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Executive Summary 

This report reviews the work undertaken by the County Planning Team in relation 
to the determination of planning applications over the period 1 April 2018 to 31 
March 2019).  

It outlines the measures against which performance is measured, confirming that 
the Team is exceeding the Government’s thresholds by determining 98% of 
minerals and waste applications on time (where a 60% threshold is set).

Overall there was a slight increase in the number of applications determined 
when compared with the previous year, and a higher number were put before the 
Planning Committee, indicating a higher proportion of contentious applications 
have been considered. 

It is considered that the Team’s performance in the past 12 months has shown a 
continued commitment to taking a positive and proactive approach to 
development, as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.

Recommendation

That the report on development management performance is noted. 

1. Introduction 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to review the performance of the County 
Planning Team in relation to the determination of planning applications 
over the period between 1 April 2018 and 31 March 2019. The wider 
performance in relation to compliance and monitoring will be provided in a 
later report. 

2. Background

2.1 The County Planning Team determines applications for planning 
permission relating to ‘County Matters’ (minerals and waste development) 
and ‘Regulation 3’ developments - that is, development to be carried out 
by West Sussex County Council or where the Council has a significant 
interest. The team is also responsible for ensuring minerals and waste 
development across the county is compliant in planning terms, and for 
taking enforcement action where it is not. 



2.2 Each application for planning permission has a target period for 
determination1, measured from the date the application is made valid, 
depending on whether it is defined as an Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA), major, or minor. 

2.3 EIA development is the larger scale schemes which are considered to have 
the potential to result in significant environmental effects, as set out in 
Schedules 1 and 2 of the EIA Regulations 2017. The target for 
determination of EIA applications is 16 weeks. 

2.4 Major development includes all minerals and waste applications, as well as 
applications involving sites of more than 1 hectare in area, or where more 
than 1,000 square metres of floor space will be created.  The target for 
determination of major applications is 13 weeks. 

2.5 Minor development includes all other applications.  The target for the 
determination of minor applications is 8 weeks. 

2.6 If a decision is not made by the target date, the applicant can submit an 
appeal to the Planning Inspectorate on the basis of the non-determination 
of the application. In addition, if a decision is not made within 6 months of 
the application being registered, the applicant can ask for a refund of the 
planning fee. 

2.7 Missing target dates for determination also runs the risk of the planning 
authority being ‘designated’ for poor performance whereby applications 
can be made directly to the Secretary of State rather than the planning 
authority (known as being put into ‘special measures’). 

2.8 The current ‘criteria for designation’ (November 2018)2 are: 

o Speed of Decisions: percentage of decisions over the previous two 
years made on time (i.e. within the 8/13/16 week statutory 
determination period) or, crucially, an extended period agreed with 
applicant. The threshold for this measure is 60%. 

Performance was previously only measured in relation to the 
determination of major applications, but in 2016 was extended to 
include minor applications, though this excludes Regulation 3 
applications.  All minerals and waste applications are, by definition, 
‘major’, which means that the County Council’s performance in 
relation to determining ‘minor’ applications is not measured. 

Local authorities are also separately measured in relation to oil and 
gas applications3.  Where authorities have decided more than two 

1 Defined in Section 34 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)(England) 
Order 2015).
2 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760040/I
mproving_planning_performance.pdf 
3 https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-
statement/Commons/2015-09-16/HCWS201/

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760040/Improving_planning_performance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760040/Improving_planning_performance.pdf


such applications in the previous two years, they will be designated 
if less than 50% are determined on time – i.e. the measure will also 
be applied separately to oil/gas applications.  

o Quality of Decisions: average percentage of decisions on 
applications overturned on appeal. The threshold for this measure is 
10%. 

3. Performance

Government Figures

3.1 The thresholds for determining performance are set by the government 
with the intention of targeting the poorest performing authorities in the 
country. Over time, the government has increased the targets to ensure 
they capture those authorities which are genuinely underperforming. 

3.2 The remainder of this report presents how the County Planning Team has 
performed in terms of meeting the above targets, measured over the 
period 1 April 2018 to 31 March 2019, as well as over the two year 
periods set by government. 

3.3 Table 1 below sets out the performance measures and assessment period 
set by the then Department for Communities and Local Government (now 
the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government), and the 
County Planning Team’s performance against them.  The table includes 
both the statistics measured by the Government, and figures including 
Regulation 3 applications. 

3.4 There is an additional measure relating to the ‘quality of non-major 
development’ but for the County Council, this would only apply to appeals 
against the refusal of minor Regulation 3 applications, which are non-
existent. 

3.5 The figures for the speed of decisions take into account where extensions 
of time have been agreed.  These are frequently used for more 
complicated and/or controversial applications, particularly those which 
need to be determined by the Planning Committee which can extend the 
decision-making period.  



Table 1: Government Figures - Designation Thresholds and WSCC 
Performance4

Measure Threshold WSCC Performance
2019: 60%
(Oct 2016 – Sept 2018)

94% of 38 County Matter 
applications. 

2018: 60% 
(Oct 2015 - Sept 2017)

98% of 40 County Matter 
applications

Speed of Major 
Development 
% of applications 
decided on time 
(13/16 weeks or 
agreed extension). 

2017: 50% 
(Oct 2014 - Sept 2016) 

93% of 46 County Matter 
applications

2019: 70% 
(Oct 2016 – Sept 2018)

75% of 44 applications. 

2018: 70% 
(Oct 2015 - Sept 2017)

69% of 67 applications. 

Speed of Non-Major 
Development *
% of applications 
decided on time (8 
weeks or agreed 
extension). 2017: 65% 

(Oct 2014 - Sept 2016) 84% of 93 applications.  

2019: 10% 
(Oct 2016 – Sept 2018)

100% (Crouchland).  

2018: 10% 
(April 2015 - March 2017)

100%
2 appeals; both upheld (Burlands; 
Crouchland CLU).  

Quality of Major 
Development 
% of LPA decisions 
upheld on appeal. 

[2017: Not assessed.]
2019: 60%
(Oct 2016 – Sept 2018)

100% of 6 applications. 

2018: 60% 
(Oct 2015 - Sept 2017)

Not applicable – only 1 application 
determined (only measured if more 
than two determined).

Speed of Oil/Gas 
Applications
% of applications 
decided on time 
(13/16 weeks or 
agreed extension). 2017: 50% 

(Oct 2014 - Sept 2016)
Not applicable – no applications 
determined.

*   Not a government target for County Authorities. 

3.6 The above figures show that the County Planning Team has continued to 
perform well above any of the thresholds for designation. The key target 
is the speed at which major applications are determined, with the Team 
achieving 94% (36 out of 38) on time.  

3.7 The figures show that the Team has fared slightly less well in relation to 
non-major applications, with 75% determined on time.  This is in part due 
to extensions of time not being sought and applications going to 
Committee for determination, but also typically due to delays while further 
information is sought from the applicant. 

County Planning Statistics

3.8 Table 3 below, considers the applications determined between 1 April 
2018 and 31 March 2019, with previous years for comparison. 

4 Source:  
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/571144/I
mproving_Planning_Performance_-_Criteria_for_Designation__revised_2016_.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/571144/Improving_Planning_Performance_-_Criteria_for_Designation__revised_2016_.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/571144/Improving_Planning_Performance_-_Criteria_for_Designation__revised_2016_.pdf


Table 3: County Planning Statistics (April 2017 – March 2018)

2018
1 Apr 18 – 
31 Mar 19

2017
1 Apr 17 – 
31 Mar 18

2016
1 Apr 16 – 
31 Mar 17

2015
1 Apr 15 – 
31 Mar 16

2014
1 Apr 14 – 
31 Mar 15

All Applications 53 44* 70 70 90
Reg. 3 Major 3 0 7 6 11
Reg. 3 Minor 29 25 38 40 56
Minerals & Waste 21 19 25 24 23
EIA Applications 6* 0 2 3 6
Items to Committee 
(number of meetings)

19 (7) 9 (6) 18 15 16

% to Committee 36% 20% 26% 21% 18%
% determined on time 
(ignoring extensions of 
time)

81% 73% 86% 86% 89%

* Four of these related to the Southern Water Chichester pipeline. 

3.9 Table 3 shows that compared with the previous year, the team dealt with 
more applications, took more items to Planning Committee, and 
determined more applications on time. 

3.10 Fifty applications were approved and three refused, namely: 

 at Firsland Park Industrial Estate, seeking removal of a liaison group 
condition (WSCC/016/18/WK); 

 at the former Wealden Brickworks, seeking an Energy-from-Waste 
facility (WSCC/015/18/NH); and 

 at Rivington Farm, seeking the removal of a requirement to sheet 
vehicles (WSCC/034/18/CR).   

3.11 The applicant submitted an appeal against the refusal of the Firsland 
application. Following the exchange of written representations, the appeal 
was upheld so the requirement for a liaison group was removed. 

3.12 The decision to refuse the Wealden energy-from-waste application has 
also been appealed, with the Inquiry to be held in October/November 
2019. 

Other Matters

3.13 Work has continued on the Rampion offshore windfarm project, a 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project granted a Development 
Consent Order by the Secretary of State.  The Team’s Principal Planner 
(James Neave) continues to work closely with E.ON and other 
stakeholders to monitor progress against agreed schemes and agree 
amendments to schemes where required.  It is expect this work will be 
completed by the end of 2019. 

3.14 Work is ongoing in relation to the Wealden Energy-from-Waste appeal, in 
anticipation of the Inquiry beginning in October 2019. The team defending 



the appeal comprises our barrister, landscape consultant, and James 
Neave will present the planning case. 

3.15 The Team also provided seven EIA screening/scoping opinions and four 
formal pre-application responses. 

Review of Committee Decisions

3.16 Over the past year, seventeen applications have been put before the 
Planning Committee, at seven meetings.  Of these, seven related to waste 
development (four of them the Chichester sewer), six related to minerals 
development, and seven to regulation 3 development. 

3.17 Members followed the recommendation of officers in relation to all but one 
application (Wealden Energy-from-Waste). There was one deferral. 

4. Conclusion

4.1 Overall there was a slight increase in the number of applications 
determined when compared with the previous year, and a higher number 
were put before the Planning Committee, indicating a higher proportion of 
contentious applications have been considered. 

4.2 It is considered that the Team’s performance in the past 12 months has 
shown a continued commitment to taking a positive and proactive 
approach to development, as set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework.

5. Resource Implications and Value for Money

5.1 There are no resource implications as this report is for information only.

6. Equality Duty

6.1 An Equality Impact Report is not required as the report only deals with 
internal and procedural matters.

7. Risk Management Implications

7.1 There are no risks associated with the recommended action of noting this 
report which is for information only.

Michael Elkington
Head of Planning Services 

Contact: 
Jane Moseley, County Planning Team Manager
Telephone 0330 222 6948
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