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Purpose of the report
1. To provide Members with a detailed assessment of the Authority’s performance in 2008/09. 

Strategic Planning Framework
2. The information and recommendation(s) 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. Each year the Authority produces its Corporate Plan (formerly the Best Value Performance Plan), setting out the things it is hoping to achieve over the coming 12 months.  These fall into three main categories, which are (or should be) interlinked:
· objectives – the major things we want to achieve over the next few years

· performance indicators (PIs) – measuring progress towards our objectives

· actions – specific things we are going to do to help achieve our objectives

4. At the start of 2008/09, the Authority had set:
· 48 objectives;

· targets for 45 meaningful
 PIs;
· 226 detailed actions .

5. Overall, we achieved:

· 83% of the objectives;

· 57% of the PI targets;

· 83% of the actions.

OBJECTIVES

6. Progress on all the objectives was reported to the Authority in May.  Annex A gives a brief assessment of progress on each of the objectives. 

7. High priority objectives that were achieved, or where good progress has been made, include:

· producing a map of important habitats across the Park and making it publicly available;

· meeting targets for the efficiency of the development control service, with 69% of ‘minor’ and 82% of ‘other’ planning applications being determined within 8 weeks;

· putting in place measures to manage the use of all highly sensitive ‘green lanes’;

· assisting Natural England to bring over 8,500 hectares of land into the new Environmental Stewardship Higher Level Scheme;

· working with the Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust to help farmers to restore or enhance 38 hectares of hay meadow;

· improving the quality of rights of way so that 89% are now ‘easy to use’;
· supporting 21 local economic, social and environmental projects – worth over £800,000 - through the Sustainable Development Fund;

· increasing the number of users of the Authority’s websites by almost 100,000.
8. Other significant achievements in relation to lower priority objectives included:

· working with Natural England and others to bring 10 scheduled monuments into appropriate management;

· working with the Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust and Forestry Commission to support the planting of 72 ha of new native broadleaf woodland;

· providing over 6,000 days’ worth of volunteer work;

· making 8 km of rights of way fully-accessible to wheelchair users. 
Areas for improvement

9. One high priority objective was not achieved:
· improving the quality of planning applications through officer advice (obj. no. 7).
10. Three other objectives were not achieved:

· timely enforcement action on breaches of planning control (18);

· customer satisfaction with car parks and toilets (35);
· external funding (36).

11. Of the longer term objectives, there are four whose achievement is in doubt:

· 
Biodiversity Action Plan habitats in good condition (5);

·  
creation of native woodland (25);

· producing a historic environment research strategy (41);

· completing the Pennine Bridleway (43).
12. Members had already approved putting back completion of the Pennine Bridleway to March 2011.   At the Authority meeting in May, members also agreed to put back the objectiveS for BAP habitats and the historic environment research strategy to 2012 and 2010 respectively.  
Performance indicators

13. The spreadsheet at Annex B provides an assessment of performance in relation to each of the 45 meaningful PIs.  Members should note that — as with the objectives in Annex A — the PIs are grouped in order of their priority last year.
14. For each PI, the spreadsheet shows:

a) our target for 2008/09;

b) the actual figure for 2008/09;

c) how we rank (out of 9) compared to other NPAs;

d) ‘top quartile’ figure for NPAs (i.e. the figure achieved by the 2nd best NPA);

e) a summary of our performance against our own targets and compared to other NPAs, as follows:

( = achieved/exceeded target and/or in the top quartile of NPAs
( = close to target and/or in the middle of the NPAs

( = missed target by some way and/or in the bottom half of NPAs



f)
a brief explanation of any under- (or over-) performance.
15. Overall, we achieved or exceeded our own targets for 26 (57%) of our PIs (compared to 63% the previous year) and for 4 others we were very close to the target.  There were big improvements in:
· % of the national park in agri-environment schemes (up from 70% to 85%);

· % of rights of way that were ‘easy to use’ (up from 77% to 89%)

· number of website users (up by nearly 100,000 for second year);

· number of scheduled monuments brought into appropriate management (10 compared to target of 5)

· volunteer days (again over 6,000 compared to target of 5,000)
· advising on restoration of field barns (up from 6 to 123);

· % of rights of way accessible for wheelchair users and those with limited mobility (up by 9 km and 23 km respectively)
16. As might be expected, several of the areas where the Authority missed its targets are the same as those where objectives were not achieved or are in doubt.  Namely: improving applications through Planning Officer advice; timely enforcement action on breaches of planning control; woodland creation; customer satisfaction with car parks and toilets; Pennine Bridleway.
17. In addition, the Authority also missed its targets in relation to:

· area of hay meadow restored through the ‘Hay Time’ project;
· % of natural environment consultations completed within target time;
· dealing with major planning applications;
· annual CO2 emissions per head from Authority operations;
· no. of individuals taking part in outdoor activities;

· % of conservation areas with up-to date character appraisals and management plans;
· no. and % of listed buildings at risk that were rescued by Authority action;
· no of contacts with the public to promote understanding;
· % of Authority meetings etc that are accessible by public transport;
· no. of working days lost due to staff sickness.
Performance compared to other National Park Authorities (NPAs)

18. There were 14 ‘meaningful’ PIs collected by all NPAs.  Members will be aware that a new set of family indicators is in place for 2009/10.  It is fair to say that, in the last year of the old set, the rigour and reliability of the data provided across the family is patchy at best.  The results should, therefore, be treated with some caution.
19. The Authority was in the top quartile (i.e. first or second) for 2 of the PIs:  
· % of rights of way signposted where they leave a road;

· no. of contacts with the public to promote understanding and enjoyment;
20. The Authority was in the bottom ‘half’ on 3 indicators:
· % of natural environment consultations completed within agreed period;

· % of major planning applications determined within 13 weeks.
· % of cultural heritage consultations completed within agreed period;

21. Overall, a distinctly average year with the Authority ‘in the middle’ on most indicators.  

Progress on actions

22. Overall, of the 226 actions for the year:

	187
	83%
	have been achieved

	37
	16%
	have been postponed until next financial year

	2
	1%
	have been cancelled completely


23. Annex C shows details of progress on every action.  For the actions that have been postponed or cancelled, an explanation is provided in a footnote.

24. The main areas where actions were not achieved were:

a) Biodiversity monitoring – 3 actions (5b, d, e) postponed or cancelled, primarily as result of the secondment of  the Senior Wildlife Conservation Officer to develop the Yorkshire Peatland Restoration Project
b) Website development.  Four actions (65, 66, 75, 77) postponed due to a combination of delays with external funding and extended sickness absence of a member of staff.
c) Listed buildings.  Only 1 listed building ‘rescued’ due to complexity of dealing with several of the targeted buildings, and a long-term staff vacancy.

d) Conservation Areas.  Three actions (25a, b, d) postponed.  As above, primarily due to long-term staff vacancy, and big  increase in workload in relation to field barn restoration. 
e) Planning policy.  Three actions (101, 102, 104) postponed due to other workload commitments.
f) Pennine Bridleway.  Four actions postponed (48 b, c, d, e) due to funding difficulties and complexity of legal issues.
g) Actions involving highways authorities.  Two actions (46 and 47) postponed by North Yorkshire County Council.
h) Equality.  Two actions (121a and b) postponed pending consideration of proposals in the forthcoming Equality Bill.
i) Property.  2 actions to upgrade facilities at Colvend (117, 119) postponed by delays in award of promised grant for installation of biomass boiler at Colvend.
Conclusion
25. The general picture of performance in 2008/09 is, statistically, almost identical to that in 2007/08 (the overall figures for objectives and PI targets are exactly the same).  
26. Really good progress has been made on many of the most important objectives (e.g. increasing the area of the Park covered by agri-environment schemes; making rights of way easy to use; supporting sustainable development; increasing the number of people using our websites).  

27. Performance against our own PI targets is less brilliant.  It is worth noting that, for the 13 targets that were missed by some way, only two relate to indicators that have now been dropped.  So, lack of relevance isn’t the problem.
28. The disparity between the high level of achievement in relation to the objectives/actions and the much less successful performance on the PI targets, appears to reflect two broad issues:

a. we failed to meet annual targets on 7 PIs but these are linked to 5 long-term objectives that will still be achieved (either because of progress already made in previous years, or because of improvements already in place for this year)

b. we failed to meet targets on 5 PIs that are not linked directly to any of the objectives (this includes 3 PIs that have now been dropped).

29. Of the 19 areas that appeared to be under-performing in 2007/08, 11 again failed to meet some or all their targets.  In part, this reflects specific Authority decisions to switch resources during the year to other, higher priority areas of work, and continued delays caused by partner bodies.  However, there are clearly areas where we are regularly under-performing, or where the Authority’s ambitions simply do not reflect the reality of the resources available.  The information in this report has been used to identify all the areas of the Authority’s work that — on the face of it — appear to have scope for significant improvement.  These are set out in detail in the annex to the report on Performance Improvement Reviews in 2009/10, elsewhere on this agenda. 
RECOMMENDATION
30. That Members comment on and note the Authority’s performance in 2008/09.
Gary Smith

Head of Conservation and Policy
11 June 2008
� Some PIs (e.g. ‘No of planning applications’) are contextual, and have been discounted from this analysis.   Others are simply different versions of the same data (e.g. No. and % of buildings at risk) and duplications have been removed. 
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