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Summary of Main Findings and Changes from 2004 Surv ey

·  The report is based on a response of just over 21%. This is significantly lower
than the 30% response achieved in 2004.

·  Contacting the council by method of telephone has dropped significantly, whilst
letter, email and in person contact has risen.

·  85% of respondents were satisfied with the advice and assistance they received
prior to making an application. However, there has been a rise of 5% in the
number of people very dissatisfied since 2004.

·  The most common place for obtaining documents is the Council website (54%),
followed by Council offices (35%) with other sources having only minor
contributions.  Of those who had visited the online planning application system on
the website, around 80% of respondents are satisfied that it is easy to find, it’s
easy to use and it’s informative.

·  Making an appointment would appear to make no difference to being seen
straight away and none of the people that had not made an appointment felt their
waiting time was unacceptable. Slightly fewer people were seen straight away
than in 2004.

·  41% of people who contacted the Council by telephone only needed to make one
attempt, 32% got through to someone after the second attempt, 27% said it took
them more than two attempts to get through on the phone. In comparison to 2004
figures these are less positive. The 2004 survey showed that 63% got through on
their first attempt, 23% got through on the 2nd attempt and 14% got through after
more than two attempts.  More calls are also transferred to someone who could
help than in 2004 rather than being dealt with by the person who originally
answered.

·  The privacy of the meeting area received the highest levels of dissatisfaction with
regards to visiting the planning office, 13% of people were dissatisfied and 8 out
of the 13 suggested improvements all related to the lack of privacy.

·  92% of respondents were satisfied with the approachability of staff, which is a 4%
increase since 2004. The quality of technical advice also received a positive
response with 84% of people satisfied. Similarly 89% were satisfied with the
helpfulness of staff, however there was a less positive response for being kept
informed of the progress of the application with a satisfaction rate of only 62%.

·  With regard to the application decision, 94% of respondents were satisfied with
the decision notice being easy to read and understand and 80% with the decision
being explained well, but satisfaction levels were much less with regard to the
time taken to determine the application and the reasons given for the extra time.

·  There was a 3% decrease (from 14% to 11%) in the number of people who
thought about complaining compared to 2004 and only 3% actually did complain
The awareness of the Talkback Scheme was low with only 8% being aware of the
scheme. This is a small decrease in awareness since 2004.

·  Overall satisfaction levels were positive with 79% of respondents ranking the
service as good or very good. This is generally unchanged from 2004, although



there are more “good” and fewer “very good”. At the same time, rankings of poor
have increased slightly since 2004 to 9%.

·  Most additional comments made by respondents relate to the speed of responses
to communication and being kept informed of progress throughout an application
process.
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1 INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

Introduction

1.1 This report provides results and interpretation for a customer survey
undertaken by the Development Quality function of Stirling Council
Planning Service in June 2006.

1.2 This report relates to responses received from those making planning
applications: “applicants and agents”. Another report considers the
responses of others who have commented on planning applications ,
known as “contributors”.

1.3 Where possible, comparisons with the results of the customer survey
undertaken in 2004 are included, and reported in italics for
convenience. Where a change in percentage figures is reported
between the two surveys, this is the difference between the absolute
percentage points of the two surveys i.e. a 54% satisfaction in 2006 is
reported as a 10% improvement if the similar satisfaction figure in
2004 was 44%.

Methodology

1.4 The customer satisfaction survey comprised a postal self-completion
questionnaire devised to elicit responses on a range of issues relating
to the Development Quality function, from the perspective of planning
applicants or their agents.

1.5 The questionnaire covered the topics of contacting the council,
satisfaction with advice given and staff, availability of documentation
and internet services, complaints and overall satisfaction.

1.6 The questionnaire was developed to consider current requirements,
whilst at the same time retaining compatibility and comparability with
the survey undertaken in 2004.

Responses Received

1.7 540 questionnaires were distributed to all those applicants whose
applications had been determined within the period 1/4/05 - 31/3/06.
Any duplicate applicants were removed. A total of 116 responses were
received within the advised timescale, giving a response rate of just
over 21%. This is significantly lower than the 30% response achieved
in 2004. This may be explained by lower strengths of feeling (positive
and negative) about the service provided or some apathy arising from
a survey re-sent to many of the same agents responsible for making
applications.  The slightly lengthier questionnaire distributed this time
may also have affected the response rate.  For each question
reported, the “base” or number of responses to that question is
provided.
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2 PRE-APPLICATION CONTACT AND ADVICE

Contacting the Council

2.1 Of the responses received, there was a roughly equal split between
agents acting on behalf of somebody else (53%) and individual
applicants (47%) (base: 107). There has been no significant change
since 2004 when 56% were agents and 44% were applicants.

2.2 50% of the respondents always contact Stirling Council prior to
submitting an application, 38% sometimes contact Stirling Council and
10% stated that they do not normally contact prior to application (base:
115).

2.3 Figure 2.1 demonstrates the methods people use to contact the
planning office prior to submitting an application.  The most popular
method of contact is the telephone (51%), followed by contacting the
office in person (19%) or by letter (17%). The least common method of
contact is via email (13%). It should be noted that respondents were
able to choose more than one option for this question, therefore it is
possible contributors used letter and telephone correspondence.
Since 2004, telephone contact has dropped significantly, whilst letter,
email and in person contact have risen. Considering the prevalence of
email communication generally, there remains considerable scope to
expand the use of this method, if appropriate.

Figure 2.1 - Method of Contact

By Email
13%

By Letter
17%

By Phone
51%

In Person
19%

Base: 184 (respondents were allowed to select more than one method)

Advice and documentation

2.4 It was important to determine the satisfaction of respondents with the
advice and assistance they received prior to making an application.
The results are illustrated in Table 2.1 and it is encouraging to observe
that 85% of respondents were either fairly or very satisfied with the
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advice and assistance they received. However, this is a small
reduction in satisfaction when comparing it to the results from the
2004 report where 90% or respondents were either fairly or very
satisfied. Only 6% were very dissatisfied but, significantly, there has
been a rise of 5% in the number of people very dissatisfied since 2004
(Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 - How satisfied were you with the advice and assistance you got prior
to making your application? 2004 and 2006

Satisfaction Level Proportion 2004 Proportion 2006
Very Satisfied 45% 41%
Fairly Satisfied 45% 44%
Neither 8% 9%
Dissatisfied 1% -
Very Dissatisfied 1% 6%

Base: 103

2.5 Respondents were asked whether the Planning Officer’s advice
affected their decision to proceed with the application. 27% stated that
the advice had significantly affected their decision, 39% said the
advice had partly affected it and 34% stated that the advice had not
affected their decision at all (base: 102). Following on from this, for the
respondents whose decision had been affected (two thirds of the
sample), one in five stated that this then had a significant effect on the
content of the submission, 59% said it partly affected the submission
and 21% said it had no effect on the submission content (base: 76).

2.6 Applicants and agents were asked if they had referred to any of the
Council planning policy documents before making the planning
application and if so whether the documents had assisted with their
understanding (Table 2.2). None of the documents stand out as being
more or less helpful than the others. The other documents referred to
were listed building documents, Planning Advice Notes and SPP15
(Planning for Rural Development).

Table 2.2 - Reference and Helpfulness of Council Pl anning Policy Documents.

Helpfulness
Document Yes-

Significantly
Yes - A
Little

No Don’t Know/
Didn’t Refer

Structure Plan
(base: 101)

20% 25% 21% 34%

Local Plan (and alterations)
(base: 110)

21% 19% 24% 36%

Development Advice Notes
(base: 111)

20% 25% 21% 34%

Other
(base: 61)

5% 2% 34% 59%

2.7 The most common place for obtaining documents is the Council
website (54%), followed by Council offices (35%) with other sources
having only minor contributions. This reveals that the Council website
is being used positively and by many of the applicants. Figure 2.2
illustrates these results. One applicant did attempt to obtain
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development advice notes from the Council and was advised there
were none left.

Figure 2.2 - Method of Obtaining Council Planning P olicy Documents.

54%

35%

3%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Council Website

Council Offices

Library

copy sent by post

Had them in my office

own library

Phone

Purchased Local Plan

work library

Percentage

 Base: 69

2.8 Stirling Council has a planning application system available online and
it was interesting to discover whether people are aware of this service
(Figure 2.3). It is encouraging to observe that 33% of people are fairly
aware and 29% are very aware, however 36% were not aware. This is
an improvement from the 2004 survey, where 55% of applicants and
agents were unaware of the online planning system.

2.9 Table 2.3 illustrates the satisfaction of people who had used the online
service in finding the appropriate page, the ease of use and how
informative it is. These results are very encouraging as they
demonstrate that people are satisfied with all three aspects, with less
than 10% being either fairly dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with each
of them, albeit from a low number of responses.  Questions on this
were not asked in 2004.

2.10 The Council is assessing the possibility of applicants being able to
submit applications, including plans and drawings, online. The
respondents were asked whether this facility would be of interest to
them and encouragingly 70% responded positively, 21% said no and
9% were unsure (base: 111).
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Figure 2.3 – Awareness of Online Planning Applicati on
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Table 2.3 - Satisfaction with Online Planning Appli cation System

Very
Satisfied

Fairly
Satisfied

Neither/  Nor Fairly
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

Ease of finding 51% 31% 12% 4% 2%

Ease of use 23% 56% 13% 6% 2%

Informative 46% 38% 12% 4% 0%

Base: 52
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3 COUNCIL CONTACT

Facilities

3.1 Applicants and agents were, on the whole, fairly or very satisfied
(92%) with the waiting area when arriving at the planning office (base:
73). This is  a very small (2%) and insignificant decrease since the
2004 report. There are similar findings for the comfort and cleanliness
of the meeting area with 84% very or fairly satisfied (base: 70); this is
also an insignificant decrease since 2004. The results were slightly
less positive for the privacy of the meeting area, where 6% were very
dissatisfied, 13% were fairly dissatisfied, 25% were neither/nor, 33%
were fairly satisfied and 20% were very satisfied (base: 71). This
suggests that there may be some improvement required in this area.
There are no statistics from the 2004 survey for this topic to make a
comparison.

3.2 The final feature that was questioned was the availability of publicity
materials. Satisfaction was generally good, with 13% very satisfied,
57% fairly satisfied, and low levels of dissatisfaction (base: 61). Table
3.1 shows the suggestions made that could improve these areas. It
demonstrates that more privacy is required as the improvements
suggest the meeting area is too communal.

Table 3.1 - Suggested Improvements

·  A room for more privacy. ·  Lessen waiting time

·  Finding a home for the "workers"
outwith the glare of the public. It
does not look good for the Council.

·  Meeting in communal areas is not
satisfactory. It is a problem you share
with many other authorities.

·  Dividers in consultation area ·  Planning Officer should be more
friendly and helpful.

·  Lack of available waiting room for
four - booked meeting had meeting
in wide corridor / circulation space
but it was ok

·  Reception area could have more
private areas for chat.

·  Meeting space was okay because
no other meetings taking place -
would have been a lack of privacy
if that had been the case.

·  The meeting area is uncomfortably
open and public.

·  With the possibility of people being
at the adjacent table and with
people passing to and from through
the meeting area, there is a lack of
privacy which could be important if
sensitive matters are being talked
about.

·  Meeting area that's not part of a
corridor.

·  More visitor parking. Encourage local
staff to leave their cars at home for
visitors coming from outside the town.
Update décor and standards for
principle public building
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Appointments and waiting times

3.3 Figure 3.1 shows that 64% of applicants and agents made an
appointment before arriving at the Council offices, 32% did not make
an appointment and 5% could not remember. Of those that had an
opinion, only 3% said they felt their waiting time was unacceptable
(2004 = 2%). 82% felt their waiting time was acceptable (2004 = 78%),
and 14% were seen straight away (2004 = 20%).

Figure 3.1 - Did You Make an Appointment Before Arr iving at the Council
Offices?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Can't Remember

No

Yes

Base: 88

3.4 The waiting acceptability was compared to the results for those people
that made an appointment. 84% of people that thought the waiting
time was acceptable had made an appointment before arriving. From
the results, making an appointment would appear to make no
difference to waiting time acceptability. These findings perhaps
indicate that an appointment is not necessary.

3.5 The following data relate to applicants and agents that contacted the
Council by telephone. 41% of people who telephoned only needed to
make one attempt, 32% got through to someone after the second
attempt, 27% said it took them more than two attempts to get through
on the phone (base: 94). In comparison to 2004 figures these are less
positive. The 2004 survey showed that 63% got through on their first
attempt, 23% got through on the 2nd attempt and 14% got through
after more than two attempts (Figure 3.2).

3.6 Figure 3.3 shows how people’s enquiries were dealt with on the
phone, with some significant changes from the previous survey. 59%
(2004 = 46%) of the calls were transferred to somebody else, 7% were
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asked to ring back, 12% were told they would be called back and 22%
(2004 = 33%) of the calls were dealt with straight away (base: 95).

Figure 3.2 - Telephone attempts to contact Developm ent Quality by phone
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Figure 3.3 – Dealing with queries
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4 COUNCIL STAFF

Satisfaction

4.1 A positive response was that 92% of respondents were either fairly or
very satisfied with the approachability of the Council staff (Figure 4.1).
This is a slightly positive result in comparison to the 2004 figures as
there is a 4% rise in satisfaction levels and a 1% decrease in
dissatisfaction levels. However, a small minority of very dissatisfied
customers remain.

Figure 4.1 - Approachability of Staff
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4.2 Similarly, 85% of respondents were either very or fairly satisfied with
the quality of technical advice, with 9% being fairly or very dissatisfied
and 7% neither/nor (base: 107). These results have not changed
significantly since the 2004 survey.

Staff-related Suggestions

4.3 Table 4.1 illustrates suggestions that were made on positive staff
behaviours and areas for improvement.  Most relate to general
responsiveness and helpfulness/usefulness of advice.
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Table 4.1 – Suggestions for Staff Improvement

Positive Comments
·  Keep employing helpful staff.
·  No issues.
·  On this occasion the officer in charge was very helpful, if this was the norm it would

be great but I’ve had problems in the past with others. Politeness always goes a long
way.

·  Overall very good and focused on customer needs. More face to face meetings and
discussions.

·  Staff very friendly and helpful. Faster response to mail would be appreciated.
·  The staff were always helpful to me and advice given was easy to understand.
·  Very happy with level of service compared with our local chaps.
·  [..Officer Name..] is very approachable, helpful and reasonable.

Negative Comments
·  A lot of uncertainty about whether planning application was required.
·  By being other than immediately and permanently negative.
·  Conservation officer’s advice v. unhelpful – led to an appeal which we won – wasted

a lot of time and money.
·  Development control staff are not qualified to make subjective decisions on aesthetics

and where they do so it is always detrimental.
·  Found it quite difficult to actually speak to the right planning officer for my area.
·  Generally respond faster.
·  I feel officers being more decisive on site in a pre-app discussion – even if it is not in

my client’s favour could improve the service.
·  I had to chase them for a reply. Having answered their queries in January at the end

of April having not heard anything I phoned and they stated the application was still
on their desk.

·  Improve response times and return calls (calls rarely returned).
·  On visiting I dealt with two different staff. One extremely approachable and helpful –

the other less so.  However on second visit person was a lot better.
·  Point out why I needed planning permission for a greenhouse.
·  The person handling my application left.
·  Took 3 attempts to get the correct form sent out.
·  Was not told advice on planning application.

Helpfulness and being kept informed

4.4 Impressively 89% of responses state that they were fairly or very
satisfied with the helpfulness of staff and only 3% stated they were
very dissatisfied. Results for “being kept informed” are not so good,
with 25% very satisfied but over 1 in 5 fairly or very dissatisfied.

4.5 The 2004 report was formatted slightly differently, however the data
illustrated that 67% of respondents were satisfied with being kept
informed through verbal communication and 79% were satisfied with
being kept informed through written correspondence. Satisfaction
levels in relation to being kept informed have decreased as the 2006
results show satisfaction to be 62%.
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Figure 4.2 - Helpfulness of Staff
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Figure 4.3 - Informed of Application Progress
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4.6 Table 4.2 illustrates a range of suggestions made to improve contact
with applicants and agents.  Reflecting the above results and
comments made about staff improvements, most are related to
keeping people informed and speed of responses.
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Table 4.2 - Suggestions To Improve Contact

Co-ordination
·  Need to work in collaboration with building control. I was constantly batted back and forth

with both departments having differing opinions.
·   To ensure better co-ordination across the council and ensure requested forms be sent

out.

Being Kept Informed/ Speed of response
·  Could try phoning, to keep up dated.
·  If an application was beginning to run over the 8 week period I feel it should be the

planning authorities requirement to contact the applicant/agent and explain reasons.
·  Keep applicants/agents up to date if there are delays envisaged.
·  Let us know exactly what is happening and reasons for any delays.
·  Perhaps a system where there was a weekly or fortnightly contact for update.
·  Send an e-mail say after week three stating whether an issue is requiring attention or

simply stating that no action is required at this stage.
·  System should be in place whereby when statutory period is not achieved then the

planner automatically contacts customer / agent to discuss why and to confirm when
application will likely be concluded.

·  Set deadlines of time you will take to process applications and let the client know what is
happening.

·  Contact after receiving letter.
·  By keeping commitments to return calls and issue information timeously - the case officer

was completely unreliable in this respect.
·  More regular contact e.g. Email.
·  Answer queries promptly.
·  Building warrant passed in August 05 but did not find out until I called in September 05 to

chase up.
·  Improve the speed of the admin dept.
·  The administration process was slow. I had to ask for letters/details to be faxed on a few

occasions as letters were still at the typing pool.
·  Your DC staff must be hugely overloaded judging by the response times that I have

experienced.

Communication Methods
·  Use the telephone contact number to discuss prior to writing a letter.
·  {communicate]..With email.
·  Being clearer about when people would be available to speak to and not just in the office

(e.g. often in meetings etc so therefore not available).
·  Support staff to have easy access to files (on PC?) highlighting exact current position so

we don't have to bother officers directly so often.

Staff
·  Employ more experienced conservation officers.

Positive Comments
·  Don't think in my case there was more to improve.
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5 COUNCIL PROCESSES

Decision Notice

5.1 All Applicants or their  agents should receive a notice  explaining the
decision the Council has made in regards to their application. 66%
said they had received this notice, 17% said they did not receive this
and the remainder were unsure (base: 110).

5.2 An encouraging result came from the questions relating to the decision
notice. 94% of people were either very or fairly satisfied with the notice
being easy to read (Table 5.1). The same percentage thought this
about the notice being easy to understand and 80% for the Council
decision being explained well. These figures are similar to the 2004
results, although some trends are highlighted in Table 5.1. In the 2004
survey the third aspect related to how relevant the notice was to the
individual’s case, however this was changed in the 2006 survey to
how well the notice explained the decision made. Therefore there is
not directly comparable data for these aspects.

Table 5.1 Satisfaction with Decision Notice

Year Very
Satisfied

Satisfied Neither/Nor Dissatisfied Very
Dissatisfied

2004
53% 40% 6% 1% 0%

Easy to Read
Base: 80

2006
53% 41% 4% 1% 1%

Trend Unchanged
2004

53% 38% 7% 1% 0%
Easy To
Understand
Base: 80 2006

46% 48% 5% 0% 1%

Trend Move to “satisfied” from “very satisfied”
2004

52% 39% 8% 1% 0%
Explained how
Council reached
its decision 1

Base: 74 2006 36% 44% 14% 3% 3%

Trend Lower satisfaction, greater dissatisfaction

5.3 Following on from the previous data, 4 suggestions were made to
improve the decision notice.  All of these suggestions are based on
individual cases, however they are still worth noting:

·  The letter should have more advice in it for applicants, whether
they have been successful or not.

·  There should be clearer explanations for decisions that decline
on conservation grounds.

·  More realistic reasons should be given when refusing
permission.

·  The notice should not just be quotes and numbers; they felt the
notice was very impersonal.

                                                     
1 In 2004, the question asked how relevant the letter was to the individual’s case.
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Time taken for decisions

5.4 Applicants and agents were asked about the time taken to receive a
decision from the Council. 52% of people were fairly satisfied with the
time taken to determine the application and only 16% were very
satisfied. 6% were fairly dissatisfied and 13% very dissatisfied (Figure
5.1), comprising 19% that are dissatisfied overall.

Figure 5.1 - Satisfaction of Time Taken to Determin e Application
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Statutory Periods

5.5 Respondents were asked if they were contacted to request an
extension if determination of an application required longer than the
statutory 2 months.  A total of 43% of people reported that they were
not contacted, 24% of people said they were contacted and 20% said
they are unsure (base: 101).

5.6 Those people who were contacted by planning officers regarding an
extension to the statutory 2 month period were asked to state how
satisfied they were with the reason given for the delay. 9% were very
satisfied, 46% were fairly satisfied, 15% were fairly dissatisfied, 15%
were very dissatisfied and 15% were neither/nor (base: 34).  A
substantial 30% were dissatisfied overall.  Unfortunately there are no
2004 statistics to use as a comparison.
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6 COMPLAINTS

6.1 All applicants and agents were asked if they had thought about
complaining about the Planning Service and whether any of them
actually did complain. The results indicate that 14% had thought about
complaining and 3% did actually complain (base: 115). This is a small
increase from 2004, when 11% felt they needed to make a complaint.

6.2 In terms of the nature of the complaints, one applicant/agent
complained about the time taken between receiving the decision and
getting the paperwork. Another applicant complained because their
application was up for refusal and the applicant/agent had not been
informed.

6.3 There were very few complaints made but 3 people complained to the
Head of Planning/Planning Manager, 2 people complained to the
Local Government Ombudsman, 1 person complained to the planning
officer and 1 person complained to another source. One of these
complainants was fairly dissatisfied by the manner in which the
complaint was handled. Two complainants were very dissatisfied and
one was neither/nor.

6.4 When asked what improvements could be made when handling
complaints, there were only two responses. One of these was that;

“The whole planning system and process is understaffed and
applications seem to be taking longer and longer to process to
the point of being ridiculous, particularly on smaller
applications”

6.5 The other response was that there is no one person in charge of
handling complaints.

6.6 Respondents were asked why they did not complain and the majority
of respondents (15) stated that they had no reason to complain. Other
reasons are provided below.

Table 6.1- Reasons for Not Complaining

·  Assumed application would be dealt with in a negative manner
·  Long term relationships are not helped by complaining. Complaining leads

to more delays
·  May jeopardise future applications
·  Fear of being blackballed
·  Complaints are not dealt with independently
·  Didn’t think it would make a difference/ Unlikely to influence outcome
·  Did not have a note of the initial officer’s name
·  The officer was off sick and his case work had been handed over
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Talkback

6.7 Stirling Council has a Talkback scheme for dealing with complaints
(http://www.stirling.gov.uk/index/council_homepage/contactus/talkback
.htm) and respondents were asked if they were aware of it. It is
evident that there is little awareness of the scheme with 92% of
respondents not being aware of it, 7% were fairly aware and only 1%
was very aware (base: 103). In the 2004 survey 11% of applicants and
agents were aware of the scheme, therefore illustrating a slight decline
in awareness (Figure 6.1).

Figure 6.1- Awareness of Talkback Scheme 2004 and 2 006
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7 OVERALL SATISFACTION AND ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Overall Satisfaction

7.1 Respondents were asked their overall opinion about the service
provided by the Development Quality function of the Council (Figure
7.1). Fairly good was the most prevalent level of satisfaction with 53%
of respondents choosing it; this is a 16% increase since the 2004
survey. Very good (26%) followed, however this has fallen by 18%
since 2004. Neither good nor poor (9%) followed this. 4% thought it
was fairly poor and this is a 1% increase and 5% thought the service
was very poor, which is a 4% increase since 2004.

7.2 Overall, there is a shift to fairly good from very good (although “good”
overall remains steady at around 80%).  At the same time, there are a
higher number of people rating the service as poor (9%) with fewer
undecided.

7.3 The overall satisfaction level was compared with whether the
application was made as an individual applicant or as a professional
agent. The results show that agents responded somewhat more
positively than individual applicants.

Figure 7.1 - Overall Satisfaction Level - 2006 and 2004
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Additional Comments

7.4 Respondents were asked for their general comments and further
suggestions and the following table illustrates those. Faster application
processes and better communication were among the most popular
suggestions (Table 7.1).
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Table 7.1 - Further Suggestions

Timeousness
·  Speed up the process, reduce the time it takes to get planning permission. (7 mentions)
·  Deal with applications within said time whether 2 month period or extended period. Don't

allow planners to fob applicants off saying "It'll be another couple of weeks" for 3 weeks.
·  Communicate with the client. Give time spans.

Administration & Systems
·  Clarify application requirement (forms, certificates etc) to allow registration at 1st attempt!
·  Fast track simple applications e.g. Direct replacement of a garage.
·  Have planning forum meetings again.
·  Make it easier to search for application made and then the decision made (ref the website) -

maybe by geographical area / ward if this is available its not obvious.
·  Make the maps for locating planning applications viewable with Apple Mac computers which

use 'Safari' and 'Firefox' search engines (MS Internet Explorer is the only supported one at
present!).

·  Online Planning.
·  Online applications.
·  The process for providing planning consent was good but the issue of the building warrant

was slow.
·  Create service standards and ensure that staff follow them.

Other Suggestions
·  Town planners and building control as one department.
·  Adhere to the principle of "presumption in favour of".
·  Reintroduce urban designer.
·  I feel strongly that for minor repairs to listed buildings eg. re-slating, that have had listed

building consent previously approved in previous applications, that the local planning
authority should be able to approve such minor works without a 3 month (and sometimes
longer) application to Historic Scotland - this needs to be looked at.

·  Improve enforcement.
·  More outline info.
·  To stick to planning issues and not offer advice or reject/debate applications on an

architectural capacity - this is the job of the architect who has trained for seven years !!
Planners are not qualified to comment whatsoever on architecture. I also feel very strongly
about a system being put in place whereby only qualified architects may sign and submit
planning.

·  Worry about real issues - be a planning department and enable - not discourage - new
buildings.

·  Main objective of department should be to issue decision on all applications within two
months, without using delaying tactics, application marked invalid for some reason.

·  More planning officers needed! Volumes of applications are unlikely to decrease unless there
is world war.

·  Initial contact proved unhelpful and misleading. Queries could have been dealt with by
posting info materials, were told then they did not exist only to be given them after submitting
an application.

Positive Comments
·  I was very pleased with the way my application was handled. Service was first class.
·  Tell Clacks council how it should be done.


