, stakeholder involvement, etc)? 
• Is the current policy working (is it delivering the stated outcomes and do the recipients 

benefit)? 
• Does the policy need to change – is it still valid? 
• Can the policy and the service be improved – if so how? 

 
2.4 The Committee requested further information in relation to benchmarking statistics and 

shared services, copies of which are attached at annexes b and c. 
 
3.0 RECOMMENDATION: 
 
3.1 It is recommended that the Committee determines information that it would like officers to 

report upon to the next meeting of the Committee and other issues which, they would like 
considered in respect of Planning Enforcement. 

 
COUNCILLOR M J PREST 
Background papers:  None 
Author ref:   LAD 
Contact:   Louise Davis 
    Senior Democratic Services Officer 
    Direct Line No: (01609) 767015 
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Annex 
SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 2 

 
POLICY REVIEW – PLANNING ENFORCEMENT 

 
 
TERMS OF REFERENCE: 
 
• Review existing policies and procedures for Planning Enforcement 
• Examine performance statistics 
• Investigate workload levels and training requirements 
• Consider the proposal for the Shared Service 
 
 
SCOPE 
 
• Review whether the Council’s existing policies and procedures for planning 

enforcement are adequate 
• Examine performance statistics to identify areas of concern 
• Investigate workload levels and training requirements 
• Consider the proposal for the Shared Service 

OBJECTIVES 
 
• To establish whether the existing policies and procedures for planning enforcement 

are adequate and effective in order to improve the handling of planning enforcement 
cases. 

• To examine performance statistics and highlight any key areas for concern. 
• To investigate the workload levels and consider whether training requirements are 

adequate. 
• To determine whether the proposal for the Shared Service will be effective and 

present value for money. 

WITNESSES 
 
• Maurice Cann, Head of Regulatory Services 
• Martyn Richards, Head of Legal Services 
• Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning 
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DOCUMENTS/EVIDENCE 
 
• Benchmarking information from neighbouring authorities (including the National 

Park) 
• Historical and current data on planning enforcement cases 
• Proposal for the Shared Service 

OTHER METHODS/CONSULTATION/RESEARCH 
 
Task and Finish Groups. 
 
 

OFFICER SUPPORT 
 
Louise Davis, Senior Democratic Services Officer 

TIMESCALE 
 
 
Commencing July 2011 
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 DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT BUSINESS CASE 
 
HAMBLETON & RICHMONDSHIRE SHARED SERVICE 
PROGRAMME 
 
Senior Responsible Owner: Phil Morton 
Project Manager: Maurice Cann 
 
 
 

 Version: 0.10 

Authors:  Maurice Cann 

Date: 29/10/10 

 



Version Control 
 

Version  Date  Author  Comment  

0.1 08/07/10 M. Cann Initial draft after 
meeting with 
Support Team 

0.2 25/08/10 M. Cann Revised  following 
discussion with 
Castlerigg 
Consultants 

0.3 08/10/10 M. Cann Information from 
BPI exercise 
included 

0.4 12/10/10 M. Cann Financial 
information 
updated 

0.5 14/10/10 M. Cann Consideration of 
financial savings  

0.6 15/10/10 M. Cann Project Overview 
and Risk Register 
considered 

0.7 19/10/10 M. Cann Amended after 
meeting with SRO 

0.8 22/10/10 M. Cann Amended after 
discussion with 
DM staff; Finance 
and SRO 

0.9 25/10/10 M. Cann Final drafting for 
SSPB 

0.10 29/10/10 M. Cann Revision following 
consideration by 
SSPB 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Support Team Checklist 
 
Consulted When? Key advice given? 
ICT 08/07/10 Discussion on Document 

Management System 
HR 08/07/10 & 21/10/10 Discussion around 

potential staff transfer 
issues 

Finance Number of occasions Consideration of revenue 
and staff budgets 

Legal   
Communications   
Accommodation rep.   
Procurement rep.   
Customer Services   



 

1. Describe the opportunity 
Describe the opportunity  

 

1.1 Executive Summary 
 
 
Scope 
 
 
This Business Case looks at the three core elements of the Development Management 
function. These are the determination of planning and other applications, together with 
professional advice around this; the enforcement and compliance function; and the technical 
and administrative support which underpins these two services together with planning 
appeals and Section 106 Agreement monitoring. 
 
Discussion has taken place around the Conservation function which in Hambleton sits in 
Planning Policy whereas in Richmondshire it operates within Development Management. In 
July 2010 the SSPB approved the Business Case for Spatial Planning and Conservation 
which sees the Conservation function consolidated into Planning Policy. This Business Case 
has now been approved by Members at both authorities. After further consideration it is not 
considered that there are any grounds to revisit this decision. 
 
In April 2010 the Development Management teams from both authorities attended a 
Strategic Planning Workshop which explored a vision for the new shared service and 
identified ideas for action. The objectives were: 
 

•  To enable team members to clearly understand and discuss the strategic plan for 
the new shared service and the implications for staff 
 

• To enable team members to get to know each other and share their own ideas and 
aspirations for the new shared service 
 

• To enable team members to clearly understand and discuss both the benefits and 
the challenges involved in creating a new shared service from the perspective of 
managers, staff and service users  
 

• To identify ideas for service improvement and innovation in the delivery of the new 
shared service  
 

One of the key ideas identified was the use of Business Process Improvement (BPI) to 
identify opportunities for efficiency savings. Hambleton was a pathfinder authority in 2008 for 
the Local Government National Process Improvement Project, ‘Transforming Planning 
Services’ using BPI techniques. This work identified 13% savings of which 10%, £33,000, 
were achieved as cashable savings. These savings were realised in June 2010. 
 
BPI work has now been completed to assess existing processes in Richmondshire and 
update the position in Hambleton. The outcome of this leads to a process redesign for the 
proposed shared service, which in itself has identified significant savings. 
 
 



Vision 
 
To design a shared Development Management service that will deliver high quality 
built development in Hambleton and Richmondshire, with strong customer 
satisfaction and community support. 
 

            Development Management is an integral part of the spatial planning process; it puts spatial 
development plans into action and is the delivery vehicle of the Local Development 
Framework. The shared service will support the Places Theme in Hambleton which seeks to 
protect and enhance the environment by facilitating communities need for development and 
promoting high quality design. In Richmondshire, the service will support the Green Living 
Theme which sees Richmondshire as a place where people have pride in their environment, 
and where needs are met whilst preserving and enhancing the natural as well as the built 
environment. The vision also seeks to create an efficient back office in order to allow 
professional staff to concentrate on place shaping and achieving high quality development. 

            It should be noted that the service does not operate within the administrative boundaries of 
the North York Moors National Park or the Yorkshire Dales National Park. 
 
Options 
 
Development Management requires decision making by officers on issues which can have a 
significant impact on the Council. These issues, which would also be defined as risks, are: 
 

• Financial – if a planning application is refused without adequate justification 
there can be a significant award of costs against the Council at an appeal.  

• Political - there is a lot of Member involvement in the planning process, 
currently with a high level of delegation by Members to officers in both 
Councils.  

• Reputational – poor or inconsistent decision making can have a significant 
impact on the reputation of the Council. 

• Performance – National Indicators measure performance in the 
determination of planning applications.  

• Governance – each authority has their own protocols and practices with 
regard to Member involvement in the planning process.  

 
Consideration of the status quo identified the base position although this was not a realistic 
option for moving forward under the shared service agenda.  
 
To a significant degree, the service is demand led. Planning application levels have reduced 
over the last two years from a steady level 3 – 5 years ago, in line with the economic 
recession. The signs are in recent months that planning activity is slowly rising after two 
years of decline. This is shown in the updated baseline assessment. Service redesign needs 
to take account of these factors. 
 
The Preferred Option proposed in this Business Case is for a single team led by one 
manager with a team of planners and enforcement officers retained at both sites. A 
single Technical Support Unit is required and would be based at Northallerton 
following implementation of earlier BPI work. The employing authority would be 
Hambleton. 
 
The Central Case savings identified in this Business Case are assessed as £122,760 
which represents a 13% saving of current costs. 



1.2 Updated baseline assessment  
 
 

AREA  HDC RDC Actions 
 
Budget: 
- Staffing 
- Revenue 
- Capital 
 
Total 
 

 
 
£507,550 
£74,240 
£0 
 
£581,790 
 

 
 
£301,500 
£54,900 
£0 
 
£356,400 

 
 
Scrutinise budgets to 
identify savings 

 
Direct staff numbers (fte): 
 
Planners 
 
 
 
 
Enforcement 
 
 
Admin/Technical Support 
 
 
Planning application nos. 
 
 
2005/06 
2006/07 
2007/08 
2008/09 
2009/10 
 
Apr/Sept 10 (annual proj.) 
 
Planning Fees (£): 
 
2005/06 
2006/07 
2007/08 
2008/09 
2009/10 
 
 
Other Activities 2009/10: 

 
Notifications 
 
Householder enquiries 
 
Discharge of conditions 
 

 
 
 
8.8 reduced from 9.8 
through the 
implementation of 
BPI in June 2010 
 
2.0 (includes 1 
vacant post) 
 
4.0 
 
      
Appns. per planner 
(excl. manager) 
 
1863          212 
1821          207 
1886          214 
1431          163 
1275          145  
 
648 (1296) (166)  
 
 
 
613,914 
583,224 
615,827 
585,004 
679,236 
 
 
 
 
87 
 
529 
 
192 
 

 
 
 
5.59 
 
 
 
 
1.64 
 
 
1.74 (+ 3 fte 
Business Support) 
 
Appns. per planner 
(excl. manager) 
 
875         191 
890         194 
895         195  
688         150 
603         131 
 
316 (632) (140) 
 
 
 
266,317 
335,531 
284,114 
242,191 
394,492 
 
 
 
 
17 
 
127 
 
not recorded 
 

  
 
 
BPI exercise has been 
undertaken to establish 
areas for further 
efficiencies, particularly 
in administration at 
RDC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HDC/RDC combined 

964 (1928)   (156) 

 

Planning fee income is 
currently set by 
government. There is a 
possibility that in the 
future authorities may 
have the freedom to 
set their own fees. 

 

These other activities 
all consume resources 
and are part of the 
statutory process  



AREA  HDC RDC Actions 
Enforcement cases 
 
 

293 119 
 

 
 
Key external services 
spend (included in 
revenue budget above) 

 
Advertising 
£21,000 
 
 

 
Advertising 
£17,000 
 
 

 
Significant savings can 
be made in advertising 
budget.  
 
 

 
Manual/electronic 
processes 
 

 
Uniform back office 
system 
Anite DMS 

 
Uniform back office 
system 
Civica DMS 
 

 
Anite DMS system 
preferred to facilitate 
back office integration 

 
Broad unit cost per 
decision (cost of 
determining a planning 
application) 
 
 

 
£320 
 
This is in line with 
the average cost of 
£320 (based on 
ValueAdding.com 
analysis of 10 
District Councils) 
 

 
£481 

 
Implementation of BPI 
will drive down costs at 
RDC 

 
Satisfaction data: 
 
BVPI 111 – 2008 
Satisfaction with the 
service 
 
2010 survey 
 
 
 

 
 
 
69% 
 
 
 
79% 
 

 
 
 
81% 
 
 
 
65% 

 
 
 
Current surveys 
underway to establish 
baseline data 

 
Planning Portal 
submissions as %age  
May – June 2010  
 

 
 
62% 

 
 
44% 

 
The Planning Portal 
was introduced in July 
2005 as a means of 
submitting planning 
applications 
electronically – its use 
reduces back office 
requirements. Work will 
be undertaken to 
increase Portal 
submissions at RDC 
 



AREA  HDC RDC Actions 
 
 
Performance information 
              BV157a;b;c 
 
%age of majors 13 weeks 
 
%age of minors 8 weeks 
 
%age of others 8 weeks 
 
 
 

 
SPARSE 2008/09 
 
 
 
Top quartile 
 
Top quartile 
 
Top quartile 

 
SPARSE 2008/09 
 
 
 
Second quartile 
 
Bottom quartile  
 
Bottom quartile 

 
 
 
 
 
RDC performance 
improved in 2009/10 
and is currently in top 
quartile. 

 
Levels of recruitment & 
retention of staff 
 

 
Low turnover 

 
Low turnover 

 
Not an issue 

 
Spans of control in 
management tiers 
 

 
Single manager 

 
Single manager – 
Business support 
input managed 
outside service area. 
 

 
Single manager option 
identified for shared 
service but with 
decision capabilities 
retained at both sites 
 

    

2. Options Appraisal 
 

2.1 Updated evaluation of sharing options against service area(s) 
 
 
Level of 
Sharing/service 
under 
consideration 

 
Planning Officers        Enforcement/                Technical/Admin 
- professional input      Compliance                           support               
 

 
Option One: 
 
Status Quo 
 
 

 
This option would not 
deliver any 
efficiencies and has 
been discounted. 
 

 
This option would not 
deliver any 
efficiencies and has 
been discounted. 

 
This option would not 
deliver any efficiencies 
and has been 
discounted. 

 
Option Two: 
 
Joint Management 
plus some 
integration 
 
 
 

 
This option sees the 
two existing teams of 
planning officers 
dealing with core 
workload remaining 
at each authority with 
a manager making 
delegated decisions. 
This also allows for 

 
This sees a single 
enforcement team 
brought together 
using reduced 
resources though 
operating from both 
sites.  

 
This sees a single 
technical support team 
being formed and 
significant changes in 
process design through 
BPI being achieved, 
resulting in a reduction 
in resource 
requirements. This 



Level of 
Sharing/service 
under 
consideration 

 
Planning Officers        Enforcement/                Technical/Admin 
- professional input      Compliance                           support               
 
the sharing of 
resource when 
workloads require. 

would operate at HDC. 

 
Option Three: 
 
Full Integration 
 

 
This option is similar 
to Option Two but 
would see a single 
manager overseeing 
the integrated 
service together with 
a principal officer at 
the other authority 
utilising delegated 
powers to determine 
planning 
applications; 
attendance at  
Planning Committee 
and carrying out 
other supervisory 
tasks 

 
No different to Option 
Two. 

 
No different to Option 
Two. 

 
Option Four: 
 
Full integration 
plus collaboration 
with other partner 
authorities 

 
This would roll out 
the preferred model 
of operation 
identified in Option 3 
but with the inclusion 
of other planning 
authorities 

 
This would roll out 
the preferred model 
of operation 
identified in Option 3 
but with the inclusion 
of other planning 
authorities 

 
This sees a single 
Technical Support 
team expanding to 
provide a 
receipting/validation 
service for other 
planning authorities 
through electronic 
working. 

 

2.2 Overview of preferred options 
 
It is the view of the SSPB that the preferred model for all shared services is that of a fully 
integrated service with a single manager. That model can be delivered for the Development 
Management service, as demonstrated clearly by the recent (Business Process 
Improvement (BPI) and Activity Based Costing (ABC) work and is identified as Option 3. 
Option 4 has not been investigated but is an option for future exploration once proposed 
change is embedded. 
 
As set out in the table above, the single service would bring together and combine all 
existing elements of the existing two services. The work done currently in both authorities is 
essentially the same, reflecting the statutory basis of the service. The way it is delivered 
however differs in a number of respects and this is reflected in the significant cost difference 
in deciding an application; £481 in Richmondshire vs. £320 in Hambleton (as illustrated in 
the graph below). The cost per decision in Hambleton is in line with that of other District 
councils.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Unit Cost per Decision 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Unit Cost per Decision

Hambleton 

 Richmondshire 

 Average of Other Districts
= £330 
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This difference may be explained by comparing the “As Is” process maps of the two 
Councils. The overall process in Richmondshire is much longer, with more transactions with 
consequent delays. This inevitably adds to the overall cost. 
 
 
Hambleton As Is Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Richmondshire As Is Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As a result, the BPI work has identified significant savings around the technical and 
administrative support functions. This is in addition to the savings identified and taken by 
Hambleton as a result of earlier BPI work.   
 
In relation to the professional service operated by the planning officers, as this is provided 
geographically there is a need to retain resource at both sites for efficiency, service delivery 
and customer expectations. This would also be the case for the enforcement/compliance 
function which requires staff to be frequently out of the office and on site.  
 
A discussion of each of the four elements - Planning Officers, Admin/Tech Support, 
Enforcement/Compliance and Management - is set out below: 
 
Planning Officers 
 
The Activity Based Costing study shows that Officer savings are achievable by increasing 
the productivity of Case Officers. The Activity Based Costing work highlighted spare capacity 
at both sites. Details of the unit costs are set out below: 
 
 
Unit Cost per Decision 
 

 
 
In addition, as shown in the figures in the baseline assessment, the case load per Officer 
has fallen over the past 5 years. The graph below shows how this compares with other 
Councils and with the National Audit Office recommendation. 
 

 Hambleton Richmondshire 

Application process costs   375,193£  273,589 £   
Applications decided  1,174 569 
Unit Cost per decision   320£  481 £   
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This suggests that there is additional Officer capacity and room for productivity improvement.  
 
In summary for this section, it is recommended that initial Planning Officer savings of 1.0 fte 
are achievable (Year 1). There is the potential for additional savings of a further 1.0 fte 
through further harmonisation of the Richmondshire and Hambleton Officers case load, 
subject to future application volumes (Year 2). 
 
 
Enforcement/Compliance 
 
The existing establishment at Hambleton is 2 fte. The service has been carrying a vacant 
post for a little over 12 months. This has led to a clear and significant reduction in the level of 
service. A result of this has seen an increase in Member and customer concerns about the 
lack of capacity within the service to deal with breaches of planning control. The current 
establishment at Richmondshire is 1.64 fte. This gives a combined establishment figure of 
3.64 fte, though currently operating at 2.64 fte.  
 
It is proposed to counter some of the concerns regarding lack of capacity in Hambleton to 
resource the enforcement service overall at 3.0 fte. This can be achieved by increasing the 
resource from an existing team member in RDC to 1.0 fte from 0.64 fte. In terms of 
geographic location, it makes sense to keep a presence at both sites. One officer however 
can be involved in cross border work in order to spread the workload more equitably 
throughout the team.  
 
One of the existing team is a qualified planning officer and is capable of providing the 
required guidance and advice to the other team members. The overall result of this is to see 
a reduction of 0.64 fte on current establishment which produces a saving of £18,852. 
 
 
 
 



Technical/Admin Support 
 
The current technical/admin support at Hambleton is provided by 4 full time officers. Since 
the Business Process Improvement (BPI) exercise in 2008/09 the work of the team has 
changed significantly. Previously, staff worked essentially on independent paper based 
tasks. Now, each team member is trained to carry out all processes from receipt of the 
application to passing it over to the planning officer with all administrative tasks completed. 
Part of this change has seen the introduction of full electronic working within the section. 
 
The picture at Richmondshire is more complicated. Technical support is provided by two 
officers in the Development Management section, equivalent to 1.74 fte. Administrative 
support is provided by the corporate Business Support team and is equivalent to 3.0 fte’s.  
There is a further vacant post currently split with Land Charges. Funding from this post is 
being used for data capture purposes at Richmond. 
 
Three fundamental differences exist in terms of the process, which specifically affects the 
administrative functions. Firstly, other than some recent scanning of planning files, no 
electronic capture of data has taken place, so unnecessary time is spent searching for 
information.  Secondly, although a Document Management System exists, the “electronic 
file” operates as a parallel process to the paper file creating duplication. Thirdly, the 
corporate Business Support team play a major role in the administration of the service, 
which creates unnecessary handoffs and adds unnecessary time and cost to the process.  
 
The Activity Based Costing work shows that the higher unit costs in Richmondshire are 
particularly noticeable in the administrative functions of validation and decision and of course 
in ‘other admin tasks’, which includes scanning, indexing and preparing files. If the 
Hambleton unit costs for Validation, Other Admin Tasks and Decision were to be achieved in 
Richmondshire (as shown in the table below), savings of ~£30k could be expected. 
 
 
ABC Sub-Process Unit Costs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analysis of the process maps highlight why this is true.  For example best practice would 
suggest that sorting, validation, plotting, identification of neighbours and consultees and 
allocation of the case is done at the same time by a single Technical Support Officer, with no 
handoffs and no delays.  By adopting best practice savings of £30,000 can be achieved, 
whilst enhancing service standards. 
 
 
Section of Hambleton As Is Map 
 
 
 
 
 

Process Name Hambleton Richmondshire
Receipt 15£                    11£                    
Validation 21£                    35£                    
Other admin tasks 25£                    46£                    
Evaluation 80£                    70£                    
Delegated applications 71£                    74£                    
Committee applications 277£                  796£                  
Decision 5£                     25£                   



 
Section of Richmondshire As Is Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other administrative costs may be saved in Richmondshire and these are illustrated below: 
 
 
Total costs within ‘other admin tasks’ 
 
Activity Total Cost
Batching £322
Sorting documents into relevant trays/pigeon holes £728
Collecting/distributing docs to/from other offices £2,576
Searching for files £6,280  
 
In summary, for this part of the process, the need to combine support functions and 
harmonise administrative processes is clear. This Business Case recommends the creation 
of one Technical Support Team, with all administrative and technical tasks carried out in line 
with best practice. 
 
However, realising the projected savings in this area will be slightly more complex. The 
administrative support provided by the Business Support Team at Richmondshire is actually 
provided by 11 different staff members all playing some part in different aspects of the 
process. The total cost of their involvement in the whole applications process is charged at 
3.0 fte and was shown in the Activity Based Costing work to be ~£41k. If their involvement in 
these processes was stopped, the work that they currently undertake would need to be 
absorbed. The Business Process Improvement and Activity Based Costing work has shown 
that the Hambleton Technical Support Unit could absorb these administrative duties. These 
costs and potential savings will be considered in the Business Support business case. 
 
The 1.74 technical support staff who are involved primarily in validation in Richmondshire 
would become part of the combined Technical Support Unit in Hambleton, carrying out all 
administrative and technical tasks. It is also proposed to use capacity within the expanded 
team to invest in the service, for example through electronic data capture of planning history 
and constraint information in Richmondshire, which is essential work in order to operate 
effectively as a shared service. Once this work is complete, further costs savings will then be 
achievable by rationalising this work. 
 
Savings have been identified in Year 2 of 1.6 fte amounting to £35,250 in this area, together 
with the potential of an additional £41,000 savings in Business Support. 
  
Management 
 
This Business Case supports the preferred model of a single manager to oversee the 
integrated service, with the reduction of two managers to one, creating a saving of around 
£50,000.  A Principal Officer post would be created at the other authority in order to 
determine planning applications through delegated powers; process major and significant 



applications; deal with committee work and carry out certain supervisory duties. The cost of 
this post will be established through Job Evaluation. 
 
Phases of Implementation 
 
The table below describes the planned deliverables against the phases and likely timescales 
for implementation. A high level overview of the business change requirements has also 
been highlighted.   
 

 
 
 

Phase Timescales Case Deliverable Business Change 
required FTE Reduction

1 2011/12 
Q1 Central A single manager to oversee 

the integrated service

Reduction of two 
managers to one.

 
1 

Manager 

1 2011/12 
Q1 Central 

A combined Enforcement 
service with officers based at 

both sites

Increase the resource from  
an existing team member  

in Richmondshire

0.64 
Enforcement Officer

1 2011/12 
Q1 Central 

A combined Technical 
Support Unit in Northallerton, 

processing all 
Richmondshire and 

Hambleton applications as 
per the Hambleton process

Stop all involvement of the  
Richmondshire Business  

Support Team.
 

Richmondshire Technical 
Support Staff to relocate to  

Hambleton
 

Full adoption of the 
Hambleton processes

 

3 
Business Support Officers

1 2011/12 
Q1 Central 

 
 

 
Increased productivity of 

case officers at both sites

 
 

 
 

Additional process 
improvement at the 

evaluation and reporting  
stage of the process

1 
Development Management 

Case Officer

2 2012/13 
Q3 Central 

A combined Technical 
Support Unit in Northallerton, 

processing all 
Richmondshire and 

Hambleton applications as 
per the Hambleton process

Further rationalisation of  
technical duties and 
implementation of 
additional process 

improvement

1.6 
Technical Support Officer

2 2012/13 
Q3 Central  

Increased productivity of 
case officers at both sites

 
 

Further process 
improvement at the 

evaluation and reporting  
stage of the process

1 
Development Management 

Case Officer

  
  

 
  

 
  

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

  
  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 



2.3 Non Financial benefits of preferred option 
 

Preferred sharing 
option 

Benefits Risks Analysis 

 
Fully integrated service 
(Option 3) 

 
- a more efficient, 

customer 
responsive 
service 

 
- staff development 

opportunities 
improved 

 
- more resilient 

service with 
flexible resources 
to benefit both 
authorities 

 
- staff concern at 
working across two 
sites will need to be 
managed 
 
- staff concern around 
changing working 
practices 
 

 
This seems an efficient 
means of delivering this 
service and the benefits 
outweigh risks 

 

2.4 Cost/savings benefit analysis for preferred option 
 
Cost savings have been estimated through a combination of Activity Based Costing work 
and comparison of relative levels of productivity across all areas of the planning function and 
in both councils. Where it is clear that Hambleton’s processes are more efficient than those 
in Richmondshire the calculated saving is straightforward. However the structure in 
Richmondshire and the use of Business Support staff as a recharged facility does leave the 
potential for Richmondshire to retain costs unless these staff are fully released, this may 
impact on other departments outside the scope of this study. This matter will be fully covered 
in the Business Support business case. 
 
The savings and costs in relation to the preferred option are set out below: 
 
Savings: Year 1 
 
- removal of 1 managers post  
- removal of 1 enforcement officer post  
- reduction of 1 planning officer post  
- reduction in advertising budget  
 
Savings: Year 2 
 
- removal of 1 planning officer post 
- removal of 1.6 technical support post 

 
Costs: Year 1 
 
- creation of Principal Planner post 
- increase in enforcement officer post of 0.36 
- redeployment mileage for two officers 
 



In Year 2 the required data capture in Richmondshire should be complete allowing the 
reduction of the 0.6 technical support post. This is currently a vacant 1.0 fte post split 60/40 
with Land Charges. The salary is being used currently for data capture. In Year 2, following 
earlier TUPE transfer, the final restructure would take place. 
 
A summary of the proposed savings/costs is shown below: 
 
 
 

 Year 1 
2011/12

Year 2 
2012/13 

Savings   
Management £50,660 £50,660 
Enforcement £27,680 £27,680 
Technical support staff £0 £35,250 
Planning Officers  £37,220 £75,560 
Revenue Budget £15,000 £15,000 
   
Costs   
Principal Planning Officer (JE) £44,000 £44,000 
Enforcement Officer x 0.36 fte £9,630 £9,630 
Redeployment mileage x 2 £5,760 £5,760 
Restructure Costs £0 £22,000 
   
Total Savings £71,170 £122,760

 
 
 
As set out earlier, the total budgeted costs for the two services currently is £938,190. The 
worst case savings scenario assumes that Business Support staff members are not actually 
released from Richmondshire although their involvement in planning stops. However, these 
figures are not shown here as they are a matter for Business Support. The actual worst case 
assumes that data capture and associated work is not completed to allow process 
improvement to take place in, and following, Year 2. The central case savings are shown to 
be achieved by the end of Year 2. The best case savings follow the central case but 
adjusted after relocation costs fall out of the system in Year 5. 
 
It should be acknowledged that savings have already been realised within the service. The 
Head of Regulatory Services, who plays a strategic role in the service, has been a shared 
post between the two authorities since October 2009. These savings are split 50/50. This 
was built into the shared senior management structure. 
 
The proposed employing authority is shown to be Hambleton. The reasoning behind this is 
the ease of managing change and the minimal impact on staff given the fact that only two 
staff are required to change their workplace. 
 
In summary, proposed savings are shown in the table below:   
 
 
 

Worst Case 
 (8%) 

Central case  
(13%) 

Best Case  
(14%) 

£71,170 £122,760 £128,520 
 



2.4.1 Current Costs  
 
 
Revenue Costs 
 
 

Current 
Costs 

Year 1 
2011/12 

Year 2 
2012/13 

Year 3 
2013/14 

Year 4 
2014/15 

Year 5 
2015/16 

Cumulative 

 
Staff  

809,050 809,050 809,050 809,050 809,050 4,045,250 

Direct 
revenue 

129,140 129,140 129,140 129,140 129,140 645,700 

Total 
Costs 

938,190 938,190 938,190 938,190 938,190 4,690,950 

 

 

 

2.4.2 Proposed Costs for preferred option  
 
Revenue Costs 
 
 
Proposed 

Costs 
Year 1 

2011/12 
Year 2 

2012/13 
Year 3 

2013/14 
Year 4 

2014/15 
Year 5 

2015/16 
Cumulative 

Employee 
costs 

747,120 695,530 695,530 695,530 695,530 3,529,240 

Direct 
Costs 

119,900 119,900 119,900 119,900 114,140 593,740 

Total 
costs 

867,020 815,430 815,430 815,430 809,670 4,122,980 

Current 
costs 

938,190 938,190 938,190 938,190 938,190 4,690,950 

Net 
Savings 

71,170 122,760 122,760 122,760 128,520 567,970 

 



2.4.3 How will financial benefits be realised? 
 

 
 
 
2.4.4 Apportionment of savings 
 
There are several options for apportioning savings identified within the Development 
Management Business Case. However, the most relevant assessment is to look at the 
proportion of planning applications and other volumes of work between the two authorities; a 
60/40 split of the savings between Hambleton/Richmondshire seems the most appropriate 
and is recommended.  
 

2.5 Summary of Options 
 
The only realistic option for a shared Development Management service is to design a fully 
integrated team under the Head of Regulatory Services with a single manager and 
investment in back office processes. Such an option maximises both efficiencies in the 
operation of the service and savings driven out by process change. This has been fully 
detailed in this Business Case. 
 

Year Savings FTE Reduction How? By Whom? 
1 £50,660 1

Manager
Reduce two managers to 

one
Head of Regulatory 

Services 

1 £37,220 1 Development 
Management Case Officer

Reduction in working 
hours by team members 

and/or the release of staff

Head of Regulatory 
Services 

1 £18,050 0.64
Enforcement Officer

Do not fill the vacant full 
time Enforcement post in 

HDC
 

Increase the resource from 
an existing team member 

in RDC, from 0.64 to 1FTE

Head of Regulatory 
Services 

1 £15,000  Combined Revenue 
Savings 

 
More efficient use of 
Advertising budget

 
 

Head of Regulatory
Services 

2 £35,250 1.6 Technical Support 
Officer Release 1.6 FTE Head of Regulatory 

Services 

2 £37,220 1 Development 
Management Case Officer

Reduction in working 
hours by team members 

and/or the release of staff

Head of Regulatory 
Services 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 



3. New Organisational Design 

3.1 Organisational Structure 
 
The proposed structure of the preferred option is set out below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.2 Impact Assessment 
 

Asset HDC RDC Actions 
Accommodation No impact – additional 

2 staff can be 
accommodated within 
existing office 

One office could be 
released through 
transfer of staff 

None required 

ICT 
Software/Hardware 

No change Development 
Management to have 
access to Anite 
through Uniform back 
office system 

Transfer of documents 
from Civica to Anite 

Equipment No change No change None required 
 

Other Areas Impact Dependencies Actions 
HR Implications Only 2 staff to relocate 

permanently – 
planning and 
enforcement staff to 
operate out of their 
current work place 
though with flexibility 
dependant on 
workload. 
 
Removal of RDC 
Business Support staff 
from the process to be 
managed. 
 
Removal of 1 manager 
post and replacement 
with Principal Officer 
post 
 
Reduction of 1.5 
Planning Officer posts 
 
 

 
Training required for 
redeployed staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Redeployment of 
affected staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Subject to final 
confirmation, to be 
achieved voluntarily 

 
Discussion/training with 
staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion with AD 
responsible for Business 
Support 
 
 
Posts ring fenced and 
new post subject to job 
evaluation 
 
 
Further discussions with 
staff 
 
 

Development
Manager 

Principal 
Planner 

Planning 
Officers 

Planning 
Officers 

Enforcement 
Team   

Technical 
Support Unit 



Other Areas Impact Dependencies Actions 
ICT implications  Use of single 

Document 
Management System 

External consultancy 
required at cost of £3k. 

ICT to program work 

Data access 
implications 

RDC data requires 
electronic capture 

Existing resource To be programmed into 
Project Plan 

Sustainability 
 

Two posts required to 
relocate increases 
journeys 

Dependant on staff 
transfer 

Investigate corporately 
shared transport 
arrangements 

Procurement 
implications 

None None None required 

Customer contact 
& access 

 

No change – existing 
arrangements at both 
sites to remain 

None None required 

Reputation 
Management 

Reduction in 
performance could 
affect the reputation 
and quality of the 
service  

Robust service 
planning to ensure 
adequate and 
proportionate 
resources are 
available 

Robust service planning 
to minimise risk 

Equalities and 
diversity 
 

None identified None None required 

Branding of 
service 
 

Joint branding 
preferred – key issue 
is equality of service 
across both authorities 
– though separate 
identities need to be 
maintained 

Careful service design To be fully considered in 
Project Plan 

Internal projects or 
strategies which 
will be impacted 
upon 

There is an overlap 
with Local Land 
Charges Business 
Case 

A joint project of data 
capture is required 

Liaison with Head of 
Legal Services 

External impacts – 
partnerships 
affected by 
proposed shared 
service, supplier 
relationships, 
contractual 
changes required 

 
Change in business 
process for certain 
consultees 

 
Agreements with third 
parties 

 
Discussions and 
agreements with third 
parties 

 

4. Managing Performance 
 
 

4.1 Performance Overview 
 
National Performance Indicators NI157a, 157b and 157c measures speed of determination 
of Major, Minor and Other planning applications. This is reported quarterly to Boards at both 
authorities. These indicators will continue to be measured. However, of equal importance is 



a customer satisfaction and quality of service indicator. Government have been working on 
such indicators however whether they now come forward remains to be seen. 
 
Notwithstanding any national requirements, local indicators will be developed around 
customer satisfaction together with consideration given to the formation of a single planning 
agent’s forum to have regular contact with the service. 
 
The continuing move towards Development Management will also continue with resources 
being focussed on pre-application discussions. 
 
 

5. Engagement Approach 
 

5.1 Stakeholder Overview 
 
Stakeholder Their Concerns Messages How will we involve 

them and 
communicate 
progress? 

Affected Staff • Job losses 
• Posts not re-

filled 
• Increased 

workloads and 
pressure for 
staff 

• Fewer 
resources – 
too stretched 

• Changes to 
jobs 

• Low staff 
morale 

• Difficulties in 
merging admin

• Life is going to 
get a lot more 
complicated 

• Getting lost in 
the maze 

 

- Redundancies to 
be avoided where 
possible 

- Vacancies to be 
used to reshape 
the service when 
needed 

- Close involvement 
of staff in service 
redesign 

- Consultation 
meetings 

- Team meetings 
- Meeting with 

individuals on 
request 

Service Users - Reduction in 
service levels 

- Reduced quality 
of services 

- Reduced access 
to services 

- May be a dip in 
performance 
during transition 
phase 

- Combined 
resources will give 
greater flexibility 
in service delivery 

- Service user 
feedback used to 
develop and 
improve service 

- On—going 
satisfaction surveys 

 
- Direct mailing to 

customers 
 
- Updated website  



Stakeholder Their Concerns Messages How will we involve 
them and 
communicate 
progress? 

Members - Decline in level of 
service and 
accessibility to the 
service  

- Members kept 
fully advised of 
any change 
affecting service 
to them  

- Members Bulletin 

Union 
representatives 

- Reduced terms 
and conditions for 
staff 

 
- redundancies 

- corporate 
response on 
terms and 
conditions 

- redundancies to 
be avoided 
wherever possible 

 

- meetings with union 
representatives 
where required 

 

6. High level Project Plan 
 

6.1 Project Overview 
 
Phil Morton is the Senior Responsible officer (SRO).  He will delegate day to day delivery of 
the project to Maurice Cann as Project Manager.  The Project Team will consist of the 
following Officers:- 
 
• Maurice Cann 
• Tim Wood 
• Peter Featherstone 
 
with appropriate input from officers in Development Management, HR and ICT. 
 
Risks and issues will be managed at project level as per the Risk Register below.  However, 
where a risk is deemed to impact across a range of projects, or where a risk becomes an 
issue and requires senior level officer involvement it will be escalated in the first instance to 
Phil Morton and then to the Shared Services Programme Board.   
 
On agreement of the Business Case a full Project Initiation Document will be completed of 
which this Business Case will be one element, as will a full project plan.  At this stage the 
high level project plan is provided here:- 

 
 
TIMESCALE PHASE OVERVIEW 
Up to March 2011 Phase One: Project 

Initiation and Planning 
• Project Document prepared 
• Pooled budget established  
• Confirm RDC data capture requirement  
 

April 2011 – March 
2012 

Phase Two: Data 
capture and staff 
changes 

• Data capture exercise at RDC. 
• Reduce staff requirement at RDC. 
• Manage any issues relating to re-deployment or 

redundancy. 
 



TIMESCALE PHASE OVERVIEW 
April 2012 onwards Phase Three: Full 

integration of service 
• All data captured 
• Full electronic working between both sites 
• Staff changes fully implemented. 
 

 

6.2 Initial Risk Register 
 

 
Risk No. Description Likelihood Impact Possible 

Mitigation 
Risk 
Owner 

001 Shared service is unable to 
proceed due to withdrawal 
from the partnership by 
either Council. 

L H Strategy outlined 
in the Concordat is 
put into effect at 
the Programme 
level and 
implemented at 
service level by 
the project 
manager 

Project 
Manager 

002  
 

Electronic capture of data not 
achieved 

L H Clear timetable of 
data capture.  
Close monitoring 

Project 
Manager 

003 Formation of shared service 
leads to loss of performance 

M M Performance will 
require close 
monitoring 
throughout the 
transition period 

 
Project 
Manager 

004 
 
 
 
005 

Key staff do not agree to take 
on new roles as outlined in the 
structure 
 
Compulsory redundancies 
required to achieve savings 
 

L 
 
 
 
L 

M 
 
 
 
M 
 

Full engagement 
with staff 
 
 
Full engagement 
with staff 

Project 
Manager 
 
 
Project 
Manager 

 


