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This is a KEY DECISION because the matter would have an effect on two or more Wards in the district
1.
Summary
1.1
  This report sets out the Annual Monitoring Report 2007/08 prepared as part of the Local Development Framework and seeks the committee’s approval for its submission to the Secretary of State.

2.
Details

2.1 Section 35 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires every local planning authority to submit a monitoring report to the Secretary of State. Under Regulation 48 of the Town and Country Planning Regulations. This report should be submitted by December each year and cover the period 1 April to 31 March. 

2.2 
The Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 2007/08 is the fourth of these reports. The information contained in the AMR will in part help inform self assessments for future Housing and Planning Delivery Grant, and vice versa.
2.3 Monitoring is a key component of the Government’s revised approach to the planning system and planning authorities are required to monitor on a pro-active and continuous basis. Monitoring will provide feedback into the policy making process and have a central role in the operation of the Local Development Framework (LDF) and its component documents, known as Local Development Documents (LDDs). 

2.4 Local planning authorities to undertake seven key monitoring tasks:

· to review the progress of the LDD preparation against the timetable and milestones in the local development scheme

· to assess the extent to which policies in LDDs are being implemented

· where policies are not being implemented, to explain why and to set out what steps are to be taken to ensure that the policy is implemented; or whether the policy is to be amended or replaced

· to identify the significant effects of implementing policies in LDDs and whether they are as intended

· to set out whether policies are to be amended or replaced

· to survey the characteristics of the local planning authority’s area

· to analyse monitoring procedures themselves and to set out necessary modifications and improvements to monitoring practices.

2.5 
This fourth report surveys the area to produce a profile of the district, extends the monitoring established through the first three AMRs, assesses core planning policies such as housing and examines current monitoring procedures. Policies are linked to measurable targets and indicators that will demonstrate whether policies are achieving their objectives.
2.6 The draft AMR for 2007/08 is attached as Appendix 1. An Executive Summary is included at the beginning of the AMR.
2.7 Currently, the AMR contains information against all required core output indicators, however due to Committee timetables, some further information is awaited to confirm figures which have currently been reported based on Three Rivers monitoring data. In particular data from the Environment Agency in relation to objections to planning applications, and from Hertfordshire County Council in relation to employment floorspace. This information will be available before the AMR is submitted to the Secretary of State at the end of December.
2.8 The findings of the AMR will be used together with other evidence to inform and refine policies in the emerging LDF, and align them with the Council’s priorities, for example with respect to the need to significantly increase the amount of affordable housing that can be delivered in future. 
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  The Council is legally required to have an AMR in place as part of its LDF. There is therefore no real alternative option to the Council preparing the document and submitting it to the Secretary of State.

3.2           It is therefore recommended that the AMR is approved for submission to the Secretary of State. 

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are fully in accordance with the Council’s agreed policy as set down in the Strategic Plan to prepare the Local Development Framework.
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
  Preparation of the LDF generally has been funded by the existing budget allocated for production of the Local Development Framework.

6.
Legal Implications
6.1
  The Council is required to monitor planning data as part of the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. This includes a requirement to produce an Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) and to submit it to the Secretary of State by the end of December 2008.

6.2
The Council is legally required to have an AMR in place as part of its LDF. Through its revised Local Development Scheme (project plan), the Council is further committed to its production. Failure to prepare an AMR could lead to legal challenge. 

7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test
	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	No


7.2
Impact Assessment  

What actions were identified to address any detrimental impact or unmet need? None required.
8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  Monitoring on the LDF is carried out through existing staff resources and through the Council’s annual subscription to the Information Unit at Hertfordshire County Council.

9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
  The AMR will ensure that planning policies are being correctly implemented in the interests of protecting the environment, particularly by measuring outputs against key indicators such as water quality, biodiversity, renewable energy and energy efficiency.

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
  The AMR will monitor planning policies concerned with ensuring that development is designed with community safety considerations in mind. One of the key issues of the Core Strategy is to reduce crime and the fear of crime.

11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
  The CSC has been briefed to respond to requests for information on the LDF generally. 

12.
Communications and Website Implications
12.1
  Information about the LDF is included on the Council’s website. The first three AMRs are currently available to view. The AMR subject of this report for 2007/08 will be made available on the website at the time of submission.

13.
Risk Management Implications
13.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk. In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations. The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

13.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Development Plans & Transportation service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

13.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendations are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 
	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	The content of the AMR may not meet the statutory requirements and be rejected by the Government office/DCLG, leading to delay in the production of future LDDs.
	III
	E


13.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:
	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	Not preparing an AMR could lead to legal challenge
	III
	D

	3
	Not submitting an AMR may lead to future LDDs being found ‘unsound’ by the Planning Inspectorate, creating uncertainly in the planning process and/or appeals of planning decisions and costs awarded against the Council.
	III
	D


13.5
Of the risks above the following are already included in service plans:

	Description of Risk
	Service Plan

	1,3
	A delay in the delivery of the LDF.
	Development Plans and Transportation


13.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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13.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

14.  
Recommendation
14.1
That subject to the views of the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee, the Executive Committee is recommended to:


1.
Note the contents of this report and the AMR 2007/08


  2.
Approve the AMR 2007/08 as set out in Appendix 1 of the report for submission to the Secretary of State

3.
Delegate any further changes to the AMR, prior to submission, to the Director of Community and Environmental Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for the Environment.


Report prepared by:
  Renato Messere, Development Plans Manager






Joanna Bowyer, Planning Officer


Background Papers

· The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

· The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004

· Regional Spatial Strategy and Local Development Framework Core Output Indicators Update 2/2008

· Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011


APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

Appendix 1: AMR 2007/08

Form A – Relevance Test - 

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

√ Universal (service covering all residents)? Yes. 

Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which) ?

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

√ 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

√ 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

√ 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


No. 

Which equality categories are affected?


All. 

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

Yes.

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

√ No Not at present

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)  No. 

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should be attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data

· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service. 
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