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1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 To invite Governance Committee to review the options for change considered by the 
Improving Planning Performance Working Party and Planning Committee; and to 
recommend which options should be adopted. 

2. Decision(s) Recommended 

2.1 That the Committee notes the review undertaken by the Improving Planning 



Performance Working Party and Planning Committee. 

2.2 That the Committee recommends to Council that the options set out in appendix 2 to 
this report be adopted.  These are the recommendations set out under the columns 
headed “GC”. 

2.3 That the Committee endorses the Planning Committee Handbook (subject to the 
Planning Committee being content with the changes to the delegation agreement) 
and recommends to Full Council that it be approved. 

2.4 That the Head of Development Management be delegated to make minor changes to 
the Planning Committee Handbook in consultation with the Chairman of the Planning 
Committee, subject to there being no changes made to any part of the Council’s 
Constitution without the approval of Full Council following consideration by the 
Governance Committee. 

3. Background 

3.1 At his decision making session on 11th September 2013, the Cabinet Member for 
Economic Development and Regeneration approved the establishment of a working 
party to consider and inform a project plan to include potential changes in how 
planning applications are determined, with a particular emphasis on the workings of 
the Planning Committee. 

3.2 The working party met on the 7th November 2013 to consider the background and 
context for the review (this is set out in appendix 1); to agree the scope of the areas 
to be investigated; and to agree the evidence required to inform the debate.  The 
working party met again on the 16th December 2013 to assess the options for 
change and to agree recommendations for taking these forward. 

3.3 The Planning Committee, at their meeting on 21st January 2014, considered the 
recommendations from the Working Party and agreed which options should be 
adopted.  Appendix 2 sets out the options for change considered by the Working 
Party and Planning Committee.  It indicates which were recommended by officers, 
and those which the Working Party and Committee supported. 

3.4 Following review by this Committee they will then be reported to the Cabinet Member 
Economic Development & Regeneration (EDR) (27th March 2014), before being 
presented to Full Council (15th April 2014).  

3.5 Now that the Working Party and Planning Committee have had a chance to review 
the options, and it is becoming clearer which are receiving support, some of the 
principles set out in the options have now been developed further into the detail 
necessary to bring these changes into effect.  These include: 

(a) Details of the amendments proposed to the planning scheme of delegation, 

(b) The “refresh” of the planning code of conduct, and 

(c) The adoption of revised public speaking procedures at Planning Committee; 

3.6 In addition to these, a Planning Committee Handbook (a draft of which is attached as 
appendix 5) is also proposed as a guide to the practices and procedures to the 
workings of Planning Committee.  It is proposed that this also incorporates (fully or 
by reference) to matters noted under (a), (b) and (c) of the above paragraph. 

3.7 Any subsequent material changes (such as to the delegation agreement or to the 
code of conduct) will need further Member approval.  However it is intended that Full 
Council will be asked to delegate other changes to the remainder of the Handbook to 
the Head of Development Management, in consultation with the Chairman of the 
Planning Committee. 



3.8 As the options previously considered by Planning Committee have been worked up 
in more detail as noted above, it will be necessary for these to be reported to 
Planning Committee and it is intended this will take place on 24th March 2014. 

3.9 The options were considered against the following overarching principles: 

• Recognising the role of a Planning Committee Member as representing the 
wider public interest1 

• Committee working most effectively and efficiently to support managed growth 
in Solihull ie: 

o supporting and encouraging economic growth, whilst 
o retaining and enhancing the quality and character of the Borough 

• An increased focus on positively shaping and delivering planning consents for 
good major development quickly and collaboratively with officers. 

• Focussing on where members can make most difference to the process, 
without getting involved in unnecessary detail. 

• Building upon the lean principles already applied to the process, and 
extending to how the planning process interacts with elected members - 
eliminating waste (i.e. remove processes where they do not add value). 

• Recognising the customer’s perspective – both applicants and third parties. 

• Enhancing the reputation of the Council  
 

3.10 These principles/aims can be encapsulated by the Development Management 
mission statement created as part of the service redesign within the lean project:  

 
“To assist economic growth and respect local character by balancing 
interests in an open & efficient way which delivers the right 
development, in the right way at the right time” 
 

3.11 The Working Party considered the options against the following risks: 

• Legal – Having processes and procedures that are robust to avoid legal 
challenge or Ombudsman criticism. 

• Reputational – The Council’s reputation can be affected as follows: 
o Applicants – The council not being an organisation that they can do 

business with, impacting upon rate of investment/economic growth. 
o Third parties – Needing assurance that proposals are considered 

impartially and transparently. 

• Financial – Saving targets not reached or lack of capacity to deal with post-
recession increase in activity 

• Responsibility – Loss of ability to make decisions on major applications. 

• Quality & Quantity – development quality and pace of delivery failing. 

• Local Plan – Non delivery of Local Plan policies and overarching objectives. 

3.12 This meeting of the Committee is invited to review the options for change in the 
context that they are either appropriate changes to the Council’s constitution or are 
complementary to it. 

3.13 Following consideration by Full Council, it is intended that the Planning Committee 
Handbook be ‘launched’ at an all member seminar2 to be held after the elections. 

                                            
1
 This often requires a balance of interests to be undertaken between those promoting a development against those 

that may be opposing a development and is not simply a matter of representing the views of constituents.  This latter 

role is for ward members. 
2
 Likely to be arranged giving two options of an afternoon and an evening session.  



4. Evaluation of Alternative Option(s)  

4.1 These are set out in appendix 2 

5. Reasons for Recommending Preferred Option 

5.1 These are set out in appendix 2 

6. Scrutiny 

6.1 The establishment of the Working Party with its findings being reviewed by the 
Planning and Governance Committees; and Cabinet Member EDR provides scrutiny 
to the options being considered before they are adopted. 

6.2 The Planning Committee supported the intention that the Economic Development 
and Regeneration Scrutiny Board review the outcome of the adopted changes 
following a period of six months post implementation. 

7. Implications 

Policy/Strategy Implications 

7.1 These are included in the background to the review. 

Meeting the duty to involve 

7.2 All SMBC members and Parish Councils have been invited to contribute towards the 
review and this remains on-going.  This included an initial invitation in November 
2013, together with updates on progress and the opportunity to make further 
comments/suggestions in January 2014. 

Financial Implications 

7.3 Where direct costs are identified, these are set out in appendix 2.  Decisions should 
be taken with consideration of the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy and the 
need to deliver efficiency savings. 

Legal implications 

7.4 Where relevant, these are set out in appendix 2. 

Risk Implications 

7.5 Where relevant, these are set out in appendix 2. 

Statutory Equality Duty 

7.6 A Fair Treatment Assessment will be undertaken to inform the future report at the 
decision making session on the recommendations to be taken forward. 

Carbon Management/Environmental 

7.7 Reducing meeting frequency and Member site visits can lead to a reduction in 
carbon emissions 

Partner Organisations 

7.8 Other Council’s Planning Committees have been visited and the Planning Advisory 
Service (PAS) is also available to offer an independent perspective. 

Safeguarding/Corporate Parenting Implications 

7.9 Not applicable. 

Customer Impact 



7.10 Where relevant, these are set out in appendix 2. 

Other implications 

7.11 Not applicable 

8. List of Appendices Referred to 

1 – Background and context for the review 

2 – Options for change considered by the Improving Planning Performance Working 
Party 

3 – Comments received from SMBC Members, Parish Councils etc which were 
reported to the Working Party. 

4- Planning statistics and other background information presented to the Working 
Party to allow an informed debate on the options for change 

5 – Draft Planning Committee Handbook 

9. Background Papers Used to Compile this Report 

9.1 None 

10. List of Other Relevant Documents 

10.1 Cabinet Member for Economic Development & Regeneration – Report of Improving 
Planning Performance - 11th September 2013 

10.2 “Probity in Planning for Councillors and Officers”, Local Government Association and 
Planning Advisory Service (April 2013). 

10.3 “Improving Planning Performance – Criteria for Designation”, DCLG (June 2013). 

 



APPENDIX 1 
 

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT FOR THE REVIEW 
 
Nationally the planning system has been the focus of much attention in recent years and 
the subject of many changes. The Development Management Team responded positively 
to these changes by fundamentally reviewing the internal departmental procedures 
associated with the administration of planning applications and has now embedded a 
culture of continuous improvement. 
 
This current review seeks to consider further opportunities especially relating to the 
decision making element of planning applications and more particularly the operation of the 
Planning Committee in an attempt to further streamline procedures and improve 
performance. 
 
Drivers for potential change occur at national, regional and local levels which are set out in 
the following paragraphs. 
 
National 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in March 2012 against a 
background of the planning system being perceived as failing to deliver sufficient new 
homes and employment opportunities and being an obstacle to growth. The NPPF 
promotes sustainable development and recognises that there are three dimensions to 
securing sustainable development – economic, social and environmental. This should be 
seen as the theme that runs through policy formulation to decisions on individual 
applications. 
 
The NPPF also advises that: “Local planning authorities should approach decision-taking in 
a positive way to foster the delivery of sustainable development”. 
 
It also states that: 

 
“Local planning authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and 
decision-takers at every level should seek to approve applications for sustainable 
development where possible. Local planning authorities should work proactively with 
applicants to secure development that improves the economic, social and 
environmental conditions of the area”. 

 
Early engagement and the benefits of pre-application discussions are also highlighted in the 
NPPF. 
 
Localism is a theme that runs through the NPPF and other initiatives. With localism comes 
responsibility, and the recognition that this needs strong local leadership and not simply 
taking decisions because they are popular. 
 
One demonstration of the Government’s view regarding this responsibility is in relation to 
poorly performing planning authorities. If an authority is deemed to be performing poorly, 
applicants will have the option of applying for planning permission directly to the Planning 
Inspectorate, effectively by-passing the local authority. The criterion for designating 
authorities for this purpose is based upon speed and quality of decisions. This is measured 
in relation to major proposals determined in a timely manner and the extent to which such 
decisions are overturned at appeal. This is documented in the background paper 
“Improving Planning Performance – Criteria for Designation” (DCLG June 2013). 



 
Trigger points for declaring an authority to be poorly performing are as follows: 
 

• Determining less than 30%3 of major applications within 13 weeks or within such 
longer period as may be agreed with the applicant, or 

• An appeal record that results in 20% of all major decisions being as a result of an 
allowed appeal. 

 
As part of the Government’s “Planning Guarantee”, amendments have been made to fee 
regulations that require planning application fees to be refunded to applicants if their 
applications have taken longer than 26 weeks to determine. 
 
Regional 
 
The Council plays an active part in the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise 
Partnership (LEP). The LEP aims to drive private sector growth and job creation. Creating a 
business-friendly planning system within the LEP area is important to the competiveness of 
the region and is a priority for the Board. The LEP has developed a Planning Charter which 
includes the following: 
 

• The LEP is ‘Open for Business’ 

• The LEP recognises and respects what makes this area special and attractive to 
both the workforce and investment. 

• Planning within the LEP will enable appropriate development rather than control it. 
Proactive and supportive of business and investment, at the heart of planning 
decisions will be quality, sustainability and an honest dialogue. 

• Creative in our approach to delivering development we will work tirelessly with 
partners, stakeholders and customers to achieve a better quality environment within 
which investment will flourish. 

• Flexible but consistent, the planning regime within the LEP will determine local 
priorities for delivering the type and level of investment that will underpin economic 
growth in the area. 

• LEP planners will work with developers to seek to agree the strategic acceptability of 
development first and deal with the detail second. 

• The creation of new and the strengthening of existing partnerships, working across 
public and private development sectors, will facilitate a better understanding of each 
other’s planning expectations and overcome common misconceptions of each other. 

• Greater engagement between local authorities, local communities and the business 
community will ensure that the benefits of development are fully articulated and 
understood. 

• Development decisions will be transparent, inclusive and delivered on time. 

• Policy frameworks will be up to date, accessible and supportive of business activity 
and economic investment that delivers against the LEP and local priorities. 

• LEP Local Authorities will make use of a variety of mechanisms to secure funding for 
local authority planning services, infrastructure and community and business 
support. 

 

                                            
3
 Since the working party met the Government have made further announcements which support the need to consider 

changes.  These include (a) increasing the threshold for designating ‘poorly performing planning authorities’ from 30% 

to 40% of major applications determined in a timely manner and (b) withholding New Home Bonus (NHB) in relation to 

dwellings allowed on appeal.  In 2013/14 the Council will receive £1.8m from the NHB.  The first LPA (Blaby DC in 

Leicestershire) has also been designated as a poorly performing authority giving applicants the opportunity to submit 

schemes directly to the Planning Inspectorate. 



Local 
 
“Shaping Solihull” encompasses the Council’s six major projects as priorities. These include 
“New Ways of Working” and “The Solihull Way” 
 
These highlight the lean thinking and learning philosophy that underpins the approach to 
transforming services at Solihull. This necessitates an understanding of purpose, focussing 
on best possible outcomes and continually improving. And importantly eliminating waste 
and focuses on the activities that add value to the customer. 
 
Much has already been achieved within Development Management by applying lean 
principles. These are particularly effective when applied to frequent and repetitive 
processes that are typical tasks when determining simple, straightforward & 
noncontroversial applications.  All internal procedures have been refined and staff members 
are constantly striving for continuous improvement. 
 
There is considered to be considerable scope to streamline procedures, release capacity 
and improve the service to the customer by reviewing the final decision making processes 
and in turn how Planning Committee operates. 
 
Recent customer feedback and Member/Officer visits to other Planning Committees within 
the GBSLEP both reinforce the potential opportunities available from reviewing our 
procedures. 
 
Financial Commentary 
 
The Medium Term Financial Strategy includes the following Development Management 
savings: 
 

 
RAG 

2013/14 
£ 

2014/15 
£ 

2015/16 
£ 

Development Management 
– Service redesign/increase 
in statutory fees 

Amber 65,000 115,000 65,000 

 
There are currently a number of vacant post within the service area which are currently 
being held to meet the savings target for 2013/14.  Other areas will need to be considered 
to achieve savings in subsequent years. 
 
Whilst the principal reason for the review is to seek continuous improvement the service 
provided to the customer by focussing on areas that add value, the opportunity to identify 
capacity releasing savings should be taken where available and appropriate. 
 
Overall Context 
 
In considering potential changes to the decision making process and how Planning 
Committee operates a number of principles and aims should be applied to consider the 
changes against. These include: 
 

• Building upon the lean principles already applied to the process. 

• Responding to the growth agenda, including what is being pursued through the LEP, 
whilst ensuring appropriate protection is given to the local environmental 
requirements and character of the Borough. 

• Recognising the customer’s perspective – both applicants and third parties. 



• Enhancing the reputation of the Council  
 
  



APPENDIX 2 
 

OPTIONS FOR CHANGE CONSIDERED BY THE IMPROVING PLANNING 
PERFORMANCE WORKING PARTY 

 
This appendix sets out the options for change that have been considered.  They fall into 
sections as follows: 
 

A – Delegation 
B – Frequency of Planning Committees 
C – Site Visits 
D – Speaking at Planning Committee 
E – Training 
F – Early & Greater Member & Third Party Engagement 
G – Planning Committee Protocol & Any Other Options 
H – Additional Options for Change 

 
Each section sets out background information that is relevant to the subject being reviewed.  
Then a list of options is presented within each area.  Each option identifies advantages 
and/or disadvantages associated with that particular option.  At the end of each row is a 
series of columns which indicate whether the option was recommended by officers and/or 
supported by the working party.  Subsequently the remaining columns will be completed as 
the views of the Planning Committee, Governance Committee, Cabinet Member EDR & Full 
Council are sought. 
 
The recommendation/feedback is colour coded as follows: 
 

G Green Option supported as set out in the table 

A Amber Option supported with a caveat as set out in the footnote 

R Red Option not supported 

 
The key to the column headings is as follows: 
 

O – Officer recommendation 
WP – Working Party recommendation 
PC – Planning Committee recommendation 
GC – Governance Committee recommendation 
CM – Cabinet Member recommendation 
FC – Recommendation to Full Council 

 
Points to Consider When Assessing Options 
 
It is important to consider the options in the round, and not just on an individual, isolated 
basis.  Some potential options need others to be in place before they could be effectively 
deployed.  What should emerge is an overall balanced package of measures.  This is 
particularly the case with options that will take additional officer time to arrange when 
considered against options that allow time to be ‘freed up’.  This is not necessarily a case of 
identifying savings, but also releasing additional capacity to deal with an upturn in activity 
post-recession. 
 
Where changes are proposed to current practices and procedures, it is also appropriate to 
consider whether current practice (the “no change” option) and any options for change 
proposed: 
 



• Are in accordance with accepted “best practice”, and 

• Involve legal risk- in the form of either a successful challenge by Judicial review or 
an Ombudsman finding of maladministration 

 
As regards best practice, when considering the options proposed the working party can 
usefully consider the options against the advice in “Probity in Planning for Councillors and 
Officers”.  This is a joint Local Government Association (LGA) and Planning Advisory 
Service (PAS) 2013 publication which updated the 2009 version published by the LGA.   
Where any option could involve a legal risk to the council this is flagged up by using the 
letters “LR” against the appropriate option on the following pages. 
 
It may be appropriate that that some options can be pursued for a trial period; in any event 
it would be good practice to review changes bought into practice. 
 
The list is not intended to be exhaustive, nor is it intended to be the last opportunity for new 
options to be identified.  Members can identify any further options for consideration which 
can then be debated.  Ideally these should be bought to officer’s attention prior to the 
meeting so that an appropriate written update can be provided. 
 
Recommendation to Governance Committee 
 
The options the Governance Committee are being recommended to follow are as shown in 
column headed “GC” in the following sections. 
  



APPENDIX 2A 
 

DELEGATION 
 
Current Practise 
 
Routine, minor and non-controversial applications can be determined by officers. 
 
Background 
 
Delegation of planning applications is a long established and widespread practice.  The 
principle of using delegated powers is not in question, but what is an appropriate balance is 
a discussion point. 
 
A successful delegation agreement allows the routine, minor or non-controversial 
applications to be determined in a swift & efficient manner with no requirement for member 
involvement in the decision itself.  The more unusual, major, complex or controversial 
applications, or those against policy, are more appropriately dealt with by committee. 
 
The CHOPs procedure was introduced some 10 years ago when the delegation agreement 
was last significantly amended (and it was at this time that public speaking was introduced 
thus needing to ‘free up’ committee time).  Most applications that are reported via the 
CHOPs procedure are because they have attracted at least one objection, but falling short 
of the significant level of objection that would normally trigger it being reported to 
committee. 
 
A report done in the style of a committee report is drawn up and circulated to all members 
of the committee for information. On a weekly basis the Chairman reviews the applications 
to be determined through this process as a way of giving a member check to the procedure.  
This gives an opportunity to refer an application to committee as may be considered 
appropriate. 
 
As committee style reports are written these take time to draft out (between 45 minutes and 
2 hours per application).  Then there is the production of the agenda and the time taken to 
review the reports and discuss with the Chairman – this adds a further 3 hours per week. 
 
As an alternative, instead of producing the CHOPs agenda on a weekly basis, these 
applications can be determined under delegated powers by a senior officer (not the case 
officer) who would use the officer notes and other supporting information to review the case 
before determining the application.  This would not impact on the opportunity for any 
member still to call in an application to committee. 
 
Assuming CHOPs reports take an average of an additional 30 minutes each (as opposed to 
the notes required for a delegated item) then this could result in a saving of 275 hours (0.5 
hours x 250 applications + 3 hours x 50 weeks) over the course of a year.  This equates to 
approximately £6,000).  Only 3% of applications due to be determined via the CHOPs 
procedure were referred to Committee in 2012. 
 
The current delegation agreement uses the phrase ‘substantial weight of public concern’ to 
trigger the need to report an application to committee.  As a rule of thumb the threshold is 
taken to be 5 objections.  This number can be reviewed as well as stating that the number 
relates to the number of households raising an objection rather than the number of 
individual items of correspondence (eg three objections letters from one household count 
as one in terms of triggering a referral to committee). 



 
The options proposed contain draft and general wording at this stage; once agreement in 
principle has been reached on any changes precise wording will need to be agreed, to 
ensure that the scheme of delegation is sufficiently clear to withstand a legal challenge. 
 
A - Delegation 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Cease using 
the CHOPs 
procedure 

• Saves time and 
resources. 

• Allows more 
decisions to be 
made in a 
timely manner. 

• Current 
procedure 
allows a 
member 
balance to be 
applied to 
proposals at 
the time the 
recommendatio
n is known, 
rather than just 
upon 
submission. 

G G G G   

2. Allow any 
member to call 
in an 
application to 
committee if 
call in is made 
early and has 
the support of 
the Chairman 
or Vice 
Chairman and 
the request is 
made on 
legitimate 
planning 
grounds. 

• Retains the 
ability of any 
member to call 
in an 
application to 
committee. 

• Reduces the 
potential for 
frivolous or 
other 
inappropriate 
referrals to 
committee. 

• Requires the 
Chairman/Vice 
Chairman to 
allocate time to 
consider 
whether 
requests 
should be 
allowed or not. 

• Adds an 
additional 
process to 
securing an 
application 
being reported 
to committee. 

G A4 A4 A4   

3. Set a higher 
threshold of 
objections 
(counted in the 
form of 
households) in 
order to trigger 
an application 
to be reported 
to committee. 

• Helps to focus 
only the more 
controversial 
applications 
are reported to 
committee 

• Some small 
scale 
developments 
do not affect as 
many 
properties and 
so would not 
have the same 
potential to 
result in as 
many 
objections. 

R R R R   

4. Allow Council 
applications to 
be delegated if 
no objections 

• Removes a 
significant 
number of 
applications 
from committee 
that are neither 
significant nor 
controversial 

•  

G G G G   

                                            
4
 Amended to allow call in to also be allowed if supported by a Group Spokesperson 



A - Delegation 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

5. Allow minor 
changes to 
major or 
controversial 
schemes 
(which have 
already been 
considered by 
Committee) 
when the 
change is not 
significant and 
the 
representations 
are not relevant 
to the change 
sought, 
including 
instances when 
a 
revised/carried 
forward S106 is 
required. 

• Reduces the 
need to report 
applications to 
committee 
when the 
principle of the 
development 
has already 
been 
established 
which was the 
principal cause 
of concern 
when the first 
application was 
submitted. 

•  

G G G G   

6. Allow minor5 
amendments to 
S106 
agreements to 
be delegated. 

• Reduces the 
need to report 
these matters 
to committee 
when they 
relate to minor 
matters that 
are not at the 
heart of the 
decision. 

•  

G G G G   

                                            
5
 This would only relate to minor drafting and would not, for instance, dilute an agreement by reducing the mitigation 

being sought. 



A - Delegation 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

7. Allow 
enforcement 
matters to be 
delegated 

• Reduces time 
and resources 
needed to 
instigate 
enforcement 
action. 

• Some 
recommended 
enforcement 
actions are 
straightforward 
and do not 
benefit from a 
debate or 
challenge at 
committee. 

• The option to 
refer decisions 
to committee 
can be 
retained.  

• Some 
decisions on 
whether 
enforcement 
action is 
expedient are 
more finely 
balanced than 
others that may 
warrant a 
committee 
debate. 
 

G A6 A6 A6   

8. Once a 
decision has 
been made by 
committee, the 
decision is then 
delegated to 
officers to 
make minor7 
amendments to 
conditions 
/reasons prior 
to despatch of 
decision notice 
if required. 

• Between 
committee 
resolution and 
the despatch of 
the decision 
notice (which 
represents the 
act of making 
the decision) 
some factors 
may come 
forward 
justifying minor 
amendments to 
conditions 
and/or reasons.  
This would give 
scope to 
include them. 

• Formalises 
existing 
practice  

•  

G G G G   

                                            
6
 Support subject to sensitive or controversial cases being referred to the Planning Committee 

7
 This would only relate to minor drafting that would for instance produce more clarity or robustness.  It would not 

enable conditions or reasons imposed by committee to be omitted. 



A - Delegation 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

9. Not require 
‘sign offs’ from 
Chairman/Vice 
Chairman for 
S106 
agreements.  
This would not 
affect the 
content of 
S106 
agreements 
which must still 
include the 
contents 
identified by 
committee. 

• Allows S106 
agreements to 
be completed 
without delay of 
a sign off. 

• More detail 
may be 
required in 
reports which 
may lengthen 
reports 

G G G G   

10. Structure 
delegation 
agreement 
from an 
inclusive list of 
powers that are 
delegated to an 
exceptions 
based list – i.e. 
all powers 
delegated 
except for the 
specified range 
that are to be 
reported to 
committee. 

• Planning 
legislation is 
complex and 
subject to 
frequent 
change 
meaning that 
the delegation 
agreement can 
be out of date 
each time 
legislation 
changes.  This 
safeguards 
against 
challenges of 
the use of 
delegated 
powers (even 
for minor 
matters) which 
are not 
explicitly 
included. 

• Reduces need 
to constantly 
review and 
update scheme 
of delegation  

• LR if a change 
in legislation 
isn’t clearly 
reflected in 
scheme of 
delegation 
 

G G G G   

 
  



APPENDIX 2B 
 

FREQUENCY OF PLANNING COMMITTEES 
 
Current Practise 
 
Planning Committees are currently scheduled to meet every 3 weeks. 
 
Background 
 
Planning Committee cycle is to have a meeting every three weeks.  Practice at other 
authorities varies with a particularly large authority (e.g. Birmingham CC) having a meeting 
every 2 weeks whereas most use a 3 or 4 week cycle. 
 
Some 4 years ago the committee structures were changed from having a Planning & 
Regulatory Committee and a Planning Sub-Committee (which had different terms of 
reference) to a single Planning Committee (with a single terms of reference).  At the time, 
and principally for agenda management purposes, 5 or 6 meetings of the committee were 
scheduled to consider policy/procedural issues.  These meetings have only taken place on 
an occasional basis as all decision making powers rest with the Planning Committee (which 
was not the case when the Planning Sub-Committee was constituted). 
 
A 3 week cycle results in 17 meetings in a calendar year, whereas a 4 week cycle results in 
13 meetings per year (ie 4 fewer meetings per year). 
 
A typical Planning Committee determines 10-12 applications and will last approximately 3.5 
hours.  At £193.24 per hour this equates to £676.34 per committee in terms of the cost of 
officer support at the meeting itself.  Four less meetings per year would save c£3,100.  
However this needs to be balanced against the potential for the remaining meetings to take 
longer, but this is not likely to directly correlate. 
 
If the same number of applications were to be reported to committee regardless of a 3 or 4 
week cycle, then it would be expected that that meetings on a 4 weekly basis would take 
proportionally longer.  This option is therefore better considered in the context of changes to 
the delegation agreement that could reduce the number of applications needing to be 
reported to Planning Committee. 
 
The impact of a four week cycle should also be considered in the context of performance 
figures.  A four week cycle could make the timely determination of some applications more 
difficult, especially ones submitted at the very start of a committee cycle which would not 
necessarily be ready to report 4 weeks after submission and could then be marginally late if 
reported to the following meeting.  This would probably result in 10 applications missing a 
target (or a drop of 0.5% in terms of overall performance).  This is set out in appendix 4Cas 
a diagrammatic comparison of a three & four week cycle. 
 
An increase in confidence amongst applicants would enable more extensions of time to be 
agreed (or planning performance agreements put in place), thus mitigating the potential 
impact on performance. 
  



 
B – Frequency of Planning Committees 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Not to schedule 
any 
policy/procedur
al meetings of 
the Planning 
Committee in 
the meetings 
schedule 

• Reduces the 
number of 
meetings and 
commitments 
for members & 
officers. 

• All matters 
needing a 
committee 
decision can 
still be made by 
the Planning 
Committee. 

• An agenda 
dominated by 
planning 
applications to 
determine 
would reduce 
the time for any 
policy/procedur
al matters 
needing to be 
reported (this 
disadvantage 
would be 
lessened by 
the ability to 
call ad hoc 
meetings of the 
committee 
should the 
need arise). 

G G G G   

2. Incorporate a 4 
week cycle for 
meetings of the 
Planning 
Committee. 

• Reduces the 
number of 
meetings and 
commitments 
for members & 
officers. 

• Can assist in 
reducing costs. 

• Allows greater 
time between 
meetings to 
focus on other 
activities not 
just 
report/agenda 
production & 
committee 
attendance 

• If an 
application is 
deferred from 
one meeting to 
the next this 
adds to the 
delay. 

• Some 
applications 
would miss the 
target date for 
determination. 

G8 A9 A10 A9   

                                            
8
 On a trial basis 

9
 Yes trial from the beginning of the 2014/15 civic year subject to additional meetings being scheduled if performance 

deteriorates.  One member was not in agreement and believed the current/recent economic conditions impacts on 

numbers, which will rise in the future. 
10

 The start times of the Planning Committee should be kept under close review as part of the 4 weekly meeting cycle. 



B – Frequency of Planning Committees 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

3. Move the start 
time of 
Planning 
Committees to 
commence at 
2:00 pm (or 
some other 
time during 
normal office 
hours). 

• Reduces 
evening 
commitments 
for both 
members & 
officers. 

• If evening 
meetings run 
late then there 
is a danger of 
members & 
officers 
performance 
being affected 
by fatigue, 
which ( in the 
case of obvious 
fatigue by a 
member ) could 
constitute a LR 
to a decision  

• If there is a 
very lengthy 
and/ or late 
meeting and a 
speaker felt 
their 
participation 
was affected as 
a result- could 
be a LR   

• Would prevent 
or discourage 
members with 
full time 
employment 
being able to 
join or fully 
participate in 
working on 
Planning 
Committee. 

• Would prevent 
or discourage 
members of the 
public with full 
time 
employment or 
other 
commitments 
being able to 
attend and 
address or 
observe 
Planning 
Committee. 

R R R R   

 
  



APPENDIX 2C 
 

SITE VISITS 
 
Current Practise 
 
Members site visits for selected sites undertaken on a Saturday morning 
 
Background 
 
Following publication of the Committee agenda a number of sites are selected to visit based 
on a combination of the complexity of the proposals; any site characteristics that are not 
readily apparent from the plans; and the degree of representation.  Other sites are visited 
following deferral at a meeting of the Committee.  There have been instances where a 
committee member has sought the deferral of an application for a site visit and has then not 
attended the site visit. 
 
Deferrals for a site visit made at Planning Committee tend to occur if the application has 
been subject to public speaking and a visit hasn’t previously been undertaken. 
 
LGA guidance on site visits is that they can cause delay and additional costs; they can 
leave a Council open to accusation that visits are arbitrary, unfair or are a covert lobbying 
device; they should only be used where the expected benefit is substantial.  They found 
little evidence in a consistent approach across Councils. 
 
If greater use of digital media is undertaken this would entail additional officer time in 
preparing presentations and would add approximately 30 minutes per application.  If all 
applications on an agenda were to have such presentations this would cost approximately 
£162 (12 applications per ctte x 0.5 hours per application x £27 ph) 
 
The costs of undertaking each Saturday morning set of visits is approximately £441  This is 
made up of vehicle charge (£110), officer time (2 officers x 4.5 hours (average for a typical 
Saturday) x £34 ph = £306) & refreshments (£25).  This equates to £63 per site based on 
an average of 7 sites being visited per Saturday). 
 
C – Site Visits 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Use digital 
media at 
committee 
(officer 
photographs 
taken on site, 
aerial 
photographs, 
Google 
streetview etc) 
instead of 
visiting sites 

• Better value 
(approximately 
£280 saving 
per committee) 

• Time savings 
for members 
and officers. 

• May not give 
members a full 
understanding 
of all aspects of 
a site layout. 

R R R R   



C – Site Visits 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

2. Only undertake 
a visit as an 
exception – 
e.g. a 
particularly 
major or 
complex 
scheme. 

• Better value as 
less officer time 
required, but 
still result in 
transport costs. 

• May be difficult 
to reduce sites 
visited when 
applications 
are subject of 
public 
speaking. 

• Could be 
viewed as 
inconsistent. 

• Could lead to 
more deferrals 
at committee if 
not previously 
visited 

G A11 A11 A11   

3. Visit all sites 
scheduled for 
debate at the 
meeting. 

• Reduces the 
potential for an 
application to 
be deferred for 
a visit. 

• Demonstrates 
a consistent 
approach 

• Likely to double 
the cost of site 
visits. 

• Little additional 
knowledge 
gained if site 
characteristics 
readily 
apparent from 
plans. 

• Overall 
wasteful. 

R R R R   

4. Chairman/Vice 
Chairman/Opp
osition 
Spokespersons 
to nominate 
sites to visit 
prior to day of 
visits 

• Reduces the 
potential for an 
application to 
be deferred for 
a visit at the 
meeting. 

• May not result 
in a reduction 
in the number 
of sites being 
visited. 

R G G G   

                                            
11

 Yes in principle, subject to option C4 being implemented which would enable ‘other’ sites to be visited 



C – Site Visits 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

5. Undertake site 
visits on a 
weekday 

• Less disruption 
to member & 
officer 
weekends. 

• Achieves a 
better work/life 
balance for 
officers 
(although by 
visiting on a 
Saturday this 
gives greater 
flexibility in 
time off during 
the week) 

• May preclude 
members with 
full time jobs 
from being able 
to fully 
participate in 
committee 
activities or 
discourage 
them joining 
the committee 
(this would also 
apply to those 
members who 
work on a 
Saturday if 
visits retained 
on that day). 

• Fewer 
residents may 
be at home 
when access is 
required within 
a site. 

R R R R   

6. Undertake site 
visits on the 
day of the 
meeting. 

• Less disruption 
to member & 
officer 
weekends. 

• Allows visits to 
be undertaken 
after 
opportunity has 
been given to 
fully read all 
reports.  

• Gives less 
opportunity to 
clarify points or 
seek additional 
information on 
matters 
identified on 
the site visits. 

• Reduces officer 
preparation 
time for the 
meeting when 
most required – 
ie to deal with 
last minute 
issues etc that 
arise on the 
day of the 
meeting with. 

R R R R   

7. Make 
attendance at a 
site visit 
mandatory for 
a member to 
be able to take 
part in the 
debate. 

• All members 
have access to 
the same level 
of information 
and are not 
disadvantaged 
by potentially 
not having a 
full 
understanding 
of the site 
characteristics.  
LR 

• Would preclude 
members with 
full time jobs 
and/or 
Saturday 
commitments 
(either regular 
ones or 
occasional) 
from 
participating in 
the debate. 

R R R R   



C – Site Visits 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

8. Members 
undertake 
individual 
unaccompanie
d site visits. 

• Greater 
flexibility to 
undertake visits 
at a convenient 
time.  LR 

• Officers would 
not be 
available to 
highlight main 
issues. 

• If member 
wants to go on 
site- has no 
right to gain 
access to 
private land. 

• Best practice 
suggests that 
members 
shouldn’t carry 
out 
unaccompanie
d site visits 
when they 
enter the site 
due to 
perception of 
bias  

R R R R   

 
  



APPENDIX 2D 
 

SPEAKING AT PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
Current Practise 
 
Speaking at Planning Committee includes instances under the public speaking regime and 
under standing orders (e.g. for ward members). 
 
Background 
 
The public speaking protocol allows those objecting to proposals to address committee 
directly and applicants have a right of reply or if their application is recommended for refusal 
they can address committee even if an objector doesn’t. 
 
Standing orders allow ward members to attend and address the committee and normal 
convention is that only one member per party, per ward, per view (ie object or support) 
speaks.  This sometimes varies if a particularly complex application is being considered.  
Ward members are not currently time limited and there have been occasions when single 
members have spoken for over 30 minutes against a particular proposal. 
 
If there are no objectors speaking against a proposal that is recommended for approval, 
and a member speaks against, there is no right of reply for the applicant.  
 
Although not formally incorporated into the protocol, custom and practice has been for MPs 
and MEPs to have the opportunity to speak at committee if notice has been given.  This 
speaking is in addition to any members of the public. 
 
Parish Councillors who wish to address committee do so as a member of the public and so 
if the ‘slot’ has already been taken then they may be prevented from speaking. 
 
The question of an appropriate time restriction to those speaking at Planning Committee 
was the subject of discussion at both the Working Party and Planning Committee.  It was 
noted that long presentations are often not of value as the main points can get lost if the 
presentation lacks focus.  There was support that both SMBC Members and MPs/MEPs 
should both have up to 512 minutes – all residents of the Borough have equal access to 
SMBC Members and MPs/MEPs.  The present limit of 3 minutes for objectors and 
supporters was considered sufficient based on the greater number of these speakers at a 
committee and the need to ensure the meeting runs efficiently.  Of greater debate was the 
question as to how long Parish Councils (PC) should have available.  The proposed options 
for change introduce the ability for a PC to speak in addition to an objector/supporter (which 
presently doesn’t exist).  This means that parished areas would have the potential for 
greater representation than non-parished areas thus creating some inequality.  However 
PCs are formally elected/accountable to represent their constituents and therefore do have 
a mandate.  As a balance it is recommended that PCs should be restricted to 4 minutes. 
 
Under the present speaking arrangements, applicants (or supporters) can only speak in 
favour of an application recommended for approval if a member of the public is speaking 
against.  However if ward members speaks in objection (often on behalf of objectors) then 
applicants do not have a right of reply.  This has generated the occasional comment that 

                                            
12

 In debates at Full Council, Members are restricted to 4 minutes which is considered sufficient to make appropriate 

representations on the matters being considered. 



applicants do not believe this is ‘fair’ access. Enforcement items (and other volume 2 
matters) are not currently subject to the public speaking regime. 
 
Long presentations are often not of value as the main points can get lost if the presentation 
lacks focus. 
 
A number of the options set out below may be suitable for small scale and other routine 
applications, but may need to be varied in relation to particularly significant or complex 
applications.  In practice these would be difficult to define and therefore an approach could 
be to give the Chairman discretion to vary the rules/guidelines.  In most cases this should 
be straightforward, but there will be marginal cases and accusations of not being 
consistent.  In addition there could be the potential for ‘creep’ in the nature of applications 
and ‘exceptions’ could be made so often that it becomes a matter of course. 
  



D – Speaking at Planning Committee 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Formalise the 
one member 
per party, per 
ward, per view 
when ward 
members wish 
to speak at 
committee 
(unless the 
proposal is 
particularly 
complex)  

• Assists in 
preventing 
committee 
meetings being 
unnecessarily 
extended. 

• Can be 
accused of not 
being 
consistent if 
rule relaxed for 
one proposal 
but not 
another. 

G G G G   

2. Restrict 
speaking at 
committee to 
one member 
per ward 
(regardless of 
party as 
planning is not 
party politically 
based) unless 
different views 
on the 
proposals are 
being 
advanced. 

• Assists in 
preventing 
committee 
meetings being 
unnecessarily 
extended. 

• Allows greater 
speaking at 
committee in 
split 
representation 
wards which is 
not available in 
other single 
party wards – 
question of 
equality. 

R R R R   

3. Allow all 
members of a 
ward to speak 
(regardless of 
the political 
representation 
within the 
ward). 

• Allows the 
same access 
for all wards 
regardless of 
whether there 
is a split 
representation. 

• Can lead to 
repetitious 
representations 

R R R R   



D – Speaking at Planning Committee 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

4. Restrict ward 
members to 4 
minutes (or 
other 
appropriate 
time limit) on 
each item 
(unless the 
proposal is 
particularly 
complex). 

• Assists in 
preventing 
committee 
meetings being 
unnecessarily 
extended. 

• Encourages 
speakers to 
focus on the 
main issues. 

• Can prevent all 
relevant 
arguments 
being 
presented if 4 
minute rule 
enforced on a 
non-complex 
item. 

• If a different 
time limit is 
given for 
members 
compared with 
members of the 
public this 
could appear 
unbalanced. 

G A13 A14 A13   

5. Formalise MPs 
& MEPs to 
speak as 
additional 
speakers 
outside of the 
public speaking 
protocol. 

• Allows greater 
representation 
of views to be 
made. 

• Relates to a 
relatively small 
number of 
items therefore 
not unduly 
extending the 
time of 
meetings. 

•  

G G G G   

6. Restrict MPs & 
MEPs to 4 
minutes (or 
other 
appropriate 
time limit) on 
each item 
(unless the 
proposal is 
particularly 
complex). 

• Assists in 
preventing 
committee 
meetings being 
unnecessarily 
extended. 

• Encourages 
speakers to 
focus on the 
main issues. 

• Can prevent all 
relevant 
arguments 
being 
presented if 4 
minute rule 
enforced on a 
non-complex 
item. 

G A15 A14 A15   
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 Yes but restrict to 5 minutes 
14

 Further clarification should be sought on the various suggested Working Party options that imposed differing time 

limits for addressing the Committee.  This request sought to ensure a consistent, manageable, and fair approach be 

applied in all wards and for all potential speaker groups. 
15

 Yes but restrict to 5 minutes 



D – Speaking at Planning Committee 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

7. Allow Parish 
Councillors to 
speak as 
additional 
speakers 
outside of the 
public speaking 
protocol (but 
only one per 
application) 

• As elected 
representatives 
this would 
guarantee 
access to 
speak at 
committee 
which currently 
could be 
prevented if a 
member of the 
public registers 
to speak first. 

• Will have the 
potential to 
extend 
meetings. 

• Not all areas 
are parished 
and therefore 
this introduces 
a differential 
level of access 
depending on 
where site is 
located. 

G A16 A16 G   

8. Restrict Parish 
Councillors to 4 
minutes (or 
other 
appropriate 
time limit) on 
each item 
(unless the 
proposal is 
particularly 
complex). 

• Assists in 
preventing 
committee 
meetings being 
unnecessarily 
extended. 

• Encourages 
speakers to 
focus on the 
main issues. 

• Can prevent all 
relevant 
arguments 
being 
presented if 4 
minute rule 
enforced on a 
non-complex 
item. 

G A17 A14 G18   

9. Allow 
applicants a 
right of reply to 
ward members, 
MPs, MEPs or 
Parish 
Councillors 
even if a 
member of the 
public hasn’t 
spoken against 
the proposals. 

• Gives the 
opportunity  for 
the Applicant to 
speak and so a 
fair & balanced 
input. 

• If SMBC 
members or 
other elected 
members 
speak for or 
against an 
application- but 
“ opponents” 
are not allowed 
to respond-LR 
of procedural 
unfairness    

• Needs ward 
members, 
MPs, MEPs & 
Parish 
Councillors to 
(a) declare they 
are either in 
support or 
opposition to a 
proposal and 
(b) register to 
speak on an 
item by mid-
day on the day 
before the 
meeting. 

• More input by 
Committee 
services prior/ 
at the meeting 
if there are a 
number of 
speakers to 
help organise  

G G G G   
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 Yes, subject to evidence that they are speaking on behalf of the Parish Council 
17

 Yes but restrict to 3 minutes 
18

 Restrict to 4 minutes 



D – Speaking at Planning Committee 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

10. Allow additional 
speakers at 
committee on 
particularly 
major or 
complex 
proposals. 

• Allows greater 
representation 
of views to be 
made. 

• Chair can 
regulate by use 
of discretion 

• Gives more 
flexibility 

• Will have the 
potential to 
extend 
meetings, 
possibly 
unnecessarily 
unless in 
relation to 
major 
applications 
only 

• Creates 
opportunity for 
repetitious  
representations
. 

G A19 A19 A19   

11. Allow 
applicants (or 
supporters) to 
speak at 
committee if 
application is 
recommended 
for approval 
and there are 
no objectors 
speaking. 

• Allows 
applicants to 
stress 
particularly 
important 
aspects of the 
proposals or 
rationale for 
them. 

• Will add time to 
meetings as 
most applicants 
wish to 
promote their 
schemes. 

• Unlikely to add 
significantly to 
the matters 
being 
considered and 
may not be 
necessary. 

R R R R   

12. Amend running 
order of 
speakers to: 

• Objectors 

• Parish 
Council 

• MP 

• MEP 

• Ward 
Member 

• Applicant/s
upporter 

• This would 
follow the order 
used in 
appeals and is 
a fairer 
sequence – ie 
applicants 
submits 
application, 
objectors have 
their say and 
the applicant 
has the final 
word as a 
response to 
objectors. 

•  

G G G G   
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 Yes, at the discretion of the Committee Chairman 



D – Speaking at Planning Committee 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

13. Not allow text 
based 
documents to 
be handed out 
by speakers 
when they 
speak at 
Committee.  
This would not 
affect ability for 
representations 
to be submitted 
to the Council 
and 
summarised in 
the report – or 
in the update 
sheet in the 
normal 
manner. 

• Prevents late 
material from 
being 
submitted 
which cannot 
be verified. 

• Prevents the 
other speaker 
(objector or 
supporter) from 
being 
disadvantaged 
by not having 
time to 
review/respond 

• should not 
prevent new / 
changed 
material 
considerations 
being 
considered 

• Would not 
prevent text 
being handed 
to Planning 
officers at 
Committee and 
summarised by 
them in their 
oral 
presentation 

• Allowing this on 
the night 
without prior 
notice is 
potentially 
unfair to other 
parties ,and is 
a LR and not in 
accordance 
with best 
practice  

G G G G   

14. Allow speakers 
to submit 
photographs or 
similar 
illustrations to 
be displayed 
provided 
received by 
4:00 pm the 
day before the 
meeting. 

• Can help assist 
in making a 
particular point. 

• Need material 
to be submitted 
in good time to 
be included in 
presentation. 

• May duplicate 
information 
already 
supplied  

• Would be 
unfair, a LR, 
and not in 
accordance 
with best 
practice     

G G20 G G   
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 It was confirmed that there was no legal risk to this provided the material was circulated/published before the 

meeting. 



D – Speaking at Planning Committee 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

15. Open up 
enforcement 
matters to 
public speaking 

• Allows greater 
participation in 
the process. 

• The names of 
those alleging 
or complaining 
of a breach are 
kept 
confidential 
and their 
appearance at 
a committee 
could 
compromise 
this. 

• Only likely to 
be taken up by 
those 
responsible for 
the breach and 
could be 
viewed as 
being skewed 
in their favour. 

• No ‘objector’ 
list available to 
invite potential 
speakers. 

R R R R   

16. Open up all 
volume 2 items 
to public 
speakers. 

• Allows greater 
participation in 
the process. 

• Representation
s not 
undertaken as 
a matter of 
course and 
therefore no list 
of residents to 
invite. 

• May only be 
used by those 
familiar with the 
process and 
opportunity. 

• May lengthen 
Committee 
time  

R R R R   

 
  



APPENDIX 2E 
 

TRAINING 
 
Current Practise 
 
Ad hoc training takes place for Planning Committee members. 
 
Background 
 
Training has taken place on an ad hoc basis ranging from one off updates from a barrister, 
an extended series of presentations from external providers to officer updates. 
 
The LGA/PAS guidance recognises the importance of training for new planning committee 
members and whilst they continue to serve on the committee.  Consideration should be 
given to whether such training should be compulsory and whether this should also extend 
to substitute members (where it could be argued that their relative lack of experience is 
likely to be more justification to participate in training). 
 
E - Training 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Organise 
formal training 
sessions (1 or 
2) during the 
year. 

• Establishes a 
robust basis for 
informed 
decision 
making. 

• Reduces 
potential for 
successful 
legal challenge 
of decisions as 
the Courts are 
much more 
likely to give a 
Committee 
which can 
prove has 
trained 
members the 
“benefit of the 
doubt” even 
where matters 
not explicitly 
discussed/minu
ted. 

• Time and/or 
resources to 
organise. 

G G A21 A21   
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 Training should be held at times convenient for Members and alternative methods of Member training should be 

considered (ie e-learning). 



E - Training 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

2. Make 
attendance at 
formal training 
session 
mandatory for 
committee 
members 

• Ensures full 
advantages of 
training 
secured. 

• LR increases if 
members not 
trained  

• Best practice 
strongly 
supports 
mandatory 
training 

• Requires 
commitment 
from members 
to attend and a 
fallback 
position in case 
of a missed 
attendance 

G G G G   

3. Make 
attendance at 
formal training 
session 
mandatory for 
all substitutes – 
ie a member 
may only 
substitute if 
they have 
participated in 
the formal 
training. 

• Ensures full 
advantages of 
training 
secured. 

• Arguably more 
important as 
most 
substitutes are 
less 
experienced in 
determining 
planning 
applications. 

• See comments 
in 2 above  

• Requires 
commitment 
from members 
to attend and a 
fallback 
position in case 
of a missed 
attendance 

• Reduces the 
pool of 
potential 
substitute 
members to 
draw upon. 

G G A22 G   

4. Regular 
briefings or 
informal 
training on the 
day of the 
meeting, 
possibly at 4:30 
(if current times 
retained) 

• Complimentary 
to formal 
training and 
allows for more 
informed 
decision 
making. 

• Allows updates 
on recent 
changes in 
legislation or 
policy to be 
provided. 

• Allows a single 
subject to be 
explored in 
more detail. 

• Time and/or 
resources to 
organise. 

• Unlikely to be 
attended or 
available to 
substitute 
members 

G G G G   

5. Two visits per 
year to 
completed 
sites. 

• Allows 
opportunity to 
consider 
learning points 
from previous 
decisions. 

• Time and/or 
resources to 
organise. 

• Further time 
commitment in 
members 
diaries. 

G G G G   
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 It was noted that arranging for substitute members was occasionally difficult and it may be easier to seek a pool of 

potential substitutes for each group. 



E - Training 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

6. Training for 
ward members 
on planning to 
help with 
constituency 
work (not as 
potential 
substitutes) 

• Help members 
to advise 
constituents on 
planning 
matters and 
expectations 
when 
applications 
reported to 
Planning 
Committee. 

• Time and/or 
resources to 
organise. 

• Not well 
attended when 
previously 
provided. 

G G23 G G   
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 The word ‘constituency’ should be replaced with the word ‘ward’ 



APPENDIX 2F 
 

EARLY & GREATER MEMBER & THIRD PARTY ENGAGEMENT 
 
Current Practise 
 
Limited engagement with Planning Committee members prior to application being reported 
to committee. 
 
Background 
 
Some planning applications can be particularly significant and have complex aspects to 
them.  If the first opportunity a Planning Committee member gets to see the proposals is 
one week before the meeting, then this may not give ample opportunity for all of the issues 
to be identified and understood to enable an informed decision to be made.  If major and 
significant proposals were to be introduced to members earlier, then this can help them get 
familiar with the nature and extent of the proposals before having to determine them, and it 
allows issues to be identified that need to be incorporated into the committee report. 
 
Greater involvement in applications prior to their consideration needs to be balanced 
against the disadvantages of predetermination.  Pre-determination is recognised as being 
different from predisposition.  The Localism Act introduces a provision that a councillor 
should not be regarded as having a closed mind simply because they previously did or said 
something that, directly or indirectly, indicated what view thy might take in relation to any 
particular matter. 
 
This reflects the common law position that a councillor may be predisposed on a matter 
before it comes to committee, provided they remain open to listening to all the arguments 
and changing their mind in the light of all the information presented at the meeting.  
Nevertheless, a councillor in this position will always be judged against an objective test of 
whether the reasonable onlooker, with knowledge of the relevant facts, would consider that 
the councillor was biased. 
 
Pre-application engagement with the wider community by developers is already 
encouraged.  Recent legislation enables this to be made compulsory (to date regulations 
only make it compulsory in connection with certain wind turbine developments).  The 
Council’s Statement of Community Involvement sets out the instances the Council would 
expect to see such engagement. 
  



F – Early & Greater Member and Third Party Engagement 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Engagement 
with Planning 
Committee 
Members 
earlier in the 
process of 
considering 
applications 
and pre-
application 
consultations. 

• Allows more 
informed 
decision 
making as 
members are 
aware of 
proposals 
earlier. 

• Reduces the 
potential for 
items to be 
deferred as 
information or a 
particular 
consideration 
can be 
identified prior 
to the meeting 
when the 
application is to 
be determined 
so that the final 
committee 
report can 
address the 
issue. 

• In accordance 
with current 
guidance  

• Could lead to 
accusations of 
predeterminatio
n, but this 
would be 
reduced if in 
accordance 
with local  
planning code 

G G A24 G   

2. Engagement 
with ward 
members 
earlier in the 
process of 
considering 
applications 
and pre-
application 
consultations. 

• Allows local 
members a 
greater 
opportunity to 
identify issues 
that need to be 
considered/incl
uded in the 
final committee 
report. 

• Allows local 
members to 
engage with 
their 
constituents 
earlier on an 
informed basis 
(rather than 
reactionary) 

• Additional 
time/resources 
needed to 
undertake. 

G G G G   
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 Engagement of Planning Committee members should be held in public unless the information to be disclosed was of 

a commercially confidential nature.  Options for the use of existing meetings should be considered to make best use of 

available resources, and be consistent across options 1 to 3. 



F – Early & Greater Member and Third Party Engagement 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

3. Engagement 
with Parish 
Councils earlier 
in the process 
of considering 
applications 
and pre-
application 
consultations. 

• Allows Parish 
Councils a 
greater 
opportunity to 
identify issues 
that need to be 
considered/incl
uded in the 
final committee 
report. 

• Allows Parish 
Councils to 
engage with 
their 
constituents 
earlier on an 
informed basis 
(rather than 
reactionary) 

• Parish Councils 
timescales may 
not allow for 
consideration 
by the full 
council. 

G G G G   

4. Reinstate 
circulation of a 
weekly list 
document 
(rather than 
rely on use of a 
URL) and use 
the single 
method for 
accessing 
recently 
submitted 
applications. 

• Reduces 
current 
confusion with 
different 
sources of 
information 
being made 
available. 

• Reduces the 
number of 
ways access to 
planning 
information can 
be made 
available. G G G G   

5. Encourage 
applicants to 
undertake pre-
application 
engagement 
with all 
stakeholders. 

• Helps ‘front 
load’ the 
system, 
especially to 
identify main 
issues. 

• More useful to 
influence the 
design of the 
scheme rather 
than the 
principle of 
whether it 
takes place or 
not. 

• Not as 
beneficial when 
dealing with the 
principle of the 
development. 

G G A25 G   
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 The importance of good pre-application consultation was stressed by Members.  Some consultations feel like a ‘tick 

box’ exercise just to say that it had been undertaken rather than a genuine engagement that can shape the proposals.   



F – Early & Greater Member and Third Party Engagement 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

6. Process guide 
for those 
engaged in the 
planning 
committee 
process 

• Helps explain 
the 
considerations 
and 
parameters of 
Planning 
Committee 
members  

•  

G G G G   

 
  



APPENDIX 2G 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE PROTOCOL & ANY OTHER OPTIONS 
 
Background 
 
The role of Planning Committee members is different from that of ward members in that 
they have to balance interests in a wider context and not to act as their constituent’s 
representative.  This can be properly documented in a code of conduct for Planning 
Committee.  The current code was last revised in 2008 and would benefit from being 
refreshed. 
 
Principles relating to the conduct of the meeting could also be included in the code.  This 
can include encouraging engagement with officers prior to the meeting to clarify facts, 
encouraging one point to be made once rather than each member being seen to make the 
same point. 
 
Deferring applications from one meeting to the next can be disruptive, add delay and raise 
the potential for appeals.  Whilst some deferrals may be justified, others are not and can be 
seen as a way of avoiding making a decision.  No one would disagree with avoiding 
unnecessary deferrals, but the question needs to be asked for each application is what 
value will be added in deferring an application ?  Deferrals for minor points of detail which 
are unlikely to effect the decision are likely to be unnecessary, as would be asking for a 
disproportionate amount of additional detail. 
 
G – Planning Committee Protocol & Any Other Options 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Not allow 
Planning 
Committee 
members to 
determine 
applications 
within their own 
ward. 

• Reduces the 
potential for 
bias (or the 
impression of 
bias) to occur.  

• Potentially 
excludes local 
knowledge 

R R R R   

2. Refresh Code 
of Conduct 

• Reflects 
updated best 
practice  

• Reflects 
updated code 
of conduct  

•  

G G G G   

3. “Focus debate” 
– ie avoid 
repetition, 
irrelevance etc.  

• Reduces the 
length of 
meetings 
without diluting 
debate. 

•  

G G G G   

4. Ask questions 
or seek 
clarification 
before meeting 

• Focuses the 
meeting to 
debate the 
merits rather 
than seeking 
information. 

•  

G G G G   



G – Planning Committee Protocol & Any Other Options 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

5. Defer items if 
recommendatio
n is being 
overturned. 

• Allows more 
considered 
commentary on 
both the merits 
of a refusal 
and/or the 
reasons for 
refusal. 

• Delays the 
decision. 

• Applicants & 
members of the 
public would 
need to return 
to a 
subsequent 
meeting. 

R R R R   

6. Only defer 
applications in 
exceptional 
circumstances 

• More timely 
determination 
of applications. 

• Less disruptive. 

•  

G G G G   

7. Only use iPads 
for agenda 
papers 

• Reduces the 
amount of hard 
copies needed 
for a meeting 
thus making 
financial 
savings 

• Takes some 
time to gain 
confidence in 
using new 
system. 

• Lose power 
(mitigated if 
charging points 
and/or spare 
hard copy of 
agenda 
available) 

G A26 A26 A26   

8. Video and/or 
record audio of 
committee 
debates for live 
streaming 

• Allows greater 
participation & 
accountability 
to the process. 

• Would add to 
costs. 

G G G G   

9. Live ‘Tweeting’ 
from meetings 
to record 
decisions. 

• Allows greater 
participation & 
faster access 
to results. 

• Divert some 
officer attention 
at the meeting. 

G A27 R28 A29   

10. Continue with a 
Conservation 
Advisory 
Committee on 
an exceptions 
basis (as 
currently 
constituted) 

• Allows 
specialist input 
into major and 
significant 
schemes. 

• More cost 
effective to 
retain as 
exceptional 
reporting only. 

• Reduces 
interest in the 
committee 
unless 
alternative 
awareness 
raising 
initiatives put in 
place. 

G G G G   
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 Yes, where possible, but paper copies would still be made available as required. 
27

 Yes if Tweeting is done by officers 
28

 Concern was expressed regarding either Members or Officers Tweeting (or similar) during meetings.  There was a 

collective perception that such practices may expose the local authority to unnecessary risk (e.g. if full attention wasn’t 

being given to the matters being discussed and/or additional resources needed to support the practice if the task of 

updating social media was given to a single officer as their dedicated task at the meeting). 
29

 Where appropriate, officers would be permitted to Tweet provided this did not unduly divert their attention from the 

meeting.  This would be from an official account.  Members would be discouraged from Tweeting during the meeting as 

this could give the impression that they are not concentrating on the matter being discussed or could be open to 

accusations that they were communicating with those wishing to influence them. 



G – Planning Committee Protocol & Any Other Options 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

11. Incorporate 
work of TPO 
Appeals Panel 
into Planning 
Committee30 

• Reduces the 
number of 
meetings 
required. 

• Adds to length 
of meetings. 

• Unduly 
encourages 
committee to 
focus on detail. 

• More difficult to 
manage 
agendas 
including 
additional 
attendance 
(those 
objecting/supp
orting an order, 
their 
professional 
representatives 
and the 
Council’s tree 
officers) 

G G G G   

12. Continue with 
working parties 
(e.g. Airport 
Working Party). 

• Assists in 
providing 
detailed input 
into potentially 
complex areas 
of work without 
taking up 
committee 
time. 

• Additional time 
and resources 
to arrange. 

G G G G   

13. Organise 
running order 
of agenda prior 
to publication 
with likely 
contentious 
items first & 
retain order on 
night of 
meeting. 

• Can give more 
certainty to 
running order 
on the evening. 

• Less flexible to 
deal with items 
on the evening. 

• Potentially less 
customer 
focussed as 
more members 
of the 
public/applicant
s could be kept 
waiting. 

R R R R   

                                            
30

 Management of tree related advice across the Council is being reviewed and the work associated with objections to 

new TPOs should be considered in the context of this review. 



G – Planning Committee Protocol & Any Other Options 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

14. Discontinue 
with questions 
under standing 
orders for 
Planning 
Committee 

• Usually used 
as additional 
lobbying on 
planning 
application 
items. 

• Excludes LR 
that Committee 
decision 
influenced by 
non-planning 
arguments  

• Potential to 
lengthen 
Committee to 
detriment of 
planning 
decisions 

•  

G G G G   

 
  



APPENDIX 2H 
 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS FOR CHANGE 
 
As part of the on-going engagement with SMBC members, Parish Councils, etc, a number 
of options has been suggested for consideration since the working party met on the 16th 
December 2013.  These options have been included within this section for assessment. 
 
Comments 
 
Officer attendance at member site visits usually consists of two officers.  This has the 
equivalent cost of approximately £150 per officer (£1,950 pa based on 13 meetings per 
year).   
 
H – Additional Options for Change 

Option Advantages Disadvantages O WP PC GC CM FC 

1. Only deploy 
one officer to 
accompany 
members on 
site visits 

• Saves the 
equivalent of 
nearly £2000 
per year. 

• Less disruption 
to officer’s 
weekends 

• Less resilience 
in case the sole 
officer due to 
attend has 
travel 
difficulties or 
other 
emergency. 

• Wouldn’t allow 
for one officer 
to present to 
members whilst 
the other seeks 
access onto 
private land or 
otherwise 
engages with 
gathered 
residents. 

R  NA R31 R31   

2. Allow officers 
to refuse 
applications 
which have 
been reported 
to Planning 
Committee and 
resolved that 
permission be 
approved 
subject to a 
S106 if the 
applicants do 
not agree to 
enter into an 
appropriate 
S106 or if the 
negotiation of 
the agreement 
is being unduly 
delayed.  

• Allows for a 
timely 
determination 
of the 
application. 

• Committee will 
have already 
indicated 
implicitly that 
without the 
S106 the 
permission 
should be 
refused. 

•  

G NA G G   
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 Unless the number of site visits were so low that a single officer could support Members. 



APPENDIX 3A 
 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM SMBC MEMBERS, PARISH COUNCILS ETC WHICH 
WERE REPORTED TO THE WORKING PARTY AT THEIR DECEMBER 2013 MEETING 

 
The groups approached for this review include: 
 

• All SMBC members32 

• Parish Councils33  

• LEP 

• Range of agents including those representing major employers 
 
SMBC Members 
 
Cllr Brown (1) 
 

• Members should retain a right to speak even if written comments have been 
submitted. 

• A five minute limit would allow salient points to be made. 

• Parish Councils should have the right to speak at committee. 

• Acknowledge national policy will rule the day, but views of residents must come first. 

• Planning procedures should work alongside others, eg licencing of caravan parks, 
especially if decisions aren’t complementary. 

• Infrastructure needs to be in place to support any growing communities 
 
Cllr Brown (2) 
 

• Four minutes for ward members, MPs & MEPs should be sufficient with the 
Chairman allowed to give more time at their discretion. 

• Parish Councils should be able to speak at committee, be time limited but not have 
the potential for extended time. 

• Training for non-Planning Committee members is essential 

• Site visits essential, but refreshments shouldn’t be provided. 

• iPads shouldn’t be the only source of committee agendas 
 
Cllr Davies 
 

• No objections to a four week cycle, but question how this impacts upon speed of 
decision which is identified as important factor in implementing review. 

• Site visits are important part of process and there is no alternative.  Site visits give 
members of the public confidence that their objections are being thoroughly 
considered and members can see the issues that give rise to the objections.  Visits 
should take place for all applications which are complex, controversial; or where 
there are more than 4 objectors. 

• Members rights to address committee should not be withdrawn. 

• Personally, has not exceeded 5 minutes when addressing committee and would 
support a time limit. 

• No reason to prevent circulation of photographs/illustrations at the meeting 

                                            
32

 Invited to make suggestions in November 2013 and updated with outcome from the WP and next steps in January 

2014 with an invitation to provide any further feedback that should be considered. 
33

 Invited to make suggestions on same basis as SMBC Members. 



• Support training, especially if not prevent substitutes being found.  Experienced 
members on committee can help substitutes 

• The right for members to call in an application to committee must be maintained. 

• No objection to earlier member engagement, better use of briefing sessions, or use 
of social media 

• Members engagement in negotiating S106 agreements should not be reduced. 

• Members represent views of residents of their wards and that should remain the 
priority.  Too much cosiness between officers and members can damage democratic 
process. 

 
Cllr Davis 
 

• Some of the messages from the LEP Planning Charter are of concern and gives a 
developer bias. 

• What was feedback from visits to other Council’s planning committees 

• How was the mission statement arrived at, and was there member involvement ? 

• A four week cycle is unlikely to result in quicker decisions.  Message from 
Government is ‘get on with it’’ 

• Modern technology cannot replace site visits which are the only way to judge site 
characteristics.  Recent examples have shown this.  Attendance at site visits does 
vary, but to use an example of only 4 members on an August visit during August is 
not representative. 

• Support training and to accommodate training of substitutes each group could 
nominate 2-3 ‘official’ substitutes. 

• Delegation agreement currently achieves the right balance and gives members of 
the public confidence that councillors are having a say in the planning process. 

• My be appropriate to make changes to CHOPs, but all members should be given 48 
hours’ notice of decisions signed off under any alternative route. 

• Support early member engagement. 

• There is already mutual respect between councillors and officers.  A team approach 
could give members of the public the impression that the meeting had been ‘sorted 
out behind closed doors’.  Members should be free to express opinions of their 
residents. 

• Members input into S106 agreements should be retained. 
 
Cllr Hulland 
 

• Questions why two officers need to accompany members on the Saturday site visits 
and suggest that this is reviewed.34 

 
Cllr Martin 
 

• A four week cycle could result in some controversial applications being approved by 
default through running out of time.  Also if this results in longer meetings then 
mental stamina of members could be tested.  Previously when meetings ran past 
9:30 pm there may not be sufficient attention given to items taken later in the 
evening. 

• Planning Committee site visits are essential.  Use of digital media would not be a 
substitute.  Savings could be made by just having a beverage during the break.  No 
objection to weekday visits, but recognises that this may present a problem to 

                                            
34

 This suggestion is reviewed under appendix 2H (Option 1) 



others.  Experience is that less than 6 members attending site visits is a rarity and 
normally 7 attend. 

• Speaking by ward members should be restricted to 6 minutes, or 12 for a major 
application.  Members of the public should be restricted to 3 minutes.  MPs should 
be treated as ward members.  MEPs should be treated as members of the public as 
their function is not local.  Parish councillors should not be given special treatment.  
It would be unfair to areas that are not parished. 

• Training is important and must be early in the municipal year.  This may not be 
practical for substitutes as it can be difficult to arrange for substitutes. 

• Delegation works well, and CHOPs contains marginal decisions and it gives 
opportunity for members to review. 

• Early member engagement could be dangerous [in terms of predetermination] if put 
on a formal basis.  Members can call in and see a planning officer to ask about an 
application.  Viewing times could be organised for ward members for major 
applications who may have detailed local knowledge.  Questions can help alert 
officers to issues that need to be considered. 

• Training for members on S106 would allow better understanding and monitoring. 
 
Cllr Meeson 
 

• Not unreasonable to restrict members time for speaking at committee to 4 minutes 
as happens at full Council, but recognise there is scope to make exceptions for 
certain developments. 

• Could limit to one member per ward (unless different views are being expressed) 
even if ward has different party representation within it.  Would need ward members 
to agree which speaks on a particular item. 

• Documents from speakers should not be circulated at the meeting, but 
photographs/illustrations should be permitted (preferably in advance) 

• Prefer site visits as exceptions and rely on photographs 

• Training should be mandatory which is likely to mean having named substitutes to 
also undertake training. 

 
Cllr Potts 
 

• Trial a 4 week cycle 

• What evidence is there to say that attendance at meetings is a burden ? 

• Application number are subject to change & there is no comparative evidence 

• Over reliance on technology could cause difficulties with images not revealing true 
situation – site visits, even for some minor developments, are vital. 

• LGA guidance not supported by evidence. 

• Any criteria for selecting site visits needs careful clarification and who decides on 
what is substantial & beneficial.  Needs to be treated fairly and transparently. 

• Costs are a factor but not at expense of democracy 

• MPs, MEPs & Parish Councils as elected representative should be able to all speak 
at committee. 

• Presentational skills vary and a maximum of 10 minutes should be allowed. 

• Documents should be able to be handed in at committee 

• Training is supported 

• If CHOPs is discontinued then there needs to be a route maintained to allow 
Members to call in applications to committee 

• Early member engagement is supported. 

• Social media not supported as results available quickly and how it improves debate 
is not clear, nor the costs associated with it. 



 
Parish Councils 
 
Dickens Heath 
 

• Parish Councils should be entitled to address Planning Committee in all cases being 
reported to committee regardless of whether a member of the public has already 
requested to speak. 

 
Hampton in Arden 
 

• Discrepancies between the two formats of the weekly list, but welcome the newly 
discovered ability to receive email alerts. 

• MP/MEP/Ward & Parish Councillors should all be able to address Planning 
Committee. 

• Three minutes, with Chairman’s discretion is acceptable.  Recent examples of 45 
minutes is unacceptable. 

• Training should be mandatory on subjects including planning policy, appeals etc.  
This may explain why some members don’t always actively participate in 
discussions. 

• Pre-application discussions between applicants and officers are inevitable and 
usually helpful, but they can give impression of pre-determination.  Earlier member 
engagement should include PCs as the current 3 week timings is not always 
sufficient.  This would also help identify issues that need to be considered. 

• Wish to be involved in early discussions regarding S106s and recognise that the 
Community Infrastructure Levy will have implications locally. 

 
Tidbury Green Parish Council 
 
TGPC believe that the report contains some good proposals and they are fully supportive of 
the work being undertaken to make the planning process as efficient and effective as 
possible.  Other detailed comments include: 
 

• Welcome & support the early engagement of PCs. 

• Strongly support the ability of PCs to address Planning Committee (option D7), but 
very disappointed that this could be restricted to 3 minutes (option D8) as this would 
be insufficient time and be unfair given that other elected representatives will have 5 
minutes. 

• Some concern over the extent of allowing minor changes to schemes under 
delegated powers as this could be unclear and be subjective.  Would be more 
content if reconsidered or a definition of a minor change were given. 

Other PCs had indicated their desire to contribute to this review but had not had sufficient 
time for their council to fully respond in time for the December 2013 meeting of the Working 
Party.  The Working Party agreed that any subsequent comments will be included as the 
working party recommendations are reported through Planning, Governance & Cabinet 
Member.  The PCs were again invited to submit comments and/or suggestions prior to the 
meeting of the Planning Committee. 
 
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
 
Following the launch of the LEP Planning Charter, an applicants/agents forum was held at 
the end of last year.  Those that were present indicted there wasn’t an appetite for regular 



questionnaires but welcomed the opportunity to review progress from time to time via 
attendance at future forums.  The next one is scheduled for spring 2014. 
 
The feedback from the first forum was as follows: 
 

• Pre-application advice – useful but cannot factor in the uncertainties when 
applications are reported to committees.  Should have ability to test principles 
without commissioning technical studies.  Importance of ensuring all consultees take 
part on an effective basis. 

• Validation – Potential for a consistent, proportionate approach.  Ecological studies 
have seasonal constraints. 

• Processing – Web sites to be updated with consultation responses.  Prefer to 
continue to negotiate even if recommended timescale exceeded.  Would welcome 
opportunity to review draft reports. 

• S106 – Opportunity to streamline process, eg common wording. 

• Discharge of Conditions – Often where speed is gained at the application stage, 
delay in discharging conditions arises, especially if consultees are required to review 
details.  

 
Applicants/Agents 
 
A number of agents representing both major developers and small scale applicants (e.g. 
householders and low volume developers) were approached following the last meeting of 
the working party.  Comments received to date include: 
 

• Recession may have reduced application numbers which  impacts on numbers being 
reported to committee, but evenings may become longer when numbers increase if 
move to a 4 week cycle. 

• There is opportunity for an ‘overzealous’ neighbour to get an application referred to 
committee. 

• Technology cannot fully substitute for site visits. 

• Support time limits for speakers and nothing longer than 15 minutes should be 
allowed. 

• Debate amongst members usually reveals a knowledgeable and equitable response, 
but there are occasions when ‘emotions’ seem to compromise a solid decision being 
made.  Training is essential, especially as the committee currently has a number of 
well experienced members who will eventually be replaced. 

• The current balance between committee and CHOPs is right, especially as 
objections are not always made on planning grounds, even if expressed in such 
terms.  To add more applications to a committee agenda without proper planning 
grounds would not be beneficial. 

• Any early member engagement needs to avoid any greater ‘emotional’ weighting 
being put on proposals. 

• Deferrals can be very frustrating, especially if as a result of insufficient 
preparation/awareness by Members. 

• Welcome the review that the Council is undertaking. 

• Sometimes find the process painful since the system often seems staked against the 
applicant (although acknowledged that objectors feel the opposite), and presenting a 
fair and balanced case at committee is sometimes difficult due to complexity of 
issues involved. 

• Welcome that a four week cycle may provide officers with more time for 
discussion/negotiation, but adds to time if applications are deferred. 

• Members should visit sites, but need to exercise caution about being influenced by 



comments made on the coach trip rather than arriving at their own conclusions (as 
noted on the BBC2 Planners programme). 

• In favour of those for & against being given time to speak at committee.  But in 
practice can be frustrating as 3 minutes is not enough and local members can take 
ages (often repeating points).  A Q & A debate could be more productive. 

• Although training may not apply to SMBC Members, experience has shown that 
some are astonishingly uninformed about what is relevant and policy compliant.  
Although it is recognised that there is a very wide brief to cover, but is should be 
realised that decisions have huge implications (either for the developer and/or local 
residents).  Length of committee reports may result in some only being ‘skim read’.  
Training is vital and a session with planning consultants may be helpful to share 
views. 

• Government advice is that as much as possible should be delegated, but recognise 
that members may want to show their constituents that they have done their best to 
get a proposals refused – hence tendency to get applications to committee. 

• Early member engagement is a positive step, but this should not be at expense of 
talking to officers first and in a joint meeting officers could be influenced by 
members. 

• Concerned about a joint officer/member team approach as both have different roles, 
but welcome consistency.  Social media has a role, but concern about ease by which 
objectors and councillors can drum up opposition or contrive ‘throw away’ arguments 
for the dismissal of applications. 

• If objections fail to weigh up merits for and against proposals and concentrate on 
problems rather than solutions, then objectors can be understandably disappointed 
when their objections appear to be ignored. 

• S106 is a sensitive area and often developers are put under pressure close to a 
committee meeting to accept requests.  The key NPPF tests on S016 need to be 
clearly applied to request. 

 
Other Parties 
 
A number of other bodies or individuals have made comments on the proposals for change 
and these include the following: 
 
Knowle Society 
 

• SMBC is not one of the poor performing Councils 

• Reduced frequency of Planning Committee meetings will extend the length of 
meetings and/or reduce discussion time on individual applications. 

• Site visits shouldn’t be ruled out, but a applicant/consultee procedure may reduce 
the number. 

• Public speakers at committee should be allowed to speak for 5 minutes with the 
same time being allotted to each Committee Member. 

• Delegation agreement should not be relaxed. 

• Agree with earlier member engagement and this should include certain non-statutory 
bodies (e.g. the Knowle Society). 

• More detail on proposed S106 in the committee reports with a further 3 minutes 
being made available for public speakers to cover these issues.  This may reduce 
the need for application to be reported back to agree terms of the S106. 

 
Residents 
 

• Questions under standing orders are an important part of holding the Council to 



account and these should not be discontinued for the Planning Committee. 
 
Feedback from Attendees at Planning Committee 
 
Commencing with the Planning Committee that took place on 8th January 2014, those 
attending meetings of the committee have been asked to complete a short questionnaire 
which seeks to capture their views on the meeting.  At the time of writing only a few forms 
had been completed from one meeting which may not be representative.  This will therefore 
be continued. 
 
Initial responses are as follows: 
 

• Most could clearly hear speakers, but some microphone training is needed. 

• All could understand the format of the meeting. 

• All could see the slide show clearly 

• All thought 6pm was the most suitable start time. 

• All could clearly understand the decision on each application. 

• Most found the information on the slides about right, although some thought it was 
too little. 

 
  



APPENDIX 4 
 

PLANNING STATISTICS AND OTHER BACKGROUND INFORMATION PRESENTED TO 
THE WORKING PARTY TO ALLOW AN INFORMED DEBATE ON THE OPTIONS FOR 

CHANGE 
 
Appendix 4A – Planning Application Statistics 
 
It is a common approach across all local planning authorities that planning applications fall 
with categories known as ‘majors’, ‘minors’ & ‘others’.  The table below sets these out and 
the tables/charts on the following pages show numbers and speed of decision in recent 
years. 
 

 Type of development Threshold (if any) 

Majors 

• New dwellings 

• New or extended offices; 
industrial buildings or 
warehouses; retail premises; 
schools, hospitals, leisure 
centres etc 

• Full applications: 10 or more 
dwellings or 1,000m2 of additional 
floorspace. 

• Outline applications: More than 
0.5ha site area for residential 
developments or more than 1ha for 
non-residential developments 

Minors 

• New dwellings 

• New or extended offices; 
industrial buildings or 
warehouses; retail premises; 
schools, hospitals, leisure 
centres etc 

• Full applications: 9 or less 
dwellings or up to 1,000m2 of 
additional floorspace. 

• Outline applications: Less than 
0.5ha site area for residential 
developments or less than 1ha for 
non-residential developments 

Others 

• Extensions to dwellings 

• Changes of use 

• Advertisement consents 

• Listed Building Consents 

 

 
The local targets for determining these categories of applications are as follows:  
 

Application type Target35 

Majors36 60% within 13 weeks 

Minors 65% within 8 weeks 

Others 80% within 8 weeks 

 
  

                                            
35

 These were national performance indicators as part of the suite of Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs).  Since 

the national BVPIs have been discontinued these targets have been adopted locally.  Although these figures are no 

longer a national PI, the DCLG still require quarterly returns on the speed of determining planning applications and 

these figures are published by them.  Whilst they are a target, there remains a need to ensure that appropriate focus is 

given to outcomes. 
36

 But the criteria for designating a ‘poor’ performing authority is currently 30% (the 2013 budget autumn statement 

has already signalled the Government’s intention to raise this to 40%). 



Major Planning Applications Determined 
 

Year Number % < 13 Weeks 

06/07 65 88 

07/08 67 63 

08/09 44 70 

09/10 43 67 

10/11 38 74 

11/12 40 73 

12/13 45 53 

13/14 5637 6438 

 

 
 

 
  

                                            
37

 28 determined in the first 6 months so extrapolated as 28x2=56 for the full year 
38

 This figure increases to 86% by including those applications where a formal extension of time has been agreed with 

the applicants 
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Minor Planning Applications Determined 
 

Year Number % < 13 Weeks 

06/07 361 80 

07/08 424 63 

08/09 317 79 

09/10 301 85 

10/11 262 77 

11/12 283 70 

12/13 305 55 

13/14 28439 87 
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 142 determined in the first 6 months so extrapolated as 142x2=284 for the full year 
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Other Planning Applications Determined 
 

Year Number % < 13 Weeks 

06/07 1745 90 

07/08 1862 79 

08/09 1379 89 

09/10 1240 93 

10/11 1251 88 

11/12 1171 80 

12/13 1298 76 

13/14 128840 93 
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 644 determined in the first 6 months so extrapolated as 644x2=1288 for the full year 
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Total Planning Applications Determined 
 

Year Number 

06/07 2171 

07/08 2353 

08/09 1740 

09/10 1548 

10/11 1551 

11/12 1494 

12/13 1648 

13/14 1628 

 

 
 
The above numbers are taken from defined returns that are required to be submitted to 
DCLG.  They do not account for withdrawn applications, works to trees subject of a TPO, 
prior approvals and the discharge of conditions. 
 
Level of Decision 
 

Decision Level Number41 Percentage 

Delegated 1432 77 

CHOPs 256 14 

Referred from CHOPs to Committee 8 0 

Committee 154 8 

 
The 8 applications that were referred from CHOPs to Committee represent 3% of 
applications due to have been determined through the CHOPs procedure. 
 
  

                                            
41

 Using all applications determined in the 2012 calendar year. 
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Appendix 4B – Costs 
 
This section sets out some of the costs associated with activities required in relation to the 
determination of planning applications. 
 
Staff Costs 
 
In order to provide some an idea of costs associated with certain tasks, an hourly rate 
related to the post involved has been used.  The figure used is the mid-point of the salary 
band of the officer likely to be engaged in the process and is not therefore the actual hourly 
rate for any individual officer.  The costs include pay, NI & pension contributions. 
 

Officer or Role Hourly Rate (£) 

Administrative/Technical Support 11.01 

Committee Clerk 12.92 

Planning Officer 22.37 

Senior Planning Officer 27.22 

Area Planning Officer 32.80 

Legal Officer 32.80 

Planning Manager 37.25 

Head of Service 44.67 

 
Typically officer attendance at Committee is Head of Service x 1, Planning Manager x1, 
Area Planning Officers x 2, Committee Clerk x 1 & Legal Officer x 1.  Based on the above 
hourly rates this equates to £193.24 per hour as officer support at Planning Committee. 
 
Other Costs 
 

Item Cost (£) 

Vehicle hire for site visits (Sat am) 110 

Refreshments for site visits 25 

Committee room 8 

Committee teas 6.20 

 
  



Appendix 4C – Comparison of three & four week cycle. 
 
The following table shows typical committee cycles using both a three and four week cycle.  
The first column is a count of number of weeks into a typical year.  The second and fifth 
columns identify which particular meeting of the committee an application would need to be 
reported to be determined within 8 weeks. 
 

 3 Week Cycle 4 Week Cycle 

Week 
appn 

received 

Ctte appn 
needs to 

be 
reported 

to 

Time to 
consider 
proposals 

Week 
within 
which 
CTTE 
takes 
place 

Ctte appn 
needs to 

be 
reported 

to 

Time to 
consider 
proposals 

Week 
within 
which 
CTTE 
takes 
place 

1 7 6 CTTE 9 8 CTTE 

2 10 8  9 7  

3 10 7  9 6  

4 10 6 CTTE 9 5*  

5 13 8  13 8 CTTE 

6 13 7  13 7  

7 13 6 CTTE 13 6  

8 16 8  13 5*  

9 16 7  17 8 CTTE 

10 16 6 CTTE 17 7  

11 19 8  17 6  

12 19 7  17 5*  

13 19 6 CTTE 21 8 CTTE 

14 22 8  21 7  

15 22 7  21 6  

16 22 6 CTTE 21 5*  

17 25 8  25 8 CTTE 

18 25 7  25 7  

19 25 6 CTTE 25 6  

20    25 5*  

21      CTTE 

22   CTTE    

23       

24       

25   CTTE   CTTE 

 
For instance using row 4 as an example.  If an application were to be submitted in week 4, 
under a three week cycle the second column identifies that it would need to be reported to 
the meeting scheduled to take place in the 10th week to be determined on time.  Whereas 
under a four week cycle, the same application would need to be reported to the committee 
scheduled to take place in the 9th week to be determined on time.  The colour shading has 
been applied to the weeks corresponding with which committee they would need to be 
reported to.  Once each committee target has been identified it is possible to work out how 
may weeks are available to carry out the notification, assessment and reporting that is 
necessary to ‘consider’ the proposals. 
 
So once every cycle (if set at 4 weeks), some applications will only have 5* weeks available 
to complete registration, consultation, publicity, assessment & agenda publishing. 
 



If registration takes 0.5 week, consultation/publicity 3 weeks and agenda publishing 1.5 
weeks this would give no time for assessment – i.e. the assessment must be completed 
before consultation/publicity period expiring. 
 
Assume 165 applications per year reported to committee, this would mean a quarter (41) 
would be submitted in a week than only allows 5 weeks for determination (which would be 
c3 per committee).  Assume half of which would be late thus putting c20 outside of target.  
However some of these would already be out of target so that say half (10 decisions) are 
taken out of target as a result of the change to committee cycles.  This would equate to 
0.5% of all applications. 
  



Appendix 4D – Major Planning Applications – Draft Member Briefing Protocol 
 
Objectives 

• To raise members awareness of major projects at an early stage in the planning 
process. 

• To make members aware of the key issues that will require consideration. 

• To provide members with the factual information they may need to answer questions 
from the public.    

• To give members an opportunity to ask questions and identify issues they would like 
covered in a committee report at any early stage of the process. 

Protocol 
1. There are several potential stages in the life of a major planning application. 

a. Before formal pre app (confidential). 
b. Formal pre app (in the public domain unless the developer specifically requests 

otherwise). 
c. Planning application up to determination 
d. Implementation. 
e. Occupation  

2. This protocol deals with member briefing up to the determination of the planning 
application. 

3. It is proposed that; 
a. Confidential pre apps would be briefed to the Cabinet member for EDR and the 

Chair of Planning committee.  
b. Formal pre apps and planning apps would be briefed to firstly the Cabinet 

member for EDR, secondly to planning committee and thirdly to ward members.   
c. Cabinet member and chair of planning committee would be briefed by way of a 

monthly update report on all majors. 
d. Planning committee will be briefed by way of an update at planning committee on 

all majors in the public domain with specific projects presented in detail.  
e. Ward members will be updated at Caroline Naven’s Ward Member briefings as 

far as possible. Where planning committee have had a detailed presentation  of a 
particular project the same details presented to committee will be circulated to 
Ward members after committee. 

4. Where members are briefed at planning committee or in Ward member briefings the 
following needs to be made clear. 

a. The purpose of the briefing is not for members to discuss or for officers to advise 
on the merits of the application.  

b. The purpose of the briefing is; 
i. Firstly to provide members with factual information about the proposed 

development and application such as; 
1. Type of application (full / outline). 
2. Timescale and likely application / committee date. 
3. Where and what it is. 
4. The proposed layout and access arrangements. 
5. Likely key issues / considerations e.g  

• Design considerations such as scale and massing etc. 

• Landscape and ecological considerations. 

• Drainage and flooding considerations. 

• Transport and accessibility considerations 

• Housing considerations ( e.g 5 year housing land supply 
issue) 

ii. Secondly to allow members to ask questions and raise issues they wish to 
see covered in the committee report. 



Appendix 4E - New Homes Bonus – Solihull Allocation 2013/14 

 

 


