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Purpose of the report
1.  
To identify up to two areas of the Authority’s work that should be subject to ‘performance improvement reviews’ in 2009/10.
Strategic Planning Framework
2.
The information and recommendation contained in this report are consistent with the Authority’s statutory purposes and its approved strategic planning framework:
· 
Corporate Plan objectives
Ensure a robust and accountable Performance Management Framework is in place and is driving improvement, so that at least 75% of the Authority’s objectives are achieved or remain ‘on course’ each year.

Background
3.
Members will recall that one of the key recommendations from the National Park Authority Performance Assessment in 2005 was that Members should take a more direct role in reviewing progress, and take lead responsibility for the dissemination of `lessons learned/best practice’ throughout the Authority.  As a result, in July 2006 the Authority agreed a new, enhanced role for the Audit and Review Committee, which included: 
· Instigating a programme of reviews in areas where the Authority is under-performing, and report back to the Authority.

4.
The Committee agreed the key characteristics of the reviews as follows:

· they will focus on areas where the Authority is not achieving what it has set out to do, and will need to focus closely on the options for change.
· limited to a maximum of 2 reviews in any given year;
· each review team should contain no more than 6 people, including:

· 2 Members (from the Audit and Review Committee/the relevant ‘champion’);

· Head of the relevant Department;

· Head of another Department

· 2 further members of staff.

Identifying areas for review

5.
Elsewhere on the agenda, Members have received a detailed report of the Authority’s performance in 2008/09.  Bringing together the information on objectives, performance indicators and actions, it is possible to identify all those areas where there appears to be scope for improvement.  These are listed in the Annex.  

6.
As discussed previously, the reasons for the apparent under-performance vary, and there are a number of areas where there may be little value in carrying out an in-depth performance review.   The Annex, therefore, also gives an assessment of the reasons for the apparent under-performance, and a suggestion as to the appropriateness or otherwise of reviewing each potential area.
RECOMMENDATION
7.
That Members:

a)
identify up to two areas of the Authority’s work that should be subject to performance improvement review during 2009/10; and,
b)
identify two Members to sit on each of the review teams.
Gary Smith
Head of Conservation and Policy

12 June 2009
POTENTIAL AREAS FOR PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT REVIEW

Priority programmes
A1
Production of biodiversity monitoring information

Delays again in the analysis and publication of data collected from habitat surveys.  Largely due to decision in August 2008 to divert significant staff resources into the development of the Yorkshire Upland Peat project.  

Habitat survey was subject of a ‘Major Project Review’, which was only completed in February this year.  Recommendations are being implemented in 2009/10.  Little value in covering by Performance Improvement Review as well?
A2
Biodiversity habitats in good condition

Although the PI target (50% in good condition) was achieved, it is obvious now that the overall objective (70% by the end of 2010) cannot be achieved – partly because of the time it takes for habitat improvements to take hold and partly because of the impracticality of attempting to carry out sufficient repeat surveys.  In addition, the Hay Time project failed to meet its hay meadow restoration target because of the poor weather during the summer. 

Members have already agreed that the objective be put back to 2012.  This year was the first year that data has been available to allow meaningful targets to be set.
A3
Natural Environment consultations

Performance (85% on time) has slipped back from level in previous two years (94%) – and in the bottom half of NPAs.  Almost entirely due to 3-month staff vacancy in the Trees and Woodland team.  

Was subject of performance improvement review in 2007.
A4
Reducing organisational CO2 emissions


Failed to meet PI target of annual reduction of 5% per head.  In fact, emissions per person went up by nearly 4%.


While annual performance was disappointing, overall emissions are still 21% below 2005/06 levels – well ahead of the Authority’s objective of a 15% reduction by 2009.  Reconsider next year if no material improvement in 2009/10?
A5
Dealing with major planning applications

Failed to meet PI target of 60% determined within 13 weeks.   Target has only been achieved once since 2002.  Worst performing NPA in 2008/09.

Figures based on quite small numbers so results do fluctuate.  However, there is a consistent, long-term pattern of under-performance.
Areas where we aim to provide a good service/make steady improvement

B1.
Enforcement of breaches of planning control


Only 47% of cases were resolved within 16 weeks (down from 51% in 2007/08 and 65% the year before) despite the full-time enforcement officer post being re-instated and filled.    Target has only been achieved once since 2002.
In-house structural review just completed and new arrangements in place for 2009/10.  Reconsider next year if no significant improvement? 
B2
Recreational activity

Missed target to get 500 people directly involved in recreational activity.  Final figure was only 21.  
Delay in funding approval from Sport England meant launch of ‘Go Dales’ project was put back.  Bad weather meant several group events were cancelled.  Project now well underway and should still achieve overall objective by 2011.
B3.
Creation of new native woodland

Failed to meet PI target of supporting creation of 80 ha of woodland (72 ha planted) and long-term objective (450 ha by end of 2010) now looking in doubt.  Difficulties are largely due to lack of sites coming forward and the need for very high funding levels to encourage take-up.

Dales Woodland Restoration was subject to a ‘major project’ review in April 2008.  Little scope to improve performance in the short-term other than by big increases in funding.  
C1
Conservation area appraisals and management plans
Failed to meet annual PI targets for updating appraisals or producing management plans for second year.
Conscious decision to cut back this area during the year to allow staff to work on huge numbers of consultations on field barn restorations.  Preparation of some appraisals now contracted out, and return to full staff complement should guarantee the overall objective (12 appraisals by end of 2010) will still be met.  Reconsider next year if no significant improvement?
C2
Listed buildings at risk


Only 1 listed building ‘rescued’, compared with target of five.  Slow progress due to complexity of some cases and a long-term staff vacancy.


Good progress had been made in previous two years (16 ‘rescued’), and return to full staff complement should ensure long term objective will still be met.  Reconsider next year if performance not back on track?
C3.
Number of contacts with the public to promote understanding

600,000 contacts in 2008/09 – 12% down on the target.  However, still the best-performing National Park Authority.  Fall simply reflects fall in total number of visitors to the Park last year.  

No value in reviewing?
C4
Production of planning policy

Milestones set in the Local Development Framework were missed for third year.     
This area of work was subject to a Performance Improvement Review in 2007/08 and a permanent increase in staff resources was put in place at the start of 2008/09.  Too early to review again but would have to be considered next year if no improvement? 
C5
Customer satisfaction with car parks and toilets

79% of customers satisfied with facilities compared to objective/PI of at least 80%.  Third year running that not achieved (although previous two years due to not actually carrying out the surveys).

The provision of toilets was the subject of a Performance Improvement Review, which reported in April 2008.  Improvements made following that review were largely too late to influence the customer surveys.  However, all recommendations should be implemented by November, and it is expected that the objective will be achieved this year.  No value in reviewing again at this stage? 
Areas where progress will be limited or dependent on external funding

E1.
Accessibility of Authority meetings, events etc by public transport

Only 69% were accessible compared to target of 82%.  

PI has now been dropped from the NPA family indicators.  No real value in reviewing?

E2
Pennine Bridleway


Four actions postponed (following three the previous year) all relating to legal agreements/planning permissions associated with new sections of the route.  Objective to complete the route has now been put back to 2011. 

Final 10% of route contains the most complex and difficult issues to resolve on the ground.  
E3.
Traffic management


Development of new road hierarchy postponed for third year running, as was action to begin work on a road signage guide.  

Responsibility for this action rests primarily with North Yorkshire County Council.
Core services

X1.
Wider equality work 

Two actions – to set out how best to drive forward wider equality work across the Authority - were postponed.  The delay was to allow consideration of new government proposals for an ‘equality framework’, which were published in April.
X2.
Sickness absence


Failed to meet our own (very challenging) target for fourth year in a row, and have slipped back to fourth best of the NPAs.      

Performance still compares very favourably to equivalent organisations elsewhere in the public and private sectors.
X3
Property management


2 actions to improve facilities at Colvend were postponed – as a result of delays in the award of external funding for the project from Yorwoods/Yorkshire Forward.


Nothing more that could be done to progress the issue, which has been in the hands of the funding bodies for many months.  No value in reviewing.
X4
External funding


Failed to meet objective to maintain our overall programme expenditure (shortfall of £330,000) or expenditure for major ‘external’ projects (shortfall of £333,000).


The objective was only set early in 2008, so little time to develop major new funding streams that could be delivering projects in 2008/09.  Current projections suggest objective will be comfortably achieved in 2009/10. 
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