
APPENDIX B 
 

Minute of Performance Monitoring Panel meeting held 28 May 2013  
 
Consideration was given to the report of the Assistant Director of Democratic 
Services which provided Members with a report on the performance of the 
Council and the priorities set out in the Corporate Plan 2011–2015. 
 
Attached to the report was a new style Quarterly Performance Report which 
had been generated by the performance management system ‘Performance 
Plus’, and which showed the position at the end of Quarter 4 (31 March 2013). 
 
Included at the front of the report was a foreword and interpretation advice.  
The main body of the report contained a summary of each priority which 
included: Analysis; Projects; Performance Indicators; and Risks.  Commentary 
was provided to give further information on the current position of each item. 
 
The following issues were raised: 
 

• Members requested that the glossary of symbols, currently included within 
the ‘Foreword’ , be included at the foot of each page detailing Projects, 
Indicators and Risks. 

• Key Priority SH4 (To support our Local Economy)  
o Members were advised that the Market Town Initiative, Holland 

Market and Rail Freight Interchange projects were to be 
amalgamated into one programme of work in 2013/14 as progress 
was slow at present, and that at the point where any one was 
moving ahead, they would be separated out into an individual 
project. 

o The two indicators ‘Planning (Number of applications approved)’ 
and ‘Planning (Processing of major applications) appeared to reflect 
the effectiveness of how planning applications were dealt with 
differently. It was suggested that different criteria had been used to 
measure these indicators, which was not helpful in comparing 
performance.  The Joint Performance Team Leader explained that 
the criteria and definition of ‘processing of major applications’ was 
under review. 

• Key Priority (SH5) – To Develop Stronger Communities    
o Cumulative Impact Assessment – Project relating to on-street 

drinking and associated anti-social behaviour.  Members were 
advised that these discussions and an assessment had taken 
place, that no need for a cumulative impact assessment had been 
deemed necessary, and that resources would be channelled into 
monitoring this area.  Members commented there did not appear to 
be many positive outcomes from multi-agency working in the past, 
and asked how this would be undertaken in the future.  The Joint 
Performance Team Leader responded that she would raise this with 
the service manager.  

• Members commented that there appeared to be various projects within the 
document that were affected by IT problems.  The Joint Performance 



Team Leader responded that the IT department faced a lot of challenges 
due to the new ways of working within the Council.  It did not appear that 
much progress was being made however, much research was required in 
order to effect permanent and stable solutions and as a result, it was 
difficult to provide timescales for work to be completed.  

• Members asked whether the performance of joint management 
arrangements had been reviewed since their introduction.  Was there any 
information on whether performance had improved, what savings had 
been made, and had the original aims of the process been realised?  
Members agreed that both efficiency and effectiveness of the new 
arrangements should be measured as part of any review, and that it was 
now timely to review them.  Both the Joint Performance Team Leader and 
the Business Development Manager responded to the issues raised.  Net 
savings of £400,000 in revenue costs had been effected, which had been 
taken from the 2010/11 budget figures in relation to establishment.  There 
had to date been no formal evaluation undertaken to measure efficiency 
and effectiveness of the joint management arrangements.   

 
DECISION: 
 
a) That the report of the Assistant Director of Democratic Services be noted, 

and that the issues raised by the Panel be taken into account; 
 
b) That future Performance reports to the Performance Monitoring Panel 

include the glossary of symbols at the foot of each page of the appendix 
where Projects, Indicators and Risks were dealt with, rather than within the 
‘Foreword’ as was currently the case; and  

 
c) That that a review into the Council’s joint management arrangements be 

undertaken, either internally or externally as appropriate, and that this 
review should consider the efficiency and effectiveness of these 
arrangements and whether the original aims of the project had been met. 

 


