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SUBMISSION FROM EAST RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL 

I refer to the Economy, Energy and Tourism Committee’s call for views on the 
Regulatory Reform (Scotland) Bill and the associated Financial Memorandum. I 
would like to present the following views from East Renfrewshire Council. 

The Regulatory Reform (Scotland) Act 2013 introduces the principle that planning 
fees may vary between authorities i.e. be reduced for authorities that are considered 
to be not performing.  The Financial Memorandum as contained in the Explanatory 
Notes looks at the implications of this change. 

Our concerns/objections are both to the principle of this proposed change and to the 
assessment of its implications in the Financial Memorandum. 

The principle 

We have concerns in the following regards: 

 We think that the principle that reduced income will lead to increased 
performance is flawed.  The threat of reduced income and the threat of loss of 
reputation by being classed as a poorly performing authority may well be an 
impetus for authorities to increase their perceived performance; however the 
actual implementation of these measures could be counter-productive, see 
points below.   

 There is a flawed assumption in the documents that an actual reduction in 
income by an authority will lead to improved performance. There is no 
explanation given as to how this will happen.  How can an authority 
realistically be assumed to improve its performance with reduced budgets and 
possible reduced staffing levels?  It is contended instead that a reduction in 
income, very possibly resulting in reduced staffing levels, will actually lead to 
further reductions in performance levels, and thus into a spiral of failure.   

Assessment of implications 

We have concerns in the following regards: 

 There is no indication given as to how “not performing” will be judged, 
although that will presumably come in regulations, it is slightly worrying that 
the Act is silent in this regard. 

 The most obvious objective measure in terms of performance is in terms of 
speed of decision-making. The Memorandum indicates this to be the case in 
discussing the implications of “the impact of delays” and in encouraging “poor 
performing planning authorities to improve their response times” (paragraph 
47).  Authorities could therefore prioritise speed of decisions, to the detriment 
of the quality of decisions and the quality of customer service … and this is a 
serious implication that should not be omitted.   

 Following from the above, the perceived performance of an authority i.e. 
speed of decisions, could be tackled by authorities making quick refusals of 
permission rather than taking a little extra time to negotiate a satisfactory 
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development, thus actually increasing the time it takes for an applicant to get 
permission at the end of the day (applicants would have to resubmit a revised 
application or progress to appeal/review, both of which are likely to be slower 
options).  This course of action would reduce public service and good will and 
overall be counter-productive.  

 The Scottish Government are estimating (paragraph 44) that the introduction 
of this provision will cost them £50-55,000; but somehow (and unexplained) 
will lead to overall reduction in costs (but have not said to whom) of more 
efficient processing of applications. They have accepted that any authority 
affected would see a drop in income which may impact on other budgets.   It 
is therefore a flaw that these statements alleging reduced costs and increased 
efficiencies are not explained or substantiated. 

 


