SKEGNESS TOWN COUNCIL
Direction & Strategy Committee
Wednesday, 22nd March 2017
7.00 pm at the Town Hall, Skegness, Lincolnshire

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN OF the above meeting. The business to be dealt with at the
meeting is listed in the agenda set out below.

AGENDA
1.

MINUTES OF LAST MEETING – Previously circulated
To note that the minutes of 17th January 2017 were approved and adopted by Council at its
meeting on 1st February 2017.

2.

APOLOGIES

3.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

4.

AMENITY GRASS CUTTING – report attached
Presentation from the Town Clerk on the Amenity Grass areas in Skegness.

5.

DOG FOULING & WARDEN – report attached.

6.

EAST LINDSEY OFF STREET PARKING REVIEW – report attached.
Any further observations in relation to the report need to be submitted to ELDC by 12 noon
on Monday 10th April 2017.

7.

DCLG HOUSING MARKET CONSULTATION – report attached.
Consultation closes 11:45am on Monday 24th April 2017.

Steve Larner – Town Clerk
15th March 2017

4.
SKEGNESS TOWN COUNCIL

REPORT TO:
BY:
SUBJECT:

DIRECTION AND STRATEGY COMMITTEE
22ND MARCH 2017
TOWN CLERK
Amenity Grass Cutting

PURPOSE: To determine the standards, methodology and process to establish
Amenity Grass Cutting from 2018/19
.
1

BACKGROUND

1.1

At its meeting on 1st March 2017, Council decided to take on the
responsibility for Amenity Grass cutting in Skegness following Lincolnshire
County Council’s decision to stop this service. There are some 153840 m2
of grass verges in Skegness and Winthorpe.

1.2

For 2017/18, a temporary contract has been procured, but this is a stop
gap measure to enable the grassed areas to be kept under control until a
permanent solution can be found.

1.3

Council has indicated that it wants the Committee to explore the future
options available for verge cutting and come back with proposals and
recommendations for consideration by Full Council.

2

METHOD

2.1

The first step will be for committee to set out a specification of the works to
be carried out. Until this is done it is impossible to determine the options
for delivery or an idea of the likely costs. Committee will need to decide
whether it can do this from the maps and schedules provided or whether a
visit to the various sites is required. The specification should include as a
minimum: •

The scope of the cut – which areas are to be cut/not cut

•

The standard of the work and how it will be measured – this could
be set out as a maximum permitted length of grass or the frequency
of the cuts – this could be different for different areas but the
Committee need to consider the complexity of monitoring such an
arrangement and the knock on administrative overhead. A high
standard would be 16-18 cuts per annum or a max grass height of

60mm, a medium standard 12-15 cuts per annum or 75mm, a lower
standard would be 8-11 cuts per annum or 100mm. Separate
standards would apply to exceptionally wet or dry weather.

2.2

•

Method of working – Pre-litter pick, timing, H&S, road signs,
branding of workers and how this will be monitored.

•

How the contractor will respond to complaints and what the triggers
are.

Once the Committee has determined what it is that needs to be done, it
will be possible to explore the options that are available to deliver this.
Below are some of the issues the Committee may wish to explore – this is
just by way of example and not an exhaustive list.

Contract

In-House

Fixed price

Flexibility in how delivered – can
change priorities as and when
required to meet need

Specification takes time to prepare if it
is to be robust. Flexibility is difficult or
expensive to build in as contractors
need certainty to give a low price

Need to manage the staff and provide
cover for when things go wrong.

Additions to specification are likely to
be expensive

Upfront costs of equipment needed to
undertake the work

Usually no big up-front costs for
equipment as this is recouped across
contract

Potential economies of scale if other
work is being undertaken in house,
but would be some upfront costs

Procurement process takes a lot of
resources and is repeated on a
cyclical basis (i.e. every 4-5 years)

Job creation, recruitment and
selection, job evaluation, training has
to be managed. But there is direct
control over the performance and
behaviour of those representing the
Town Council

Contract has “lock in” and so there is
less room to change in response to

Job opportunities are in Skegness but
may be seasonal and future change

changing situations. Options to
terminate contract will increase the
contract price or incur termination
costs

may result in organisational change/
redundancies.

Bad weather (unless exceptions are
agreed) is the problem of the
contractor – but they also get the
benefit during dry/cold periods

Weather conditions may require
additional resources, but could also
mean that resources can be banked if
annualised hours are used

3

COSTS OF OPTIONS

3.1

Council has asked for costs of the options. To get an accurate estimate of
the cost of a contract will require market testing. Realistically this is not
feasible unless the Council is willing to invest in procurement support. Use
of general costs per m2 are unlikely to give very accurate costs due to the
location of grass, widths of verges and obstacles. Some reviews of other
Council’s contracts from published information has been undertaken, but
often it is difficult to uncover the amount and complexity of the work or any
specific contractual terms that would influence the price. These are mostly
kept confidential.

3.2

The committee also needs to consider its own capacity to work up and
consider both options to any level of detail.

3.3

To assist with setting the specification standard some indicative costs are
set out below, but these have a very wide margin of error. Generally, the
better the standard the more attractive an in-house operation becomes.

Length

50mm

70mm

100mm

Approx
frequency of cut

1 week

2 weeks

3 weeks

0.326ppa pm2

0.244ppa pm2

0.162ppa pm2

CONTRACT
Est Cost per m2

Est Contract
Cost (2016)

£50000

£37500

£25000

Inflation (Fuel,
insurance,
wages)

£1250

950

650

Total Contract

£51250

£38450

£25650
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3

2

Groundsman

3663

2442

1221

Senior
Groundsman

1221

1221

1221

Approx Staff
Cost (inc. oncosts)

£36000 -£48800

£28000-£36300

£20300-£24600

Est Fuel
Maintenance
Insurance

£4000

£3250

£2500

Depreciation on
equipment (4
yrs)

£7500 - £12500

£7000 – £12000

£6500 - £11500

TOTAL

£47500 - £65300

£38250 - £51550

£29300 - £38600

IN HOUSE
No Cutters
Staff Hours

3.4

An in-house option will be costed based on an annualised hours approach.
Total costs will include employee costs, equipment costs, maintenance
and fuel. Equipment will include for example: a zero-turn mower (possibly

2 depending on max operating hours), 1-3 walk behind commercial
mowers, brush cutters/strimmers and a trailer or a pickup.
3.5

In determining the options the Committee needs to keep in mind other
work the Council is or will be undertaking and whether any options support
this either financially or operationally.

3.6

Both in house and contract approaches will have an impact on the
administration team.

a)

For the contract approach, procurement and contract management will be
an ongoing matter. If a contractor fails to perform this may involve more
evidence gathering and a longer resolution period as the labour force is
not within direct control.

b)

For the in-house approach, there will be more staff management issues as
well as recruitment and training from time to time.

4

RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1

The Directions and Strategy Committee considers:

a)
b)

How to develop the specification of work and associated standards
The methodology for deciding on a contract or in-house approach to avoid
creating excessive additional work both for Committee members and staff.
The potential ramifications in respect of the budget in 2018/19 and beyond

c)

FOR DECISION

For information relating to
this report please contact
The Town Clerk, Town Hall
Skegness or email
townclerk@skegness.gov.uk
Background papers None

5.
SKEGNESS TOWN COUNCIL

REPORT TO:
BY:
SUBJECT:

DIRECTION AND STRATEGY COMMITTEE
22ND MARCH 2017
TOWN CLERK
Dog/Street Warden

PURPOSE: To report back on the advice from ELDC regarding a potential
Dog/Street Warden
.
1

BACKGROUND

1.1

At its meeting on 1st March 2017, Council asked the Direction and Strategy
Committee explore the potential for Skegness Town Council to employ a
Dog/Street Warden to be funded by fines collected. They asked that ELDC
be asked for advice and for this information to be brought back.

2

ADVICE AND POWERS

2.1

Dog Control Orders become obsolete later this year as they have now
been superseded by Public Space Protection Orders (PSPO) and
Community Protection Orders.

2.2

ELDC are now looking at what the District Council need to put into place
for dog control under a PSPO, across the district, and they are also
obtaining clarity on which organisations can enforce, as the legislation
doesn’t allow Parish and Town Councils to enforce in the same way as
Dog Control Orders did.

2.3

As part of this piece of work ELDC are also looking at different options for
enforcement – interestingly City of Lincoln have introduced a warden who
is issuing Fixed Penalty Notices (FPN) for litter and dog fouling and the
income has covered their costs. However, they have District Council
powers and are issuing over 700 Fixed Penalty Notices per year in Lincoln
city centre.

2.4

By summer there should be greater clarity on how ELDC will proceed with
PSPOs and this should provide better direction especially in respect of the
powers needed to undertake any enforcement.

2.5

If the power does exist for the Council to proceed, then the Committee will
need to consider the viability of a post holder self-funding as they would
need to issue hundreds of FPNs. Additionally, there would also need to be

administrative support to be able to follow up those who don’t pay through
the courts, with the expertise this requires in terms of evidence gathering.
3

FINANCIAL, RISK AND OTHER IMPLICATIONS

3.1

These will be considered when Committee make any recommendations to
Council.

4

RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1

The Directions and Strategy Committee defers any further work and seeks
an update at its meeting on June 21st 2017 when it should be in a better
position to proceed.

FOR DECISION

For information relating to
this report please contact
The Town Clerk, Town Hall
Skegness or email
townclerk@skegness.gov.uk
Background papers None

6.

Public Off Street Car Parking
in East Lindsey

Policy Review
2016

1

Executive Summary
This report provides a summary of new consultation
undertaken with over 1,300 car park users, alongside
analysis of transactional data over the last two years and
other published best practice and research to inform a
review of the Council’s off-street parking provision
throughout East Lindsey.
The aim of the review is to inform an up to date strategy for
delivery and establish an updated service model which
closely reflects the needs and circumstances of each
community, balanced with the continued need of the
Council to fund the maintenance of car parks and deliver
associated services.
The main analysis undertaken reiterates a consistent policy message that the respective offer in each
centre (primarily determined by the mix and range of uses and ease of access) is the fundamental
influence on the sustainability and success of town centre and resort based economies. Within this
context, it is recognised that car parking strategies (of which off-street provision is just one aspect)
will only ever be part of a complex array of interrelated factors affecting local economic vitality.
They should still, however, be tailored to the needs and circumstances of each local community.
The data presented highlights that the coast has continued to experience an increase in visitor
numbers, and associated car park use, which is consistent with recent and forecast trends in
domestic tourism. The main policy response is to provide greater flexibility in the range of foreshore
tariffs available and enhanced customer convenience through increased promotion of additional
payment methods.
Experience across the inland market towns is more mixed, with increased use in some centres and a
declining number of tickets issued in other settlements. Spilsby is recognised as the worst
performing town centre in East Lindsey, being the only town with retail vacancy rates beyond the
national average and the only East Lindsey location which has experienced a drop in both parking
tickets and gross parking income over the last two financial years. The proposed policy response in
the smaller inland market towns is to move towards the provision of free short term parking, closest
to the town centres. In Louth, which retains a constant level of demand through the year, the aim is
to incentivise longer stays through the reduction of tariffs for four hour stays. This is consistent with
a shift towards longer tariffs purchased between 2014/15 and 2015/16 in Louth.
Published best practice also recognises that a parking free for all with a lack of restrictions, controls
and enforcement in place is a failure to manage assets effectively and may adversely affect local
economic performance. It is therefore proposed that the Council moves away from the provision of
free all day parking, and that where an element of free user parking is retained this is capped at a
maximum period of two hours. This is intended to ensure that use of the car parks is directly
benefitting the respective centres in which they operate.
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1. Context
East Lindsey District Council has embarked upon an
ambitious Transformation Programme in order to respond
to the ongoing financial climate of local government funding
and to consider how its services effectively contribute to the
economic prosperity of local communities. To underpin this,
the Council’s Executive Board is commencing a review of the
Council’s parking function in order to produce an up to date
strategy for service delivery. It is an aspiration of Council’s
Executive Board that the tariff regime should more closely
reflect the needs and circumstances of each community
(and be seen to do so) and, accordingly, that a one size fits
all approach is not appropriate. Coincident to this work, the
Council is producing a new Asset Management Framework
which will include a consideration of the current estate of car parks.
2. Introduction
Whilst the Council produced, some 14 years ago, a Transport Strategy (2004 – 2006), this document
focused on the broad remit of transport provision (much of which being the responsibility of other
agencies) and hence provides little in the way of historical context for parking provision in the
district. Since that time there have been a number of scrutiny exercises relating to the operation of
the function and the tariffs in place. In 2013, there was a detailed review of car park tariffs which
had been the first such review and/or change since 2008.
It is now timely that an updated parking strategy is developed for the District and that key
stakeholders are provided the opportunity to influence its content. This has been reinforced by a
recommendation from the Overview Committee that a Transport Strategy be put in place as soon as
possible. This recommendation was further refined to focus on those aspects of parking provision
that lie within the Council’s direct sphere of responsibility and accountability.
The setting of car parking tariffs can be, by its very nature, a controversial topic with a range of
(sometimes conflicting) views from officers, residents, visitors, business operators, Town Councils
and elected Members. Such a diverse range of views places (albeit sometimes well informed)
opinion at the forefront of debate. The Executive Board is now looking to supplement this with a
strong evidence base to underpin future decision making through the provision of a strategy
demonstrating a sound understanding of the interplay between public parking provision, tariffs and
the local economy.
As an outcome the Executive Board wish to see new evidence based recommendations in regard to
how tariffs and income could be balanced without imposing a detrimental impact on either
economic prosperity or the requirements of the Council. The review is best described as seeking the
optimum position for the Council and its Community whilst having regard to the Council’s
obligations under parking legislation – not least the evidential use of “surplus” income.
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3. Key Objectives and Lines of Enquiry
In order to produce an up to date strategy for delivery, the
main objectives of the policy review were established to:
• Provide a review of parking capacity against local need;
• To establish an updated service model which closely
reflects the needs and circumstances of each respective
community, rather than a one size fits all approach;
• Undertake a financial appraisal of the realistic costs and
risks of introducing further on street permit schemes;
• Ensure engagement with appropriate stakeholders;
• Provide evidence based recommendations in regard to
how parking tariffs could support local economic
prosperity, balanced with the need to fund the
maintenance of car parks and deliver associated Council
services.
To ensure that any changes made as part of the parking review are based on accurate and robust
data, the following key lines of enquiry have formed the basis of engagement with key stakeholder
groups, including relevant Town and Parish Councils, representative business forums and elected
Members:
• For what purpose are people using our car parks?
• How long is the parking required for?
• Are they visiting during particularly busy periods?
• Are there any incentives that may encourage them to visit during quieter periods?
• How important is availability and cost of parking, in comparison to other factors, in attracting
visitors to our town centres and coastal resorts?
• What other factors impact on their needs when they get into the town centre?
• What gaps in knowledge and understanding exist, and how could these be addressed?
• Can the District Council embrace new technologies to improve the customer experience
(including flexible / modern payment methods and electric charging points)?
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4. Current Service Model
4.1 Asset Portfolio
The District Council currently operates 55 off-street car
parks, providing a total of 6,460 spaces for local residents
and visitors to the District. These car parks are defined as
being either “amenity” car parks (being situated within a
town/village) or “foreshore” car parks (situated along the
coast). Four of the sites (at Pier Field, Skegness and the
Cattle Market, Linden Walk and Newmarket in Louth) are
currently subject to potential redevelopment. Subject to
planning approval and asset disposal, this would reduce the
Council’s portfolio to 5,783 spaces across 51 car parks. The
overall loss of parking provision would be determined
through the design and construction of any new development scheme on each site.
The distribution of the current portfolio is summarised below.
Town

Location

Alford
(117)

Market Place
South Street
Millers Way
Market Place
High/Silver Street
Well Vale Drive
Sea Road
The Bain
Cattle Market
St Lawrence Street
Market Place
Sea Lane
Jackson's Corner
Town Hall
Market Place
Broadbank
Cannon Street
Kidgate
Kiln Lane
Co-op, Northgate
Queen Street
Northgate East
Northgate West
Newmarket
Linden Walk
Cattle Market
Bridge Street

Burgh Le Marsh (23)
Coningsby (98)
Chapel St Leonards
(136)
Horncastle
(395)

Ingoldmells
(151)
Louth
(1,132)

No of
Spaces
31
48
38
23
98
110
26
159
157
62
17
65
86
23
12
37
18
55
156
153
84
196
20
77
27
257
17

Town
Mablethorpe
(825)

Sandilands (75)
Skegness
(3,072)

Sutton on Sea
(145)
Spilsby (188)

Tattershall (67)
Woodhall Spa
(36)

No of
Spaces
Seaview
400
Queen's Park South
67
Queen's Park Main
123
Quebec Road
15
Seacroft Road
138
High Street
68
Park Square
14
Sandilands
75
Richmond Drive (Coach Park)
84
Drummond Road
175
North Parade
556
Grand Parade
454
Tower Esplanade
894
Princes Parade
314
Scarborough Avenue
55
Scarborough Esplanade
31
Swimming Pool
193
Pier Field, Beresford Avenue
316
Broadway
120
Marine Avenue
25
Post Office Lane
112
Market Place
24
Buttercross
17
Boston Road
35
Off Market Place
67
Broadway
21
Royal Square
15
Table 1: East Lindsey Car Park Assets
Location

4.2 Legal Provisions
The Traffic Management Act 2004 (TMA) lays down the requirements under which Civil
Parking Enforcement is carried out. The car parks in East Lindsey are subject to a Parking Order. This
order and its amendments detail the car park regulations in car parks. The order also allows for the
issue of Penalty Charge Notices for certain contraventions of the order. The issue of these notices
and the procedures which follow their issue are laid down by the TMA and regulations made under
it.
6

Patrol and Enforcement activities in the off street car parks are carried out by Civil Enforcement
Officers, employed by the District Council. Section 55 of the Traffic Management Act defines the
purposes for which income, specifically from charges and Penalty Charge Notices for off-street car
parking can be used for as:
• all operational costs to deliver a car parking service (incl. repairs, maintenance and staffing);
• supporting public transport passenger services;
• supporting road or highway improvement projects;
• environmental improvements and maintenance, including the appearance or amenity of:
(i) a road or land in the vicinity of a road; or
(ii) open land or water to which the general public has access; and
(iii) the provision of outdoor recreational facilities available to the general public without charge.
The Traffic Management Act 2004 also introduced a requirement for Enforcement Authorities to
report on their Parking Enforcement Activities on an annual basis. This has been supplemented by
the Government’s 2015 Transparency Code that requires, annually, the Council to report:
• a breakdown of income and expenditure on the authority’s parking account, to include details of
revenue collected from on-street parking, off-street parking and Penalty Charge Notices; and
• a breakdown of how the authority has spent a surplus on its parking account;
• the number of marked out controlled on and off-street parking spaces within their area, or an
estimate of the number of spaces where controlled parking space is not marked out in individual
parking bays or spaces.
Lincolnshire County Council currently carries out ‘On Street’ parking enforcement in Lincolnshire
using a third party contractor and, also produce a separate annual report to cover their enforcement
activities across the county. Lincolnshire County Council is also the Highways Authority for the
county, responsible for the management and operation of the classified primary route network in
East Lindsey. In addition to the local highways authority responsibilities there are a number of
transport networks, operators and community based initiatives which impact on travel opportunities
in East Lindsey. This represents one of the main challenges in developing a wider transport strategy
due to the wide range of providers and stakeholder objectives delivering related investments – many
of which cut across administrative boundaries in terms of journey planning and route management.
4.3 Tariff Structure
The council last reviewed its charging policy in regard to its car parks in 2013 (having not previously
reviewed such arrangements since 2008). The current objectives in the making of charges for
parking in the District’s car parks are:
• to cover the costs of their maintenance, infrastructure and management, including those of
associated land and facilities available to the public;
• to ensure that parking is available for people using the facilities in the town and villages by
ensuring a turnover of spaces in the car parks. This is particularly important in the car parks
supporting shops in the town centres where most car parks are ‘short or medium stay’ facilities.
All East Lindsey car parks are open 24 hours, and chargeable from 8am to 6pm under a ‘Pay and
Display’ charging system. The Council currently operates 10 free car parks and a further reduction in
charges at 13 sites between November and February. Motorcycles are permitted to park for
7

free. Oversized vehicles are also welcomed where space permits, although height restrictions apply
on some sites. Overnight occupation of vehicles is generally not permitted. A breakdown of the
current parking tariff structure per site is provided below.
Town

Location

Alford

Market Place
South Street

Burgh Le Marsh
Coningsby
Chapel St Leonards

Millers Way
Market Place
High Street/Silver Street
Well Vale Drive

Sea Road

Horncastle

The Bain
Cattle Market
St Lawrence Street

Ingoldmells

Market Place
Sea Lane
Jackson's Corner

Louth

Town Hall
Market Place
Broadbank

Cannon Street
Kidgate

Kiln Lane
Co-op, Northgate

Queen Street

Northgate East

Northgate West
Newmarket
Linden Walk
Cattle Market
Bridge Street
Mablethorpe

Seaview

Tariff Structure (2015/16)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50

1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum Stay)
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
All Day - Free
All Day - Free
All Day - Free
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
Coaches - £6.00

2 Hours - free
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £2.00
November - February: Free
March - October
3 Hours - £2.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
November - February: Free
2 Hours - £1.00
All Day - £3.00
4 Hours - £1.50
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
4 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £1.00
All Day - £3.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
3 Hours - £2.00
1 Hour - £1.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.50
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum Stay)
March to October
November to February
Per Hour - £0.80
All Day - £1.00
March to October
8 Hours - £1.80
2 Hours - £0.80
All Day - £2.00
4 Hours - £1.20
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
6 Hours - £1.60
November - February: Free
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum Stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50 (Maximum Stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
3 Hours - £2.00
1 Hour - £1.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.50
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum Stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
3 Hours - £2.00
1 Hour - £1.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.50
2 Hours - £1.00
All Day - £3.00
4 Hours - £1.50
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
3 Hours - £2.00
1 Hour - £0.80
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.20
0.5 Hour - £0.50
3 Hours - £2.00
1 Hour - £1.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.50
0.5 Hour - £0.50
3 Hours - £2.00
1 Hour - £1.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.50
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum Stay)
2 Hours - £1.00
All Day - £3.00
4 Hours - £1.50
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
All Day - Free
All Day - Free
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
4 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £1.00
All Day - £3.00
March to October
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
November to February: FREE
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Town

Location

Mablethorpe

Queen's Park South

Queen's Park Main

Quebec Road
Seacroft Road
High Street

Park Square
Sandilands
Skegness

Sandilands
Richmond Drive (Coach Park)
Arcadia, Drummond Road

Northend of North Parade

Pierside, Grand Parade

Festival, Tower Esplanade

Princes Parade

Scarborough Avenue

Scarborough Esplanade
Swimming Pool
Lawn Park, Beresford Avenue

Sutton on Sea

Broadway

Marine Avenue

Spilsby

Post Office Lane
Market Place

Buttercross

Tattershall
Woodhall Spa

Boston Road
Off Market Place
Broadway
Royal Square

Tariff Structure (2015/16)
March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
March to October
Per Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
2 hours – free (with ticket)
3 hours – £2:00

After 2.00 pm - £2.50
November to February: FREE
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
November to February: Free
November to February: Free
All Day - £3.00
Coaches - £6.00
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
All Day – Free

All Day - £7.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
March to October
2 hours free (with ticket)
3 hours: £1:00
4 hours: £2:00
March to October
Per Hour - £1.00
March to October
Per Hour - £1.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £2:00
4 hours - £3:00
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50

After 2pm - £4.00
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February: Free
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February: £1:00 (all day)
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February: £1.00 (all day)
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February: Free
5 hours: £3:00
6 hours: £4:00
All Day: £7:00
November to February: Free
November to February
All Day - £1.00
November to February
All Day - £1.00
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
Coaches - £6.00 (all day)
November to February: Free
All Day: £5:00
November to February: Free
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum Stay)
All Day – Free
All Day – Free

2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00

4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Table 2: Current Tariff Structure (2015/16)
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Customer payment for parking can currently be made via coins at the pay and display machines or
mobile phone payments. There is currently no facility for debit card transactions or note payments
via the machines, although debit card payments can be processed via mobile phone through the
mipermit contract advertised at each site. A variety of parking permits are also available for both
residents and non-residents at 37 car parks. The permits are available to purchase via post or the
Council’s website. The minimum permit period is for 3 months. Weekly tickets are also available to
purchase direct from the pay and display machines at a number of sites (see table 2).
The following table provides a summary of the permit charges operating across East Lindsey.
Permit Type
East Lindsey
Alford
Horncastle
(incl Woodhall Spa)
Louth
Mablethorpe
Skegness
(incl Winthorpe, Ingoldmells
and Chapel St Leonards)
Spilsby
Overnight
(4pm – 9am: Mon – Fri.
Residents only)

Locations
All Car Parks listed below
South Street
The Bain, The Broadway, Royal Square, St
Lawrence Street
Bridge Street, Broadbank, Co-op, Kidgate, Kiln
Lane, Newmarket, Northgate East, Queen Street
Broadway, High Street, Marine Avenue, Park
Square, Quebec Road, Queen’s Park Main,
Queen’s Park South, Seacroft, Seaview
Arcadia, Festival, Jackson’s Corner, North End,
Pierside, Princes Parade, Scarbrough Avenue,
Scarbrough Esplanade, Sea Lane, Sea Road,
Swimming Pool, Well Vale
Buttercross, Market Place, Post Office Lane
Car Park Specific

3 months
£55
£25

6 months
£105
£45

9 months
£155
£65

Annual
£200
£80

£35

£65

£95

£120

£35

£65

£95

£120

£35

£65

£95

£120

£35

£65

£95

£120

£25

£45

£65

£80

-

-

-

£70.00

Table 3: Permit charges in East Lindsey

Additional coach parking permits are available at £40 per week at Seacroft (Mablethorpe) and
Richmond Drive (Skegness).
This pricing regime for permit holders demonstrates that the current charges represent excellent
value for money for some users. As a worked example, a full time worker in Louth parking in Kiln
Lane would be expected to pay £690 per year in parking charges using the available daily rate (based
on £3 per day for 46 working weeks per annum). For £200 per year, the same employee could
purchase an annual permit for all East Lindsey car parks, providing a minimum saving across the year
of £490, alongside permitted use of all eligible East Lindsey car parks for other leisure and shopping
trips at no extra charge.
Any changes to the operating hours or charging period for off street car parks must be formally
consulted and agreed through the advertisement and revisions to the Council’s Car Parking Order.
However, changes to individual car park fees and charges can be progressed at a service level via an
Amendment Notice.
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5. Methodology
In order to meet the objectives and key lines of enquiry, the
following methodology was undertaken to provide a range of
relevant information for analysis.
5.1 Literature Review
Research was undertaken into other local authority parking
strategies and published studies in relation to the role which
parking can play in encouraging town centre vitality.
Additional information was also sought in relation to the
experience of other parking operators in introducing specific
measures such as pay on exit and electric charging points.
The literature review also includes consideration of relevant
extracts from other local studies, including the Council’s
updated Economic Baseline which identifies a range of factors and indicators in relation to the
vitality of our town centres and coastal resorts. A review of comparative parking tariffs in other
areas has also been undertaken, using CIPFA’s latest neighbour model as a starting point for
benchmarking tariffs with other local authorities.
5.2 Consultation
To capture the views of both East Lindsey residents and visitors to the district, an on-street survey
was conducted during two weeks in August (22nd to 28th) and September (12th to 17th, and 23rd) 2016,
to cover both the peak and off-peak season. All interviews were conducted by fully IQCS
(Interviewer Quality Control Scheme) trained market research interviewers who abided by the
Market Research Society Code of Conduct. The questionnaire took no more than five to six minutes
to administer, and a copy can be found at Appendix *. Interviews were conducted between 10am
and 4pm at the following locations:
Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

Spilsby*

Louth,
Alford*

Skegness,
Mablethorpe

Mablethorpe*;
Horncastle*

Louth*,
Skegness

Horncastle,
Louth *

Skegness,
Mablethorpe

Table 4: Interview schedule (* denotes market days)

A self-completion version of the questionnaire was hosted online throughout August and September
and also printed in paper format. The online survey was hosted and promoted by the District
Council’s website and social media. On-street interviewers also handed out leaflets with a link to the
survey to those who did not have time to take part in the survey at the time. Paper copies, including
a pre-paid return envelope, were distributed to Customer Access Points around the district.
Responses from both survey formats have been combined to create a total sample size of 1,328.
The table below shows the number of consultation responses for each town.
Town
Alford
Horncastle
Louth
Mablethorpe
Skegness
Spilsby
Total

Face to Face Interviews
51
112
164
171
173
51
722

Online / paper questionnaire
22
110
193
55
187
39
606

Total
73
222
357
226
360
90
1,328
Table 5: Consultation Responses
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In addition, meetings were held and stakeholder comments invited from the following organisations:
 Alford Town Council (19th July)
 Skegness Town Council Economic Sub Committee (21st July)
 Mablethorpe Town Council (25th July)
 Spilsby Town Council (28th July)
 Louth Town Council (2nd August)
 Skegness Chamber of Commerce (8th August)
 Ingoldmells Parish Council (12th September)
 Horncastle Town Council (13th September)
 Coningbsy Parish Council (22nd September)
 Residents of George Street and Gospelgate, Louth (23rd September)
 Burgh le Marsh Parish Council (27th September)
 Visit East Lincolnshire (7th September; 5th October)
 Tattershall Parish Council (4th October)
 East Lindsey Reserved Members Day (3rd November)
Additional Email correspondence was exchanged with representatives of Chapel St Leonards and
Woodhall Spa Parish Councils.
5.3 Management Data
A range of core management data was also analysed to examine usage of the Council’s current
estate of car parks. This information included data on all tickets issued across a twelve month period
(from November 2015 to October 2016), alongside headline income and transaction data for the
previous two financial years for each car park.
The structure of the spreadsheets developed for analysis has enabled all ticket transactions to be
collated and filtered based on the date and time issues, transaction price and the tariff duration for
all sites. For the purposes of this report, a summary of trends across the year has been provided to
provide an indication of most popular tariff type and the busiest or quietest periods, in terms of daily
and monthly transactions. It also provides a basis of current behaviour from which the financial
implications of any future tariff changes can be estimated. The background data collated will also
enable further detailed site based analysis to be undertaken in relation to the occupancy and usage
of each car park.
An itemised summary of the operational service budget is also provided at table 10. A lot of the core
service costs (including staffing, parking enforcement and income collection) are centrally recharged
and not individually apportioned or attributed to individual assets. As such, it has not been possible
to identify an accurate breakdown of income versus expenditure for each individual assets.
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6. Analysis
6.1 Literature Review
6.1.1 Domestic High Street Trends
A Government commissioned Review of the Future of High
Streets identifies that the UK retail sector is undergoing
fundamental change, responding directly to what consumers
want, including when, where and how they buy. In line with
this trend, Retail Futures 20181 forecast that by 2018:
 Total store numbers will fall by 27% in the East
Midlands, from 20,950 in 2013 to 15,294 in 2018;
 The share of online retail sales will rise to 21.5% over the
same period;
 With such a high number of transactions carried out
online, retailers with a strong web offering now need just 70 high street stores to create a
national presence compared to 250 in the mid 2000's.
A 2014 report into High Street Performance and Evolution2 also identifies that online sales as a
proportion of total retail spend more than tripled from 2007 to 2014. Evidence suggests great
variation in sector penetration, with significant substitution effects being felt by retailers of books,
music & video, computer games and electricals, and with the fastest growth in penetration occurring
in department stores and fashion retail. In terms of annual sales growth, food retail - because of the
size of the sector – is adding the most online sales. However, the threat to town centres from online
shopping is greatest for the non-food sector. Despite the challenges of out-of-town and online
retailing, evidence suggests that the majority of town centre users still continue to favour high
streets and town centres as main shopping destinations for health, beauty and personal care
products, clothing and footwear and for top-up grocery shopping. Available research also provides
evidence of the complex role of the high street (beyond traditional retail) as a destination for
personal finance, medical and educational services, as well as health and beauty services.
The High Street UK20203 project also identified 201 individual factors that affect high street
performance. The top five were:
 Retailer representation - which retailers are represented on the high street, e.g. a mix of shop
fronts and store sizes
 Accessibility - can the centre be reached by a variety of transport modes?
 Out-of-town development - are there nearby out-of-town retail parks or poorly linked edge-oftown developments?
 Convenience - can people shop in the town centre without much effort?
 Leadership - is there a clear and realistic plan for the centre?

1

http://www.retailresearch.org/retail2018.php
http://thegreatbritishhighstreet.co.uk/pdf/GBHS-HighStreetReport.pdf
3
http://www.placemanagement.org/media/57742/HSUK2020-End-of-Project-Reportcompressed.pdf
2
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The Portas Review highlighted the role parking has in successful high streets and challenged Councils
to decide the best way to offer, manage and enforce parking in ways which make sense for their
area. Government has supported this by:
 changing planning rules so that councils are free to offer as much parking in town centres as
appropriate;
 scrapping minimum charge rules and issued guidance which encourages councils to set
competitive parking charges;
 removing regulations which restricted supply of local car spaces;
 making data generated by local authorities (including income generated from parking fees and
charges) available and accessible to the public.
A Government review of progress since the Portas Pilot scheme4 recognises that tackling parking by
itself will not fix the high street, but it is a helpful thing to look at when considering what would
bring people to the centre. It also includes reference to a number of Portas Pilot Towns which
introduced new parking initiatives in their respective centres, including:
 Braintree has introduced parking charges of 10p after 3pm and 10p all day on Sunday. They
chose 10p rather than free parking in order to better monitor how the scheme was being used.
Figures showed more than 44,000 extra cars took advantage of this over the course of the year,
representing a significant increase in footfall in the late afternoons;
 Loughborough is trialling a 'free after three' initiative one day a week to encourage people into
the town centre during the quieter period of the day. Every Friday through the summer, as part
of their ‘Fabulous Fridays’ project, they aim to entice people from the villages who pick their
children up from the town's schools to then pop into town afterwards instead of going straight
home, as well as employees around the town to stay after work. Another scheme offering free
Sunday parking will start in July;
 Tiverton is attempting to capitalise on its location as the gateway to Devon and proximity to
other tourist destinations by offering parking for coaches. Currently Tiverton is missing out on
this potentially valuable market for lack of facilities. They are working with local residents and
businesses to identify where land could be turned into coach parking and will be monitoring
town centre footfall and vehicle traffic. They have also introduced a parking charge of just £1 for
five hours in the town centre multi-storey and are helping get an unusual ‘tuk tuk’ scheme in
place to attract shoppers;
 Stockport's town team set up a sub-group to challenge the council on parking and come up with
suggestions for improvements. For example, they found that shoppers were put off making
short trips by the cost of parking so the council are bringing forward proposals to move to hourly
charging across all car parks. Shoppers often cut short their trip because the time on their pay
and display ticket runs out, so the council are introducing more flexible ways of paying, including
smartphones. To further improve the attractiveness of Stockport’s parking offer, as some car
parks were in poor condition and needed improvement, £2 million is currently being invested to
improve the lighting, security and the look and feel of the car park.

4

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/211536/Future_of_High_Street__Progress_Since_the_Portas_Review_-revised.pdf
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The same report also concludes that successful high streets of the future will be where people live,
use services, and spend their leisure time, including in an evening economy, as well as shop. The key
to success and securing the long term future of the high street, therefore, is for communities to
strike the right balance between traditional retail and other uses for high street property.
6.1.2 Domestic Tourism Trends
An annual review of tourism by Visit England and Visit Britain5 reports that recent trends such as
short breaks, multi-generational trips, last-minute getaways and interest in destinations of all types
(coastal, rural or urban) are providing sustainable opportunities for Britain’s domestic tourism
market. The number of Brits taking short breaks (1- 3 nights) in England rose 10% between 2014 and
2015. 2015 also saw domestic seaside holiday trips up 7% and countryside holidays up 12%. The
domestic day trip market also experienced its first uplift in expenditure since 2012.
An additional report on UK visitor dynamics6 identifies that the domestic market has benefited from
the trend towards ‘staycations’, with financially pressured UK consumers opting for domestic holiday
opportunities over travelling abroad. While the nation’s improving economic outlook will lead to a
gradual rise in the number of consumers looking to holiday abroad again, it is unlikely to precipitate
a return to the holidaying habits that preceded the economic downturn. Furthermore, whilst online
and mobile retail continues to pose a threat to high-street profits, consumers have shown increasing
willingness to spend on small indulgences, such as dining out and visiting leisure attractions. There is
further evidence of optimism around the retail, hospitality and leisure sectors, with increased
investment in developments predicted in the coming years, including in typically less prosperous
areas of the UK. Locally, this can be witnessed by the approved Premier Inn development in
Skegness as the first national hotel chain to invest in the resort.
A further report into domestic tourism trends over the next decade7, published in 2013, Visit
England also highlights that consumers continue to prioritise leisure above most other areas of
spending. Household spending data from the Office for National Statistics indicates that while
households cut back on spending overall during periods of economic uncertainty, expenditure on
recreation and culture actually increased. This data indicates that despite tighter budgets, the
appetite for leisure experiences is very strong – and with leisure portfolios increasingly broad, the
desire for different types of holiday will continue to increase over the next decade. Another
recession led consumer trend is the shift in ethical priorities – from environmental concerns to a
more holistic sustainability agenda, which includes business practices and provenance. There will
also be an increased emphasis on localism and nationalism – potentially of huge benefit for domestic
tourism.
This indicates that East Lindsey is well positioned to continue to benefit from a projected growth in
domestic tourism trends. However, as part of this picture, a number of policy challenges are
recognised in terms of ensuring that:
 different destinations within areas work together to communicate the overall tourism attraction
of that area, rather than simply compete with one another for footfall;

6

5
https://www.visitbritain.org/annual-review/annual-review-2015-16/domestic-tourism-rise-2015
https://www.barclayscorporate.com/content/dam/corppublic/corporate/Documents/Tourism-Dynamic/Midlands.pdf
7
https://www.visitengland.com/sites/default/files/visit_england_report_print_tcm30-39493.pdf
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younger people with less knowledge or experience of rural areas understand the opportunities
that the countryside and rural locations offer;
sunshine is not the only attraction of the seaside as a destination. With more children and older
people entering the market, having an easily accessible and family-orientated destination will be
ideal for intergenerational (and shorter) family holidays.

6.1.3 Parking Policies and Strategies
Much guidance and advice on parking operations is provided to car park operators, developers and
local authorities. These reports often cover a range of operational and legislative requirements.
Others set out the main policy considerations that should guide local authority decisions in relation
to street design and access. However, many of the published studies are almost exclusively
concerned with city and town centres, with little specific consideration given to rural or coastal
areas8.
In March 2015, the Welsh Government published a detailed study9 to examine the relationships
between local authority decision making in relation to parking charges in Wales, the views of people
visiting town centres across Wales, local stakeholders and examples of best practice across the UK.
The report recognises that charging for car parking is one aspect of a complex interplay of factors
influencing willingness to travel by car, time and money spent, and business activity in town centres.
It is therefore very difficult to separate the influence of car parking charges from other factors.
Car park charging is often perceived, particularly amongst businesses, as being a key determinant for
changes in footfall levels in town and city centres. Over three-quarters of the business owners /
workers interviewed suggested that car parking options have an impact on the number of people
coming into the town centre and therefore on their custom. However, the available evidence is
almost entirely anecdotal and there is very little published evidence which links changes in car park
charges to changes in town centre footfall.
Visitors to town centres suggested that car park charges impact on how long they choose to remain
in the centre and, consequently, how much they spend whilst there. However, the general
availability of spaces is felt by visitors to be more important than cost in their overall decision about
visiting. Traffic flow and parking signage are felt by visitors to have the same, if not greater, effect on
their decision to visit the town centre, how long they spend there, and how much money they
spend.
A ‘blanket’ free parking strategy was generally found not to benefit target visitors (for example, the
spaces were used primarily by town centre workers who were taking up the spaces all day, rather
than shoppers) and consequently had an unexpectedly negative impact on footfall. The report also
provides three broad conclusions that can be used to inform future research;
 there is a lack of robust evidence available to link car parking strategies and town centre footfall;
 charging for parking is one of a complex array of factors that can influence town centre vitality;

8

9

Parking Measures and Policies Research Review. TRL Limited (May 2010) - link

Assessing the Impact of Car Parking Charges on Town Centre Footfall. Prepared for the Welsh Government (March 2015) – link
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Individual towns are very different economically; with different factors at play across locations.
Parking strategies will need to be tailored to local areas to maximise the impact on footfall.

The British Parking Association (BPA) produced some guidance on Parking Provision in Town and
City Centres. In this study, the BPA recognise that there is a significant amount of anecdotal
evidence, opinion and speculation over the relationship between car parking provision and town
centre prosperity. This confusion has been problematic for policy-makers at numerous levels, which
is most acute for local authorities who have to balance the sometimes conflicting needs of multiple
stakeholders in developing accessibility and transport strategies. It further recognises that the costs
borne of maintaining and servicing a car park and the opportunity cost of what other uses that space
could have been dedicated to, pitched against the needs of the car user, also provide a difficult
dilemma for local government, especially in light of a continuing devolution of fiscal responsibility.
The analysis also indicates that there is no clear relationship between car parking charges (set by
parking owners/operators) and the amenities on offer in a location with some mid-range and smaller
centres charging more than what is consistent with the national average. It does stress that having a
plan for parking as part of a wider transport strategy that clearly states what the parking is for, is
vital. Another important question is “What is this space worth?” not just, “How much does it cost?”
If parking is about value, rather than cost, then it is clear from this research that smaller locations,
with relatively fewer attractions (retail and otherwise) need to carefully consider their parking
provision and fees. Considerations about provision, fees and transport strategies must extend to the
evening and night-time economy. Car parking charges should therefore be viewed more holistically
as part of an accessibility strategy for town centres which takes into account the need to promote
and support local businesses, which will subsequently impact positively on the organisations health.
The BPA report also encourages parking operators to consider the following ideas for improving the
quality of parking provision and car user experience:
• Introducing new payment methods;
• Collect data on fluctuations in car park occupancy wherever possible and use this information to
refine your car parking provision to moderate demand;
• Provide real time parking information to assist car users in finding available space efficiently and
understand the tariffs which are applicable at the relevant point of the day or night;
• Remove disproportionate enforcement for minor parking infringements such as occupying a
parking space a couple of minutes over the allotted time. Loyalty to a place is often built on
experiences and rigid enforcement is an easy away of turning consumers away from high streets;
• Reinvest periodically in car parks to ensure they remain at a high standard to avoid potential
health and safety issues that are common with older structures;
• Bring together private and public providers of car parking provision to ensure there is coordination between all on-street and off-street car parks in a town centre in order to fulfil a
strategy for transport and accessibility;
• Calculate the potential impact a rise in car parking revenue will have on the local business
community and the subsequent collection of business rates before implementation;
• Use smart technology to reward consumers for visiting the town centre and link rewards to the
payment process for parking.
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In a separate report, Yorkshire Forward10 recognise that managing parking supply and behaviour can
be a very powerful tool in making towns more attractive to visitors, thereby improving their
economic viability. Their review of evidence draws the following conclusions:
• Parking is not usually one of the primary factors affecting competitiveness. Rather, people are
drawn to towns, or away from them, by other factors, such as place of work and the quality of
shopping facilities and public spaces;
• Charging is not the only important aspect of parking provision; the availability of parking and
ease of use appear to be more important;
• Properly formulated parking policy measures should have a neutral or beneficial impact on
economic performance;
• The acceptability of charging relates to several factors;
- relative costs (and offer) of competitor towns;
- availability of free parking elsewhere in the town;
- the status and pull of the town;
• Only where all other things are equal, might parking controls play a role in the competitiveness
of neighbouring settlements.
The report also recognised that a parking ‘free for all’, with no restrictions or controls on parking and
a lack of enforcement is identified as a failure to manage assets effectively and provide good
customer service. In turn, this may adversely affect local economic performance.
When changes to parking restrictions, charges or enforcement are made, the evidence suggests that
the primary responses to that change tend to be:
• an acceptance of the new arrangements (in which case people’s behaviour broadly remains
unchanged);
• a change in parking location (people park further away from their destination in an attempt to
avoid paying a charge); or
• a reduction in the length of stay in order to reduce parking costs.
Despite fears to the contrary, there is little evidence to suggest that the primary response to parking
management is more extreme than this; there is no evidence that visitors use alternative
destinations more. However, these arguments only hold true as long as the management approach
is appropriate and sensitive to local needs.
The Association of Town Centre Managers (ATCM)11 also provides seven factor sets that should be
considered for town centre parking. These are:
• Quantity and convenience: quantity must match the size of the town centre and in smaller
centres, must not be more than five minutes’ walk away from the main shops;
• Payment and control: payment on departure encourages a longer shopping trip and therefore
greater spend;
• Free short stay: a very limited amount of free parking (first few minutes) helps short visits and
customer satisfaction, but it must not be open to abuse (ATCM is not an advocate of free
parking);
11

10
Renaissance Market Towns Programme. Car Parking Research. Yorkshire Forward - Link
The relevance of parking in the success of urban centres. A review for London Councils (October 2010) - link
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•

Pricing structure: tariffs should be limited to up to three hours to discourage the use of parking
spaces by commuters;
Security: car parks need to be well designed, maintained and managed, with uniformed patrols
and CCTV;
Quality: car parks are often the ‘gateway’ to the town centre and should reflect the need to
meet high customer expectations;
Signage: highway signs including variable messaging boards can help drivers to find available
spaces more easily.

In order to facilitate and assist discussions relating to the devolution of local assets and services,
Cornwall Council has produced some guidance notes for town and parish councils in devolving car
parks. This includes a range of legal, financial and operational requirements, including civil parking
enforcement; tickets; security; signage; branding; cleaning and maintenance and payments. As part
of this process, the Council determined that devolution relating to their car parks will be based on
one of the two following principles:
1. That if a car park asset is transferred by freehold, then the Town or Parish will also need to take
responsibility for its legal provision and control, including preparation of its own Parking Order,
provision/management of equipment and enforcement arrangements. These services could all
be purchased back via Cornwall Council if required, from the income generated. Cornwall
Council would need to determine whether its budget requirements have been met through a
‘loss’ of income being more than offset by the value of services/assets transferred.
2. Where a Town or Parish Council does not wish to take over the full responsibility for the parking
asset, but does wish to take transfer of toilets within a car park, then the Council will consider
appropriate parking charges to reflect the increased income required, above the Council’s target
budget, which will then be transferred each year to the Town/Parish. This arrangement is limited
only to supporting facilities within the car park and is not able to be applied to raising additional
income for other services in the vicinity. This will need to be considered on a site by site basis as
the level of charge increase required may not be realistic.
In addition, the Council can only commit to agreements which involve raising the car parking income
to fund the local management of facilities within a car park within the current four year financial
planning period. Within the intervening period it is expected that Town and Parish Council’s will be
able to establish alternative funding arrangements to secure the future operation of facilities beyond
2018/19, thereby minimising the risk of funding shortfall and service reduction in the future.
The local devolution package must also ensure that Cornwall Council meets its financial
requirements. This means your costings need to take into account any future net income that
Cornwall Council would have earned from a car park.
6.1.2 Pay on Exit
The most popular version of Pay on Exit parking seems to be either the Pay on Foot option (a ticket is
issued on entry and this is then paid for ‘on foot’ prior to leaving) or ANPR (where the number plate
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is read on entry, the user then uses a machine to pay before leaving; this method is both barrier-less
and ticketless). Other Pay on Exit systems include:
 ‘traditional’ pay on exit, using barriers and an attendant who takes payment upon exit;
 pay at barrier12, user pays fixed fee using coins at barrier;
 Park with Ease13, this is a system whereby payment can be made up to 48 hours after a user has
parked, payment is made online, by mobile or by credit/ debit card. There are no specific details
on the website how this works but on the payment section it requests a registration plate, so it
likely uses ANPR cameras.
There are many Pay on Foot and ANPR providers available, including:
• UK Parking Control Ltd (UKPC) - also offers i-View, as a temporary ANPR system to help identify
the right kind of parking solution for individual car parks
• Auto Mate
• Metric Group Xparc System
• Metric Group ANPR system
• Parkeon
• Parkeon ANPR
• Cale
• New Parking Solutions (NPS)
No costs were listed on the websites of any of these providers. Most of the providers indicate that
they would be able to give prices if contacted though this would obviously just be an estimate and a
site visit would probably need to take place for a more accurate price. Price would likely also be
dependent on a range of factors, i.e. number of pay stations used and number of entry / exit points,
etc. Gloucester City Council14 identified an outline cost of £300,000 (excluding civil works) to install
a Pay on Foot and ANPR system, for three car parks. There is no mention as to the size of the car
parks, so again comparison of the cost is difficult.
There are a number of issues to consider when implementing Pay on Foot systems. Firstly, most of
the providers listed above use a barrier system and as such car parks would need to have space to
implement this, whilst still providing an exit/ entrance for pedestrians. As such, a barrier based
system may not be suited to smaller, surface car parks where space is at a premium. The systems are
typically used in multi-storey car parks and the providers above give examples of suitable car parks,
including: hospitals, schools/ universities and shopping centres/ retail parks. Also, many Pay on Foot
systems have a mechanism (electronic signage or lighting system) to indicate the number of
available spaces to potential users; need and costs associated with this would need to be
considered.
Two separate reports (from Allerdale Council15 and Perth and Kinross Council16) both outline items
for consideration when looking aT Pay on Foot systems. These are:
12

Example: http://www.calesystems.com/en-us/success-stories/parking/pay-at-entry-pay-at-exit/
13
Example: http://www.parkwithease.co.uk/default.aspx
14
Gloucester City Council Report: http://democracy.gloucester.gov.uk/committee/documents/s31844/OffStreet%20Car%20Parking%20Management%20Improvements%20Report.pdf
15
Allerdale Council Report: http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/downloads/Appendix_A_-_Pay_on_exit.pdf
16
Perth & Kinross Council Report: http://www.pkc.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=32962&p=0
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•
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Power Sources – If no mains power is available then Pay and Display, which can use either solar
or battery power, is the only option.
Size of Car Park – The installation and operation of a Pay on Foot system will cost considerably
more than Pay and Display in a small car park, the space needed for entry/ exit lanes is also
disproportionately large. As such, Pay on Foot systems are rarely used in car parks below 100
spaces.
Entry/ Exit – With the introduction of a Pay on Foot system the number of vehicles that can
enter the car park is reduced from 15 per minute to 6 per minute. It is, therefore, essential that
there are an appropriate number of barriers to cope with the number of vehicles and any barrier
breakdowns.
Grace Periods – Also outlined as another essential feature of PoF systems is the grace period for
the driver to exit the car park after they have paid for their ticket. Typically this is 10-15 minutes
and any car park using a PoF system would need to identify a suitable period to leave following
payment.
Internal Layout and Structure – The car park should be designed such that vehicle and
pedestrian interaction is minimised. With PoF drivers start to pay for parking as soon as they
take a ticket. Pay stations should be located where drivers enter the car park on foot.
Number of Pay Stations – There should be sufficient number of pay stations to cope with busy
periods.
Traffic on Local Roads – Vehicles need to be able to exit the car park easily. Problems can occur
if the road vehicles exit onto is busy, resulting in queuing in the car park, which may leave drivers
unable to exit during the grace period and having to pay again. The layout of the car park may
also leave vehicles unable to enter, which can cause queuing on the road into the car park.
Having sufficient barriers to cope with demand can alleviate this.

ANPR has one main problem; in the document below from Tunbridge Wells Council (written March
2015) it mentions that the Secretary of State does not permit Local Authorities to use ANPR systems.
Another document from East Herts Council17 also suggests that Government advises that Local
Authorities are not allowed to manage and enforce car parks solely based on ANPR. Having looked at
several examples it appears that Local Authorities do use ANPR but they appear to be part of their
Pay on Foot systems. The ICO18 seems to suggest that the only requirement of using ANPR is to
complete a Privacy Impact Assessment and to conform with the Data Protection Act, in not keeping
personal information (in this case Vehicle Registration Numbers) longer than necessary. However,
this may relate to other uses of ANPR and may be more applicable to private companies. Regardless,
this problem is something that would require thorough checking.
The report from Chichester DC below also highlights some issues with accuracy of ANPR cameras,
with the industry standard identified as 93%. Therefore, an appropriate solution needs to be in place
for when the cameras do not correctly identify a VRN (this is obviously still an issue if using ANPR as
part of a Pay on Foot system).

17
East Herts Report: link
ICO CCTV Code of Practice: link
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Examples of Pay on Foot Implementation
Chichester District Council19
Chichester District Council published a review in January 2016 twelve months after implementing a
Pay on Foot system, also using ANPR cameras, in their second largest (multi-storey) car park. Listing
the benefits of the PoF system the report points out the fact that users could stay in the car park
without worrying about a Penalty Charge Notice for overstaying, therefore, they would be able to
stay longer. It was also suggested that the longer someone stays, the more likely it is that they will
spend money in the local economy. However, an increase in parking charges and issues around the
costs of handling calls for the new intercom system meant that the car park did not generate an
increased income. Overall the Council experienced a number of issues following the implementation
of the PoF system, including: a lack of staff experience in dealing with problems that result from the
new system and users being unsure how Pay on Foot works (with some users paying on entry and
others attempting to pay at barrier on exit), arising from lack of advertising of the new system.
Despite this, the report details generally favourable feedback from users. Following consultation
with Chichester BID it was identified that they would like to see PoF systems rolled out at other car
parks, but with incentives offered to use them. A local restaurant also reported that they had seen a
decline in the number of people requesting bills quickly as their parking ticket was running out, and
an increase of 2% in people ordering desserts.
Tunbridge Wells Council20
Tunbridge Wells Council investigated the use of a Pay on Exit system following a petition from the
public. As the chosen trial car park (multi-storey) was deemed unsuitable for barriers at the entry/
exit, there was a need to investigate alternative systems. ANPR use was considered but the Council
rejected this idea as they believed Local Authorities are unable to use the cameras. Instead they use
Cale to implement a ‘Post Payment’ system. The solution did not require barriers and allows users
to either pay on exit using credit/ debit card or still use Pay and Display. The system requires vehicle
registration numbers to be input upon arrival at the car park. The Cale system can be upgraded to
allow the usage of contactless solution, whereby the user is issued with a payment card that can be
topped up (similar to Oyster cards), and has vehicle registration details stored on it. Tunbridge Wells
Council was able to secure a three month free trial of the system and following the first month were
encouraged by the result. 17% of users chose to use the pay by card ‘Post Payment’ option, 63%
continued to use pay and display and 20% chose to pay by phone. The system was successful
enough that the Council recommended that the system be purchased and fully installed, at a cost of
£27,000.
6.1.3 Benchmarking: Comparative tariffs from other areas
The following table provides a breakdown of off-street parking tariffs in comparator towns across
England. The towns have been identified using CIPFA’s nearest neighbour model which identifies a
group of the 15 most similar local authorities to East Lindsey. Additional data has also been added
for specific coastal destinations to provide a comparison across foreshore parking. The table
provides a summary of the standard pricing structures (where charged) as published online (some
localised variances apply within the towns).
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Chichester District Council Report: link
Tunbridge Wells Council Report: link
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i) Market Towns
Town
East Lindsey average (amenity)
Alfreton, Belper, Ripley
Carlisle
Gainsborough
Kidderminster
Kings Lynn
Ludlow
Newark
Retford, Worksop : visitor
Retford, Worksop : shopper (2hr max)
Spalding

1 hour

2 hours

3 hours

4 hours

All Day

£1:00
£0.60
£1.00
Free
£1.60
£0.50
£1.00
£0.50
£0.50

£1:50
£0.90
£1.80
£1
£1.50
£1.00
£1.50
£1.10
£1.20
£0.80

£2.50
£2.40
£2.50

£3:00
£3.20
£3
£1.90
£2.40
£2.50
£1.70
£1.20

£5.20
£10
£3.50
£4.00
£4.20
£4.80
£3.00
£3.30
-

£2.00
£1.00

Table 6: Nearest neighbour benchmarking tariffs (market towns)

ii) Coastal / foreshore
Town
East Lindsey average (foreshore)
Clacton on Sea
Hunstanton
Scarborough, Filey, Whitby
Great Yarmouth
Cleethorpes
Blackpool
Southend
Margate

1 hour

2 hours

3 hours

4 hours

All Day

£1:00
£1.40
£1.80
£2.00
£0.90
£1.10
£1.10
£0.60

£2.50
£2.50
£3.00
£1.80
£1.80
£1.90
£3.20

£3.50
£4.00
£2.70
£3.00
-

£3:00
£4.50
£5.00
£3.60
£3.00
£5.00
£4.70
£6.40

£7:00
£6.00
£7.00
£7.20
£4.50
£12.00
£11.00
£8.00

Table 7: Nearest neighbour benchmarking tariffs (coastal resorts)

In terms of specific or additional parking charges:
 Borough Council of Kings Lynn & West Norfolk offer a rover ticket for holiday makers. For
£18.50 holders can stay in all Hunstanton and Heacham car parks and the long term car parks in
Kings Lynn;
 Amber Valley provide free parking in villages outside of the town centres. They also operate a
voucher system to refund parking in Ripley and Heanor, with a number of businesses
participating;
 Fenland District Council operate 17 car parks across 4 locations. All car parks are free, with a
maximum stay of 24 hours;
 West Lindsey is currently reviewing free car parking provision at Market Rasen and has
introduced a “free after three” campaign in Gainsborough.
No online tariff data is published for Breckland, Waveney District or Allerdale Borough Councils.
This analysis indicates that there is no consistent or standard pricing structure across comparator
towns, although tariffs in East Lindsey are broadly consistent with the average level of charges in
neighbouring authorities, as identified through the CIPFA model. East Lindsey also manages the
highest number of car parks of all comparative authorities.
6.2 Consultation
6.2.1 User Surveys
Overall, the respondent profile is skewed towards those aged 45 and over (42% aged 45 to 64 and
30% aged 65 and over). There was an almost even split across male (48%) and female (49%)
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consultees. 67% of respondents completing the survey were residents of East Lindsey. On the coast,
the percentage of visitors completing the survey increased (68% in Mablethorpe and 41% in
Skegness). 13% of respondents considered themselves to have a disability.
6.2.1.1 District wide
Large proportions of respondents who took part in the survey indicated that they visited East
Lindsey towns on a regular basis, whether daily, a few times a week, or weekly (54% in total). As
could be expected, more frequent visitors were more likely to be residents of the East Lindsey
district and to have visited for work or food shopping. However, there were still significant
proportions of respondents who visited less frequently, with 16% indicating they visited a few times
a year and 8% less often than this. These respondents tended to be visiting from outside the East
Lindsey district, and were visiting for leisure rather than work or food shopping.
Throughout the survey, the frequency of visiting towns in East Lindsey has had an impact on results.
For example, those who visited frequently were more likely to indicate that changes or
improvements to car parking and the town centre offer, such as greater availability of parking
spaces, car parking spaces closer to the town or beach, improved car parking facilities, a better
choice of shops, cafes and restaurants and more visitor attractions would make them more likely to
drive into town. This suggests that, as could be predicted, any changes made to car parking in East
Lindsey will have the greatest impact on those who visit more frequently.
The survey results clearly highlight that people tend to visit towns in East Lindsey in the morning and
afternoon, with much smaller proportions of respondents claiming to visit the towns in the evening.
Skegness appears to be an exception to this finding, with slightly larger claimed visits in the evening
throughout the week. It should, however, be remembered that the on-street element of this survey
was conducted during the day time between the hours of 10am and 4pm, meaning that the views of
those who visited the towns in the evening during the fieldwork period were not captured.
Typical visiting times differ slightly for each town, with some more popular in the morning and some
more popular in the afternoon. It will be important for East Lindsey District Council to take these
findings on board when reviewing how its car parking facilities are provided.
Almost half of the survey sample indicated that they typically visit towns in East Lindsey for up to
two hours (a total of 48%), followed by almost a quarter who typically visit for between two and
three hours (23%). Longer stays were reported by smaller proportions of respondents. In the main,
shorter stays were suggested by East Lindsey district residents, whereas visitors from outside the
district were more likely to stay for longer. It is also important to highlight that the towns of
Mablethorpe and Skegness had larger proportions of respondents stating that they typically visited
for three hours or more. Again, these findings will be key to the review of car parking facilities in the
district.
The most popular reason for visiting a town in East Lindsey is for leisure purposes, such as a meal
out, visiting the pub, sightseeing or a day trip, suggested by over a third of respondents (36%).
Visiting for leisure was significantly more popular in the towns of Mablethorpe and Skegness, and

24

was also more popular amongst those visiting from outside the district and those who visited less
frequently.
Food shopping was the second most popular reason overall for visiting a town in East Lindsey,
suggested by 28% of respondents. As could be expected, this reason was more popular amongst
those who lived within the East Lindsey district and those who visited regularly on a weekly basis. It
was also a more common response from those who visited Horncastle.
The survey has identified the most preferred car parks in the six East Lindsey towns in which the
survey was conducted. Importantly, the results also highlight that the location of these car parks is
the main reason why they are preferred. Almost all the most popular car parks were preferred for
this reason, with other factors such as security and availability of other facilities often considered by
only very small proportions of respondents. Smaller proportions of respondents indicated that
availability of spaces and price also played a role in why they preferred specific car parks, but by
comparison, location was a much more popular response.
Whilst never the preferred car parks in each town, the results of the survey highlight that there is
significant use of car parks which are not managed by East Lindsey District Council. These include
other car parks, on-street parking and supermarket car parks. The use of other car parks or onstreet parking was particularly popular amongst those who had visited Horncastle (22%),
Mablethorpe (19%), Skegness (22%) and Spilsby (29%). The use of supermarket car parks was
particularly popular amongst those who had visited Horncastle (27%).
The majority of survey respondents indicated that cash is their preferred method of payment for car
parking in East Lindsey (87%), with other methods such as debit card, mobile phone and
weekly/monthly permit suggested by much smaller proportions. The Council should, therefore,
ensure that this method of payment is available at all the car parks it manages. However, it is
interesting to note that payment by debit card was more popular with younger respondents and
that payment by weekly/monthly permit was more popular with those who visited East Lindsey
towns for work. These findings may prove important to the development of how parking is paid for
in the future in the district.
The survey results clearly indicate that respondents feel that the availability of space and the price of
parking are the most important factors relating to car parking when considering whether to drive to
town and park there, suggested as important by 95% and 90% of respondents respectively. It is
interesting to note, however, that factors unrelated to car parking were also seen as important by
respondents when making this decision, such as the range of shops and attractions and the prices of
goods and services, suggested as important by 85% and 82% of respondents respectively.
If ranked in terms of importance, these two factors are ranked higher than all other factors related
to car parking, such as the distance from the car park to the town or beach (78%), car park security
(77%), the availability of toilet or baby changing facilities (48%) and the ability to pay on exit (27%).
It is interesting to see that the majority of survey respondents said that various changes related
specifically to car parking and to the offers of town centres in East Lindsey would have no impact on
how likely they would be to drive into town and park there. For improvements such as improved
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quality of car parking facilities, more flexible and convenient payment methods, a cleaner
environment, and more visitor attractions, the majority of respondents answered that these would
have no impact on how likely they would be to drive into town and park. This may suggest that
visitors to East Lindsey towns are already driving and parking when they need to, and that therefore
any changes made would have no impact on their current behaviour.
Whilst the majority of respondents said that changes or improvements to car parking or the town
centre offers in East Lindsey would make no difference to whether they chose to drive there, two
options were highlighted in the results as making a larger proportion of respondents more likely to
do so. In relation to car parking, increasing the availability of car parking spaces would make almost
a third (31%) of respondents more likely to drive into town, and in relation to the town centres, a
better choice of shops, cafes and restaurants would make 40% of respondents more likely to do so.
It is therefore recommended that these two factors are focused on if the Council wish to increase
the number of visitors driving to East Lindsey towns, as it is likely that these will have the greatest
impact.
Respondents were given the opportunity to provide their own comments about what additional
incentives or facilities in relation to car parking might encourage them to visit East Lindsey towns
more often, or whether they had any other suggestions about parking in general. Whilst the majority
of respondents said that nothing would change how often they visited, by far the most common
suggestion was to provide free or cheaper parking facilities.
In relation to free parking, although some felt that all parking should be free, many explained that
the Council should allow free parking for an initial period of time, such as one hour. These
suggestions were typically more common amongst those who lived in the East Lindsey district and
visited on a regular basis.
6.2.1.2 Sub Group Analysis - Towns
i) Alford
Those who visited Alford were more likely to do so in the morning. The most common time to visit
Alford was a Monday morning (84%), closely followed by Tuesday and Saturday mornings (both
83%). Afternoon visits were quite consistent throughout the week, ranging from 50% on Friday
afternoon to 60% on Tuesday afternoon. Afternoon visits at the weekend were less popular at 35%
on Saturday and 44% on Sunday. Respondents were least likely to visit Alford in the evening,
particularly on Tuesday or Saturday evenings (both 4%).
The most preferred car park in Alford was Market Place (44%), followed by South Street, Market
Place (32%) and Millers Way (7%). Just 1% said that they preferred a supermarket car park and 16%
said that they preferred another car park or use on-street parking. By far the most common reason
for preferring the Market Place car park in Alford was the location (81%). Availability of spaces
(70%) and location (61%) were popular reasons for choosing South Street, Market Place as the
preferred car park in Alford. The most common reason for preferring the Millers Way car park was
that it was free / no charge (80%).
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The most common reason for visiting Alford was leisure (30%), followed by non-food shopping
(21%). 44% of respondents indicated that their stay in Alford is typically less than two hours. 51% of
respondents said that a better choice of shops/cafes/restaurants would make them more likely to
drive into Alford.
ii) Horncastle
The most suggested typical time of visiting Horncastle was Saturday morning (74%), followed by
Wednesday morning (67%) and Tuesday morning (63%). Some afternoons were almost as popular
as mornings, with only a small difference between the proportions of respondents typically visiting
on Thursday morning (59%) and Thursday afternoon (57%), and also for those who typically visited
on Friday morning (57%) and Friday afternoon (53%).
The most popular afternoon to visit Horncastle was Sunday at 63%. Evening visits to Horncastle were
suggested by much smaller proportions of respondents, ranging from 13% on Thursday to 20% on
Friday. Just over a quarter of respondents indicated that their preferred car park in Horncastle was
either The Bain, or a supermarket car park (27%). A further 15% of respondents said that they
preferred the St Lawrence Street car park, followed by 7% who suggested Market Place and 3% who
suggested the Cattle Market.
Almost all those who said that The Bain, St Lawrence Street and Market Place were their preferred
car parks in Horncastle said that this was because of their location (92%, 88% and 88% respectively).
Availability of spaces was also a common reason given by those who preferred to park in a
supermarket car park (37%) and St Lawrence Street (30%).
Horncastle is identified as popular for shorter visits, with 65% indicating that they visited for
2 hours or less. Only 13% of respondents stayed for three hours or more. Leisure was the most
popular reason for visiting Horncastle (53%). The most popular reason for visiting Horncastle is for
food shopping, which at 53% is the highest of all East Lindsey towns. The use of on-street or
supermarket car parking was also highest in Horncastle, with 49% of respondents not parking in
ELDC car parks.
iii) Louth
In Louth, there was a clearer distinction between days that were typically visited in the morning and
days that were typically visited in the afternoon. Seven in ten (69%) respondents said that they
typically visited Louth on Saturday morning, followed by a further 67% who visited on Wednesday
and Friday morning. Larger proportions of respondents said they typically visited Louth in the
afternoon on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday (61%, 65% and 64% respectively).
In terms of evening visits, a larger proportion (24%) of respondents said that they typically visited
Louth in the evening on a Sunday at 24% compared to the rest of the week. The largest proportion
of respondents indicated that their preferred car park in Louth was Queen Street (25%), followed by
Co-op, Northgate and Northgate East (both 15%). A tenth (10%) of respondents said that they
preferred another car park or use on-street parking. Location was again by far the most common
reason for those who preferred to park in Queen Street (92%), Co-op Northgate (75%) and
Northgate East (90%).
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A range of reasons were provided for visiting Louth, but the most common was non-food shopping
at 31%. Almost half (49%) of respondents said that they visited for between 30 minutes and 2 hours.
iv) Mablethorpe
Respondents were more likely to say that they typically visited Mablethorpe in the morning than at
any other time on a weekday. For example, the most common time to visit was a Monday morning
(80%), compared with 42% who said they typically visited on a Monday afternoon and 18% who said
they typically visited on a Monday evening. Respondents were more likely to visit Mablethorpe on a
Saturday afternoon than any other day (57%). Mablethorpe was most likely to be visited in the
evening on a Friday than any other day throughout the week (26%).
The largest proportion of those who had visited Mablethorpe said that the High Street car park was
their preferred place to park (21%), closely followed by Queen’s Park Main. One in eight (12%) said a
supermarket car park, and a further 11% said Seacroft Road. One in five (19%) respondents said that
they preferred to park in another car park or use on-street parking.
For the three most commonly used car parks in Mablethorpe, location was by far the most popular
reason as to why they were preferred (High Street at 87%, Queen’s Park Main at 93% and
supermarket car park at 65%). Queen’s Park Main was significantly more likely to be preferred due
to the availability of other facilities, such as toilets, than any other car park (49%). Almost a quarter
(23%) of respondents said that their preferred car park was the supermarket because it was free.
Leisure was by far the most popular reason for visiting Mablethorpe (69%). Respondents were more
likely to stay longer in Mablethorpe than any other town, with 18% indicating that they typically
visited for more than seven hours and a further 9% who said that they typically stayed overnight or
longer. Just 3% of those who had visited Mablethorpe most recently said that their typical length of
visit was less than 30 minutes
v) Skegness
The most common times for visiting Skegness were Monday and Tuesday morning (both 70%).
Morning visits were more popular throughout the week, but at weekends visits in the afternoon
were more common at 69% on Saturday and 68% on Sunday. In comparison to other towns,
Skegness was more popular in the evening, ranging from 22% on Wednesday to 27% on Thursday,
Saturday and Sunday.
Over a quarter (27%) of respondents who had visited Skegness said that their preferred car park was
Lawn Park, Beresford Avenue. A further 12% said that they preferred to park at Festival, Tower
Esplanade. The same proportion of respondents stated that their preferred place to park was
Pierside, a supermarket car park, Northend of North Parade, or the swimming pool (all 7%). Just
over one in five (22%) preferred to park in another car park or use on-street parking.
Similar to previous towns, the most common reason given by respondents for their preferred car
park was location (Lawn Park, Beresford Avenue at 90%, Festival, Tower Esplanade at 81% and
Pierside, Grand Parade at 88%). Availability of spaces was also a common reason given by those who
preferred to park at Festival Tower, Esplanade (38%) and Pierside, Grand Parade (35%). Those who
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preferred the car park at Festival, Tower Esplanade were more likely to say this was because of the
availability of other facilities such as toilets (21%) than any other car park.
vii) Spilsby
Respondents were more likely to say that they typically visited Spilsby in the morning than at any
other time during the day, particularly on Sunday, where 75% of respondents said that they typically
visited in the morning, compared to 33% who visited in the afternoon and 17% who visited in the
evening. Respondents were most likely to visit Spilsby in the evening on Sundays (17%), but least
likely to visit in the evening on Mondays (5%). Almost half (47%) of respondents who had visited
Spilsby said that their preferred car park was Post Office Lane. A further 8% each preferred Market
Place and Buttercross, followed by Boston Road and supermarket car parks (both 4%). Three in ten
(29%) indicated that they preferred to park in another car park or use on-street parking.
Two-thirds (67%) of respondents who preferred the Post Office Lane car park said that this was
because of the location, followed by the availability of spaces and the car park being free (both 31%).
All respondents (100%) who said that they preferred to park at the Market Place or Buttercross car
parks said that this was because of their location. It is important to note, however, that the sample
sizes for these car parks were small.
Spilsby was most likely to be visited for a shorter length of time, with a total of 94% of respondents
indicating that they stayed for less than 2 hours. It should, however, be noted that the sample size of
those who had visited Spilsby most recently was smaller than other towns. 47% of respondents said
that a better choice of shops/cafes/restaurants would make them more likely to drive into Spilsby.
6.2.2 Stakeholder Meetings
i) Alford (19th July)
 Town Council would like the opportunity to consider running car parks in Alford;
 Town Council have requested a copy of management information from ELDC to establish net
running costs (incl breakdown of number and type of tickets issued);
 Concerns that consultation only running in August would not provide true picture in Alford –
need to incorporate school days to get true picture of parking trends;
 Support for half an hour free (ticketed) on market square to boost local trade and avoid on
street congestion at peak periods;
 Need on-street enforcement at better times (currently Monday and weekends);
 Challenge over review not including on-street parking to ensure more coordinated approach to
local traffic management;
 Alford TC to submit formal response by mid Sept.
Follow up:
 Alford Town Council submitted request for ½ hour free parking on the Market Place Car Park
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ii) Skegness Town Council Economic Sub Committee (21st July)
 Town Council have consulted with local Chamber businesses – draft proposals submitted on car
parking tariffs for each foreshore location;
 Some disagreement between Council Members over need to look at premium charges at central
locations, and lower charges at periphery. Those in favour support encouraging greater use of
peripheral north / south end car parks and greater movement of people across foreshore. Those
against concerned about mobility of users and penalising visitors on low income for increasing
central charges;
 Need for better marketing and promotion of tariffs – i.e. currently free after 6pm but not well
publicised;
 If evening charges are to be introduced, should start later in evening (e.g. from 10pm);
 Skegness Town Council to consider draft proposals at full meeting on 3rd August, and will then
submit formal response to ELDC.
Follow up:
 Skegness Town Council have submitted a proposed list of revised charges for all ELDC owned
car parks
iii) Mablethorpe (25th July)
 Encouraged review to consider on-street car parking as more holistic approach to local traffic
management;
 Need to ensure appropriate parking locations and facilities for elderly residents and visitors in
Mablethorpe and Sutton;
 Challenge put forward to consider Sherwood Field as overspill car park in summer time;
 Need to recognise importance of market days in Mablethorpe to town centre vitality;
 Concern over travellers using car parks – and associated impact on local business;
 Cllr Howard advised Council on proposed works to Sea View car park over winter months to
increase provision for bus and coach operators (site currently has height restriction barrier).
iv) Spilsby (28th July)
 Feeling that people will travel further afield to access free car parking (example given of
travelling to Meadowhall rather than Lincoln for a day’s family shopping);
 Feeling that ELDC should move away from Sunday charges in Spilsby for people visiting when
shops are closed to look around town;
 Further suggestion of reducing late afternoon/evening charges, or introducing an earlier time at
which parking becomes free;
 Concern over maintenance of ticket machines and penalty notices being issued when machines
are not giving out tickets;
 Clerk keen for Town Council to re-promote parking permit scheme (requested statistics on
current take up of permits during the year).
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v) Louth Town Council (2nd August)
 Cllr Mrs Jackson has previously undertaken consultation work with users of car parks in Louth (c
2 years ago - tended to focus on market days). Did indicate lots of people travel to town from
outside of Louth;
 Keen to support roll out of increased electric charging points – suggestion that solar panels
above bays can cover cost of electric and produce surplus to feed back in to National Grid;
 Encouraged review to link with provision and management of on-street parking, as major source
of traffic congestion across town;
 Need to accommodate for scheduled increase in parking provision, linked to proposed growth of
housing numbers in Local Plan for Louth;
 Concern over how loss of free parking on cattle market will be offset if site is sold for
redevelopment;
 Would welcome more/better signage to ELDC car parks;
 Need to retain traditional payment methods at machines for some elderly residents / visitors
 Suggestion to consider four hours of free parking on market days (8am to 12pm);
 Could we look at designated parking for workers in Louth to reduce on-street worker parking?
 Keen to encourage more visitors in afternoon to town centre;
 Shopkeepers considered to be good barometer and useful consultee on town centre users;
 Requested management data for ELDC car parks – incl gross and net income (previous Mayor
has considered adding costs of parking service on to local precept to make all car parks free);
 Suggestion to consider free parking for market traders (not unanimously supported);
 Encouraged that review is being undertaken by ELDC staff, with an economic development
lead/focus;
 Town Council to consider more detailed response at next meeting on 23rd August.
Follow up:
 Louth Town Council put forward for consideration that all car parking should be free in all car
parks, and that if this is not acceptable that a minimum of four hours free parking be
accommodated again in all car parks
 Louth Independent Traders submitted separate request for consideration of two hours free car
parking on all car parks
vi) Skegness Chamber of Commerce (8th August)
 Concerned over loss of parking provision at Pier Field and encouraged review to consider how to
offset loss of associated spaces;
 Referenced previous scheme for on-street parking on Lumley Avenue (not progressed by LCC)
 Feeling that Coach Park is underutilised and that coach drivers are parking on-street to avoid
charges - resulting in on-street congestion;
 Challenge that site to rear of Tesco store is also not being used or promoted effectively;
 Free parking and additional facilities should be provided to encourage coach parties to visit/use
the town;
 Feeling that evening charges would deter the night time economy;
 Acknowledged that high infrastructure costs for preferred solutions (e.g. pay on exit) may limit
investment opportunities;
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Is a Park and Ride scheme viable for Skegness?
Keen to promote greater use of electric cars and charging points in partnership with local
businesses (including caravan parks);
Would welcome more provision for motor homes close to sea front and increased provision in
general of larger bays for car and caravan / motor home spaces.

vii) Ingoldmells Parish Council (12th September)
 Current ELDC car parks rarely full, as people prefer to park closer to sea front;
 More provision of mother/toddler bays needed;
 Better policing of disabled bays required – some users occupying all day;
 More concerns over on-street/verge parking causing congestion;
 Better signage to car parking required;
 Would welcome more spaces for motor homes / caravans – some caravans need to leave their
site at 10am but may stay in town longer on last day if they were able to park locally.
viii) Horncastle Town Council (13th September)
 Use of Wong has increased since reverting back to free parking – should encourage greater use
of free parking by market traders to reduce congestion around Waterloo Road and Mill Lane;
 Would encourage short period of free parking in Market Square;
 Interested in feedback from Gainsborough’s Free after Three campaign;
 Parking machines not considered user friendly (too low, buttons too small, poor lighting);
 Concern over perception of LCC parking enforcement officers “hunting in packs”. Could
enforcement activity be joined up across LCC and ELDC?
 Keen to encourage more provision for motor homes and coaches – especially overnight
provision during summer months;
 Challenge that recent line painting in Market Square not required.
ix) Coningbsy Parish Council (22nd September)
 Silver Street well used since reverting to free parking – feeling that spaces are mainly used by
workers and some shoppers (busiest period Wednesday for luncheon club);
 Associated challenge that local businesses are not benefitting from free parking as people are
parking for free and travelling to Boston / Lincoln;
 Anecdotal evidence that when car park is full, most local business premises only have 1-2
customers in store;
 Free parking has eased on-street congestion;
 Local business perception that parking charges detriment trade.
x) George Street, Louth (resident meeting) - 23rd September
 Meeting arranged by Cllr Makinson-Sanders;
 LCC website advises residents interested in setting up a residents permit scheme to contact local
district council – link;
 Local streets tend to be occupied from 8am with office workers looking for free parking;
 Lots of residents elderly and struggle to park close to their home with shopping etc;
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Resident survey on George Street and Gospelgate 90% in favour of implementing residential
permit scheme (estimate scheme would be cost neutral within 2-3 years);
Concerns over sale of Cattle Market exacerbating on-street congestion due to loss of free
parking;
Analysis/research based on comparative scheme in City of Lincoln (attachments provided);
Encourage better promotion of parking permit scheme – especially amongst local employers.

xi) Burgh le Marsh Parish Council (27th September)
 Keen to maintain current arrangements following 6 month review – perception that local trade
has increased since previous charges were removed. Post Office attracts local catchment from
other areas;
 Better signage needed to establish Entry (butchers) / Exit (auctioneers) arrangements for market
square car park;
 Space around market square part of adopted highway (scope for resident permit scheme);
 Perception that some long stay spaces are being occupied by workers car sharing into Skegness;
 Greater concerns around on-street congestion / road safety;
 Looking to link up with heritage group to provide additional parking on Windmill site (may also
be some scope for additional long term/commuter spaces as part of Tinkers Green development
as part of town council relocation);
 Suggestion for local signage to encourage short term stays in Market Square and direct long
term stays to Jacksons Lane;
 Busy town – more parking needed.
xii) Visit East Lincolnshire (7th September; 5th October)
 Car parking review discussed as an agenda item;
 Interest in pay on exit and park and ride scheme as key areas of focus for further review and
consideration.
Follow up:
 Dave Skepper (Stagecoach) submitted written response on behalf of Visit East Lincolnshire
requesting consideration of Park and Ride scheme for Skegness
xiii) Tattershall Parish Council (4th October)
 Support continuation of free parking;
 Felt that signage on all car parks could be clearer that motorbikes do not require a ticket;
 Now Silver Street (Coningsby) parking is free – could some disabled bays be moved towards
Methodist Chapel / Post Office;
 Coningsby Co-op now limited to 2 hours (ANPR system in place) so more people looking for
longer term parking elsewhere;
 Noted use of Wong has increased since reverting back to free parking;
 One comment relating to more tiered parking tariffs on coast – e.g. to prevent current jump
from £2.50 for two hours to £7 all day;
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xiv) East Lindsey Reserved Members Day (3rd November)
 Need coordinated approach to management and enforcement of parking arrangements;
 Support for town based dialogue across Town, District and County Council leads to identify local
highways concerns and priorities;
 Consider more active promotion and flexible payment/purchase of parking permits;
 On-street congestion in Louth identified as a significant issue linked to potential loss of Cattle
Market site for free parking. Workers already parking on side streets restricting access for local
residents to park near their homes;
 Difficult to promote public transport as a sustainable travel alternative, due to limited provision
and connectivity;
 Policy should aim to encourage longer stays – up to 4 hours – in market towns to incorporate
local shopping and leisure;
 Link appearance and promotion of parking to tourism strategy for the District;
 Have opportunities for advertising in car parks been fully considered.
6.3 Management Data
6.3.1

Corporate

i) Economic Baseline Report 2016
The Economic Baseline 2016 report identifies that there are issues around physical infrastructure
and connectivity in East Lindsey. Limited transport/infrastructure network within and into/out of
the District act as a barrier to business trade and growth and restrict the amount of vehicular
movements throughout the District. In addition, use of public transport in East Lindsey remains low
– with a high proportion of workers (64.5%) relying on their own vehicle to travel to work, compared
to the national average of 57%.
The report also considers the functionality21 of East Lindsey’s towns and smaller settlements, and
benchmarks them against other comparator places in the East Midlands and England. East Lindsey’s
two largest settlements (Skegness and Louth) were compared to fourteen other settlements in
England, according to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) list of hub
towns which identifies settlements with similar functionality. Seven smaller towns within the
District: Alford, Horncastle, Coningsby, Spilsby, Mablethorpe, Wragby and Wainfleet All Saints were
also compared with three other settlements: a town in a different Lincolnshire District (Crowland), a
town in the South East Midlands (Oundle) and a town in the North East Midlands (Bolsover).
The analysis reveals that relatively poor levels of functionality were found in all of the towns in East
Lindsey, when compared to the other similar settlements. In terms of their role as Hub towns
(serving a wider rural hinterland) Louth and Skegness perform poorly in terms of low economic
activity rates and a high benefits claimant count. Both Centres also scored relatively poorly on the
relative quality of the built and natural environment. Worklessness is recognised as a challenge in all
of East Lindsey’s smaller towns, with all indicating higher levels than comparator settlements and
national averages. Alford also scored lowest on measures relating to housing and the built
21

The Bristol Accord sets out eight characteristics of a sustainable community - link
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environment (including sufficient range of housing and access to key services and facilities);
Horncastle and Coningsby performed relatively poorly in relation to governance indicators (including
strong community and voluntary sector and sense of civic pride); whereas Spilsby and Mablethorpe
ranked lowest in relation to environmental factors (places for people to live that are considerate of
the environment).
Making local settlements more attractive places (or ‘sustainable communities’) where people want
to live and work is subsequently recognised as the fundamental policy challenge in underpinning the
local economic performance.
ii) Town Centre vacancy rates
The Councils’ Economic Development team currently undertake a quarterly survey of town centre
vacancy rates for six towns across the District. This specifically records the number of retail ground
floor units not being used as a proportion of the total number of ground floor businesses, within a
defined town centre/high street boundary. The following chart shows the fluctuations in vacancy
rates recorded since June 2011.
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Chart 1: % of retail ground floor units not being used as a proportion of the total number of ground floor businesses

This analysis identifies that occupancy rates have varied significantly within and across the last five
yearly periods in each town. It is therefore unlikely that car parking charges (which have remained
relatively constant across the same period) have been a single or dominant influence on retail
occupancy rates within East Lindsey.
The worst performing centre in the District is Spilsby which has consistently maintained a higher
vacancy rate than the East Midlands and England average. Louth and Alford are currently
performing close to the national average, whereas Horncastle, Mablethorpe and Skegness are the
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best performing centres in terms of vacancy rates. Whilst it should be noted that this analysis does
not provide any commentary on the relative size, quality or range of the associated high street offer
in each settlement, it does indicate that the commercial/operator interest is higher in the coastal
centres than the inland market towns.
iii) STEAM data (visitor numbers)
The District Council currently commission updated reports to understand the economic impact of
tourism in East Lindsey, through the use of a model called STEAM (Scarborough Tourism Economic
Activity Monitor). STEAM uses locally-derived data from a variety of sources including visitor
attractions, events and visitor accommodation occupancy rates to produce estimates of the number
of visitors, visitor days, employment supported by tourism, and revenue generated. The latest
STEAM report for East Lindsey published in 2016 reveals that visitor numbers to the District have
continued to increase over the last seven years. The report identifies that 4.53m visitors came to
the area in 2015 – up from 4.27m in 2014, and 4.05m visitors in 2009. The following table provides a
breakdown of day visitors and staying visitors over this period, and an estimate of total visitor days
spent in East Lindsey.
2009
2010
2011
2012
All Visitor Types (millions)
4.053 4.002 4.058 4.049
of which
Day Visitors (m) 2.392 2.319 2.345 2.388
Staying Visitors (m) 1.661 1.683 1.713 1.661
Visitor Days (millions)
10.639 10.725 10.754 10.488

2013
4.249
2.537
1.712
10.73

2014
4.266
2.558
1.709
11.0

2015
4.531
2.798
1.732
11.5

Table 8: Profile of Visitor numbers to East Lindsey since 2009 (STEAM)

A separate STEAM trend analysis identifies that approximately 43% of the overall visitor numbers
(1.484m) and visitor days (4.915m) in 2015 were spent in Skegness and Ingoldmells. This highlights
the importance of maintaining sufficient flexibility and capacity within the Council’s coastal /
foreshore parking offer to accommodate a consistent rise in visitor numbers.
iv) East Lindsey Local Plan – Draft Core Strategy
The Council’s Draft Core Strategy identifies the need to ensure that sufficient car parking is available
to support the role of town centres. In particular, easy access to parking is considered critical to the
vitality of the District’s town centres. Any loss of existing parking facilities must therefore be
accompanied by a robust parking survey demonstrating that the loss will not affect the ability of
shoppers to access the facilities in town centres.
The Strategy identifies that the Council will continue to monitor parking facilities in Louth, Skegness
and Horncastle to ensure that there is sufficient to meet the needs of these town’s shoppers and will
also assist those communities who wish to carry out their own surveys in connection with
neighbourhood planning.
The Draft Core Strategy also identifies that the majority of housing growth in East Lindsey will be
distributed across the inland towns and large villages and is calculated pro-rata on the population in
each settlement. For the coastal area covered by the Coastal Flood Hazard maps, the target will be
confined to existing commitments (i.e. a site which already has planning permission).
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The following table provides a breakdown of the minimum amount of housing for each settlement
where East Lindsey operates car parks. The final column provides an estimate of associated car
ownership per household, by applying the most recent Census statistics on car ownership in East
Lindsey. It will be important to ensure that any ongoing review of car parking capacity and provision
in each town is mindful of the projected growth of each settlement (and surrounding hinterlands for
hub towns).
Settlement
Alford
Burgh le Marsh
Chapel St Leonards
Coningsby / Tattershall
Horncastle
Ingoldmells
Louth
Mablethorpe & Sutton on Sea
Skegness
Spilsby
Woodhall Spa

Dwellings target
328
241
110
551
686
176
1,625
283
606
302
393

Estimated Car ownership
437
321
147
734
914
234
2,165
377
807
403
523

Table 9: forecast growth in housing and car ownership

v) Asset Management Framework
The Council has adopted a new Asset Management Framework from 2016 which sets out how
property asset management will be delivered to meet the Council’s long term corporate goals and
objectives. The Asset Management Strategy does not address detailed issues concerning individual
assets, but provides a framework within which issues can be considered at a strategic level and
developed into measurable actions that will be implemented over a rolling 3 year period. The
framework also provides a series of key policy principles for the management of the asset portfolio:
 Operates as a corporate resource, seeking the best overall outcome for the district as a whole;
 Ensures that service demands can be met;
 Supports local business needs and encourages new business to the area;
 Supports community capacity and well-being, including health, leisure, sport and culture and is
socially inclusive;
 Contributes positively to a sustainable East Lindsey in terms of housing and employment
infrastructure;
 Contributes positively to the visitor economy;
 Takes full advantage of partnerships and collaboration with other public and private sector
organisations;
 Optimises financial return and commercial opportunities;
 Remains adaptive, innovative and flexible.
Within this new adopted framework, it will be important for the Council to maintain a car park
estate which enables the authority to balance all these elements as decisions are taken during their
lifecycle.
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6.3.2

Service Specific

i) Service Cost Base (excluding income)
The following table provides a breakdown of the cost base for the parking service, based on actual
expenditure in the last full financial year. Central costs (other than electricity, phones and business
rates) are not recharged or apportioned against separate car parks. As such, it is not possible to
provide an itemised balance sheet for each individual asset.
Main Cost Heading
Employees

Actual Expenditure
£292,993.48

Inclusive Costs (largest items)

Premises

£396,309.22

Transport

£20,450.15

Supplies and Services

£116,144.65

Service management and administration; Civil Parking Enforcement
Business rates (£217K), electricity; insurance; responsive/programmed
maintenance; area working charge (£123.5K)
Vehicle hire and maintenance;
Equipment (£40K), professional/contractor fees, computer
hardware/software (£34K); telephones (£12K)

£529,144.79

Lincolnshire Legal, CPBS (£117K), Income Collection (£318K)

Third Party Payments
& Support Services
Total

£1,355,042.99

Table 10: Car Parking Service Cost Base (15/16 actual expenditure)

In addition, the Technical Services team maintain a stock condition survey for all car parks which is
used to inform an annual programme of resurfacing works and repairs. This programme is currently
forecast to spend £1,230,862 on scheduled maintenance across the current parking estate to
2024/25. The Council’s capital programme also includes an allocation of £73,000 in 2016/17 for the
maintenance of parking ticket machines.
ii) Ticket Transactions/Income
The following breakdown provides a summary of machine transaction and income raised at each car
park over the last two financial years. Overall, ticket transactions and associated income increased
by 7% and 8% respectively over the last two years. The biggest increase in transactions across the
two years was experienced on the coast, with Skegness (+15%), Sutton on Sea (+22%) and
Mablethorpe (+23%) all experiencing an increase in tickets issued. Horncastle (+6%) and Woodhall
Spa (+6%) also experienced a smaller increase in ticket sales over this period. Both Spilsby (- 5%) and
Louth (-3%) experienced a drop in transactions across the two financial years.
Location (spaces)
Alford (117)
Market Place (31)
South Street (48)
Millers Way (38)
Burgh le Marsh (23)
Coningsby (98)
Chapel St Leonards (136)
Well Vale Drive (110)
Sea Road (26)
Horncastle (395)
The Bain (159)
Cattle Market (157)
St Lawrence Street (62)
Market Place (17)
Ingoldmells (151)
Sea Lane
Jackson's Corner

2014/15
Tickets
Income
47,194
£37,079
16,222
£13,305.05
18,777
£22,180.45
12,195
£1,593.10
16,094
£881.25
140,237
£6,402.20
24,693
£31,756
3,719
£4,335.65
20,974
£27,420.10
289,426
£300,974
201,387
£215,627.95
9,883
£2,364.30
49,190
£59,773.85
28,966
£23,207.65
43,016
£66,618
33,341
£56,052.40
9,675
£10,565.50

2015/16
Tickets
Income
48,939
£37,441
17,996
£14,966.80
17,661
£20,951.95
13,282
£1,522.25
16,881
£1,058.20
140,131
£7,847.60
23,316
£29,456
1,324
£266.60
21,992
£29,189.75
306,701
£317,490
216,954
£231,843.70
12,399
£2,581.80
48,640
£59,888.90
28,708
£23,175.50
47,718
£75,973
36,769
£63,867.25
10,949
£12,105.95

Trend
↗
↗
↘
↗
↗
↔
↘
↘
↗
↗
↗
↗
↔
↔
↗
↗
↗

3.7%
10.9%
-5.9%
8.9%
4.9%
-0.1%
-5.6%
-64.4%
4.9%
6.0%
7.7%
25.5%
-1.1%
-0.9%
10.9%
10.3%
13.2%
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Location
Louth (1,132)
Town Hall
Market Place
Broadbank
Cannon Street
Kidgate
Kiln Lane
Co-op, Northgate
Queen Street
Northgate East
Northgate West
Newmarket
Linden Walk
Cattle Market
Bridge Street
Mablethorpe (825)
Seaview
Queen's Park South
Queen's Park Main
Quebec Road
Seacroft Road
High Street
Park Square
Sandilands (75)
Skegness (3,072)

2014/15
Tickets
Income
685,628
£793,598
45,179
£35,814.60
17,145
£9,787.35
20,001
£28,774.50
52,897
£42,658.40
38,871
£54,326.90
41,322
£77,059.35
190,985
£202,337.15
95,404
£127,324.05
80,371
£144,813.15
33,669
£28,187.65
22,803
£34,076.45
23,298
£3,020.30
6,808
£1,181.90
16,875
£4,236.40
113,072
£224,104
19,626
£51,796.20
3,792
£9,370.30
15,437
£42,491.20
6,147
£9,568.95
34,761
£54,087.75
32,523
£55,320.25
786
£1,468.85
11,885
£3,822.30
748,960
£1,782,358
1,961
£11,280.80
82,492
£164,483.75
40,972
£171,123.90
50,106
£204,438.30
130,314
£528,066.70
6,736
£26,808.80
7,174
£20,320.65
19,220
£40,848.40
99,872
£211,078.60
310,113
£403,908.00
18,880
£40,317
7,960
£21,873.25
10,920
£18,444.10
74,148
£27,834
50,557
£6,807.00
11,049
£11,400.55
9,179
£9,375.75
3,363
£250.60
45,590
£1,033.80
53,403
£3,432
19,946
£1,762.90
33,457
£1,669.00
1,751,566 £2,876,499

Richmond Drive
Arcadia, Drummond Road
Northend of North Parade
Pierside, Grand Parade
Festival, Tower Esplanade
Princes Parade
Scarborough Avenue
Scarborough Esplanade
Swimming Pool
Lawn Park
Sutton on Sea (145)
Broadway
Marine Avenue
Spilsby (188)
Post Office Lane
Market Place
Buttercross
Boston Road
Tattershall (67)
Woodhall Spa (36)
Broadway
Royal Square
Total
Trend Key: ↗ > 2% increase ↔ within 2% threshold ↘ > 2% decrease

2015/16
Tickets
Total
666,824
£809,811
46,008
£36,888.30
16,481
£9,495.75
17,851
£25,947.80
49,430
£41,618.50
36,022
£50,911.70
38,537
£67,328.95
178,779
£194,365.55
90,416
£166,670.75
38,858
£68,648.40
78,357
£105,998.35
22,149
£32,746.25
26,817
£3,230.00
7,722
£1,224.90
19,397
£4,735.90
139,599
£255,872
20,351
£52,196.85
3,819
£9,902.80
15,922
£44,030.05
6,984
£10,951.65
55,622
£86,298.35
30,052
£51,412.15
6,849
£1,080.60
13,594
£4,133.45
861,506
£1,976,484
2,023
£12,627.80
83,646
£169,654.60
39,665
£162,719.70
59,177
£240,065.20
149,115
£585,323.35
10,638
£42,384.50
2,746
£2,125.70
19,686
£41,458.30
85,305
£185,071.05
409,505
£535,053.75
23,077
£32,727
9,034
£25,092.60
14,043
£7,634.00
71,280
£27,050
47,647
£6,590.20
10,482
£10,848.10
8,548
£9,284.20
4,603
£327.70
44,586
£1,032.05
56,006
£3,994
22,279
£2,033.25
33,727
£1,960.60
1,876,472
£3,111,104

Trend
↘
↔
↘
↘
↘
↘
↘
↘
↘
↘
↗
↘
↗
↗
↗
↗
↗
↔
↗
↗
↗
↘
↗
↗
↗
↗
↔
↘
↗
↗
↗
↘
↗
↘
↗
↗
↗
↗
↘
↘
↘
↘
↗
↔
↗
↗
↔
↗

-2.7%
1.8%
-3.9%
-10.7%
-6.6%
-7.3%
-6.7%
-6.4%
-5.2%
-51.7%
132.7%
-2.9%
15.1%
13.4%
14.9%
23.5%
3.7%
0.7%
3.1%
13.6%
60.0%
-7.6%
771.4%
14.4%
15.0%
3.2%
1.4%
-3.2%
18.1%
14.4%
57.9%
-61.7%
2.4%
-14.6%
32.1%
22.2%
13.5%
28.6%
-3.9%
-5.8%
-5.1%
-6.9%
36.9%
-2.2%
4.9%
11.7%
0.8%
7.1%

Table 11: Car Park Transactions
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Further analysis of machine transaction data for twelve months (from 1st November to 31st October
2016) at individual site reveals the following trends for each settlement:
i) Alford
The most popular car park in Alford appears to be the Market Square, based on income per space
per annum as a general indicator of year round occupancy and turnover. South Street is also used
more regularly than Miller Street. This is consistent with other research that location of car parks is
a critical factor in their preferred usage. Generally, there does not appear to be any issues with local
capacity as even when the Market Place is well occupied, other sites have ample capacity to
accommodate the current level of town centre users. Across all sites for the twelve months
analysed, Tuesday appears the most popular day for town centre usage, which fits the local market
operation. Monday, Wednesday and Thursday were also more popular than Saturday in terms of
tickets issued and parking income generated. Other than Sundays, Friday was the least ticketed day
across the twelve month period. The most popular tariff transaction in Alford is up to 2 hours with
93% of transactions at Millers Way and 77% of tickets purchased at South Street being for two
hours. At Millers Way, this trend is to be expected as the site currently offers free parking for this
period.
ii) Burgh le Marsh
This site has reverted to an all-day free car park during the period of analysis. As there is no longer a
requirement to obtain a ticket for parking under the current arrangements, it is not possible to
provide any further breakdown of commentary on occupancy of the site through machine based
transactions.
iii) Chapel St Leonards
Analysis of the ticket transaction data for the two car park sites at Chapel St Leonards indicates that
usage increases at weekends, with Saturday and Sunday the most popular days for tickets issued.
Between Monday and Friday ticket sales are broadly constant, with Thursday and Monday the
quietest days in terms of ticket transactions. The profile for monthly transactions is consistent with
trends in other coastal destinations, with a significant peak in August (at more than three times the
level of transactions processed in March, as the quietest month). The most popular tariff issued is
for 2 hours, with over 55% of all tickets purchased for two hours. This is skewed by the provision of
two hours free at Well Vale Drive, which issued 73% of tickets for the two hour free period. At Sea
Road, 38% of tariffs were issued for two hour stays.
iv) Coningsby & Tattershall
As with Burgh le Marsh, the provision of free all day car parking without a ticket does not enable any
detailed analysis on tariff transactions to determine use or capacity to be undertaken.
v) Horncastle
The most popular individual tariff transaction issued across all car parks was for two hours (40%),
although this is skewed by the provision of two hours of free parking issued on the Cattle Market
site. An additional 50% of tickets were issued for either one hour or 30 minutes. This indicates that
most trips to Horncastle centre are for relatively short visits. Only 10% of tickets were issued for
stays longer than two hours. Saturdays and Thursdays are the days where most tickets are issued
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across the twelve month period, which correlates with the operation of weekly stall markets in the
town. A relatively high number of ticketed transactions are also registered on Fridays, with
Wednesday generally the quietest day in terms of recorded car park users. Whilst usage is relatively
consistent throughout the year, monthly transactions peaked in August and were lowest in January
across all sites.
vi) Ingoldmells
Across the ticketed parking period of March to October, the most popular month in terms of
transactions issued was in August. The quietest period in terms of tickets issued was in June. Usage
of the Council owned car parks was also highest at weekends with Saturday and Sunday providing
the highest proportion of ticket sales. Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursdays were relatively quiet
throughout the week, with a slight upturn in transactions on Mondays and Fridays. The most
popular individual tariff selected at both sites is for a stay of two hours.
vii) Louth
The most popular individual tariff purchased in Louth is for two hours, with over 30% of all
transactions issued for this length of stay. Despite a small decline in the number of tickets issued
over the last two financial years, income from transactions across the same period increased by 2%.
This suggests that there was an increase in higher priced tariffs purchased in 2015/16 and is
indicative of an increased demand for longer stays in Louth than is otherwise witnessed in the
smaller inland market towns.
The machine data indicates that the most visited days to Louth are Saturday, Friday and Wednesday,
which correlates with the operation of market days. Apart from Sundays (where there are limited
transactions across all car parks) Monday appears to be the quietest day in terms of tickets issued
and income generated through the parking service. Unlike other towns, the level of car park usage is
broadly consistent throughout the year. The highest number of monthly transactions issued over
the period analysed was in December 2015, which peaked at 57,620 transactions. The quietest
month was in January (46,500), with all other months falling within a range of 47,000 to 53,000 for
the number of tickets issued across all sites. The data indicates that Louth benefits from a constant
level of usage throughout the year, and is less susceptible to seasonal fluctuations in registered
users.
A number of individual car parks continue to perform well with Northgate West, Cannon Street,
Queen Street and the Town Hall being four of the top five most popular car parks in East Lindsey
based on assessment of income per space per annum. Kidgate and Broadbank appear to be
relatively underperforming, given their location and may be considered suitable locations to trial any
specific parking initiatives or incentivised use. Newmarket is also underutilised but this is to be
expected given the relative proximity of free parking currently provided at Linden Walk and the
Cattle Market.
viii) Mablethorpe
All car parks evidence good usage on Saturdays and Sundays, which fits with trends expected by day
visitors to the coast. Ticket transactions peak across all car parks in August, and the shoulder
months of July and September. The town centre experiences a significant reduction in ticketed car
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park usage across all sites in January and February, although this may be offset by the current
provision of free parking in Queen’s Park from November to February. Town Centre car parks are
generally busiest on Thursdays, which again correlates with the operation of the Council’s weekly
market – although there is an associated reduction in the use of foreshore car parks in Mablethorpe
on the same day. Wednesday is typically the quietest day in terms of tickets issued across the year.
Outside of the main visitor season, the town centre car parks also demonstrate a slight increase in
usage during December. The most popular tariff issued is typically for two hours, with 50% of all
tickets transactions issued for two hours. The individual exceptions to this trend are at the Seacroft
car park, where 45% of tickets were issued for a four hour stay. At Quebec Road, the most popular
tariff was for 1 hour (at 46% of all tickets issued).
ix) Sandilands
This site is currently a free all day car park, which operates on a non-ticketed basis so no detailed
analysis on capacity or usage has been undertaken.
x) Skegness
The profile of usage is consistent with trends expected for a coastal resort. February is the quietest
month for individual ticket sales issued across the twelve month period analysed, which rises by over
100% during the busiest summer month. A slightly unexpected peak in the data observed over the
last twelve months is that more parking tickets were issued in July than August. Ticket sales are
highest at weekends, with Saturday and Sunday generating the most transactions. Wednesday is
generally the quietest day for the number of tickets issued. Based on an analysis of income per
space per annum in 2015/16, the best performing car park in Skegness is Lawn Park, followed by
Scarborough Esplanade, Arcadia and the Swimming Pool site. Across all car park sites in Skegness,
the most popular individual tariff purchased over the previous twelve months analysed is for two
hours, which represents 40% of all tickets issued. Only 20% of tickets were issued for stays of four
hours or longer.
xi) Spilsby
Spilsby reported the largest decline in parking tickets issued and gross income generated between
2014/15 and 2015/16. Separate analysis of the last twelve months of transactional data indicates
that Friday is the most visited day to the Council’s car parks, whereas there is significantly lower
usage across the both Saturday and Sunday at weekends. The relatively low proportion of tickets
issued on Saturday is different to many of the other towns in East Lindsey, where Saturday is
generally one of the most popular days. Tickets issued across the twelve month period analysed are
broadly consistent with all monthly transactions within a range of 5,000 to 6,000. The only
exception was in July, which experienced the lowest amount of tickets issued at 3,951.
xii) Sutton on Sea
During the ticketed period of March to October, the most popular months for ticket transactions
were July, August and September – with a significant peak experienced in August. The most popular
day for tickets issued was a Sunday, with Saturday the second most popular day. Usage across all
other days of the week is relatively constant, with Monday the quietest recorded day in terms of
transactions issued. This trend is consistent with an expected visitor/user profile peaking at
weekends and in the main summer season.
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xiii) Woodhall Spa
In 2015/16, the Council issued 56,006 parking tickets in Woodhall Spa. Compared to other towns in
East Lindsey with a similar sized local population, the level of tickets issued in Woodhall Spa was 14%
higher than all tickets issued for the same period in Alford and 142% more than the amount of
tickets issued in Sutton on Sea. This is despite both Alford and Sutton on Sea having more than
three times the amount of total parking spaces available than in Woodhall Spa. The most popular
tariff at Woodhall Spa is for the ticketed two hours free parking. Only 5% of total transactions were
for longer than two hours at either car park.
The profile for tickets issued indicates that January was the quietest period, with a generally
constant level of usage between April and September, peaking slightly in August. There is also a
relatively consistent level of usage across the week, with a slight peak on Saturday and Sunday and
Monday the least used days.
6.3.3

Partner Investment

i)
Residents Parking
A Residents' Parking Scheme is an area of streets, or can be individual streets, where the parking of
motor vehicles is managed to help residents to park near their homes. They are provided in areas
where vehicles not belonging to residents would otherwise make this difficult. The schemes operate
during the working day from Monday to Saturday. The times of operation for drivers are shown on
signs at the side of the road where the parking bays are marked out. During this period areas are
reserved for resident permit holders and visitor permit holders, with some areas provided for visitors
to the area who do not have permits. Outside these hours and on Christmas Day, Good Friday and
all Bank Holidays parking within the scheme bays is unlimited except on double yellow lines.
Studies on Resident Parking Schemes (RPS) have indicated a number of benefits to the local area,
including:
 Improved parking opportunities for residents by stopping commuters and shoppers seeking free
parking in residential areas;
 Reduced congestion by removing up to 30% of circulating traffic looking for free parking space;
 Improved resident satisfaction and reputation of an area as a place to live;
 Commuters and shoppers are further encouraged to use dedicated off-street parking facilities or
use alternative forms of transport.
A recent report from the City of Lincoln Council identifies that where there is both an apparent level
of support from local residents and evidence of the scheme generating sufficient budget to cover the
costs, officers may consult with Lincolnshire County Council on the implementation of a new
scheme. For implementation to take place in any zone, it is a requirement of the County policy that
a usage survey is conducted to evidence that non-residents are competing for kerb space. Once
both councils have reached an in principle decision to consult on changes, residents within the
proposed zones are formally consulted.
An agreed threshold of respondents (as determined by the local authority) need to be in favour of a
scheme and be willing to pay for permits for the scheme to proceed. Both tasks would need to be
undertaken by the District Council for new schemes in East Lindsey. After this stage, LCC will also
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then consider any general objections (including from outside the area) following advertisement of
the scheme. The County Council therefore has ultimate veto or approval of new schemes through
their Transportation Committee, and is responsible for physically implementing:
 The Traffic Regulation Order;
 The corresponding street signs and road marking;
 The enforcement.
For new schemes, the District Council would be responsible for all costs associated with:
 Consultation;
 Drafting and advertising the Traffic Regulation Order;
 The corresponding road signs and marking.
If supported and agreed, the District Council would administer the permits for residents and retain
the permit income in mitigation of costs incurred. Under the Road Traffic Act 1984 the income from
permits should be no more than the cost of introducing and operating the scheme. Once installed,
enforcement of on-street contraventions within the Resident Parking Scheme is the responsibility of
Lincolnshire County Council. The County Council retains all income from any Penalty Charge Notice
issued to offset the costs of enforcement.
In other areas, the County Council has retained the right to ask local authorities for contributions
towards the costs of any enforcement work should the overall countywide scheme not continue to
be self-financing. If required, the District Council would need to factor this into the charges for new
resident permit schemes. There is only one resident permit scheme currently operating in East
Lindsey, covering Aswell Street, Upgate and Lee Street. Through the consultation process,
representatives of residents in George Street and Gospelgate in Louth have formally requested
consideration of an addition to the Louth scheme. Anecdotally, these areas are reported to
experience regular competition for kerb space from employees in the town looking to access free
on-street parking close to the town centre during the day.
Through the recent consultation on parking provision in East Lindsey, the District Council has
received a written request on behalf of local residents to consider the implementation of a new
residents permit scheme. The request is based on a resident-led survey of targeted households,
which returned the following analysis:
 87 properties surveyed;
 50 replies;
 45 in favour;
 5 opposed.
Based on analysis of a much larger residents parking scheme introduced by the City of Lincoln
Council in 2013, it is estimated that the following costs would apply to the introduction of a scheme
in Louth, on the scale proposed.
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The exact costs would be subject to further verification, if progressed
Year 1
Operating Costs
Feasibility Survey
Set up cost (signage / markings)
Resident consultation
Operating Cost
Stationery and postage
Total Operating Costs
Income: (87 dwellings)
One Car (£40)
Total Income
Deficit / Surplus
Cumulative position

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Total

1,500
5,000
600
625
600
8,325

250

250

250

250

625
600
1,475

650
600
1,500

650
600
1,500

675
600
1,525

1,500
6,000
600
3,225
3,000
14,325

3,480
3,480

3,480
3,480

3,480
3,480

3,480
3,480

3,480
3,480

17,400
17,400

4,845

-2,005
2,840

-1,980
860

-1,980
-1,120

-1,955
-3,075

-3,075

Table 12: cost estimates for resident parking scheme (case study: George Street and Gospelgate, Louth)

In this example, a scheme comprising 87 dwellings (@ £40 per household) would be sufficient to
generate a sustainable project budget over five years to consult with LCC on. The upfront costs to
the District Council are estimated at c£8K, with a small net surplus of c£3K generated over 5 years to
contribute towards any additional costs to cover LCC’s enforcement activity and to satisfy the
legislative requirement to only cover operational costs through the scheme. It is assumed that
parking permits for a scheme of this size could be issued within existing Council resources but that
an element of internal officer time would be recharged to the scheme to recover the operational
input required. It is also estimated that additional enforcement costs for the two streets identified
would be minimal as two local schemes are already operating in Louth in neighbouring streets.
Consideration may also be given towards linking the costs of any implementation as a condition to
the redevelopment of the Cattle Market site due to the associated loss of free parking.
ii) Go Skegness
Go Skegness aims to support the East Coast economy and encourage growth by undertaking
measures to alleviate congestion and develop opportunities for visitors and residents to use
sustainable methods of transport such as buses and cycling. Improvements to bus stops will be
undertaken as part of the Go Skegness project. The £5.7million project seeks to benefit both visitors
and residents by creating a more effective and efficient highways and public transport network as
well as encouraging healthy and active lifestyles through the promotion of cycling and walking. The
programme of work includes:
 Improvements to the A52 Roman Bank to remove congestion, improve bus priority and create
improved facilities for walking and cycling;
 Improvements within Skegness Town Centre and the surrounding area to cycle paths, footpaths
and links from key visitor destinations to the bus and rail station;
 Enhanced Skegness to Gibraltar Point footpath and cycle path;
 Improved public transport facilities;
 Improved information and signs for visitors.
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The project will be led by Lincolnshire County Council with support and £4m of funding from the
Greater Lincolnshire LEP Growth Deal. It would be split into two phases and work carried out during
winter months wherever possible to minimise disruption. Phase 1 works planned for 2016-17
include:
 Bus lane extension on the A52 to link the two existing sections;
 Butlins to Skegness footpath and cycle patch;
 Two enhanced bus stops on Lumley Road, Skegness;
 Extension to bus layby on Roman Bank near Sea Lane junction, Ingoldmells;
 Gibraltar Point footpath and cycle path improvements.
6.3.4 Electric Charging Points
The last three years have seen an increase in demand for plug in electric vehicles and hybrid vehicles
in the UK, with new registrations of plug-in cars increasing from 2,440 in 2011 to almost 130,000 by
October 2016. At the same time, the UK network of EV charging points is estimated to have
increased from a few hundred in 2011 to more than 4,200 charging locations, 6,500 charging devices
and 11,750 connectors by October 2016. As a percentage of new car registrations, it is estimated
that electric cars now represent around 1.3 per cent of the total new car market in the UK.
However, whilst the following statistics indicate an increase in EV ownership in East Lindsey, the
local areas share of the overall UK growth remains very low (at 0.001% of total UK registrations
across the period).
Region/Local Authority
United Kingdom
Great Britain
England
Lincolnshire
East Lindsey

2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
(Q1-2)
(Q1-Q4)
(Q1-Q4)
(Q1-Q4)
(Q1-Q4)
(Q4)
129,188
159,639
63,597
28,515
15,581
2,440
127,158
156,987
62,536
28,035
15,428
2,433
115,867
141,737
55,988
25,085
13,950
2,278
835
989
402
137
58
4
161
196
84
29
10
1
Table 13: Plug-in cars, vans and quadricycles licensed at the end of quarter, UK, by local authority of registered keeper

It is estimated that there are currently 11,000 public
charging points in the UK. However, the following
map provides a summary of current provision across
Lincolnshire.
This demonstrates that the county is one of the most
sparsely populated regions in the UK for charging
points. The only charging facilities identified in East
Lindsey are at Best Western Kenwick Park, Louth; Shell
Garage, Fairfield Industrial Estate, Louth; Southview
Park Hotel, Skegness, and; Aura Business Centre,
Skegness. Another facility at the Renault Dealership in
Louth is now marked as out of service
Map 1: Electric Vehicle charging points in East Lindsey (zap-map.com)
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Whilst the UK Government has pledged more than £600m over this parliament to boost the ultralow emission vehicle market, the measures and initiatives currently proposed do not include direct
support for local authorities to install new chargepoint facilities. As such, the following table
provides an estimate of the installation costs that would be required for a dual charging facility in
East Lindsey. This is based on using the Festival Car Park in Skegness. These costs exclude any
future maintenance liability or ongoing promotional costs to raise awareness of the facility.
Proposed site: Festival Car Park Skegness
Charge Point Specification: Twin ground installed class II dual charge post (Charge mode 2 = 7kW / 32amp single phase) with max. car
charge time of 3hrs. Includes allowance for 10m of hard dig and terminating electric service with meter in DNO approved pillar including
localised connection by approved electrical contractor plus supply cost of GPRS telemetry infrastructure. Ongoing service and
maintenance including telemetry and electric consumption not included.
Item
Description
Estimate (£)
1.1
Site survey and pre-install drawings etc.
350.00
1.2
Supply cost for 7kW single phase dual car charging unit (see spec above).
4,500.00
1.3
Excavation in hard dig area and laying of electric infrastructure to unit (10m).
2,500.00
1.4
Supply and installation of external meter enclosure and terminations.
2,500.00
1.5
DNO (Electric Board) connection cost and metering
1,000.00
1.6
RS115 unit retention socket.
750.00
1.7
Electrical earth installation
250.00
1.8
Line marking & signage to bays
300.00
1.9
Unit protection barrier
350.00
Scheme Total:
12,500.00
Table 14: installation costs for electric charging points (Source: ELDC Technical Services)
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7. Summary of key findings
7.1 Literature Review
 Well thought out parking management can play a role
in supporting local economic growth;
 Lack of robust evidence to link car parking strategies
and town centre footfall (often anecdotal);
 Parking one of a complex array of factors affecting
town centre vitality, which are highly localised and
specific to each location;
 A parking ‘free for all’, with no restrictions or controls
on parking and a lack of enforcement is identified as a
failure to manage assets effectively and provide good
customer service.
 Cost is not always top consideration for visitors and shoppers;
 Pay on exit infrastructure more suited to multi-storey car parks or large facilities;
 East Lindsey remains well positioned to benefit from a projected growth in domestic tourism,
but must maintain an offer that is consistent with changing consumer trends;
 Across the District, use of High Streets will remain susceptible to national trends, including
increased competition from online retailers.
 The key to success and securing the long term future of the high street, therefore, is for
communities to strike the right balance between traditional retail and other uses for high street
property (including leisure, medical, educational and residential).
7.2 Consultation
7.2.1 User Survey
 Morning and afternoon visits are more popular than evening visits;
 Most visits are short stays of two hours or less;
 Leisure activities and shopping are the main reasons for visiting towns in East Lindsey;
 Location is the main reason for preferred car parks;
 Significant use of car parks which are not managed by the Council;
 Cash is, by far, the preferred method of payment for car parking;
 The availability of space and the price of parking are seen as the most important factors relating
to car parking when considering whether to drive to town and park, but the range of shops and
attractions and price of goods and services are also important factors in this decision;
 Increased availability of car parking spaces and a better choice of shops, cafes and restaurants
would have most impact on making visitors more likely to drive to towns in East Lindsey;
 Providing cheaper or free car parking is the most common respondent suggestion to further
incentivise visiting East Lindsey towns.
7.2.2 Stakeholder Meetings
 Some local Town Council interest in devolution of car park assets;
 Encouragement for short free periods of parking in smaller town centres;
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Better marketing / directional signage required;
Link with on-street congestion / enforcement considered important;
Better provision for coaches / motor homes requested at some sites;
Free parking generally welcomed where in operation, but some suggestion that users may be
accessing free parking to commute out of smaller centres.

7.3 Management Data
 Car Park ticket transactions have increased most significantly on the coast across the last two
financial years, with the greatest increase in tickets purchased in Mablethorpe, Sutton on Sea
and Skegness;
 Across the same period, Spilsby and Louth have experienced a small decline in tickets issued.
 Despite a slight fall in the number of tickets issued in Louth, parking income increased,
suggesting that a number of customers are purchasing longer tariffs;
 Coupled with a decline in machine transactions, Spilsby also has the highest town centre vacancy
rate in the District (and the only rate higher than both the national and regional average);
 The highest ticket transactions during the week in market towns are consistent with the
operation of weekly stall markets;
 The most common individual tariff issued in most towns is for a stay of two hours.
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8. Options for Consideration
Based on an analysis of user trend and consultation data, the
following options are presented for consideration in terms of
how different parking tariffs may help to support local
economies in each centre. They also recognise the need to
maintain an appropriate level of management resources that
will enable the Council to deliver associated services that also
have a positive impact on the appeal and attractiveness of
each centre. Some measures will result in increased financial
pressures to the local authority, which are (in part) intended
to be offset by the introduction of new tariff structures at
other sites where a reduced level of income is currently
generated.
8.1 Corporate
8.1.1. To undertake a service asset challenge, in line with the Council’s new Asset Management
Framework, to establish a consistent set of criteria for the ongoing management of the Council’s
car parking estate
The Council’s new Asset Management Framework provides an updated structure to determine the
rationale for continued ownership, management and operation of all capital assets. This framework
will be used to inform a strategic review of all car parking assets in the Council’s ownership within
the next 6 months. The aim of this challenge within the parking service should be to establish an
updated set of criteria for reviewing the relative importance and performance associated with
operating each car park. It should also help to identify opportunities for more effective
management of the overall portfolio, either through the retention of strategically important sites or
through the devolution of assets to Town and Parish Councils where the asset transfer could enable
more effective management of a package of local facilities.
As part of this process, consideration should be given to adopting a whole town approach which
considers the interrelationship between car parking and associated assets and services in each
settlement (such as the availability of public conveniences and weekly street markets). It should also
consider the need to offset any loss in provision associated with the potential disposal of specific
sites for redevelopment. The advice published by Cornwall Council provides a useful starting point
for identifying what factors would need to be considered in the devolution of any car parks. This
work should also consider the recommendations of associated scrutiny reviews into the operational
use of Council owned assets and services.




Economic Impact: The aim of the asset challenge will be to maximise effective management of
the car parking estate to ensure that all assets are used to contribute to the Council’s corporate
aims and deliver local strategic economic benefit.
Financial Implications: Officer time to undertake review. Any direct financial implications to be
determined for further consideration through the review process.
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8.1.2 Lobby Lincolnshire County Council for a more coordinated approach to local highways
management and parking enforcement
A consistent concern cited by Town and Parish Councils has been the need for better coordination in
the management of off-street and on-street car parking in developing a more holistic approach to
reducing congestion and improving local highways safety. It was also regularly commented that the
current regime of on-street parking enforcement via Lincolnshire County Council does not always
address local priorities in some centres due to the scheduling of current arrangements and available
resources. As responsibility for Highways management sits with the County Council, it is
recommended that further discussions with the County Council and Town/Parish Councils are
encouraged to explore the opportunity to link up on-street and off-street enforcement across the
District, with a view to delivering greater efficiencies across both organisations. More effective
management of on-street enforcement may also result in increased use of the Council’s off-street
parking facilities.




Economic Impact: The aim of the review would be to establish a more effective programme of
enforcement and traffic management in each Centre. This is intended to identify opportunities
to reduce congestion, improve safety and improve customer satisfaction as a mechanism for
encouraging repeat town centre visits.
Financial Implications: Officer time to attend meetings. Direct costs to be considered as part of
the discussions and any associated action plans. ELDC may be asked to underwrite the costs of
any increase in on-street enforcement provision.

8.1.3 Undertake a review of directional and promotional signage in each Centre
Best practice from the Association of Town Centre Managers highlights that clear, succinct signage
which allows drivers to reach their destination could do much to improve the in-town parking
experience. The approved Go Skegness investment is already intended to improve signs and
information for visitors to our largest coastal resort. Elsewhere in the District, the consultation
process has identified specific comments on the need to improve better directional signage on
where to park, especially for new visitors to the area. It is therefore recommended that the above
discussions specifically include a review of directional and promotional signage to the respective
towns. In line with best practice guidance, published by the ATCM, this should seek to ensure that:
 Short term (shopper) visitors are directed towards car parks closest to the high street;
 Long term (visitor/employee) users are directed towards foreshore or edge of centre car parks;
 Key gateway car parks or locations in each town provide appropriate information on local
facilities and attractions to encourage increased dwell time and expenditure.
As part of this process, consideration may also be given to offering some advertising or sponsorship
opportunities in car parks to part fund the introduction of any additional signage. Greater
promotion could also be made of free evening parking (after 6pm) in support of the night time
economy across the District.


Economic Impact: The aim of the review would be to ensure that local signage is better
coordinated and encourages more effective use and turnover of car parking spaces. It should
also consider opportunities to provide more information to new and repeat visitors on local
town events, facilities and attractions in each gateway car park location.
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Financial Implications: To be determined through review and specification of additional or
updated signage. The Council recently funded the installation of updated Highways signage at
the gateway to the District (“Welcome to East Lindsey. From the Countryside to the Coast”).
The cost for this work was £3,853 to design produce and install new signage at 11 sites across
the District. The Council currently operates car parks in 6 towns which may require updated
directional signage. In other towns, there are fewer or individual car parks to direct users to.
Based on an average of four new signs in each of the six locations, it is recommended that a base
budget of £8K is established for the new signage. Additional costs would be incurred if the
review were to include the provision of electronic data on some signs at the busiest locations
(e.g. to provide user information on available spaces).

8.2 Service Specific
8.2.1 Switch to new linear tariff structure on foreshore car parks
During the summer season car parking staff report that they are regularly challenged by members of
the public regarding restrictions imposed by the existing tariffs that are available on the following
car parks. Similar comments were also noted during the local stakeholder meetings. Currently there
are only three tariff options available to visitors at these heavily used car parks:
Skegness
Northend, North Parade
Pierside, Grand Parade
Festival, Tower Esplanade
Princes Parade
Mablethorpe
Queens Park Main
Queens Park South
Seaview
Sutton on Sea
Broadway

Up to 2 hours

After 2pm

All Day

£2.50
£2.50
£2.50
£2.50

£3.50
£3.50
£3.50
£3.50

£7.00
£7.00
£7.00
£7.00

£1.60
£1.60
£1.60

£2.50
£2.50
£2.50

£5.00
£5.00
£5.00

£1.60

£2.50

£5.00
Table 15: Current foreshore tariffs

Based on the current charging regime, a visitor arriving to Skegness at 10am in the morning would
have the option on arrival to pay for up to two hours parking at £2.50, or a full day charge of £7 to
stay longer than two hours without returning to the car park. As a result, this may actively
encourage the visitor to restrict their stay to two hours (i.e. to 12noon) to avoid incurring additional
charges. It is proposed that introducing a greater range of tariff options at these car parks would
therefore provide increased customer parking options and satisfaction. In addition, Skegness Town
Council (in consultation with the local chamber of commerce) have requested that consideration is
given to reducing all day charges at some of the more peripheral car parks, to divert some traffic
away from the busy centre and create additional footfall along the foreshore.
The proposed changes are intended to introduce a premium rate for all-day car parking at the most
popular foreshore car parks. By retaining current (and subsequently cheaper) all day charges at the
other sites, this would offer customers greater flexibility in the full day rates available and may help
to encourage some users away from the busier centre and increase footfall from the more
peripheral car parks.

52

The new tariff structure is therefore proposed as:
Skegness
Northend, North Parade
Pierside, Grand Parade
Festival, Tower Esplanade
Princes Parade
Mablethorpe
Queens Park Main
Queens Park South
Seaview
Sutton on Sea
Broadway

1 hour

3 hours

All Day

£1.50
£1.50
£1.50
£1.50

£3.00
£3.00
£3.00
£3.00

£7.00
£8.00
£8.00
£7.00

£1.00
£1.00
£1.00

£2.00
£2.00
£2.00

£5.00
£5.00
£5.00

£1.00

£2.00

£5.00
Table 16: Proposed foreshore tariffs





Economic Impact: The revised linear structure is intended to provide greater flexibility for
customers, in line with user feedback. The changes would be expected to generate an increase
in longer stays beyond two hours.
Financial Implications: The financial implications of the proposed changes would be determined
through the introduction of a twelve month trial.

8.2.2 Increase the cost and promotion of parking permits
Following a review by the Council’s Scrutiny Committee in 2014, the parking permit scheme was
redesigned to offer more local flexibility for residents and visitors looking to use permit parking in
East Lindsey. Parking permits are currently able to be purchased by groups of geographic locations
which offer a significant price reduction on permits that are applicable to all car parks in East
Lindsey. The current cost of parking permits is low against some similar off-street parking permit
offers within Lincolnshire. In 2015/16, the authority sold a total of 965 parking permits generating
an income of £79,491. It is expected that sales of parking permits in the financial year 16/17 will
broadly replicate that of the previous year. There is a potential to generate a significant amount of
additional income over a period of five years by increasing the cost of the current parking permits by
20% per year over five years, whilst still providing value for the customer. Assuming similar sales as
in financial year 2015/16, the potential increase in fees and charges would be as follows.
Base Year

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

£79,491

£95,389

£114,469

£137,360

Year 4

Year 5

£164,832

£197, 779

Table 17: proposed parking permit income

At the same time, a review of weekly ticket pricing (where available) should also be undertaken to
ensure that these remain fair and in line with daily and monthly permit charges. Uptake of permit
purchases may also be increased by enabling users to pay by direct debit to subsequently spread the
cost across the payment period, rather than in one lump sum as per the current arrangements.


Economic Impact: Increased promotion of the permit scheme is intended to primarily assist
regular users of town centre with better value parking. It may result in greater use of town
centres at other times across the permit period. It may also provide users with more disposable
income to spend in local centres by reducing the cost associated with their parking;
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Financial Implications: Total potential additional income per year after 5 years is estimated at
£118,308. This may be offset by a reduction in parking income elsewhere if more people revert
to permits than on site payment.

8.2.3 Consider investment in car parking machines as part of future upgrades to enable debit card
(contactless) and note payments
The analysis indicates that the following car parks are the most frequently used parking locations
across the District, based on an assessment of tickets issued throughout the year (this list excludes
Coningbsy, which generated 140,000 tickets in 2015/16, but mainly operated as a free car park).
Town
Skegness
Horncastle
Louth
Skegness
Louth
Skegness
Skegness
Louth
Skegness
Mablethorpe

Car Park
Lawn Park, Beresford Avenue, PE25 3NU
The Bain, LN9 5DR
Co-op, Northgate, LN11 0LT
Festival, Tower Esplanade, PE25 3HH
Queen Street, LN11 9BL
Swimming Pool, PE25 2UG
Arcadia, Drummond Road, PE25 3HZ
Northgate West, LN11 0LY
Pierside, Grand Parade, PE25 2UE
Seacroft Road, LN12 2DT

Tickets Issued (2015/16)

Ticket Machines

409,505
216,954
178,779
149,115
90,416
85,305
83,646
78,357
59,177
55,622

3
3
3
5
2
2
2
1
2
2

Table 18: Most frequently used car parks

To enhance the customer experience, it is proposed that further investment is made to upgrade the
parking machines in these locations to enable the machines to process contactless debit card and
note payments. As part of this process, consideration would need to be given to the transaction
time associated with contactless payments (to avoid additional queuing in peak periods), and any
increased maintenance liabilities associated with introducing new machine based technology on site.




Economic Impact: This proposal is targeted at updating machine technology at key sites in line
with customer expectations. By making payment easier on site through a range of additional
options, this may encourage repeat visits and increased use of car parks offering updated
payment methods. It may also increase the take up of weekly tickets or purchase of longer stays
where people are able to pay at the machines without the need for exact change or lots of coins.
Financial Estimate: Based on an estimate of £1K to upgrade each machine, this would cost the
authority £25,000, to be funded through the Capital Programme allocation for 2016/17.

8.2.4 New technologies are available to deliver ‘pay on exit’ benefits, without the need for up
front infrastructure or continued maintenance costs
Analysis of traditional pay on exit systems indicates that there are high set up costs and operational
risks associated with ongoing maintenance in the event of electronic failure. In addition, the layout
of the existing East Lindsey car parks is not conducive to the installation of barrier systems, given the
single point of entry/egress. Legislative constraints on local authorities also prevent the use of ANPR
technology as the sole system for recording and recharging car park users.
During the course of this study, the Council has negotiated the offer of a free trial of a new Check
in/Check Out parking machine by Cale UK (as one of our current parking machine operators). This
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new system enables users to pay by contactless card payment on arrival. The user’s card is then
charged with a full days stay up front. On departure, users then re-present the card to the same
machine and the charge is reduced and credited for the length of stay. The system has been used in
Scandinavia for over 15 years, although East Lindsey would become only the third authority in
England to trail this technology. The Council’s Team Leader (Enforcement) has liaised with parking
managers in the two other authorities where the system is currently operational (in Tunbridge Wells
and Waverley Borough Councils) to better understand their operational experience and is supportive
of the District Council’s service progressing with the proposed trial period in Skegness over the
summer season. More detail on the Check in/Check out system is attached at Appendix B.
In addition, the current system of pay by phone provides customers with a convenient and secure
payment method, alongside the ability to extend parking tariffs without the need to return to site
for additional payment. Despite the flexibility offered by mobile phone payments, it is apparent that
there is a relatively low take up of phone based payments. The Council should therefore continue to
promote the benefits of mobile phone payments with a specific marketing campaign and incentives
to pay by phone – e.g. offering a free or discounted charge for first pay by phone charge. This may
encourage more users to register for the service, after which repeat transactions would be more
likely.
From a service perspective, this would also help to reduce the amount of cash handled through the
machines and the number of paper tickets issued. A significant shift to mobile/cashless payments
would therefore improve the security of income collection and reduce some maintenance liabilities
associated with the parking machines.




Economic Impact: Incentivising use of new technologies which enable users to pay for the
amount of time occupied in car parks (without the need to return to their vehicle) is intended to
encourage increased local dwell time and expenditure. Effectively promoted and incentivised, it
also has the potential to offer users the same flexibility as a pay on exit barrier system, without
the need for significant investment in up-front infrastructure and ongoing maintenance.
Financial Implications: The trial of the Cale Check In/Check Out system is intended to operate as
a free trial, which would be used to assess demand and determine future roll out. There is
currently a low take up of mobile phone payments in East Lindsey. Additional financial
implications would be dependent on any campaign measures agreed to incentivise increased
mobile phone payments.

8.2.5 The Council should continue to monitor the uptake of Electric Vehicles ownership and usage
in East Lindsey before installing Electric Vehicle charge points in specific locations
Given the extremely low rates of vehicle ownership and anticipated demand for charge point
facilities in East Lindsey, it is not considered viable to roll out the provision of charging points at any
of the current sites. The Council should continue to monitor continued trends in EV ownership and
may consider installing one trial facility on the coast in future years, at an estimated cost of £12,500.
Additional costs may also be incurred in relation to the promotion of this as an available facility.
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8.3 Site specific
8.3.1 Spilsby: Provide one hour free parking (with ticket) on all ELDC car parks in Spilsby
Spilsby currently experiences the highest town centre vacancy rates in East Lindsey alongside
declining use of Council owned car parks over the last two financial years. This provides an
opportunity to pilot specific incentives to monitor the impact that parking charges may play in
enhancing town centre trade and footfall, where there is continued and apparent decline. It is
therefore proposed that free car parking is extended to all sites for a maximum period of one hour.
In addition to an increased roll out of free parking, it is proposed that a flat day rate of £2 would be
charged for longer stays at all sites.




Economic Impact: The provision of one hour’s free parking on all sites is intended to encourage
more regular use of the town centre, by reducing the cost of parking for users. It is also
intended to provide a trial period to assess whether a reduction in parking tariffs can help to
increase footfall and reduce vacancy rates in East Lindsey’s worst performing town centre.
Financial Implications (based on current transactions): Over the last twelve months, the Council
has issued c52,000 car parking tickets for stays of up to one hour in Spilsby. This would generate
an estimated baseline cost pressure of £11,000 for introducing one hours free parking on all
sites. Additional cost pressures may be realised by a subsequent reduction in longer tariffs
purchased.

8.3.2 Alford: Provide half an hour free (ticketed) car parking on the Market Square and one hour
free parking on all other sites.
As per the Alford Town Council request, this is anticipated to encourage regular turnover of spaces
within the main centre and reduce town centre on-street congestion at peak periods. It would help
to establish the market square as the primary parking destination for shorter visits, closest to the
main high street. All day parking at other sites would also be reduced to £2 per day to encourage
longer stays beyond two hours. This would result in the following changes:
Current
Alford (spaces)
Market Place (31)
South Street (48)
Millers Way (38)

30 minutes
£0.50
Free

1 hour
£1
Free

2 hour
£1
Free

4 hours
£1.50
Free

All Day
£3
Free

Table 19: Current tariff structure in Alford

Proposed
Alford (spaces)
Market Place (31)
South Street (48)
Millers Way (38)

30 minutes
Free
-

1 hour
£1
Free
Free

2 hours
£1
£1

4 hours
-

All Day
£2
£2

Table 20: Proposed tariff structure in Alford



Economic Impact: The proposal is intended to facilitate increased short visits to Alford town
centre to support local retailers and other high street businesses. It may also enhance the
appeal of the town centre by reducing on-street congestion at peak periods (i.e. where users are
parking on-street to avoid parking charges)
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Financial Implications: An analysis of the parking machine tickets over the last twelve months
indicates that 6,085 half hour tickets were purchased at the Market Square, providing a gross
income of £3,062.85. All day parking income at South Street would reduce by £700 based on
current consumer behaviour. This provides an estimated baseline budget pressure of £4,000 to
implement the changes identified. This may be offset, in part, by a reduction in free all day
parking offered at Millers Way.

8.3.3 Horncastle: Provide half an hour free (ticketed) car parking on the Market Place
Analysis of the parking transaction data highlights that the majority of visits to Horncastle are for
two hours or less. The proposed policy response is to provide half an hour free parking on Market
Place, as per Town Council request received through the consultation process. As with Alford, this
request is intended to increase regular turnover of spaces in the main centre and facilitate short user
trips to local services.




Economic Impact: The provision of free half an hour parking on the Market Place would help to
facilitate increased customer convenience and use of this car park for short visits to the town
centre, closest to the main high street.
Financial Implications: Analysis of the last twelve months of ticket transactions at the Market
Place site indicate that 12,000 half an hour tickets were issued. This provides a baseline cost
pressure of £6,000 to issue the proposed change in tariff structure, based on current user data.

8.3.4: Louth: Reduce hourly tariff rates for stays of longer than 2 hours and provide free (ticketed)
30 minutes car parking at Market Place car park
The requests from Louth Town Council for consideration of free all day car parking or four hours free
parking across all sites in Louth are not considered financially sustainable or viable for the Council to
progress, due to the associated loss of income and subsequent financial pressures (at over £800K
per annum across all sites). Based on an estimated number of 7,816 dwellings within the parish
boundary for Louth22, this is equivalent to a charge of over £100 per household if the associated loss
of income were to be recovered or recharged through other local means. In addition, free all day
parking in Louth would represent ineffective management of the Council’s assets, and would be
expected to result in reduced turnover of spaces in the centre and enable local employees and
commuters to occupy the spaces closest to the town centre, all day.
A separate proposal presented by Louth Independent Traders for consideration of two hours free
parking on all sites, with a stepped increase in longer tariffs would also provide significant financial
implications and budget pressures for the local authority to implement. In this instance, the
provision of two hours free parking would result in an estimated cost pressure of at least £450K per
annum, which could not be realistically or significantly offset by an increase in any longer tariffs. It
may also restrict the level of stays to the allocated period of free parking, rather than incentivising
increased dwell time and expenditure.
Analysis of the trend data for Louth reveals that, despite a slight drop in transactions issued over the
previous two financial years, Louth continues to attract a consistent level of car park usage
22

Source: Neighbourhood Statistics link
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throughout the year. An increase in tariff income, despite a lower amount of sales, is also indicative
of an increasing demand for longer tariffs purchased. The proposed policy response is to further
incentivise longer stays through the reduction in hourly rates for a 4 hour visit and to abolish half an
hour and 3 hour tariffs at all car parks other than the Market Place and the Co-op, Northgate (which
are subject to separate contractual arrangements with the respective site owners). This would also
help to retain an element of 30 minute parking at two sites, as part of the town’s overall offer. It is
also proposed that tariffs at Newmarket and Bridge Street are standardised and brought in line with
other sites (but that the four hour maximum stay is extended to an all-day charge, as currently
offered at both sites).
In line with policy incentives at other inland market centre, it is proposed that the Market Place car
park offer is amended to incorporate half an hour (ticketed) free car parking for short visits. This
proposal would result in the following changes in the service model for Louth:
Current Charges (% of total tariff transactions issued on site from 1st Nov 2015 to 31st October 2016)
Louth
Town Hall
Market Place
Broadbank
Cannon Street
Kidgate
Kiln Lane
Co-op, Northgate
Queen Street
Northgate East
Northgate West
Newmarket
Linden Walk
Cattle Market
Bridge Street

30 mins
0.50
40%
0.50
100%
0.50
11%
0.50
34%
0.50
11%
0.50
22%
0.50
13%
0.50
4%
0.50
36%

1 hour
1.00 60%
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.80
1.00
1.00
1.00

27%
64%
30%
23%
35%
17%
64%

2 hours

3 hours

4 hours

1.50

32%

2.00

23%

3.00

7%

1.50
1.00
1.20
1.50
1.50

32%
43%
42%
32%
37%

2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

21%
11%
17%
31%

3.00
1.50
3.00
3.00
3.00

6%
34%
2%
4%
11%

1.00

Free

1.50

87%

1.00

1.50

All Day

3.00

22%

3.00
Free
Free
£3.00

3%

Table 21: current tariff structure in Louth

Proposed Charges (non-bold = no change)
Louth
Town Hall
Market Place
Broadbank
Cannon Street
Kidgate
Kiln Lane
Co-op, Northgate
Queen Street
Northgate East
Northgate West
Newmarket
Linden Walk
Cattle Market
Bridge Street

30 mins

1 hour
1.00

2 hours

3 hours

4 hours

1.00
1.00
1.00

1.50

2.00

1.50

2.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.20
1.50
1.50

1.00

1.50

All Day

Free

2:00
0.50

1.50

2.00

3.00
2:00
2.00
2.00
Free
Free
2.00
Table 22: proposed tariff structure in Louth



Economic Impact: The proposal is intended to incentivise longer stays in Louth by reducing the
hourly tariff for stays of longer than two hours. It will also match the offer in other inland
centres for the availability of free half an hour parking within the main centre for short visits.
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Financial Implications: Based on transactions issued over the last twelve months at all sites, the
reduction in four hours parking from £3 to £2 at the nominated sites would create a cost
pressure of £21,000. In addition, the conversion of 30 minute tariffs on the Market Place Car
Park would result in an additional cost pressure of £9,000. This could be offset, in part, by an
estimated increase in income of £30,000 if all 30 minute tariffs converted to 1 hour tariffs at all
other sites, where the 30 minute tariff would be abolished. This would result in a neutral budget
pressure based on current behaviour.

8.3.5: Consider the extension of a resident parking permit zone in Louth to include Gospelgate and
George Street in Louth
In line with the written request received through the consultation process, the Council may wish to
approach Lincolnshire County Council to formally consider the introduction of a residents parking
scheme in additional areas of Louth – either as an extension to the current scheme or the
implementation of new arrangements. Local pressure for residents permit schemes in this area of
town may also increase if the Cattle Market site is redeveloped. Consideration would need to be
given to the wider town impacts to ensure that on-street parking is not simply displaced to other
areas (e.g. Edward Street, South Street and Crowtree Lane).




Economic Impact: It is anticipated that there would be little direct economic benefit associated
with this proposal. Better management of on-street car parking may however increase use of
off-street car parks, alongside increased promotion of the parking permit scheme.
Financial Implications: Subject to technical feasibility. Early analysis indicates that a charge of
£40 per household would be sufficient to cover the costs of developing a new scheme and
issuing individual permits over a period of five years. The District Council would be responsible
for the initial consultation and set up costs, provisionally estimated at £8,325 in year one (table
12).

8.3.6 Skegness: Reduce charges for all day coach parking at Richmond Drive
In addition to the foreshore charges referenced above, it is proposed that parking charges for
coaches at Richmond Drive are reduced from £7 to £5 per day. This is consistent with a Town
Council request to incentivise increased use of the coach park and reduce on-street parking of
coaches.



Economic Impact: Reduced charges for coach parking could be promoted to encourage more
operators to visit Skegness and use local facilities.
Financial Implications: Based on current transactions, it is estimated that the income would
reduce by a maximum of £3,000 if usage of the site remains the same. However, it is anticipated
that the reduced parking charges would generate a subsequent increase in use of the site.

8.3.7 Cap free parking for a period of two hours on all sites currently offering free all day parking
Evidence from the consultation process has indicated that free parking is well used, although where
this operates on a non-ticketed basis it is not possible to provide any detailed analysis on occupancy
rates throughout the year. In addition, some consultation comments suggest that the provision of
free all day parking may not be benefitting local trade as the spaces are often being occupied by
commuters travelling out of the centre (e.g. via public transport or car share to Boston or Lincoln
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from Coningsby or onto Skegness from Burgh le Marsh). It is therefore proposed that an element of
free parking is retained at these sites to specifically support town centre visits, but that free parking
is capped at two hours (on a ticketed basis). In addition, a flat rate of £2 per day should also be
introduced for all day parking. These changes would subsequently apply to the following sites:
 Millers Way, Alford
 Market Place, Burgh le Marsh
 High Street / Silver Street, Coningsby
 Sandilands
 Bridge Street, Louth
 Boston Road, Spilsby
 Market Place, Tattershall
 Broadway, Woddhall Spa
 Royal Square, Woodhall Spa
The only exception to this proposal is at Linden Walk and the Cattle Market site in Louth, where
previous trials of charged parking on site resulted in very low usage. In addition, it is considered that
free parking at these sites is still being accessed by people that are visiting or using Louth town
centre, and not commuting out or on to other settlements as is anecdotally being experienced in
smaller centres.




Economic Impact: The proposal is not expected to have any detrimental impact on the use of
local businesses. The provision of two hours free parking is considered appropriate in enabling a
range of free visits to local businesses in smaller centres, and in ensuring that spaces are
available and regularly turned over in support of the local settlement. The ticketed trial period
will also provide more reliable management data on the frequency of visits to each site.
Financial Implications: The proposal is expected to result in a small increase in net income,
which would be determined through a twelve month trial period. This would, at least, help to
offset the Council’s business rates liability for the selected sites, which is estimated at £8,000 per
annum (subject to revaluation). Additional service pressures may result in ensuring that there
are appropriate resources to collect income and undertake enforcement.

8.3.8 Introduce winter charging rates between November and February on all sites
The Council currently operates free (or £1 all day) parking between November and February at the
following sites:
 Well Vale Drive, Chapel St Leonards
 Sea Road, Chapel St Leonards
 Sea Lane, Ingoldmells
 Jackson’s Corner, Ingoldmells
 Seaview, Mablethorpe
 Queen’s Park South, Mablethorpe
 Queen’s Park Main, Mablethorpe
 Quebec Road, Mablethorpe
 North end of North Parade, Skegness
 Pierside, Grand Parade, Skegness
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Festival, Tower Esplanade, Skegness
Princes Parade, Skegness
Scarborough Avenue, Skegness
Scarborough Esplanade, Skegness
Swimming Pool, Skegness

It is subsequently proposed that a flat rate of £1 for one hour and £2 for all day parking is introduced
at these sites. This is intended to ensure that the sites still generate a level of income to contribute
towards associated service delivery on the coast in the winter months. It would also help to
reinforce the image that our coastal resorts are open for business all year round and is in line with
wider strategic objectives to extend the visitor season and promote a diversified offer during the
winter months.




Economic Impact: The level of demand or usage of these sites cannot be determined through
the current provision of non-ticketed free parking between November and February. The
introduction of ticketed (and still significantly reduced) parking tariffs will provide useful
management data on the level of car park usage during the winter periods, in line with
additional policy measures to extend the visitor season.
Financial Implications: There are no direct cost pressures related to the implementation of the
proposed charges, which would be subject to review after twelve months. Consideration would
need to be given to any service pressures arising from the need to ensure an appropriate level of
income collection and civil parking enforcement.

8.3.9 Avoid the introduction of evening charges or extended charging period
The Council recognises that the night time economy across the District is less developed and
promoted than the core retail and leisure offer. On the coast, local stakeholders report that local
trade and footfall reduces significantly towards 5pm, even during the peak visitor season. Where
local businesses are opening in the evening or extending operating hours to generate increased
trade, it is recommended that the Council continue to support these efforts by maintaining the
current charging period to 6pm, and that no additional evening charges are introduced throughout
the District.




Economic Impact: The proposal is intended to maintain support for the development of the
night time offer and economy throughout the District by ensuring that all areas offer free
parking after 6pm.
Financial Implications: There are no direct cost pressures associated with this proposal.
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Financial Summary: The following table provides an estimate of the financial implications of each of the options presented for consideration
Option
Officer Time
8.1.1. Undertake a service asset challenge of the Council’s car parking estate
8.1.2 Lobby LCC for more coordinated approach to highways management
and enforcement
Capital
8.1.3 Undertake a review of directional and promotional signage
8.2.5 Introduce one trial EV charging instalation point in Skegness
8.2.3 Invest in parking machines to enable contactless and note payments

Baseline

Year 1

Comment

£0.00

£0.00

financial considerations considered as part of review

£0.00

£0.00

£0.00
£0.00
£0.00
£0.00

£8,000.00
£12,000.00
£25,000.00
£45,000.00

£1,161,714.90
£79,491.00

£1,161,714.90
£95,389.00

£0.00

£0.00

8.3.1 Provide free one hour parking on all ELDC car parks in Spilsby
8.3.2 Provide 30 minutes free car parking on the Market Square and one hour
free parking on all other sites in Alford.
8.3.3 Provide half an hour free car parking on the Market Place in Horncastle

£27,050.00

£18,000.00

£37,441.00

£33,441.00

£23,175.50

£17,175.50

8.3.4: Reduce rates for longer than 2 hours in Louth (abolish 30 minute tariff)

£809,811.00

£809,811.00

8.3.5: Consider the extension of a resident parking permit zone in Louth

£4,845.00

-£2,005.00

8.3.6 Reduce charges for all-day coach parking at Richmond Drive in Skegness
8.3.7 Cap free parking for a period of 2 hours on all sites currently offering
free all day parking
8.3.8 Introduce winter charging on all sites currently offering free all day
parking between November and February
8.3.9 Maintain the current charging period for all sites and do not introduce
extended evening or overnight charges

£12,627.80

£9,627.80

£19,915.10

£19,915.10

£0.00

£0.00

£0.00

£0.00

£2,176,071.30

£2,163,069.30

Capital Sub Total
Revenue
8.2.1 Switch to new linear tariff structure on foreshore car parks
8.2.2 Increase the cost and promotion of parking permits
8.2.4 Incentivise increased mobile phone and cashless payments

Revenue Sub Total

Costs to be determined through review
Funded through existing capital programme allocation

subject to 12 month trial
Total income over 5 year period estimated at £118K
Estimated to be cost neutral. May reduce machine
maintenance liabilities

assumes ELDC receive income for permits. Baseline
reflects year one net set up costs
Costs based on current transactions
subject to 12 month trial - net increase in budget
expected
subject to 12 month trial - net increase in budget
expected

62

9. Conclusions and Recommendations
Evidence from a broad range of published and empirical
research reiterates a consistent policy message that the
interdependence of primary factors such as the scale and
mix of uses, convenience and ease of access and the
proximity of larger centres or connectivity to out of town
developments have a predominant influence on the success
and sustainability of town centre and resort-based
economies. It is however recognised that effective
management of parking should be sensitive and appropriate
to local needs and that a failure to provide adequate
restrictions or controls on parking and enforcement may
adversely affect local economic performance.
In line with this approach, the analysis of usage and consultation data throughout this review
provides the following trends and suggested local policy response:
 The coast is performing well in attracting visitors and associated demand for car park spaces.
This is in line with a seventh consecutive annual increase in the number of day and overnight
visitors to East Lindsey as demonstrated through the published STEAM data. The proposed
policy response on the coast is targeted on providing greater choice of available tariffs on
foreshore car parks, and introducing changes in the tariff structure for all day parking across the
Skegness foreshore to encourage more traffic and increased footfall away from the main centre.
Alongside the Council’s historic and continuing investment towards establishing a new Business
Improvement District on the coast, this is expected to complement continued improvements to
the retail and visitor economy on the coast;
 Inland, use of the market towns appears to have remained relatively stable, with the most
demonstrable level of decline experienced in Spilsby. The proposed policy response for smaller
market towns (in Alford, Horncastle and Spilsby) is to consider piloting the introduction of
increased ticketed short term free parking for a period of 12 months. This is intended to
encourage a more regular turnover of shoppers and visitors in the smaller centres;
 In Louth, there is demonstrable evidence that there is regular demand and consistent use of the
town centre car parks throughout the year. The proposed restructuring of tariffs is intended to
incentivise longer stays by reducing the hourly rate associated with longer stays, up to a
maximum of four hours;
 To maintain the strategic use of car parks as a location and service for visitors and shoppers to
the District, it is proposed that the provision of free all day car parking throughout the District is
reduced to maximum of two hours on all sites. This is intended to ensure that car parks
generate a turnover of users within the respective centres and are not dominated by spaces
being occupied all day by customers who subsequently travel or commute away from the
settlement.
Across the District, it is also proposed that consideration is given to improving engagement with
Lincolnshire County Council Highways to identify localised improvements to the way in which local
resources for on-street parking, enforcement and traffic/highways management are managed. As
part of this process, a review of directional highways signage in each Centre should also be
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undertaken to ensure that users are directed to the most appropriate parking options on arrival to
each town.
Further consideration should be given to introducing new methods of payments (i.e. contactless and
note payments) as part of any incremental upgrade to parking machines at key sites. Alongside the
increased promotion of mipermit for mobile and cashless payments, this is intended to provide
greater flexibility for the customer in paying for their preferred tariff on arrival and move away from
an over reliance on coin-based transactions.
In addition, consideration should also be given to introducing winter charging at all sites to ensure
that a level of income is sustained through use of these sites to contribute to the year round
provision of associated services. As an obvious example, public conveniences and street scene
functions are currently retained as year round service provisions in coastal settlements, even when
free parking is offered on adjacent sites between November and February.
As a policy driver to encourage the continued development of the night time economy throughout
the District, it is recommended that there are no changes to the current charging period, and no
overnight charges are introduced throughout the District.
Finally, it is intended that the data and evidence compiled through this report is used to inform a
subsequent asset challenge to review the Council’s ownership of all car parks, in line with the newly
adopted Asset Management Framework. This will seek to establish a consistent set of performance
criteria to inform the ongoing management of a car parking estate which can demonstrate a
continued alignment and contribution to the Council’s strategic objectives. As part of this process,
developing a town based approach to future service provision with local partners would provide the
greatest strategic opportunity in terms of balancing the need for future intervention and available
resources to support each settlement’s priority needs.
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10. Risk
In considering the recommendations outlined in this review,
it is important to be mindful of a number of assumptions in
the analysis of the data researched and potential variances
associated with any subsequent implementation. The main
factors to consider as part of this process are summarised
below:
i) Financial Implications are based on previous trend data
The financial projections included in the report are based on
historic user trends, as evidenced through an analysis of
ticket-based transactions at each site.
Whilst it is possible to predict some intended changes in
consumer behaviour as a result of the proposed changes, it is very difficult at the outset to
accurately forecast how any changes in the tariff structure will ultimately result in any changes to
the number of tickets issued, especially where these relate to the introduction of new tariffs or
charging periods. At the same time, high street performance will continue to be determined (either
positively or negatively) by the interdependence of a range of macro and more localised economic
factors – many of which will remain beyond the direct control and influence of local authority
services. Any review of piloted activity should therefore remain mindful of wider consumer trends
affecting high streets and coastal resorts in each locality.
By way of mitigation, it is proposed that any changes to parking tariffs at individual sites are
introduced on a trial basis for a maximum period of twelve months. In addition, any provision of
free parking should be on a ticketed basis at all associated sites (i.e. the customer will still be
required to obtain a parking ticket, even if there is no charge). This will ensure that the Council can
monitor any increase or decrease in tickets issued as a key performance indicator associated with
any changes introduced.
ii) Ensuring coordination with wider Transformation Programme activity
The service asset challenge is intended to provide a mechanism for consistently evaluating the
performance and strategic impact of all car parks operated by the Council. This will help to inform
the retention of sites which make a positive contribution to the Council’s core business aims,
alongside consideration of the potential to transfer or purchase of additional sites.
Where the devolution of car parks and associated income is recognised as an opportunity to deliver
more effective management of associated assets with local partners, the Council may wish to
conclude the service review process before implementing any changes to fees and charges on
associated assets.
However, it is also intended that any changes to the tariff structures would be subject to a twelve
month trial period and not beholden upon any future operating partner to maintain as part of any
subsequent partner negotiations.
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iii) Impact on on-street congestion
The consultation process recognised that there is perceived to be an important relationship in some
centres with the provision of off-street car parking in helping to reduce local highways congestion.
Where it is proposed that free parking is capped, this may result in increased kerb-side parking for
users that do not wish to pay for parking.
The proposed meetings with local partners to develop specific highways action plans are intended to
provide a mechanism for reviewing the impact of any changes over the intended trial period. This
will also provide an opportunity to consider any mitigation measures required. Increased promotion
of the permit scheme may also reduce the competition for free kerb-side parking by providing
regular users with better value to access relevant car parks.
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11. Appendices
A: Copy of consultation questionnaire
B: Cale Check IN Check OUT
C: Before and After Tariffs
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Appendix C: Proposed Tariff Changes at a Glance
Town

Location

Tariff Structure (2015/16)

Proposed Tariffs

Alford

Market Place

Millers Way

0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (maximum stay)
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
All Day - Free

Burgh Le Marsh

Market Place

All Day - Free

Coningsby

High Street/Silver Street

All Day - Free

Chapel St Leonards

Well Vale Drive

March - October
2 Hours - Free
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £2.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
Coaches - £6.00
November – February: Free

Sea Road

March - October
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
November – February: Free

The Bain

2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (maximum stay)
March to October
Per Hour - £0.80
November to February: Free

0.5 hour – FREE (with ticket)
1 hour - £1:00 (maximum stay)
1 hour – FREE (with ticket)
2 hours – £1:00
All Day: £2:00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
1 hour – FREE (with ticket)
2 hours – £1:00
All Day: £2:00
2 hours – FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00
2 hours – FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00
March to October
2 Hours – FREE (with ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £2.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
Coaches - £6.00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March - October
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
2 Hours - FREE (With Ticket)
All Day - £2.00

South Street

Horncastle

Cattle Market

St Lawrence Street

Market Place
Ingoldmells

Louth

Sea Lane

Jackson's Corner

March to October
2 Hours - £0.80
4 Hours - £1.20
6 Hours - £1.60
8 Hours - £1.80
All Day - £2.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
November to February: Free

Town Hall

0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50 (Maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)

Market Place
Broadbank

2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
0.5 Hour – FREE (with ticket)
1 Hour - £1.00 (maximum stay)
March to October
Per Hour - £0.80
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
2 Hours - £0.80
4 Hours - £1.20
6 Hours - £1.60
8 Hours - £1.80
All Day - £2.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
1 Hour - £1.00 (maximum stay)
0.5 Hour – FREE (maximum stay)
1 hour: £1:00
2 hours: £1:50
4 hours: £2:00 (maximum stay)
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Cannon Street

0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00 (Maximum stay)
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
All Day - Free
All Day - Free
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
November to February. FREE

1 Hour - £1.00 (maximum stay)

Kidgate

Kiln Lane

Co-op, Northgate

Queen Street

Northgate East

Northgate West
Newmarket

Linden Walk
Cattle Market
Bridge Street

Mablethorpe

Seaview

Queen's Park South

March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
November to February. FREE

Queen's Park Main

March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
November to February. Free

Quebec Road

March to October
Per Hour - £0.80
November to February. Free

Seacroft Road

2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Coaches - £6.00

1 hour: £1:00
2 hours: £1.50
4 hours: £2:00 (maximum stay)

1 hour: £1:00
2 hours: £1.50
4 hours: £2:00 (maximum stay)
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (maximum stay)
1 hour: £1:00
2 hours: £1.50
4 hours: £2:00 (maximum stay)

1 hour: £1:00
2 hours: £1.50
4 hours: £2:00 (maximum stay)
Weekly Ticket - £9.00

1 Hour - £1.00 (maximum stay)
1 hour: £1:00
2 hours: £1.50
All Day: £2:00 (maximum stay)
All Day – FREE
All Day – FREE
2 Hours - FREE (With Ticket)
All Day - £2:00

March to October
1 hour: £1:00
3 hours: £2:00
All Day: £5:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
1 hour: £1:00
3 hours: £2:00
All Day: £5:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
1 hour: £1:00
3 hours: £2:00
All Day: £5:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
Per Hour - £0.80
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
2 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
Coaches - £6.00
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High Street

0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
2 hours – free (with ticket)
3 hours – £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
All Day – Free

0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
2 hours – free (with ticket)
3 hours – £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
2 hours: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00
All Day - £5.00

Park Square

Sandilands

Sandilands

Skegness

Richmond Drive
(Coach Park)
Arcadia, Drummond Road

Northend of North Parade

Pierside, Grand Parade

Festival, Tower Esplanade

Princes Parade

All Day - £7.00
After 2pm - £4.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February. Free
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February.
£1.00 (all day)
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February.
£1.00 (all day)
March to October
2 Hours - £2.50
All Day - £7.00
After 2.00 pm - £3.50
November to February. Free

Scarborough Avenue

March to October
2 hours: Free (with ticket)
3 hours: £1.00
4 hours: £2.00
5 hours: £3.00
6 hours: £4.00
All Day: £7.00
November to February. Free

Scarborough Esplanade

March to October
Per Hour - £1.00
November to February
All Day - £1.00
March to October
Per Hour - £1.00
November to February
All Day - £1.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (maximum stay)

Swimming Pool

Lawn Park, Beresford
Avenue

0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
Weekly Ticket - £9.00
March to October
1 hours: £1:50
3 hours: £3:00
All Day: £7:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
1 hours: £1:50
3 hours: £3:00
All Day: £8:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
1 hours: £1:50
3 hours: £3:00
All Day: £8:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
1 hours: £1:50
3 hours: £3:00
All Day: £7:00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
2 hours: FREE (with ticket)
3 hours: £1.00
4 hours: £2.00
5 hours: £3.00
6 hours: £4.00
All Day: £7.00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
Per Hour - £1.00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
March to October
Per Hour - £1.00
November to February
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £0.80
2 Hours - £1.20
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (maximum stay)
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Sutton on Sea

Broadway

March to October
2 Hours - £1.60
All Day - £5.00
After 2.00 pm - £2.50
Coaches - £6.00 (all day)
November to February. Free

Marine Avenue

2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £2.00
4 hours - £3.00
All Day. £5.00
November to February. Free

Post Office Lane

Boston Road

2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
0.5 Hour - £0.50
1 Hour - £1.00
2 Hours - £1.50
3 Hours - £2.00
4 Hours - £3.00 (Maximum stay)
All Day – Free

March to October
1 hour: £1:00
3 hours: £2:00
All Day: £5:00
Coaches - £6.00 (all day)
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
2 Hours - FREE (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £2.00
4 hours - £3.00
All Day. £5.00
November to February:
1 hour: £1:00; All Day: £2:00
1 hour: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00

Tattershall

Off Market Place

All Day – Free

Woodhall Spa

Broadway

2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00
2 Hours - Free (With Ticket)
3 Hours - £1.00
4 Hours - £1.50
All Day - £3.00

Spilsby

Market Place

Buttercross

Royal Square

1 hour: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00

1 hour: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00

1 hour: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00
2 hours: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00
2 hours: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00

2 hours: FREE (with ticket)
All Day: £2:00
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Foreword from the
Prime Minister
The Government is determined to build a stronger,
fairer Britain where people who work hard are able to
get on in life. That means breaking down barriers to
progress by taking the big, difficult decisions that are
right for Britain in the long term.
Our broken housing market is one of the greatest
barriers to progress in Britain today. Whether buying
or renting, the fact is that housing is increasingly
unaffordable – particularly for ordinary working class
people who are struggling to get by.
Today the average house costs almost eight times
average earnings – an all-time record. As a result
it is difficult to get on the housing ladder, and the
proportion of people living in the private rented sector
has doubled since 2000.
These high housing costs hurt ordinary working people
the most. In total more than 2.2 million working
households with below-average incomes spend a third
or more of their disposable income on housing.
This means they have less money to spend on other
things every month, and are unable to put anything
aside to get together the sums needed for a deposit.
Those who do own their own home are finding it
increasingly difficult to keep up with the mortgage,
and struggle to save for later life. And many worry
about the ability of their children and grandchildren to
afford their own home and to have access to the same
chances in life that they have enjoyed.
I want to fix this broken market so that housing is more
affordable and people have the security they need to
plan for the future.
The starting point is to build more homes. This will slow
the rise in housing costs so that more ordinary working
families can afford to buy a home and it will also bring
the cost of renting down.
We need to build many more houses, of the type
people want to live in, in the places they want to live.
To do so requires a comprehensive approach that
tackles failure at every point in the system.

5
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First, we need more land for homes where people
want to live. All areas need a plan to deal with the
housing pressures they face and communities need
a say in the homes that are built. We will require all
areas to have up-to-date plans in place and ensure
that communities are comfortable with how new
homes look.
Second, we need to ensure that homes are built
quickly once planning permissions are granted.
We will invest in making the planning system more
open and accessible, improve the co-ordination of
public investment in infrastructure, support timely
connections to utilities, and tackle unnecessary delays.
We’re giving councils and developers the tools they
need to build more swiftly.
Third, we will diversify the housing market, opening
it up to smaller builders and those who embrace
innovative and efficient methods. We will encourage
housing associations and local authorities to build
more, and we will work to attract new investors into
residential development including homes for rent.
Finally, because building the homes we need will take
time, we will also take more steps to continue helping
people now, including by improving safeguards in
the private rented sector, and doing more to prevent
homelessness and to help households currently priced
out of the market.
By building the homes Britain needs and giving those
renting a fairer deal, we will give those growing up
in society today more chance of enjoying the same
opportunities as their parents and grandparents. It will
ensure that the housing market is as fair for those who
don’t own their own homes as it is for those that do.
This is a vital part of our Plan for Britain and a critical
step along the road towards fulfilling the mission
I have set out to make Britain a country that works
for everyone.
.
The Rt Hon Theresa May MP
Prime Minister
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Foreword from the
Secretary of State
This country doesn’t have enough homes. That’s not a
personal opinion or a political calculation. It’s a simple
statement of fact.
For decades, the pace of house building has been
sluggish at best. As a result, the number of new homes
has not kept pace with our growing population.
And that, in turn, has created a market that fails to
work for far too many people.
Soaring prices and rising rents caused by a shortage
of the right homes in the right places has slammed
the door of the housing market in the face of a
whole generation.
Over the years, the response from politicians has been
piecemeal. Well-intentioned initiatives have built
more homes here and there but have skirted around
the edges of a growing problem. Other schemes have
helped to tackle the symptoms without addressing the
root cause.
That has to change. We need radical, lasting reform
that will get more homes built right now and for many
years to come. This White Paper explains how we will
do just that.
It covers the whole house building process, from
finding sites to securing local support and permission
as well as getting homes built quickly and sold on
fair terms. But it also goes further, seeking to build
consensus for a new, positive, mindset to house
building. A can-do approach that simply does not
tolerate failure.
The housing market has taken decades to reach the
state it’s now in. Turning it around won’t be quick or
easy. But it can be done. It must be done. And, as this
White Paper shows, this Government is determined
to do it.

The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP
Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government
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Our housing market is broken
The housing market in this country is broken, and the
cause is very simple: for too long, we haven’t built
enough homes.
Since the 1970s, there have been on average 160,000
new homes each year in England.1 The consensus
is that we need from 225,000 to 275,000 or more
homes per year to keep up with population growth
and start to tackle years of under‑supply.2
This isn’t because there’s no space, or because the
country is “full”. Only around 11 per cent of land in
England has been built on.3
The problem is threefold: not enough local authorities
planning for the homes they need; house building that
is simply too slow; and a construction industry that is
too reliant on a small number of big players.
The laws of supply and demand mean the result is
simple. Since 1998, the ratio of average house prices
to average earnings has more than doubled.4 And that
means the most basic of human needs – a safe, secure
home to call your own – isn’t just a distant dream for
millions of people. It’s a dream that’s moving further
and further away.
In 21st century Britain it’s no longer unusual for houses
to “earn” more than the people living in them. In
2015, the average home in the South East of England
increased in value by £29,000,5 while the average
annual pay in the region was just £24,542.6 The
average London home made its owner more than
£22 an hour during the working week in 20157 –
considerably more than the average Londoner’s hourly
rate. That’s good news if you own a property in the
capital, but it’s a big barrier to entry if you don’t.

1 DCLG Live Table 104.
2 For example: Barker (2004), “Review of Housing Supply - Delivering
Stability: Securing our Future Housing Needs” Final Report; House of
Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs (2016), “Building more
homes”, July 2016; KPMG and Shelter (2015) “Building the Homes
We Need”.
3 DCLG Local authority green belt statistics for England: 2015 to 2016,
page 2, available at https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/localauthority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2015-to-2016
4 DCLG Live Table 577.
5 ONS House Price Statistics for Small Areas, Table 1a.
6 ONS Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings 2016, table 3.7a,
median annual gross pay, all employee jobs.
7 ONS House Price Statistics for Small Areas, Table 1a.
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Figure 1: Ratio of median house price to median earnings, England
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As recently as the 1990s, a first-time buyer couple
on a low-to-middle income saving five per cent of
their wages each month would have enough for an
average-sized deposit after just three years. Today it
would take them 24 years.9 It’s no surprise that home
ownership among 25- to 34-year-olds has fallen
from 59 per cent just over a decade ago to just 37 per
cent today10.

8
9
10
11
12

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

Change in house
price data used

Source: DCLG live table 578

The Council of Mortgage Lenders predicts that by
2020 only a quarter of 30-year-olds will own their
own home. In contrast, more than half the generation
currently approaching retirement were homeowners
by their 30th birthday.8 This is not because young
people are not trying hard enough, it’s because it is
much harder for them to get a foot on the property
ladder than their parents and grandparents.
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Without help from the “Bank of Mum and Dad”,
many young people will struggle to get on the housing
ladder. As demand for homes outstrips supply, they’re
faced with ever-increasing rents – the average couple
in the private rented sector now send roughly half their
salary to their landlord each month11 making it nigh on
impossible to save for a deposit.
In areas where the housing shortage is most acute,
high demand and low supply is creating opportunities
for exploitation and abuse: unreasonable letting
agents’ fees, unfair terms in leases, landlords letting
out dangerous, overcrowded properties. In short, it’s
becoming harder to rent a safe, secure property. And
more and more people can’t find a place to rent at all:
the loss of a private sector tenancy is now the most
common cause of homelessness.12

Council of Mortgage Lenders (2015) The challenge facing first-time buyers.
Resolution Foundation (2015) – Dealing with the housing aspiration gap.
English Housing Survey 2014/15.
English Housing Survey 2014/15.
DCLG Live Table 774.
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Figure 2: Mean mortgage/rent payments as a percentage of weekly household income, by tenure, 2014-1513

60
50
40
30
20
10
0

buying with
a mortgage

private
rented

local
authority

including benefit

housing
association

excluding benefit

Source: English Housing Survey, full household sample
Notes:
1. based on gross income from HRP and partner only
2. Housing benefit or Local Housing Allowance (LHA) or Universal Credit received by the householder
to help pay for all or part of their rent. This only applies to households that rent their home.

Britain’s broken housing market hurts all of us. Skyhigh property prices stop people moving to where the
jobs are. That’s bad news for people who can’t find
work, and bad news for successful companies that
can’t attract the skilled workforce they need to grow,
which is bad news for the whole economy.

High rents are bad news for all taxpayers including
those who own their own home. If rents are too high,
then private renters struggle to pay - and the taxpayer
has to foot the bill with more Housing Benefit. That’s
money that could be spent on schools, hospitals and
other frontline services.

Low levels of house building means less work for
everyone involved in the construction industry –
architects, builders, decorators and manufacturers of
everything from bricks to kitchen sinks. If people must
spend more and more to keep a roof over their head
they’ll inevitably cut back elsewhere – meaning less
money gets spent in the wider economy.

Nor is this just a London problem. While the situation
is particularly acute in and around the capital, it is also
getting worse right across the country. Since 1997
house prices relative to earnings have more than
doubled in Lancaster, Manchester and Boston.14
This is a national issue that touches every one of us.
Everyone involved in politics and the housing industry
has a moral duty to tackle it head on.

13 English Housing Survey 2014/15; statistic refers to the income of the household reference person (the person in whose name the dwelling
is owned or rented) plus that of a partner (including income from benefits).
14 DCLG Live table 577.
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Figure 3: Affordability ratio by local authority, 2015
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The challenges we face
Building more homes will depend on our dealing with
three major problems.
First, over 40 per cent of local planning authorities
do not have a plan that meets the projected
growth in households in their area.15 There are
many reasons for this, but one of the most significant
is the way local decision-makers respond to public
attitudes about new housing.
Quite reasonably, people often have concerns about
the impact new housing will have on their community.
That is why it is so important that people have a say
over where new homes go and what they look like
through the planning process. People are more likely
to support new mansion blocks or mews houses on a
derelict strip of land than a new estate in countryside.
Many councils work tirelessly to engage their
communities on the number, design and mix of new
housing in their area. But some duck difficult decisions
and don’t plan for the homes their area needs.

Without an adequate plan, homes can end up being
built on a speculative basis – with no co-ordination and
limited buy-in from local people. The uncertainty this
creates about when and where new homes will be built
is both unpopular and affects the entire house building
process – slowing it right down.
And that’s the second big problem: the pace of
development is too slow. This Government’s
reforms have led to a large increase in the number of
homes being given planning permission. But there is
a large gap between permissions granted and new
homes built. More than a third of new homes that
were granted planning permission between 2010/11
and 2015/16 have yet to be built.16
There can be various reasons for these delays. If there
isn’t a robust local plan, permission may be contested
and it stops infrastructure and utility companies
planning ahead. Changes to market conditions and
onerous planning conditions can also be factors.
But there is also concern that it may be in the interest of
speculators and developers to snap up land for housing
and then sit back for a while as prices continue to rise.

Figure 4: Annual completions versus permissions
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Source: Glenigan planning permissions data; DCLG Live Table 120

15 DCLG data collected on local plans; DCLG Live tables on household projections, 2016 to 2026.
16 Glenigan planning permissions data; DCLG Live Table 120 (new build completions).
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Finally, the very structure of the housing market
makes it harder to increase supply. Housing
associations have been doing well – they’re behind
around a third of all new housing completed over the
past five years17 – but the commercial developers still
dominate the market.
And within that sector, a handful of very big
companies are responsible for most new building.
Britain’s 10 largest housebuilding firms build around
60 per cent of our new private homes.18
Homes are typically bought with debt, so a slight
change in interest rates can have a big impact on
people’s ability to afford a new home. This government
has kept spending under control, avoiding the dangers
of higher mortgage rates.
But building at scale still exposes commercial
developers to significant financial risk. So, there is
little incentive to invest in innovative methods of
construction which could deliver many more homes.
Over the past 25 years, productivity across the whole
economy has grown by 41 per cent as new technology
and new ways of working make business and industry
more efficient and effective. In construction, it has
grown by just 11 per cent – almost four times slower.19

What we’re going to do about it
The cause of our housing shortage is simple enough
– not enough homes are being built. Fixing it is more
complex. This is a problem that has built up over many
decades, and solving it requires a radical re-think of our
whole approach to home building.
First, we need to plan for the right homes in the
right places. This is critical to the success of our
modern industrial strategy. Growing businesses need a
skilled workforce living nearby, and employees should
be able to move easily to where jobs are without being
forced into long commutes.
But at the moment, some local authorities can duck
potentially difficult decisions, because they are free to
come up with their own methodology for calculating
‘objectively assessed need’. So, we are going to consult

on a new standard methodology for calculating
‘objectively assessed need’, and encourage councils to
plan on this basis.
We will insist that every area has an up-to-date plan.
And we will increase transparency around land
ownership, so it is clear where land is available for
housing and where individuals or organisations are
buying land suitable for housing but not building on
it. This will put communities back in charge of getting
the attractive homes they want and need – for young
professionals, older people, growing families, people
on low incomes, people with disabilities and more.
It will reduce speculative development, and support
our villages, towns and cities to develop in a way that
preserves the unique character of their communities,
and protects precious countryside.
Second, we need to build homes faster. We will
invest in making the planning system more open and
accessible, and tackle unnecessary delays.
Development is about far more than just building
homes. Communities need roads, rail links, schools,
shops, GP surgeries, parks, playgrounds and a
sustainable natural environment. Without the right
infrastructure, no new community will thrive – and
no existing community will welcome new housing if it
places further strain on already stretched local resources.
We’re giving councils and developers the tools they
need to build more swiftly, and we expect them to
use them. Local authorities should not put up with
applicants who secure planning permission but don’t
use it. And they will have nowhere to hide from this
government if they fail to plan and deliver the homes
this country needs.
Third, we will diversify the housing market,
opening it up to smaller builders and those who
embrace innovative and efficient methods. We set out
how we will support housing associations to build more,
explore options to encourage local authorities to build
again, encourage institutional investment in the private
rented sector and promote more modular and factory
built homes. We will also make it easier for people who
want to build their own homes.

17 DCLG Live tables on house building; DCLG Live tables on affordable housing supply.
18 NHBC Market Intelligence report 2015; DCLG Live Table 209.
19 ONS Labour Productivity statistics.
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These measures will make a lasting, positive impact
on housing supply, but they will inevitably take time to
have an effect. So, finally, we will help people now –
from investing in affordable housing to banning unfair
letting agent fees to preventing homelessness.

A problem that won’t
solve itself
The housing shortage isn’t a looming crisis, a distant
threat that will become a problem if we fail to act.
We’re already living in it. Our population could
stop growing and net migration could fall to zero,
but people would still be living in overcrowded,
unaffordable accommodation. Infrastructure would
still be overstretched. This problem is not going to go
away by itself.
If we fail to build more homes, it will get ever harder
for ordinary working people to afford a roof over their
head, and the damage to the wider economy will get
worse.
This isn’t a new problem. Its roots stretch back
decades, with house building well below what was
needed under successive governments. And it’s not
a problem we can afford to ignore any longer.
Tackling the housing shortage won’t be easy. It will
inevitably require some tough decisions. But the
alternative is a divided nation, with an unbridgeable
and ever-widening gap between the property haves
and have-nots. A country where only those with
wealthy parents can get a foot on the property ladder
and where elderly people are forced to keep working
in order to pay off their mortgage.
We want this to be a country that works for everyone,
where people who work hard can afford a place of
their own. This White Paper is an important step in
delivering just that.
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Executive summary
The proposals in this White Paper set out how the Government intends to boost housing supply
and, over the long term, create a more efficient housing market whose outcomes more closely
match the needs and aspirations of all households and which supports wider economic prosperity.
The challenge of increasing supply cannot be met by
government alone – it is vital to have local leadership
and commitment from a wide range of stakeholders,
including local authorities, private developers, housing
associations, lenders and local communities.
We have listened to concerns expressed by many
within the housing and planning sector that the pace
of change in policy and legislation can make local
delivery more difficult. The White Paper addresses this
issue by providing a long-term strategy to build the
homes the country needs.
However we also need to help people now to find
the right home while our strategy takes effect. So this
White Paper sets out how we will address people’s
housing needs and aspirations in the shorter term.
This includes supporting people to buy or rent their
own home, preventing homelessness, improving
options for older people and protecting the most
vulnerable. Central to making our long term strategy
work is the partnership between central and local
government and developers. This White Paper sets out
the support the Government will provide to enhance
the capacity of local authorities and industry to build
the new homes this country needs. In return we expect
professions and institutions to play their part and turn
these proposals into reality:
• For local authorities, the Government is offering
higher fees and new capacity funding to develop
planning departments, simplified plan-making,
and more funding for infrastructure. We will make
it easier for local authorities to take action against
those who do not build out once permissions have
been granted. We are interested in the scope for
bespoke housing deals to make the most of local
innovation. In return, the Government asks local
authorities to be as ambitious and innovative as
possible to get homes built in their area. All local
authorities should develop an up-to-date plan
with their communities that meets their housing

requirement (or, if that is not possible, to work with
neighbouring authorities to ensure it is met), decide
applications for development promptly and ensure
the homes they have planned for are built out on
time. It is crucial that local authorities hold up their
end of the bargain. Where they are not making
sufficient progress on producing or reviewing
their plans, the Government will intervene. And
where the number of homes being built is below
expectations, the new housing delivery test will
ensure that action is taken.
• For private developers, the Government is
offering a planning framework that is more
supportive of higher levels of development,
with quicker and more effective processing and
determination of planning applications, and is
exploring an improved approach to developer
contributions. In line with the industrial strategy,
we will boost productivity, innovation, sustainability
and skills by encouraging modern methods of
construction in house building. We will encourage
greater diversity of homebuilders, by partnering
with smaller and medium-sized builders and
contractors in the Accelerated Construction
programme, and helping small and medium-sized
builders access the loan finance they need. In
return, the Government expects developers to
build more homes, to engage with communities
and promote the benefits of development, to
focus on design and quality, and to build homes
swiftly where permission is granted. Critically,
we also expect them to take responsibility for
investing in their research and skills base to create
more sustainable career paths and genuinely bring
forward thousands of new skilled roles.
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• For local communities, the Government is
offering a simpler and clearer planning process that
makes it easier for them to get involved and shape
plans for their area. We will ensure they see the
benefits of housing growth and have greater say
over the design of local developments. In return, the
Government asks communities to accept that more
housing is needed if future generations are to have
the homes they need at a price they can afford.
• For housing associations and other not-forprofit developers, the Government has already
announced funding worth a total of £7.1 billion
through an expanded and more flexible Affordable
Homes Programme. We will provide clarity over
future rent levels. In return, we expect them to
build significantly more affordable homes over the
current Parliament.
• For lenders, institutional investors and
capital market participants, tthe Government
is offering a clear and stable long-term framework
for investment, including products for rent.
In return we call upon lenders and investors to
back developers and social landlords in building
more homes.
• For utility companies and infrastructure
providers, the Government is offering a clear
framework and simpler plans to help them
understand the demands made on them, and is
exploring an improved approach to developer
contributions to help pay for new infrastructure.
In return, the Government expects infrastructure
providers to deliver the infrastructure that new
housing needs in good time so that development
is not delayed.

At the heart of the White Paper is the
acknowledgement that the housing market is
very different in different parts of the country. The
Government is already putting in place devolution
deals and large-scale strategies, such as the Northern
Powerhouse, the Midlands Engine and our modern
industrial strategy, that bring together public and
private sector leaders across different regions.
However, we need a better understanding of the
specific local issues that are holding back housing
development and economic growth. We need to back
mayors and local leaders to deliver in their areas for
their communities. We will work with local authorities
to understand all the options for increasing the supply
of affordable housing.
The policies and proposals set out in this White
Paper apply to England only. In Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland, housing and planning policy
is the responsibility of the Scottish Government,
Welsh Government and Northern Ireland Executive
respectively. The UK Government retains responsibility
for housing and planning policy in England, including
funding for England-only bodies such as the Homes
and Communities Agency (HCA). The Mayor of
London is responsible for the functions of the HCA
in London.
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List of proposals
Step 1: Planning for the right
homes in the right places

Step 2: Building homes faster

• Making sure every part of the country has an
up-to-date, sufficiently ambitious plan so that
local communities decide where development
should go;

• Providing greater certainty for authorities that
have planned for new homes and reducing the
scope for local and neighbourhood plans to
be undermined by changing the way that land
supply for housing is assessed;

• Simplifying plan-making and making it more
transparent, so it’s easier for communities to
produce plans and easier for developers to
follow them;
• Ensuring that plans start from an honest
assessment of the need for new homes, and that
local authorities work with their neighbours,
so that difficult decisions are not ducked;
• Clarifying what land is available for new housing,
through greater transparency over who owns
land and the options held on it;
• Making more land available for homes in the
right places, by maximising the contribution from
brownfield and surplus public land, regenerating
estates, releasing more small and medium-sized
sites, allowing rural communities to grow and
making it easier to build new settlements;
• Maintaining existing strong protections for
the Green Belt, and clarifying that Green
Belt boundaries should be amended only in
exceptional circumstances when local authorities
can demonstrate that they have fully examined
all other reasonable options for meeting their
identified housing requirements;
• Giving communities a stronger voice in the
design of new housing to drive up the quality and
character of new development, building on the
success of neighbourhood planning; and
• Making better use of land for housing
by encouraging higher densities, where
appropriate, such as in urban locations where
there is high housing demand; and by reviewing
space standards.

• Boosting local authority capacity and capability
to deliver, improving the speed and quality
with which planning cases are handled, while
deterring unnecessary appeals;
• Ensuring infrastructure is provided in the
right place at the right time by coordinating
Government investment and through the
targeting of the £2.3bn Housing Infrastructure
Fund;
• Securing timely connections to utilities so that
this does not hold up getting homes built;
• Supporting developers to build out more
quickly by tackling unnecessary delays caused
by planning conditions, facilitating the strategic
licensing of protected species and exploring a
new approach to how developers contribute
to infrastructure;
• Taking steps to address skills shortages by
growing the construction workforce;
• Holding developers to account for the delivery
of new homes through better and more
transparent data and sharper tools to drive up
delivery; and
• Holding local authorities to account through a
new housing delivery test.
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Step 3: Diversifying the market

• Backing small and medium-sized builders
to grow, including through the Home
Building Fund;
• Supporting custom-build homes with greater
access to land and finance, giving more people
more choice over the design of their home;
• Bringing in new contractors through our
Accelerated Construction programme
that can build homes more quickly than
traditional builders;
• Encouraging more institutional investors into
housing, including for building more homes
for private rent, and encouraging familyfriendly tenancies;
• Supporting housing associations and local
authorities to build more homes; and
• Boosting productivity and innovation by
encouraging modern methods of construction
in house building.

Step 4: Helping people now

• Continuing to support people to buy their own
home – through Help to Buy and Starter Homes;
• Helping households who are priced out of the
market to afford a decent home that is right for
them through our investment in the Affordable
Homes Programme;
• Making renting fairer for tenants;
• Taking action to promote transparency and
fairness for the growing number of leaseholders;
• Improving neighbourhoods by continuing to
crack down on empty homes, and supporting
areas most affected by second homes;
• Encouraging the development of housing that
meets the needs of our future population;
• Helping the most vulnerable who need support
with their housing, developing a sustainable
and workable approach to funding supported
housing in the future; and
• Doing more to prevent homelessness by
supporting households at risk before they reach
crisis point as well as reducing rough sleeping.
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Planning for the right
homes in the right places

Chapter 1: Planning for the right homes in the right places
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Summary
If we are to build the homes this country
needs, we need to make sure that enough
land is released in the right places, that the
best possible use is made of that land, and that
local communities have control over where
development goes and what it looks like.
This chapter sets out our proposals to:
• make sure every part of the country has an
up-to-date, sufficiently ambitious plan so that
local communities decide where development
should go;
• simplify plan-making and make it more transparent,
so it’s easier for communities to produce plans and
easier for developers to follow them;
• ensure that plans start from an honest assessment
of the need for new homes, and that local
authorities work with their neighbours, so that
difficult decisions are not ducked;
• clarify what land is available for new housing,
through greater transparency over who owns land
and the options held on it;
• make more land available for homes in the right
places, by maximising the contribution from
brownfield and surplus public land, regenerating
estates, releasing more small and medium sized
sites, allowing rural communities to grow and
making it easier to build new settlements;
• maintain existing strong protections for the Green
Belt, and clarify that Green Belt boundaries should
be amended only in exceptional circumstances
when local authorities can demonstrate that they
have fully examined all other reasonable options for
meeting their identified housing requirements;
• give communities a stronger voice in the design of
new housing to drive up the quality and character
of new development, building on the success of
neighbourhood planning; and
• make better use of land for housing by
encouraging higher densities where appropriate,
such as in urban locations where there is high
housing demand; and by reviewing space
standards.
More details of these proposals, and questions for
consultation, can be found in the annex.
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The case for change
1.1
Up-to-date plans are essential because they
provide clarity to communities and developers about
where homes should be built and where not, so that
development is planned rather than the result of
speculative applications. At present too few places
have an up-to-date plan: at the end of January 2017,
34 local planning authorities had not published a
local plan for consultation, despite having had over
twelve years to do so; and only a third of authorities
had adopted a plan since the National Planning Policy
Framework was published in March 2012.20 Even
where plans are in place they may not be fulfilling their
objective to recognise and plan for the homes that are
needed.
1.2
Plan-making remains slow, expensive and
bureaucratic, with arguments about the number
of homes to be planned for often being a particular
cause of delay – something not helped by the lack
of a standard methodology for assessing housing
requirements. We want to ensure that every area has
an effective, up-to-date, plan – by making it easier for
plans to be produced and understood, and simpler
to identify the homes that are required. Effectiveness
means plans meeting as much of that housing
requirement as possible, in ways that make good
use of land and result in well-designed and attractive
places to live.
1.3
In spite of the progress being made to bring
more brownfield land back into use, plans don’t always
encourage a sufficiently wide range of sites to come
forward to meet local housing requirements. Often,
there is also scope to involve the community earlier in
the design of schemes, and to do more with the land
which is identified, so homes can be accommodated
efficiently. We remain committed to our manifesto
promise to protect the Green Belt.

1.4
In response, this chapter sets out our proposals
to reform plan-making, identify sufficient land in the
right locations and make the most of development
opportunities; with more community involvement to
secure the best outcomes for both people and places.
1.5
A number of the proposals build on
consultations and reviews conducted over the last
year: the report of the Local Plans Expert Group;
consultations on changes to the National Planning
Policy Framework,21 technical changes to planning
and ‘building up’ in London; and the Rural Planning
Review call for evidence.22 The Government has
taken account of responses to these consultations
in deciding the way forward. A summary of the
responses to each consultation is being published
alongside this White Paper.

Getting plans in place
Making sure every community has an
up-to-date, sufficiently ambitious plan
1.6
We are legislating through the Neighbourhood
Planning Bill to put beyond doubt the requirement for
all areas to be covered by a plan. Authorities that fail
to ensure an up-to-date plan is in place are failing their
communities, by not recognising the homes and other
facilities that local people need, and relying on ad hoc,
speculative development that may not make the most
of their area’s potential.
1.7
Our proposals in this White Paper will make
plans easier to produce, and we will provide authorities
with the support they need. But, as we have indicated
previously,23 we will, when necessary, intervene
to ensure that plans are put in place, so that
communities in the areas affected are not
disadvantaged by unplanned growth. New
powers proposed in the Neighbourhood Planning Bill
will strengthen our ability to do so.

20 Monitoring by DCLG and the Planning Inspectorate
21 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
22 Local Plans Expert Group (2016) Local Plans: Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and Planning. http://lpeg.
org/; DCLG (2015) National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/nationalplanning-policy-consultation-on-proposed-changes; DCLG (2016) Technical consultation on implementation of planning changes. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507019/160310_planning_consultation.pdf; DCLG (2016)
Consultation on upward extensions in London. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/upward-extensions-in-london;DCLG (2016)
Rural Planning Review: Call for Evidence. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/rural-planning-review-call-for-evidence.
23 Written Statement made by the Minister of State for Housing and Planning, 20 July 2015. Available at: https://www.parliament.uk/documents/
commons-vote-office/July%202015/21%20July/8-Communities-and-Local-Government-Local-Plans.pdf
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1.8
We also want to strengthen expectations
about keeping plans up-to-date. Plans should be
reviewed regularly, and are likely to require updating
in whole or in part at least every five years. The
Neighbourhood Planning Bill proposes to allow the
Secretary of State to require local planning authorities
to review local plans and other local development
documents at prescribed intervals. We will set out in
regulations a requirement for these documents
to be reviewed at least once every five years.
An authority will need to update their plan if their
existing housing target can no longer be justified
against their objectively assessed housing requirement,
unless they have agreed a departure from the standard
methodology with the Planning Inspectorate.
1.9
Where an authority has demonstrated that
it is unable to meet all of its housing requirement, it
must be able to work constructively with neighbouring
authorities on how best to address the remainder. The
duty to co-operate already places a legal requirement
on local planning authorities to collaborate where crossboundary issues arise during plan-making. However in
some parts of the country this has not been successful.
To address this we will consult on changes to the
National Planning Policy Framework, so that
authorities are expected to prepare a Statement
of Common Ground, setting out how they will work
together to meet housing requirements and other
issues that cut across authority boundaries.

Making plans easier to produce
1.10 Plan-making remains expensive and
bureaucratic, and can appear inaccessible to
local communities. Building on measures in the
Neighbourhood Planning Bill we propose to:
• ensure that every authority is covered by a
plan, but remove the expectation that they
should be covered by a single local plan.
Instead, we will set out the strategic priorities
that each area should plan for, with flexibility
over how they may do so. The changes will also
make clear that documents should not duplicate
one another unless clearly justified; amend the
tests for assessing whether a plan is ‘sound’;
and make the evidence needed to support plans
more proportionate;

• enable spatial development strategies,
produced by new combined authorities or
elected Mayors, to allocate strategic sites;24
and
• improve the use of digital tools to make
plans and planning data more accessible, and
review the consultation and examination
procedures for all types of plan to ensure they
are proportionate.
1.11 Further details of our proposals are set out in
the annex.

Assessing housing requirements
1.12 The current approach to identifying housing
requirements is particularly complex and lacks
transparency. The National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) sets out clear criteria but is silent on how this
should be done. The lack of a standard methodology
for doing this makes the process opaque for local
people and may mean that the number of homes
needed is not fully recognised. It has also led to lengthy
debate during local plan examinations about the
validity of the particular methodology used, causing
unnecessary delay and wasting taxpayers’ money.
The Government believes that a more standardised
approach would provide a more transparent and
more consistent basis for plan production, one which
is more realistic about the current and future housing
pressures in each place and is consistent with our
modern Industrial Strategy. This would include the
importance of taking account of the needs of different
groups, for example older people.
1.13 The Government will, therefore, consult
on options for introducing a standardised
approach to assessing housing requirements. We
will publish this consultation at the earliest opportunity
this year, with the outcome reflected in changes to the
National Planning Policy Framework.
1.14 We want councils to use the new standardised
approach as they produce their plans and will incentivise
them to do so. We expect councils that decide not to
use the new approach to explain why not and to justify
to the Planning Inspectorate the methodology they
have adopted in their area. We will consult on what
constitutes a reasonable justification for deviating from
the standard methodology, and make this explicit in the
National Planning Policy Framework.

24 Where these strategies require unanimous agreement of members of the combined authority concerned.

23

24

Fixing our broken housing market
CONTENTS

1.15 To incentivise authorities to get plans in place,
in the absence of an up-to-date local or strategic
plan we propose that by April 2018 the new
methodology for calculating objectively assessed
requirement would apply as the baseline for
assessing five year housing land supply and
housing delivery. In specific circumstances where
authorities are collaborating on ambitious proposals
for new homes, the Secretary of State would be able to
give additional time before this new baseline applies.
We will consult on these proposals.
1.16 Whatever the methodology for assessing
overall housing requirements, we know that
more people are living for longer. We propose to
strengthen national policy so that local planning
authorities are expected to have clear policies
for addressing the housing requirements of
groups with particular needs, such as older
and disabled people.

Making land ownership and interests
more transparent
1.17 It can be difficult to establish the identity of
all persons with an interest in land. The Government
would like to make data about land ownership, control
and interests more readily available to all. This will help
identify land that may be suitable for housing, allow
communities to play a more active role in developing
plans, support digital plan-making, help new entrants
to the market and offer wider benefits. We are
therefore launching an ambitious programme to
improve the availability of land and property data.
1.18 HM Land Registry is committed to
becoming the world’s leading land registry for
speed, simplicity and an open approach to data
and will aim to achieve comprehensive land
registration by 2030. This will include all publiclyheld land in the areas of greatest housing need being
registered by 2020, with the rest to follow by 2025.
It will aid better data sharing across government for
the purposes of supporting development, ensuring
financial stability, tax collection, law enforcement and
the protection of national security.
1.19 Alongside the improved registration of land,
the Government proposes to improve the availability
of data about wider interests in land. There are
numerous ways of exercising control over land, short
of ownership, such as through an option to purchase
land or as a beneficiary of a restrictive covenant.
There is a risk that because these agreements are not

recorded in a way that is transparent to the public
local communities are unable to know who stands to
benefit fully from a planning permission. They could
also inhibit competition because SMEs and other
new entrants find it harder to acquire land. There
is the additional risk that this land may sit in a ‘land
bank’ once an option has been acquired without
the prospect of development.
1.20 The Government will consult on
improving the transparency of contractual
arrangements used to control land. Following
consultation, any necessary legislation will be
introduced at the earliest opportunity. We will also
consult on how the land register can better reflect
wider interests in land with the intention of providing
a ‘clear line of sight’ across a piece of land setting out
who owns, controls or has an interest in it.
1.21 The Government also proposes to
improve the availability of data about wider
interests in land by:
• releasing, free of charge, its commercial and
corporate ownership data set, and the overseas
ownership data set, and
• publishing a draft Bill to implement the Law
Commission’s proposals for the reform of restrictive
covenants and other interests.

Making enough land available
in the right places
1.22 Local planning authorities have a responsibility
to do all they can to meet their housing requirements,
even though not every area may be able to do so in
full. To strengthen expectations, the Government is
proposing to amend the National Planning Policy
Framework so that when preparing plans:
• authorities should have a clear strategy to
maximise the use of suitable land in their
area, so it is clear how much development can
be accommodated; and
• their identified housing requirement should
be accommodated unless there are policies
elsewhere in the National Planning Policy
Framework that provide strong reasons
for restricting development, or the adverse
impacts of meeting this requirement would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits.
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1.23 What this means in practice will depend on
the housing requirements and opportunities in each
area, but we are proposing a number of changes to
underline particular priorities that should be pursued.

Bringing brownfield land back into use
1.24 We must make as much use as possible of
previously-developed (‘brownfield’) land for homes
– so that this resource is put to productive use, to
support the regeneration of our cities, towns and
villages, to support economic growth and to limit
the pressure on the countryside. The Government is
already pursuing a number of reforms to make this
happen, as set out in the annex.
1.25 Going further, the presumption should be
that brownfield land is suitable for housing unless
there are clear and specific reasons to the contrary
(such as high flood risk). To make this clear, we will
amend the National Planning Policy Framework
to indicate that great weight should be attached
to the value of using suitable brownfield land
within settlements for homes, following the
broad support for this proposal in our consultation in
December 2015.25

More homes on public sector land
1.26 We have a particular responsibility to make
the most of surplus land which is already in public
ownership. The Government has an ambition to
release surplus public land with capacity for 160,000
homes during this Parliament. We are operating our
Accelerated Construction programme on some of
this land. Local authorities are working on parallel
proposals to use surplus public land for a further
160,000 homes over the Parliament. We are
providing further support for local authorities
by launching a new £45m Land Release Fund and
have already had a large number of expressions
of interest for participation in the Accelerated
Construction programme outlined in Chapter 3.
1.27 In addition, we propose to ensure all
authorities can dispose of land with the benefit
of planning permission which they have granted
to themselves. We will also consult on extending

their flexibility to dispose of land at less than
best consideration and welcome views on what
additional powers or capacity they need to
play a more active role in assembling land for
development (including whether additional powers
are needed to prevent ‘ransom strips’ delaying or
preventing development, especially in brownfield
regeneration). For example, in many countries local
authorities regularly work with local landowners
to assemble land for housing (see case study from
Bonn below).
1.28 In support of the Government’s national
strategy on estate regeneration,26 we also propose to
amend national policy to encourage local planning
authorities to consider the social and economic
benefits of estate regeneration, and use their
planning powers to help deliver this to a high
standard.

Supporting small and medium sized
sites, and thriving rural communities
1.29 Policies in plans should allow a good mix of
sites to come forward for development, so that there
is choice for consumers, places can grow in ways that
are sustainable, and there are opportunities for a
diverse construction sector. Small sites create particular
opportunities for custom builders and smaller
developers. They can also help to meet rural housing
needs in ways that are sensitive to their setting while
allowing villages to thrive.
1.30 Reflecting proposals set out in the
Government’s previous consultation on changes to the
National Planning Policy Framework,27 we will:
• amend national policy to expect local planning
authorities to have policies that support the
development of small ‘windfall’ sites (those not
allocated in plans, but which come forward on an
ad hoc basis); and
• indicate that great weight should be given
to using small undeveloped sites within
settlements for homes, where they are suitable
for residential development.28

25 National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policyconsultation-on-proposed-changes.
26 DCLG (2016) Estate Regeneration National Strategy. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/estate-regeneration-national-strategy
27 DCLG (2015) National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/nationalplanning-policy-consultation-on-proposed-changes
28 Small sites for this purpose are those capable of accommodating fewer than 10 units, or which are smaller than 0.5ha.
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1.31 These changes apply to all types of area.
Together with the additional weight that national
policy will place on the benefits of developing
brownfield land, they will ensure there is a clear
presumption that residential development
opportunities on small sites should be treated
positively. We will ensure councils can continue to
protect valued areas of open space and the character
of residential neighbourhoods, and stop unwanted
garden grabbing.
1.32 There are opportunities to go further to
support a good mix of sites, meet rural housing needs

and increase the supply of land available to small and
medium sized house builders.
1.33 We are proposing a number of additional
changes to the National Planning Policy Framework to:
• give much stronger support for sites that
provide affordable homes for local people;29
• highlight the opportunities that
neighbourhood plans present for identifying
and allocating sites that are suitable for
housing, drawing on the knowledge of local
communities;

Case Study: Roettgen, Bonn
Bonn city council has made extensive use of land
pooling and typically has several pooling processes
running concurrently. One of its most recent
projects has involved the assembly of a 25 hectare
site in Roettgen on the edge of Bonn to build 300
homes along with local infrastructure. The ‘Am
Hoelder’ site was formerly low-grade agricultural
land, owned by 80 different landowners,
including the council. After local consultation and
negotiations with the landowners the council
resolved to use land pooling to plan a new urban
extension to accommodate much needed local
housing. This involved the council assembling all
land ownerships, then preparing a masterplan,
obtaining outline planning permission and using
local contractors to create serviced plots ready
for housing development. Each landowner then
received one or more of the 186 building plots
according to their share of either the original land
value or land area, minus public administration and
infrastructure costs.
Images © roettgen-online.com

As the Council was also a landowner in the area
it was able to deliver 52 council-owned plots for
family housing and apartments, some of which
it sold at reduced prices to younger families and
first time buyers that live in the wider Bonn area.
Others were sold directly to local builders for the
construction of apartments according to council
specifications.

29 In relation to ‘rural exception sites’ which are small sites used to provide affordable housing for local communities on land which would not
normally be released for homes, as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework. Local Authorities can set a ‘local connection’ test to ensure
the home goes to those local people who need them most.
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• expect local planning authorities to identify
opportunities for villages to thrive, especially
where this would support services and help meet
the need to provide homes for local people who
currently find it hard to live where they grew up;
• make clear that on top of the allowance made for
windfall sites, at least 10% of the sites allocated
for residential development in local plans
should be sites of half a hectare or less;
• expect local planning authorities to work with
developers to encourage the sub-division of
large sites; and

• encourage greater use of Local Development
Orders and area-wide design codes so
that small sites may be brought forward for
development more quickly.
1.34 We are also supporting communities to take
the lead in building their own homes in their areas.
The new Community Housing Fund will support
community-led housing projects such as community
land trusts in many rural areas affected by a high
number of second homes. Almost £20 million of the
fund has been allocated to the South West, where this
issue is particularly acute

Case study: Bicester Garden Town
Over the next 15 years, Bicester will be transformed,
with more than 13,000 new homes, 18,500
jobs, significant transport improvements and a
regenerated town centre.
Bicester Garden Town is based on a clear vision,
grounded in close community engagement.
Extensive consultation has been undertaken to
understand what people like about the town; what
they hope to see improved; and how they picture
Bicester in the future.
A comprehensive masterplan has been
commissioned and home building is well under way:
• At Graven Hill, the UK’s largest custom-build
scheme for 2,000 homes on former Ministry of
Defence land, the first 52 custom-build plots
have been released for sale. People with a local
connection have the opportunity to purchase
first.
• At North West Bicester, 6,000 homes are being
built to the highest standards of sustainability.
The first 87 new homes have been completed
and new residents are moving in.

Photo credit: Bluesky World International Ltd/
Cherwell District Council

Bicester is also part of NHS England’s Healthy New
Towns programme. This is exploring opportunities
to use the built environment to promote healthy
lives, alongside new models of health and care
services, to improve the community’s physical
health, mental wellbeing and independence.30

30 Further information at: https://www.england.nhs.uk/ourwork/innovation/healthy-new-towns/
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A new generation of new communities
1.35 We need to make the most of the potential for
new settlements alongside developing existing areas.
Well-planned, well-designed, new communities have
an important part to play in meeting our long-term
housing needs. Provided they are supported by the
necessary infrastructure, they are often more popular
with local communities than piecemeal expansion of
existing settlements. Policy Exchange, for example,
have highlighted the benefits of garden villages.31
1.36 The Government is already supporting a new
wave of garden towns and villages, and will work with
these and any future garden communities to ensure
that development and infrastructure investment
are as closely aligned as possible. We will also
legislate to allow locally accountable New Town
Development Corporations to be set up, enabling
local areas to use them as the delivery vehicle if they
wish to. The Government will also explore what
opportunities garden cities, towns and villages might
offer for bringing large-scale development forward
in ways that streamline planning procedures and
encourage locally-led, high quality environments to
be created. The Centre for Policy Studies proposed the
idea of ‘pink zones’ with this goal in mind and we are
looking carefully at their recommendations.32

Green Belt land
1.37 Our Manifesto commits ours to be the first
generation to leave the natural environment better
than we found it – which we will take forward through
our 25 Year Environment Plan. The Green Belt is highly
valued by communities, particularly those on the edge
of urban areas. The fundamental aim of Green Belt,
since its introduction in the 1950s, has been to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. It
has been largely successful in this aim – the percentage
of land covered by Green Belt has remained at around
13% since at least 1997.33 However parts of it are not
the green fields we often picture, and public access can
be limited, depending on ownership and rights of way.
1.38 In the last Parliament, the Government
increased Green Belt protection by abolishing
the unpopular and counter-productive Regional

Strategies that sought to delete areas of Green Belt.
Our manifesto reiterated our commitment to
protecting the Green Belt. The National Planning
Policy Framework is already clear that Green Belt
boundaries should be amended only “in exceptional
circumstances” when plans are being prepared or
revised, but does not define what those circumstances
are. The Government wants to retain a high bar to
ensure the Green Belt remains protected, but we
also wish to be transparent about what this means
in practice so that local communities can hold their
councils to account.
1.39 Therefore we propose to amend and add
to national policy to make clear that:
• authorities should amend Green Belt
boundaries only when they can demonstrate
that they have examined fully all other
reasonable options for meeting their identified
development requirements, including:
–– making effective use of suitable brownfield
sites and the opportunities offered by estate
regeneration;
–– the potential offered by land which is currently
underused, including surplus public sector land
where appropriate;
–– optimising the proposed density of
development; and
–– exploring whether other authorities can help
to meet some of the identified development
requirement.
• and where land is removed from the Green
Belt, local policies should require the impact
to be offset by compensatory improvements
to the environmental quality or accessibility of
remaining Green Belt land. We will also explore
whether higher contributions can be collected
from development as a consequence of land being
released from the Green Belt.
1.40 We welcome other suggestions for
what reasonable options local authorities
should be expected to examine before amending
Green Belt boundaries.

31 Policy Exchange, Garden Villages: Empowering localism to solve the housing crisis https://policyexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/
garden-villages.pdf
32 Boyfield K and Greenberg D (2014) Pink Planning. Available at: http://www.cps.org.uk/publications/reports/pink-planning-diluting-the-red-tape/
33 DCLG Local authority green belt statistics for England: 2015 to 2016 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-beltstatistics-for-england-2015-to-2016

Chapter 1: Planning for the right homes in the right places
CONTENTS

Strengthening neighbourhood
planning and design
1.41 New development affects us all, whether by
providing a place to live or as something that affects
the look and feel of where we live. That’s why we
want communities to have a more direct say over
development in their area.34 The neighbourhood
planning movement has already been successful in
encouraging communities to play a more active role
in shaping their place, in terms of both how much and
what gets built. Over 270 neighbourhood plans have
come into force since 2012. Analysis suggests that
giving people more control over development in their
area is helping to boost housing numbers in plans.
Those plans in force that plan for a housing number
have on average planned for approximately 10% more
homes than the number for that area set out by the
relevant local planning authority.35
1.42 The Neighbourhood Planning Bill
contains a number of measures to encourage
the preparation of neighbourhood plans, by
giving them full weight in the planning process as
early as possible; introducing a streamlined procedure
for modifying neighbourhood plans and areas; and
requiring local planning authorities to set out how they
will help neighbourhood planning groups and involve
communities in their wider plan-making activity.
1.43

To further support the process:

• the Government will make further funding
available to neighbourhood planning groups
from 2018-2020, so they can access the additional
support they might need, for example where they
allocate sites for housing and in planning for better
design;
• we propose to amend planning policy so that
neighbourhood planning groups can obtain
a housing requirement figure from their local
planning authority, to help avoid delays in getting a
neighbourhood plan in place.
1.44 We want to ensure that communities can
influence the design of what gets built in their area.

Local people want new developments to reflect their
views about how their communities should evolve,
whether it is in keeping with the traditional character
of their area or a beautiful contemporary design that
adds to the existing built environment. Good design
is also fundamental to creating healthy and attractive
places where people genuinely want to live, and which
can cater for all members of the community, young
or old.
1.45 73 per cent of people say they would support
the building of more homes if well designed and
in keeping with their local area.36 That’s why the
National Planning Policy Framework is clear about the
importance of good design, but too often local people
hear about schemes late in the day, after a planning
application has been submitted. Many places lack clear
design guidance or codes that set early expectations
for both developers and the community. Inadequate
community involvement and insufficient certainty can
fuel objections, cause delays and increase the risk of
poor quality outcomes.
1.46 To improve the approach to design, the
Government proposes to amend the National Planning
Policy Framework to:
• expect that local and neighbourhood plans (at
the most appropriate level) and more detailed
development plan documents (such as
action area plans) should set out clear design
expectations following consultation with local
communities. This will provide greater certainty for
applicants about the sort of design which is likely
to be acceptable – using visual tools such as design
codes that respond to local character and provide
a clear basis for making decisions on development
proposals;
• strengthen the importance of early preapplication discussions between applicants,
authorities and the local community about design
and the types of homes to be provided;
• make clear that design should not be used as a
valid reason to object to development where
it accords with clear design expectations set
out in statutory plans;

34 For example research by the Prince’s Foundation has highlighted how effective community involvement is essential for creating successful places
and securing public support for new development: http://www.housing-communities.org/’
35 DCLG (2016) Neighbourhood Planning – progress on housing delivery. Available at: http://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/progress-on-housingdelivery-through-neighbourhood-planning/
36 National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (2010) Public Attitudes to Housing. Available at: http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.
uk/20110203064124/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/507390/nhpau/pdf/16127041.pdf
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• recognise the value of using a widely accepted
design standard, such as Building for Life,37
in shaping and assessing basic design principles.
These principles are crucial to the success of a
scheme, but often get less attention than what a
house looks like. They should be reflected in plans
and be given sufficient weight in the planning
process.

1.48 To really feel involved in the process, we need
to help local people to describe what good design
and local character looks like in their view. The longerterm ambition is that the Government will support the
development of digital platforms on design, to create
pattern-books or 3D models that can be implemented
through the planning process and used to consult local
people on potential designs for their area.

1.47 The Government intends to collaborate with
planning authorities and the development industry
to ensure that effective policies and processes for
securing good design locally are identified and
publicised. New funding to boost the capacity
and capability of local authorities will also help
communities develop policies and frameworks
for securing better design in their areas.

Building good quality homes
1.49 An effective system of Building Regulations
and building control is essential to ensuring that
homes are built to good quality standards, are safe,
highly energy efficient, sustainable, accessible and
secure. The fundamentals of the Building Regulations
system remain sound and important steps were taken
in the last Parliament to rationalise housing standards.

Case study: The Avenue, Saffron Walden
The Avenue in Saffron Walden, by housebuilder Hill,
a medium-sized builder, is an example of delivering
sensitive design that responds well to its context and
optimises development on a suburban infill site.
A total of 76 new homes are inserted into a
conservation area in a historic market town and
a semi-rural landscape. The project takes its cue
from the fabric and grain of Saffron Walden and
the Essex countryside. The layout is made up of a
tree lined avenue and series of intimate courtyards
that preserve sensitive local landscape features and
engenders a sense of community.

Photo credit: © Tim Crocker

New detached houses for market sale, affordable
family houses and smaller homes for the over-55
market are provided to address local housing need.
The layout avoids the use of standard type plans and
each home responds to its location, aspect and its
relationship to its neighbours, creating individuality
and variety. Building forms and the palette of
materials draws from local traditional references
without resorting to pastiche.
The development won a RIBA National Award
in 2016.

37 Birkbeck D and Kruczkowski S (2015) Building for Life 12: The sign of a good place to live. Available at: www.designcouncil.org.uk/resources/
guide/building-life-12-third-edition.
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The All Party Parliamentary Group for Excellence in the
Built Environment has since looked into the quality
and workmanship of new build housing in England38.
The Government will keep requirements under
review, to ensure that they remain fit for purpose
and meet future needs. This includes looking at
further opportunities for simplification and
rationalisation while maintaining standards.

requirements on new homes this Parliament if
evidence suggests that there are opportunities
to do so without making homes less affordable
for those who want to buy their own home.
More detail will be set out in the Government’s
forthcoming Emissions Reduction Plan.

1.50 Since 1990, we have seen a significant
improvement in the quality of Britain’s new build homes
that has helped keep bills as low as possible and cut
carbon emissions. But there is more to do, particularly
if we want to avoid consumers having to carry out
expensive, inconvenient retrofit at a later date. We
have started work on a review of the cost effectiveness
of current energy performance standards, which will
have due regard to our domestic fuel poverty and
climate change targets. We will consult on improving

1.51 Not all development makes good use of
land, especially in areas where demand is high and
available land is limited. London, for example, is a
relatively low-density city especially in its suburbs.
When people picture high-density housing, they tend
to think of unattractive tower blocks, but some of the
most desirable places to live in the capital are in areas
of higher density mansion blocks, mews houses and
terraced streets.39

Using land more efficiently
for development

Figure 5: Average population weighted density in urban areas for selected European cities 40
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38 APPG for Excellence in the Built Environment (2016) More Homes, fewer complaints: report from the Commission of Inquiry into the quality and
workmanship of new housing in England. Available at: http://cic.org.uk/services/reports.php
39 Create Streets have looked at the potential for high-density housing at Mount Pleasant, London: http://www.academia.edu/10797484/Mount_
Pleasant_Circus
40 Lavalle, Carlo; Aurambout, Jean-Philippe (2015) UI - Population weighted density (LUISA Platform REF2014). European Commission, Joint
Research Centre (JRC). Available at: http://data.europa.eu/89h/jrc-luisa-ui-population-weighted-density-ref-2014
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1.52 A locally led approach is important to
ensure that development reflects the character and
opportunities presented by each area. At the same
time, authorities and applicants need to be ambitious
about what sites can offer, especially in areas where
demand is high and land is scarce, and where there are
opportunities to make effective use of brownfield land.
1.53 To help ensure that effective use is made of
land, and building on its previous consultations,41
the Government proposes to amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to make
it clear that plans and individual development
proposals should:
• make efficient use of land and avoid building
homes at low densities where there is a
shortage of land for meeting identified housing
requirements;
• address the particular scope for higher-density
housing in urban locations that are well served
by public transport (such as around many railway
stations); that provide scope to replace or build
over low-density uses (such as retail warehouses,
lock-ups and car parks42); or where buildings can
be extended upwards by using the ‘airspace’ above
them;

1.54 The Government would welcome ideas on
how planning policy can further encourage more
innovative uses of land in areas of high housing need,
including considering new permitted development
rights. Consultation questions are set out in the annex.
1.55 The use of minimum space standards for new
development is seen as an important tool in delivering
quality family homes. However the Government is
concerned that a one size fits all approach may not
reflect the needs and aspirations of a wider range
of households. For example, despite being highly
desirable, many traditional mews houses could
not be built under today’s standards. We also want
to make sure the standards do not rule out new
approaches to meeting demand, building on the
high quality compact living model of developers such
as Pocket Homes.43 The Government will review
the Nationally Described Space Standard to
ensure greater local housing choice, while ensuring
we avoid a race to the bottom in the size of homes
on offer.

• ensure that the density and form of
development reflect the character,
accessibility and infrastructure capacity of an
area, and the nature of local housing needs; and
• take a flexible approach in adopting
and applying policy and guidance that
could inhibit these objectives in particular
circumstances; for example, avoiding a rigid
application of open space standards if there is
adequate provision in the wider area.

41 National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policyconsultation-on-proposed-changes; DCLG (2016); Consultation on upward extensions in London. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/
consultations/upward-extensions-in-london;DCLG (2016
42 JLL (2017) Driving Innovation Available at: http://www.jll.co.uk/united-kingdom/en-gb/news/2906/car-parks-could-provide-four-hundredthousand-new-uk-homes
43 https://www.pocketliving.com
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Summary
Where communities have planned for new
homes, we want to ensure those plans are
implemented to the timescales expected.
This chapter sets out proposals to:
• Provide greater certainty for authorities that have
planned for new homes and reduce the scope for
local and neighbourhood plans to be undermined
by changing the way that land supply for housing
is assessed;
• Boost local authority capacity and capability to
deliver, improving the speed and quality with
which planning cases are handled, while deterring
unnecessary appeals;
• Ensure infrastructure is provided in the right place
at the right time by coordinating Government
investment and through the targeting of the
£2.3bn Housing Infrastructure Fund;
• Secure timely connections to utilities so that this
does not hold up getting homes built;
• Support developers to build out more quickly by
tackling unnecessary delays caused by planning
conditions, facilitating the strategic licensing of
protected species and exploring a new approach to
how developers contribute to infrastructure;
• Take steps to address skills shortages by growing
the construction workforce;
• Hold developers to account for the delivery of new
homes through better and more transparent data
and sharper tools to drive up delivery; and
• Hold local authorities to account through a new
housing delivery test.
More details of these proposals, and questions for
consultation, can be found in the annex.
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The case for change
2.1
Where communities have planned for
new homes, we want to ensure those plans are
implemented to the timescales expected. At the
moment there are often significant lags between
plans being developed, full permissions for new homes
being granted, and those homes being built. As of
July 2016 there were 684,000 homes with detailed
planning permission granted on sites which had not
yet been completed. Of these, building had started on
just 349,000 homes.44

2.5
This chapter sets out our proposals to tackle
delays. Alongside taking action to address the issues
that developers and local authorities tell us are holding
up home building, it is only reasonable to ask them to
up their game.
2.6
Areas that rise to the challenge, put robust
plans in place and deliver on those plans will be in a
strong position to resist proposals that do not accord
with their plan. But this chapter also outlines proposals
to hold developers and local authorities to account, if
they fail to deliver the homes people need.

2.2
This chapter sets out a package of proposals
to give communities, local authorities and developers
the support and backing to build homes more quickly.
Tackling these challenges will require a partnership
between all the actors in the market – from developers,
local authorities, central government and its agencies,
and utility providers – to identify and tackle blockages
at every stage of the development process.

Providing greater certainty

2.3
Slow building of new homes undermines
local and neighbourhood plans. Where an authority
cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of land against
the housing target in its local plan, it is vulnerable
to speculative development. This means the local
community can lose a significant degree of control
over where new housing is built, which undermines
public confidence in the plan-led system.

2.8
This policy has been effective but is also a
blunt tool and has had some negative effects on local
planning, including:

2.4
Strong leadership, transparent data on delivery
of housing and a systematic approach to addressing
blockages is vital to keeping home-building on track.
Local authorities and developers have told us about
a range of issues that slow down the building of new
homes, such as local planning authority capacity to
handle applications; too many applications going
to appeal; the time taken to discharge planning
conditions or address planning obligations; a lack of
infrastructure; problems securing the necessary utility
connections; excessive bureaucracy in protecting
species like great crested newts; and skills shortages.

2.7
At present, where an authority cannot
demonstrate a five-year supply of land to cater for
its housing need, it is vulnerable to its plan being
undermined. This is because in these circumstances their
plan is deemed to be out of date and the presumption
in favour of sustainable development applies.

• increased rates of appeal, particularly in areas with
a marginal five-year land supply, which creates
uncertainty for applicants and communities alike;
• increased cost and time, as local planning
authorities and developers argue over whether a
five-year land supply is in place; and
• neighbourhood plans being undermined, by
leaving them vulnerable to speculative applications
where the local planning authority does not have a
five-year housing land supply.

44 Of the remaining 335,000 homes with permission, we understand that 90% of these are progressing towards a start and 18,000 (5%) units are
on sites that are ‘on hold or shelved’, the remaining 15,000 units are on sites that have been sold or for which there is no information available. This
includes only those units that have been granted detailed planning permission, or approval of reserved matters, on sites with ten or more homes.
Source: DCLG analysis of Glenigan data.
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2.9
The Local Plans Expert Group45 recommended
that whether a five-year housing land supply exists
or not should be capable of agreement on an annual
basis, through discussion between authorities
and development interests (both large and small
builders) and key infrastructure providers in each
area, and subject to consultation and examination.
Having considered responses to that proposal, the
Government will amend the National Planning
Policy Framework to give local authorities the
opportunity to have their housing land supply
agreed on an annual basis, and fixed for a oneyear period.
2.10 The Government also wishes to provide
more certainty for those neighbourhoods that
have produced plans but are at risk of speculative
development because the local planning authority has
failed to maintain a five year land supply. Through a
Written Ministerial Statement of 12 December 2016,
we made clear that where communities plan for
housing through a neighbourhood plan, these
plans should not be deemed out-of-date unless
there is a significant lack of land supply for
housing in the wider local authority area.
2.11 The revised policy will ask neighbourhoods to
demonstrate that their site allocations and housing
supply policies will meet their share of housing need.
To ensure that housing is being delivered across
the wider local authority area, we propose that the
protection for neighbourhood plans will not apply
where delivery in the local planning authority is less
than 65% from the year 2020 (25% in 2018; 45% in
2019) as measured by the housing delivery test set out
later in this White Paper.

2.12 These proposals offer areas that have robust
plans in place, which take account of historic build
out rates for sites, greater protection and certainty in
implementing local policies agreed in consultation
with local communities. Further detail about the
proposal can be found in the annex.

Boosting local authority capacity and
capability to deliver
2.13 Developers consistently tell us that the lack
of capacity and capability in planning departments
is restricting their ability to get on site and build.46
Alongside funding, local authorities also report
difficulties in recruiting and retaining planners and
others with specialist skills. There may also be wider
capacity and skills issues for local authorities.47
2.14 We will take steps to secure the financial
sustainability of planning departments; ensure that the
planning system has the skilled professionals it needs
to assess and make the tough decisions we expect; and
provide targeted support to address areas of specialist
weakness.
2.15 We will increase nationally set planning
fees. Local authorities will be able to increase fees
by 20% from July 2017 if they commit to invest the
additional fee income in their planning department.
We are also minded to allow an increase of a further
20% for those authorities who are delivering the
homes their communities need and we will consult
further on the detail. Alongside we will keep the
resourcing of local authority planning departments,
and where fees can be charged, under review.

45 Local Plans Expert Group (2016) Local Plans: Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and Planning.
Available at: http://lpeg.org/
46 For example almost three quarters of firms responding to the annual Knight Frank house building survey supported increased resources for
planning departments. Knight Frank (2016) Housebuilding Report 2016 Available at: https://kfcontent.blob.core.windows.net/research/297/
documents/en/2016-3851.pdf
47 The House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee highlighted the under-resourcing of planning departments in its report Building More Homes,
p.41: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201617/ldselect/ldeconaf/20/20.pdf
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2.16 We will make available £25m of new
funding to help ambitious authorities in areas
of high housing need to plan for new homes
and infrastructure. This funding will support local
authorities to engage their communities on the design
and mix of new homes, as well as where they should go.
And it will enhance their capacity to manage delivery.

Deterring unnecessary appeals
2.17 An applicant’s right to appeal to the Planning
Inspectorate if they are unhappy with the decision of
their local planning authority is a fundamental part of
our planning system. However, unnecessary appeals
can be a source of delay and waste taxpayers’ money.
We will consult on introducing a fee for making
a planning appeal. We are interested in views on
this approach and in particular whether it is possible to
design a fee in such a way that it does not discourage
developers, particularly SMEs, from bringing forward
legitimate appeals. One option would be for the fee
to be capped, for example at a maximum of £2000 for
the most expensive route (full inquiry). All fees could
be refunded in certain circumstances, such as when an
appeal is successful, and there could be lower fees for
less complex cases.

Ensuring infrastructure is
provided in the right place at
the right time
2.18 Previous governments have failed to align
new infrastructure with new housing. The result has
been delays in build out and increased opposition
to house building as existing communities find that
a new housing development down the road means
more congestion on local roads and pressure on places
at the local school. We will take a more coordinated
approach across government to make sure the right
infrastructure is provided in the right places at the right
time to unlock housing delivery. We need to work
with mayors and local leaders, taking a place-based
approach, to better empower them to drive delivery of
homes, jobs and shared prosperity for their areas.
2.19 We will target the £2.3bn Housing
Infrastructure Fund at the areas of greatest
housing need. We will open this capital grant
programme to bids in 2017, with money available
over the next four years. We expect to fund a variety of
infrastructure projects (including transport and utilities)

National Infrastructure Commission interim report into the
Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford corridor
In May 2016, the Government asked the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) to make
recommendations on the measures required to maximise the potential of the Cambridge –
Milton Keynes – Oxford corridor as a single, knowledge-intensive cluster that competes on the
global stage, whilst protecting the area’s high quality environment and securing the homes and
jobs the area needs.
In its interim report in November 2016, the NIC found that a shortage of housing represents a
fundamental risk to the success of the area, and that in order to tackle this, the challenges of
poor east-west connectivity needed to be addressed. It said that:
“Investment in infrastructure, including enhanced east-west transport links, can help to
address these challenges, but it must be properly aligned with a strategy for new homes and
communities, not developed in isolation. This means local authorities working in partnership,
and with national government, to plan places, homes and transport together. Current
governance mechanisms are not sufficient to deliver the step-change in strategic leadership
and collaboration needed.”
Recognising this opportunity to align infrastructure delivery with the housing challenge in this
corridor, the Government has responded to the NIC’s report by committing £137m of new or
accelerated funding to support development and delivery of East-West Rail and the CambridgeOxford Expressway, and will continue to work with NIC and local partners on ways to secure
housing delivery ahead of the NIC’s final report.
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where these will unlock the delivery of new homes,
enabling economic development across the area.
We would also welcome joint bids from across local
authority boundaries where a strategic project could
open up new homes on a wide-scale. Our decisionmaking is likely to factor in whether authorities intend
to apply the new standardised approach to assessing
housing requirements. We will fund those bids that
unlock the most homes in the areas of greatest
housing need.

Strategic infrastructure investment
2.20 It is essential that when the Government
does invest in new infrastructure (such as High Speed
2), local planning authorities make the most of the
opportunities for new housing it unlocks. Consequently
we propose to amend national policy so that local
planning authorities are expected to identify the
development opportunities that such investment
offers at the time funding is committed, and make
it clear that when they review their plans they should
seek to maximise the potential capacity unlocked by
major new infrastructure.

Digital infrastructure
2.21 In line with the Government’s strong
commitment to achieving full fibre connectivity, we
are consulting on requiring local authorities to
have planning policies setting out how high
quality digital infrastructure will be delivered in
their area.
2.22 We also want to consider how we can capitalise
on new developments, and the digital infrastructure
attached to them, to enhance broadband coverage
for local communities and nearby residents. At 2016
Autumn Statement, the Government announced
over £1 billion of new funding to boost the UK’s digital
infrastructure. This includes £400m of funding for a
new Digital Infrastructure Investment Fund to support
access to commercial finance for providers to invest
in new fibre networks, and £740m to support the
market to roll out full fibre networks and to deliver a
programme of 5G and integrated fibre trials in local
areas. In assessing bids for these trials from local
authorities, we will take account of which areas
can demonstrate that they have policies setting
out how high quality digital infrastructure will
be delivered in their area. Furthermore, the Local
Government Finance Bill published on 13 January 2017
will give a business rates tax break worth £60 million to
incentivise telecommunications companies to lay new
full fibre broadband.

Utilities
2.23 In December 2014, the Government published
Better Connected, setting out the process for securing
utility provision for developments from initial scoping
to post-development. It provides a shared expectation
for utility connections from companies and developers.
It also sets out the statutory performance measures
already in place, and introduces new voluntary
standards for water and sewerage and telecoms.
We will now work together across government
and the sector to review Better Connected,
assessing its impact so far, and how existing
performance standards and penalties are working to
support house building at all scales from small and
medium sized developments to major sites delivering
many thousands of homes.
2.24 The Government will review what more
we could do to ensure that utilities planning
and delivery keeps pace with house building
and supports development across the country:
aligning investment in utilities provision with local
development plans that set out where and, crucially,
when houses will be built is likely to be key in achieving
this, speeding up timely connections for new homes.
As part of this review, and depending on progress
made by the sector, the Government will closely
monitor performance to ensure house building is
not being delayed and, if necessary, will consider
obligating utility companies to take account of
proposed development.

Supporting developers to build
out more quickly
2.25 Once detailed planning consent has been
granted, a range of factors may cause delays to
development. These might include the time taken to
discharge planning conditions or address planning
obligations; and the need to protect species like
great crested newts. Construction skills shortages
particularly in London and the South East can also
bring work on site to a hold. The Government will take
action to address these barriers.
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Tackling unnecessary delays caused by
planning conditions
2.26 We will tackle unnecessary delays caused
by planning conditions by taking forward proposals,
through the Neighbourhood Planning Bill, to allow
the Secretary of State to prohibit conditions that do
not meet the national policy tests, and to ensure that
pre-commencement conditions can only be used
with the agreement of the applicant. We introduced
a new deemed discharge mechanism for planning
conditions in 2015 and we are keen to hear more
from developers, local authorities and other interested
parties about how this is working and if we can
streamline the process further.

A strategic approach to the habitat
management of protected species
2.27 House-builders have identified the licensing
system for protected species such as great crested
newts as a significant impediment to timely housing
delivery. Natural England and Woking Borough
Council have piloted a new strategic approach which
streamlines the licensing system for managing great
crested newts – the species which particularly affects
development. The Government will roll out this
approach to help other local authorities speed up
the delivery of housing and other development.

Simplifying developer contributions
2.28 We continue to support the existing
principle that developers are required to mitigate
the impacts of development in their area, in order to
make it acceptable to the local community and pay
for the cumulative impacts of development on the
infrastructure of their area. This principle currently
operates through a system of developer contributions,
secured via Section 106 planning obligations under the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and additionally,
since 2010, via the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
2.29 The independent review of CIL and its
relationship with Section 106 planning obligations,
published alongside this White Paper,48 found that
the current system is not as fast, simple, certain or
transparent as originally intended. The Government
will examine the options for reforming the
system of developer contributions including
ensuring direct benefit for communities, and will
respond to the independent review and make
an announcement at Autumn Budget 2017.

Strategic licencing for great crested
newts pilot – Woking, Surrey
Great crested newts are strictly protected by
legislation and currently site by site licencing
is carried out where great crested newts are
affected by development. This commonly requires
developers to commission site surveys, put in place
mitigation measures where necessary and obtain
a licence from Natural England after planning
permission is granted. This can add considerable
costs, delays (e.g surveys can only be undertaken
at certain times of the year) and uncertainty to
bringing development forward. Mitigation and
habitat compensation can also restrict the level of
development on an individual site.
Woking Borough Council and Natural England
have piloted a new strategic approach to
streamline licencing which focusses conservation
where it will bring maximum benefits to great
crested newts. The approach replaces site by
site licencing with a new system of plan level
licensing; with surveys and habitat compensation
undertaken proactively at the district level
by Natural England and the local authority.
Developers can buy into the strategic mitigation
at local authority level, rather than seeking to
undertake individual site surveys, provide on-site
mitigation and seek an individual site licence from
Natural England.

2.30 In addition to considering longer-term reform,
the Government believes there is scope to make
changes to s106 agreements in the short term to
address practical issues in the operation of agreements
raised by local planning authorities and developers.
This will include consulting on standardised open
book Section 106 agreements, to reduce disputes
and delays, and on how data on planning obligations
could be monitored and reported on to increase
transparency. The Housing and Planning Act 2016
includes provision for a Section 106 dispute resolution
process. The Government will consider dispute
resolution further, in the context of longer term
reform.

48 Available here: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/housing-white-paper
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Addressing skills shortages
2.31 The construction sector relies heavily on subcontracted and self-employed labour, and has low
levels of investment in skills and new technologies.
This has contributed to skills shortages now facing
the industry in some key trades and in some regions.
This situation is likely to worsen if left unchecked, with
many workers due to retire over the next 10 years. The
2016 Farmer Review of the UK Construction Model,
Modernise or Die, sets out several challenges for
industry, which we have considered.
2.32 The industry committed in 2016 to bring
45,000 new skilled workers into the sector by
2019/20. Some progress has been made but we
now need industry to step up and increase the
number of people trained on site, including through
apprenticeships for workers of all ages. Industry should
look at policy on retention to make best use of the skills
of their existing workers and avoid unnecessary early
exit from the labour market. Industry should work with
local colleges to ensure that the future skills they need
are being brought forward through the education and
training sector. This will also help industry to address
concerns it has raised about reliance on migrant
labour in some areas, such as London and the South
East, as we prepare to leave the European Union. This
is an important moment and we should make the
most of the opportunity for industry to invest in its
workforce, alongside tackling the issues raised by the
Farmer Review. The larger companies need to take
responsibility for ensuring that they have a sustainable
supply chain, working with contractors to address skills
requirements.
2.33 Alongside this, the Government needs to play
its part. We will:
• change the way the Government supports
training in the construction industry so that
we have the best arrangements to ensure strong
industry leadership to address the skills challenge,
improve retention and ensure that training courses
cover the right skills to the right standards. We
will start by reviewing the Construction Industry
Training Board’s purpose, functions and operations.
The review will report in the Spring and ensure that
developers benefitting from public funding use the
projects to train the workforce of the future;

• launch a new route into construction in
September 2019 – as announced in the Skills
Plan,49 this will streamline the number of courses
available and improve quality and employability;
We have already announced the apprenticeship
levy which will come into effect from April 2017;
and
• work across Government, with the
Construction Leadership Council, to challenge
house builders and other construction companies
to deliver their part of the bargain. We want to see
developers investing more in training to secure
future needs, supporting retention and will work
with industry to better understand any barriers to
delivering this.
2.34 We have used the opportunity of major
construction programmes, such as Crossrail, to help
train the workforce of the future. Crossrail alone has
created over 600 apprenticeships across the project
and enrolled over 17,500 people at the Tunnelling and
Underground Construction Academy in Ilford. More
than 1,000 people who were previously unemployed
have gained work on the project. We will explore
whether this successful approach can be applied
more broadly in the construction sector.

Holding developers and local
authorities to account
2.35 Strong local leadership is vital if the homes that
local areas have planned for are to be built. We need
to hold local authorities more closely to account for
the delivery of homes that they have planned for, and
enable them to hold developers to account. We also
need to improve transparency of the end-to-end house
building process, so there is clarity about the delivery
of new homes and where blockages lie. We propose to
improve transparency, certainty and accountability for
authorities and developers.

49 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/536043/Post-16_Skills_Plan.pdf
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Greater transparency through planning
and build out phases
2.36 We will require more information to be
provided about the timing and pace of delivery
of new housing, building on the commitment
made by the Home Builders Federation to improve
transparency on build out on a site by site basis. Local
authorities will be able to consider this information
when planning to meet their housing need.
2.37 The Department for Communities and
Local Government will increase the transparency
and quality of data it publishes on delivery
against plan targets, and better information on the
development pipeline, so timely support can be
provided. This information will be published as open
data. This will empower councils and communities
to challenge developers on their performance and
consider what if any further action is necessary.
2.38 Subject to further consultation, we are
also proposing to require large housebuilders to
publish aggregate information on build out rates.

Sharpening local authority tools to
speed up the building of homes
2.39 To strengthen the scrutiny and focus on the
delivery of sites, we propose to amend national
planning policy to encourage local authorities
to consider how realistic it is that a site will be
developed, when deciding whether to grant
planning permission for housing development,
on sites where previous permissions have
not been implemented. We want to discourage
proposals where the failure to implement previous
permissions suggests that there is no intention to build,
or where there are insurmountable barriers to delivery
on the site.
2.40 We are interested in views on whether an
applicant’s track record of delivering previous,
similar housing schemes should be taken into
account by local authorities when determining
planning applications for housing development. If
this proposal were taken forward, we would intend for
it to be only used in considering applications for large
scale sites, where the applicant is a major developer, as
we don’t want to deter new entrants but would like to
explore whether an applicant’s track record of strong or
poor delivery may potentially be relevant.
2.41 Where planning permission is granted,
we want development to start as soon as possible.
Our proposals to tackle points of delay and provide

more support should allow developers and local
authorities to be more ambitious on start dates. We
are considering the implications of amending
national planning policy to encourage local
authorities to shorten the timescales for
developers to implement a permission for
housing development from the default period
of three years to two years, except where a
shorter timescale could hinder the viability or
deliverability of a scheme. We would particularly
welcome views on what such a change would
mean for SME developers.
2.42 We want to ensure local planning authorities
have more effective tools to deal with circumstances
where planning permission has been granted but no
substantive progress has been made. We propose
to simplify and speed up the completion notice
process, whereby if development on a site has
stopped and there is no prospect of completion, the
local authorities can withdraw planning permission for
the remainder of the site. This would make it easier for
local authorities to serve a completion notice, helping
to stimulate building or clear unused permissions from
their planned supply of land.
2.43 Compulsory purchase law gives local
authorities extensive powers to assemble land for
development. Through the Housing and Planning Act
2016 and the Neighbourhood Planning Bill currently
in Parliament we are reforming compulsory purchase
to make the process clearer, fairer, and faster, while
retaining proper protections for landowners. Local
planning authorities should now think about how they
can use these powers to promote development, which
is particularly important in areas of high housing need.
2.44 We propose to encourage more active
use of compulsory purchase powers to promote
development on stalled sites for housing. The
Government will prepare new guidance to
local planning authorities following separate
consultation, encouraging the use of their
compulsory purchase powers to support the
build out of stalled sites. We will investigate
whether auctions, following possession of the land,
are sufficient to establish an unambiguous value
for the purposes of compensation payable to the
claimant, where the local authority has used their
compulsory purchase powers to acquire the land.
2.45 In addition, the Homes and Communities
Agency (HCA), will take a more proactive role on
compulsory purchase, by working closely with local

Chapter 2: Building homes faster
CONTENTS

authorities, and other parties where appropriate,
to use their compulsory purchase powers to support
the development and regeneration of land for
housing, where this is consistent with the HCA’s
objectives and powers.
2.46 We will keep compulsory purchase
under review and welcome any representations
for how it can be reformed further to support
development.

Housing delivery test
2.47 Having given local authorities stronger
tools to ensure developers build homes quickly, the
Government will introduce a new housing delivery
test to ensure that local authorities and wider
interests are held accountable for their role in
ensuring new homes are delivered in their area.
This test will highlight whether the number of homes
being built is below target, provide a mechanism for
establishing the reasons why, and where necessary
trigger policy responses that will ensure that further
land comes forward. The first assessment period will
be for financial years April 2014 – March 2015 to April
2016 – March 2017.
2.48 To transition to a housing delivery test we
propose to use an area’s local plan (or, where relevant,
the figure in the London Plan or a statutory Spatial
Development Strategy) where it is up-to-date (less
than 5 years old) to establish the appropriate baseline
for assessing delivery. If there is no up-to-date plan we
propose using published household projections for the
years leading up to, and including, April 2017 - March
2018 and from the financial year April 2018 - March
2019, subject to consultation, the new standard
methodology for assessing housing need.
2.49 In line with responses to our previous
consultation, housing delivery will be measured using
the National Statistic for net additional dwellings over
a rolling three year average. Where under-delivery is
identified, the Government proposes a tiered approach
to addressing the situation that would be set out in
national policy and guidance, starting with an analysis
of the causes so that appropriate action can be taken:
• From November 2017, if delivery of housing
falls below 95% of the authority’s annual
housing requirement, we propose that the
local authority should publish an action plan,
setting out its understanding of the key reasons for
the situation and the actions that it and other parties
need to take to get home-building back on track.

• From November 2017, if delivery of housing
falls below 85% of the housing requirement,
authorities would in addition be expected to
plan for a 20% buffer on their five-year land
supply, if they have not already done so.
• From November 2018, if delivery of housing
falls below 25% of the housing requirement,
the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in the National Planning Policy
Framework would apply automatically (by
virtue of relevant planning policies being deemed
out of date), which places additional emphasis on
the need for planning permission to be granted
unless there are strong reasons not to.
• From November 2019, if delivery falls below
45% the presumption would apply.
• From November 2020, if delivery falls below
65% the presumption would apply.
2.50
The phased introduction of the housing
delivery test consequences will give authorities time to
address under delivery in their areas, taking account
of issues identified in their action plans and using the
20% buffer to bring forward more land.
2.51 The Government is looking at options to
support local planning authorities seeking to increase
delivery in their area, including requests for planning
freedoms which were introduced in the Housing
and Planning Act 2016. The National Planning Policy
Framework is clear that Green Belt is among the areas
where development should be restricted.

Keeping the delivery of land with
planning permission under review
2.52 Our efforts to streamline and speed up the
planning system should in the medium term reduce
the need for house builders to keep such a significant
‘stock’ of land. The improvements to transparency
proposed will ensure more comprehensive and up
to date information is available on the delivery of
land with planning permission at both a local and
(in aggregate) national level. We will monitor the
situation closely, and will not hesitate to take
further action if required.
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Summary
The way in which the house-building market
operates constrains the supply of new homes,
because there is insufficient competition and
innovation. We want to diversify the market
to achieve the amount, quality and choice
of housing that people want. This includes
supporting new and different providers, more
innovation in methods of construction, and
supporting new investors into residential
development.
We will:
• back small and medium-sized builders to grow,
including through the Home Building Fund;
• support custom-build homes with greater access to
land and finance, giving more people more choice
over the design of their home;
• bring in new contractors through our Accelerated
Construction programme that can build homes
more quickly than traditional builders;
• encourage more institutional investors into
housing, including for building more homes
for private rent, and encourage family-friendly
tenancies;
• support housing associations and local authorities
to build more homes;
• ensure the public sector plays its part, by
encouraging and making possible more building
by councils and changing the way the Homes and
Communities Agency operates; and
• boost productivity and innovation by encouraging
modern methods of construction in house building.

45

Fixing our broken housing market
CONTENTS

The case for change
3.1
The housing market needs to operate
differently if we are to start to address affordability
issues and deliver the step change in house building
that is required.
3.2
There is a lack of competition. We increasingly
depend on the major house builders to build most
housing. Smaller firms bore the brunt of the recession
and their output still falls far short of pre-recession
levels. Other parts of the market have the potential
to grow. Housing associations build around a third
of all new homes50 but could build more with the
right ambition and support. Investment in building
homes for private rent is increasing, but we have an
opportunity to go much further to drive up supply.
Custom built homes remain a niche product and are
underexploited compared to many other countries.

3.3
The business model for many commercial
developers limits the number of homes that are built.
The 2007 recession reinforced cautious behaviours at
all stages of the house-building process. Major builders
rely on sub-contracting, which pushes innovation and
risk down the supply chain to those least equipped
to respond. House-building methods have barely
changed in over 100 years; productivity in the
construction sector is lower than most other sectors of
the economy.51
3.4
The Government therefore proposes to
support different parts of the market, including new
entrants, to help boost productivity and innovation.
This should help to support a more diverse and vibrant
market that is more responsive to demand and gets
more homes built. We want to ensure that new homes
are built to a good standard, are energy efficient and so
reduce fuel bills for home owners, and are accessible,
sustainable and secure. We will also identify what
more can be done to reduce delays and fees resulting
from conveyancing to help ensure the market works
better for home buyers.

Figure 6: Productivity indices (1990 = 100): whole economy vs construction
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Source: ONS 2016, Labour productivity statistics

50 DCLG Live tables on house building; DCLG Live tables on affordable housing supply
51 ONS 2016, Labour productivity statistics, output per hour worked.
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New players: a diverse
and vibrant group of
housebuilders

authorities, we have decided not to introduce
a requirement for local authorities to keep a
small sites register at this time, following the
consultation last year.

Small and medium-sized builders
3.5
Small builders have been declining and were
hit hard by the recession. The number of homes
registered by small builders is down from 44,000 in
2007 to 18,000 in 2015 demonstrating the potential
for growth.52
3.6
The Government will help this sector to grow
and develop again. Small and medium-sized housebuilders regularly cite land, planning and finance as the
major barriers to expansion.
3.7
We have already simplified planning processes,
and changes such as the introduction of permission
in principle will remove some of the uncertainty for
smaller builders when considering land options.
Chapter 1 sets out our proposals to go further and
bring more small sites forward for development that
are more easily accessed by these firms. In light of
these proposals, and to minimise the burdens on local

3.8
The Government launched the £3 billion
Home Building Fund on 3 October 2016, and
continues the Housing Growth Partnership with Lloyds
Banking Group. The Home Building Fund will provide
£1 billion of short-term loan finance targeted at
SMEs, custom-builders and innovators to deliver up to
25,000 homes this parliament; and a further £2 billion
of long-term loan funding for infrastructure and large
sites, unlocking up to 200,000 homes.
3.9
Our new Accelerated Construction
programme will support us in diversifying the
market through partnering with small and
medium-sized firms and others as development
partners and contractors. We will continue to work
with the British Business Bank to encourage current
and potential lenders and investors to invest in SMEs.
We will publicise our Help to Buy equity loan
scheme to small and medium-sized builders to
encourage uptake.

Figure 7: Market share by housebuilder size
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52 These figures relate to the number of registrations received by NHBC and therefore do not reflect all housebuilding firms. A builder is required to
register a home with NHBC at least 21 days before building starts. After registration, builders may decide not to build on a particular plot. Small
builders are defined here as firms registering between 1 and 100 units.
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Case study: Latis
Latis is an ambitious SME aiming to become a
major player in the house-building market. The
Government has supported two of Latis’s projects.
Conduit Lane in Hoddesdon, Hertfordshire, consists
of the refurbishment of a Grade II listed building,
alongside the construction of a new-build block
of apartments to the rear of the site. The project
had started on site but, due to lack of funding, was
stalled. Latis sought funding from the Government.
We are providing a loan of £4.6 million and, as a
direct result, Latis will deliver 43 new homes and
two retail units.
At the time of completing the Conduit Lane
transaction, Latis was preparing another much
larger project at the Kitchener Barracks site in
Chatham, Kent, consisting of 267 units plus
commercial space. Traditional lenders were again
unwilling to support the project, but this was the
landmark site that Latis needed to act as a launch
pad for its growth plans. The Government has
offered a loan of £14.4 million on the scheme.
This will help Latis achieve its ambitions for growth
and get homes built where this otherwise would
not happen.

Accelerated Construction
3.10 The Government is taking direct action
through the Accelerated Construction programme.
We will help diversify the house-building sector and
see homes built quickly by partnering with small and
medium-sized builders, contractors and others to build
out surplus public sector land.
3.11

Accelerated Construction will:

• see up to 15,000 housing starts over the
Parliament, through building out public sector sites
faster than traditional disposal routes;
• catalyse changes in the wider housing market,
through supporting offsite manufacturing
techniques and increasing the number of
participants in house-building; and
• generate higher receipts for the taxpayer through
sharing risk and reward in the development of
our land.

3.12 Through this programme, the Government will
work harder to make public land available and ready
to build on. Alongside land from central government,
we will work with local authorities to help them
bring forward their own sites. The Government
will partner directly with innovative private sector
partners. Through sharing risk and reward, we will
lower developer risk and help overcome issues with
access to finance and build out sites up to twice the
rate a large developer might. We will also support the
development of modern methods of construction,
generating the confidence for the private sector to
invest in new capacity. In doing so, we will aim to
bring forward as many genuinely additional homes
as possible.
3.13 For all sites, we will consider the most
appropriate development route based on the appetite
of those we partner with, the characteristics of the
site (including its size and viability), and requirement
for enabling works, such as land remediation or
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basic infrastructure provision. Sites will be tendered
individually, or as part of a portfolio of sites to spread
risk, providing the confidence to invest, and obtain
best value for the taxpayer. Where appropriate, we will
obtain or provide ourselves with outline permission
and undertake the costs of some remediation work to
reduce development risks.

Custom build
3.14 Alongside smaller firms, the Government
wants to support the growth of custom built homes.
These enable people to choose the design and layout
of their home, while a developer finds the site, secures
planning permission and builds the property. Custom
built homes are generally built more quickly and to a
higher quality than other homes, and tend to use more
productive, modern methods of construction. They
present a less risky business model for builders, as the
house has been effectively sold before it has been built.
Fewer homes are custom built in England than many
other countries, but there is evidence of more demand
for them including from older people.53

3.15 The main barriers to custom built homes are
access to land and finance. Mortgages for custom and
self-built homes represent a very small proportion of
the overall lending market.54 We have already taken
steps to improve access to land. The new ‘Right to
Build’ requires local planning authorities to find land
for those seeking a custom built home in their area,
and they must keep a register of those wanting to
build their own home. And the Home Building Fund
will help custom build firms.
3.16

To build on this we will:

• promote the National Custom and Self Build
Association’s portal for Right to Build, so that
people seeking to build their own home can easily
access the local authority register in their area;
• ensure the exemption from the Community
Infrastructure Levy for self build remains
in place while longer term reforms to the
system of developer contributions are being
explored;55
• support custom build through our Accelerated
Construction programme;

Case study: French Fields, St Helens
The Government loaned £291,000 to help a local
small developer, Westward (UK) Ltd, to prepare
18 plots specifically for custom build in French
Fields, a derelict industrial site close to St Helens.
Working with a specialist custom-build housing
supplier, Pottons, and mortgage brokers
BuildStore, Westward has put all the services into
the site and obtained outline planning permission
from the local authority. The resulting 18 ‘shovel
ready’ sites have all been sold, and 5 homes are
already being built on the site the way that their
owners want them. We hope to support many
more schemes like French Fields through the
Home Building Fund.

53 According to successive Ipsos MORI polls, more than a million people across the UK expect to buy a building plot, secure planning permission or
start/complete construction work on their new home; PlotSearch has more than 100,000 live subscribers; and Rightmove has an average 400,000
monthly searches on land.
54 In 2016, lending on custom and self build projects totalled less than £1 billion compared to £10 billion in mortgage lending in just one month
overall (figures drawn from BuildStore and the Council of Mortgage Lenders).
55 This will also continue to apply for extensions and residential annexes.
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• work with lenders to ensure they have plans in
place to increase their lending in line with consumer
demand. We are delighted that Virgin Money plans
to start lending on custom build projects in the
summer.
3.17 The Government also welcomes the
establishment of the Right to Build Taskforce by the
National Custom and Self Build Association.
3.18 If we do not believe local authorities are taking
sufficient action to promote opportunities for custombuilding and self-building, we will consider taking
further action including possible changes to legislation.

Expanding the contribution
from other parts of the
housing market
Attracting institutional investment:
building more homes for private rent
3.19 We need to support other parts of the market
to deliver the step change in house building that is
required. We want institutional investors to invest
more widely in housing, including shared ownership.
Pension schemes are increasingly regarding housing
as an appropriate investment. The pooling of local
government pension funds will increase opportunities
for their assets to be used to support infrastructure
projects, including housing. This could generate
promising returns for scheme members while
maintaining value for money for national and local
taxpayers.
3.20 Alongside affordable homes, we need more
good quality privately rented homes. This sector
has doubled over the last decade but rising rents
suggest that demand is still growing. Following the
2012 review of barriers to institutional investment in
the private rented sector, the government’s Private
Rented Sector Task Force made major early in-roads to
establish the “Build to Rent” model in the UK, and to
stimulate initial investor interest. The Government has
supported this through the £3.5 billion Private Rented
Sector Housing Guarantee Scheme, and the £1bn
Build to Rent Fund.

56 English Housing Survey 2014/15

3.21 We want to build on this and attract major
institutional investment in new large-scale housing
which is purpose-built for market rent. This will drive
up overall housing supply, and increase choice and
standards for people living in privately rented homes.
These developments tend to be built out more quickly,
adopt modern methods of construction and help
regenerate local economies by attracting a skilled
labour force.
3.22 Purpose-built market rent also has the
potential to help provide more stable rented
accommodation for families. As access to ownership
has become more challenging, increasing numbers
of families with children are making their home in the
private rented sector. The proportion of households
in the private rented sector with dependent children
has increased from 29% in 2003-04 to 37% in 20142015.56 We are therefore keen to see more familyfriendly tenancies in new build private rented sector
schemes.
3.23 The Government is separately consulting on
a range of measures to support more Build to Rent
developments. Our key proposals are to:
• change the National Planning Policy
Framework so authorities know they should
plan proactively for Build to Rent where there
is a need, and to make it easier for Build to
Rent developers to offer affordable private
rental homes instead of other types of affordable
housing;
• ensure that family-friendly tenancies of three
or more years are available for those tenants
that want them on schemes that benefit from our
changes. We are working with the British Property
Federation and National Housing Federation to
consolidate this approach across the sector.
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Case study: Creekside Wharf, Greenwich
This project, developed by Essential Living, is being
constructed using offsite modular construction.
It will comprise 249 apartments in two towers,
one of which will be exclusively for families and
features an on-site nursery.
As part of the arrangements with the London
Borough of Greenwich, a quarter of the homes
will be available at discounted market rents, at
55%, 65% and 75% of market rent. These homes
will be spread across the development to create
a balanced community living in a tenure-blind
development.

Housing associations
3.24 Housing associations have a vital role to play
if we are to build the homes we need. They already
build the vast majority of new affordable homes, in
addition to increasing numbers of homes for market
rent and sale. Investment in affordable housing is a
tried and tested way of getting new homes built, and it
is normally more resilient than market house-building
to changing housing market conditions. 193,000
homes were built under our 2011–15 Affordable
Homes Programme57 – exceeding its target by 23,000.
Building new affordable homes also helps kick start
other house-building, as it can help make sites viable
and bring in investment.
3.25 The Government launched the Affordable
Homes Programme for 2016–21 last year, and
announced at Autumn Statement new funding and
greater flexibility so that it now funds a range of
affordable homes for rent as well as home ownership.
Further details are in chapter 4. Alongside this, the
Affordable Housing Guarantee Scheme has enabled
housing associations to raise finance from both the
debt capital markets to support the building of over
28,000 new affordable homes.

3.26 To support housing associations to build more,
the Government will:
• set out, in due course, a rent policy for social
housing landlords (housing associations
and local authority landlords) for the period
beyond 2020 to help them to borrow against
future income, and will undertake further
discussions with the sector before doing so.
Our aim is to ensure that they have the confidence
they need about their future income in order to
plan ahead. The Government also confirms that the
1% rent reduction will remain in place in the period
up to 2020;
• put social housing regulation on a more
independent footing. We will make the
Social Housing Regulator a stand-alone body (as
recommended by the Tailored Review of the Homes
and Communities Agency58);
• reiterate its position that housing associations
belong in the private sector and we are
committed to implementing the necessary
deregulatory measures to allow them to be
classified as private sector bodies;

57 DCLG Affordable Housing Supply, 2014-15 (02 December 2015); Affordable housing starts and completions funded by the HCA and GLA,
2014/15 (03 December 2015).
58 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/tailored-review-of-the-homes-and-communities-agency
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Case study: L&Q
L&Q is a housing association and a leading residential developer. It merged with East Thames
housing association last year and now has more than 74,000 homes across London and the
South East. Alongside the merger, L&Q committed to a vision of creating 100,000 new homes
across a range of tenures. To support this ambition, L&Q is shifting its focus towards strategic
land deals that will give it greater access to larger sites, with more control over the speed
of delivery. An example is Barking Riverside in East London, where L&Q is helping to create
a community of 10,800 new homes. L&Q recently completed the acquisition of Gallagher
Estates, in a deal that will give it control of plots to deliver 42,500 new homes in the south of
England and south Midlands.

• urge housing associations to explore every
avenue for building more homes. We welcome
the sector’s aim to deliver many more homes each
year and some housing associations are rising
to meet this challenge. However, many housing
associations undertake little or no development,
and we expect all associations to make the best use
of whatever development capacity they have to
help meet local housing need;
• expect housing associations to make every
effort to improve their efficiency, in order
to release additional resources for housebuilding. In some cases, housing associations
will be able to drive efficiency through mergers or
partnerships with other associations. We welcome
the efforts being made by some in the sector to
create a single set of metrics to make it easier to
compare housing associations’ efficiency. We
expect the sector to implement this agenda and
deliver measurable improvements in efficiency.

Backing local authorities to build
3.27 Local authorities’ role in delivering new
housing goes beyond using their planning powers.
They also have an important role in delivering homes
themselves. We want to make sure that they have the
tools they need to get homes built where the market
isn’t coming forward with enough.
3.28 Increasingly and across the country local
authorities are using innovative new models to get
homes built in their area. There are a number of good
examples of Local Development Corporations, local

housing companies and/or joint venture models
building mixed sites, which include new market
housing for sale or private rent, as well as affordable
housing. We welcome innovations like these, and
want more local authorities to get building. To that end
we will seek to address the issues that hold them back.
However, we want to see tenants that local authorities
place in new affordable properties offered equivalent
terms to those in council housing, including a right to
buy their home.
3.29 Support is already available to give local
authorities access to the right skills and capacity when
needed. This includes our Garden Towns and Villages
programme, the Planning Advisory Service, and estates
regeneration funding. The Government will ensure
these funds support the priorities set out in this White
Paper and consider whether additional support – for
instance commercial and financial experts working on
the ground – is necessary.
3.30 We are offering tailored support packages
to councils who want to build on their own land at
pace, through our new Accelerated Construction
programme. As stated in chapter 1, we have also
announced a new £45m Local Authority Land
Release fund for land remediation and small-scale
infrastructure, with priority given to innovative delivery
models as well as areas of high housing need. Chapter
2 also sets out the range of measures we want to
put in place to better equip local authorities to get
homes built.
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3.31 Alongside new delivery models, there has
been a long tradition of council housebuilding. This
continues to provide a small, but important and
growing source of new homes. Twice as many council
homes were built in England in the last five years than
were from 1997 to 2010.59
3.32 We will work with local authorities to
understand all the options for increasing the
supply of affordable housing.
3.33 Housing markets are different right across the
country, and we are interested in the scope for
bespoke housing deals with authorities in high
demand areas, which have a genuine ambition
to build.60 We will look seriously at any request from
local authorities for Government powers to be used to
support delivery in their local area, and will be prepared
to consider all the levers at our disposal to do so, so long
as this results in genuinely additional housing being
delivered. Through these deals we will also look to
promote the alignment of decisions on infrastructure
and housing at higher spatial levels, including
through joint local planning and statutory spatial
plans. This includes the powers of the Homes and
Communities Agency, support from the HCA on the
use of Compulsory Purchase Orders, new permission
in principle and brownfield registers, the use of the
planning freedom powers taken in the Housing and
Planning Act, and use of public sector land.

The Homes and Communities Agency
3.35 Earlier this year, the Department for
Communities and Local Government carried out a
comprehensive Tailored Review of the Homes and
Communities Agency (HCA), the Government’s
housing delivery body. It concluded that the HCA
continues to have a central role to play in delivering
more homes across the country but needs to do more
to increase the scale and pace of house-building. To
respond to the housing challenge, the HCA should do
some things differently by getting homes built directly
on public sector land, encouraging more competition
and embracing partnerships, working innovatively
with local and combined authorities, LEPs and other
partners.
3.36 This summer, therefore, the Homes
and Communities Agency will be relaunched
as Homes England with a clear, unifying purpose:
‘To make a home within reach for everyone’. At the
heart of this renewed purpose will be the ambition to
get more homes for communities across all housing
tenures, put in infrastructure to unlock housing
capacity and attract small builders and new players to
diversify the market on a sustainable basis.

3.34 Together with other measures in this White
Paper – the increases in planning fees, strengthened
tools to drive build out and land assembly powers, our
new Housing Infrastructure Fund and place-based
approach to delivery – this will give local authorities the
tools they need to get building.

59 DCLG Live table 244
60 IPPR make the case for a deal-making process: http://www.ippr.org/publications/closer-to-home
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Boosting productivity and
innovation: modernising the
housebuilding sector
3.37 The housebuilding industry is less productive
than the wider economy, partly because it has been
slow to modernise and make use of more efficient
and faster ways of building. By increasing innovation
and making greater use of modern methods of
construction61 we can change this. Industry reports
suggest homes constructed offsite can be built up to
30% more quickly than traditional methods and with
a potential 25% reduction in costs.62 They are high
quality, reliable, more productive and can be highly
energy efficient. They are high quality, reliable, more
productive and can be highly energy efficient. They can
require fewer people on site, helping to mitigate the
skills shortage. Some firms are increasing their use of
these methods, but we need to go further.
3.38 The industry has the potential to expand
significantly, but a lack of demand from house-builders
means that large firms tend to focus on manufacturing
hotels, student accommodation and schools. Firms
have told us that the most significant barrier to growth
is the lack of a pipeline. A forward view of future orders
and more information about the land available for
development would allow them to secure investment
to scale up production. International evidence
suggests that as production increases the cost per unit
falls.62 Scaling up production would allow industry to
explore and deliver efficiencies, driving down costs.
In turn this will encourage more builders to use these
methods as it becomes economically sensible for them
to do so.

3.40

We will:

• stimulate the growth of this sector through
our Accelerated Construction programme and
the Home Builders’ Fund. This will create new
opportunities for the use of modern methods of
construction to encourage investors into the sector
and give current suppliers confidence to expand
into the housing market. It will also support the
delivery of high quality, energy efficient homes
through these programmes;
• support a joint working group with lenders,
valuers and the industry to ensure that
mortgages are readily available across a range of
tested methods of construction. This will include
encouraging industry and lenders to develop
a stronger set of core data to measure the use
and performance of different technologies to
encourage good decision-making;
• consider how the operation of the planning
system is working for modern methods of
construction (MMC) developments;
• work with local areas who are supportive of this
type of manufacturing to deliver growth, provide
jobs, and build local housing more quickly; and
• alongside the Home Building Fund, consider
the opportunities for offsite firms to access
innovation and growth funding and support
for them to grow.

3.39 To underpin the growth of this sector we
must ensure that homes built offsite can access
finance on the same basis as traditionally built
homes. The Buildoffsite Property Assurance Scheme,
which provides assurance to lenders on methods of
construction, has existed for some time but there is
limited take-up among lenders, partly because of a
lack of data to support them in making decisions.

61 Modern methods of construction include homes that are built offsite or can be rapidly assembled or use other building techniques that increase
productivity.
62 Davies G (2013) Design for Manufacture and Assembly is helping revolutionise construction, making it faster, cleaner, cheaper and more reliable.
Engineering Excellence Journal (Laing O’Rourke). And Woetzel J, Ram S, Mischke J, Garemo N and Sankhe S (2014) A blueprint for addressing the
global affordable housing challenge. McKinsey Global Institute.
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Summary
The broken market is creating challenges for
households across the country. The long-term
solution is to build more homes but that will take
time to have an impact.
This chapter sets out how Government will help people now,
tackling some of the impacts of the housing shortage on
ordinary households and communities. We will:
• continue to support people to buy their own home –
through Help to Buy and Starter Homes;
• help households who are priced out of the market to
afford a decent home that is right for them through our
investment in the Affordable Homes Programme;
• make renting fairer for tenants;
• take action to promote transparency and fairness for the
growing number of leaseholders;
• improve neighbourhoods by continuing to crack down
on empty homes, and support areas most affected by
second homes;
• encourage the development of housing that meets the
needs of our future population;
• help the most vulnerable who need support with
their housing, developing a sustainable and workable
approach to funding supported housing in the future;
and
• do more to prevent homelessness by supporting
households at risk before they reach crisis point as well as
reducing rough sleeping.
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The case for change
4.1
England has some of the highest house price
inflation and worst affordability in the OECD. An
average home now costs almost 8 times the average
earnings, and nearly 30% of local authorities have
house prices over 10 times average earnings. This is
not just a London and the South East problem: in parts
of Greater Manchester, prices are nearly 9 times the
average earnings.63
4.2
This makes it a rational choice for many people
to keep their money in bricks and mortar; either buying
a second home, or maintaining a bigger home than
they need, particularly as they grow older. However,
the additional demand for housing as an investment
product pushes up prices further. And it makes the
economy as a whole more sensitive to any shock that
results in a change in interest rates. This is because
housing is one of the few investment goods that
people can buy with debt. The UK’s ratio of residential
mortgage debt to GDP has fallen from 79% in 2009,
but at 68% it is still the fourth highest in the EU.64
4.3
Rising prices are particularly tough on younger
people trying to get onto the housing ladder, or
wanting to move into their first family home. Some
young people have no choice but to continue to live
with their parents, friends or strangers to make ends
meet.65 Renters are seeing their rents rise; some are
only just about managing to cover their costs. For the
average couple in the private rented sector, rent now
takes up roughly half of their gross income.66 This
makes it harder to save. Around half of all households
in the private rented sector have no savings.67

4.4
Where housing shortages are most acute,
it is creating opportunities for exploitation and
abuse – unreasonable letting agents’ fees, unfair
terms in leases, and landlords letting out dangerous,
overcrowded properties. Increasing numbers of people
find themselves unable to find a home – homelessness
is rising and the loss of a private sector tenancy is
now the most common cause.68 Meanwhile, in
some neighbourhoods some homes remain empty
and unused.
4.5
While we focus our long-term strategy on
increasing overall supply, there is clearly also a need to
intervene to help households now who are struggling
as a result of the immediate symptoms of our broken
market which are causing anxiety, hardship and
unfairness for many households and communities.69
This chapter sets out the steps we will take to tackle
these pressures.

Helping people afford a home
4.6
Home ownership among younger people has
declined sharply in recent years. Low interest rates
have kept the costs of mortgages down for first time
buyers and existing home owners, but rising house
prices and high rents mean that many people cannot
afford a deposit without help from friends and family.
In 2014/15, 27% of first time buyers had help from
friends or family to raise their deposit.70
4.7
The Government will help people save for a
deposit, buy with a smaller deposit, buy at 20% below
the market price, buy the home they are renting from a
social landlord, buy a share of a home or save a deposit
while paying a below market rent. We will also target
more investment into homes for Affordable Rent.

63 DCLG Live Table 577.
64 European Mortgage Federation – Hypostat 2016: A review of Europe’s mortgage and housing markets.
65 A review by Pete Redfern, Chief Executive of Taylor Wimpey, looked at changes to home ownership including among young people:
http://www.redfernreview.org/
66 English Housing Survey 2014/15; statistic refers to the income of the household reference person (the person in whose name the dwelling is
owned or rented) plus that of a partner
67 2014-15 Family Resources Survey, unpublished DWP ad hoc analysis. Savings data from the FRS should be treated with caution due to
underreporting and a high number of imputed cases, see here: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/531243/family-resources-survey-background-note-and-methodology-2014-15.pdf for further information.
68 DCLG Live Table 774
69 Priced Out have highlighted the need to take action to support ordinary working people: http://www.pricedout.org.uk/manifesto
70 English Housing Survey 2014-15
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Saving for a deposit

Starter Homes

4.8
In 2015 the Government introduced the
Help to Buy ISA to boost the savings of prospective
first-time buyers. It offers a 25% savings bonus, up
to a maximum of £3,000, towards the purchase of a
first home. More than 720,000 accounts have been
opened to date and over 38,000 bonuses worth £20.5
million have been paid to September 2016, supporting
over 27,000 home purchases.71

4.13 For young aspiring home owners who would
be unable to get a mortgage for the full market price
of a home, the Government is committed to ensuring
there is a range of affordable homes to support their
aspiration to buy, including discounted starter homes.

4.9
In April 2017, the Government will also
introduce the Lifetime ISA. This will support
younger adults to save flexibly for the long term,
giving them a 25% bonus on up to £4,000 of savings
a year. Savings and the bonus can be put towards the
purchase of a first home, or withdrawn once they
reach the age of 60.

Help to Buy: Equity Loan
4.10 The Government has already helped over
200,000 households to buy a new home through its
package of Help to Buy products.72 This includes the
Help to Buy Equity Loan scheme which has helped
more than 100,000 households, 81% of whom were
first-time buyers, to purchase a new property, with a
deposit as low as 5%.
4.11 Help to Buy Equity Loan was originally
established in 2013 to support homebuyers and boost
housing supply after the recession, in particular to
give developers confidence to start building again.
The evaluation of Help to Buy Equity Loan in 2015
indicated that the scheme had contributed 14% to
total new build housing output since the introduction
of the policy.73 It also found that the scheme had not
had an inflationary effect on house prices and had
instead helped to stabilise the market.
4.12 We have committed £8.6 billion for the
scheme to 2021, ensuring it continues to support
homebuyers and stimulate housing supply.
We also recognise the need to create certainty
for prospective home owners and developers
beyond 2021, so will work with the sector to
consider the future of the scheme.

4.14 Starter homes will be targeted at first time
buyers who would otherwise be priced out of the
market. We intend to make clear through the
NPPF that starter homes, like shared ownership
homes, should be available to households that
need them most, with an income of less than
£80,000 (£90,000 for London). Eligible first time
buyers will also be required to have a mortgage
in order to buy starter homes to stop cash buyers.
4.15 There will also be a 15 year repayment
period for a starter home so when the property
is sold on to a new owner within this period, some
or all of the discount is repaid. This, along with
the mortgage requirement, will reduce the risk of
speculation, ensure there will be more affordable
homes built whilst allowing home owners to move
onwards when the time is right.
4.16 We have listened to concerns that our original
plans for a mandatory requirement of 20% starter
homes on all developments over a certain size will
impact on other affordable homes. We want local
authorities to deliver starter homes as part of a mixed
package of affordable housing that can respond to
local needs and local markets. We will commence the
general duty on councils to promote the supply of
starter homes.
4.17 However, in keeping with our approach to
deliver a range of affordable homes to buy, rather
than a mandatory requirement for starter homes,
we intend to amend the NPPF to introduce a clear
policy expectation that housing sites deliver a
minimum of 10% affordable home ownership
units. It will be for local areas to work with developers
to agree an appropriate level of delivery of starter
homes, alongside other affordable home ownership
and rented tenures.

71 HM Treasury Help to Buy: ISA scheme Quarterly Statistics, (15 December 2016), UK
72 DCLG Help to Buy (equity loan scheme) and Help to Buy: NewBuy statistics: April 2013 to 30 September 2016, (15 December 2016), England;
HM Treasury Help to Buy mortgage guarantee scheme quarterly statistics: October 2013 to 30 September 2016, (15 December 2016), UK
73 DCLG 2016, Evaluation of the Help to Buy Equity Loan Scheme
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4.18 Following our consultation in December
2015, we will also change the NPPF to allow more
brownfield land to be released for developments
with a higher proportion of starter homes by:
a) bringing forward more vacant, unviable and
unused employment land by introducing new rules
for retaining employment land. We will make it
clear that any proposal on employment land that
has been vacant, unused or unviable for a period of
five years, and is not a strategic employment site,
should be considered favourably for starter homeled development.
b) extending the current starter home exception
site policy to include other forms of underused
brownfield land – such as leisure centres and retail
uses – while retaining limited grounds for refusal;
c) allowing development on brownfield land in the
Green Belt, but only where it contributes to the
delivery of starter homes and there is no substantial
harm to the openness of the Green Belt.
4.19 We will clarify that starter homes, with
appropriate local connection tests, can be
acceptable on rural exception sites.
4.20 The £1.2 billion Starter Home Land Fund
will be invested to support the preparation of
brownfield sites to support these developments.
Where we are investing, these sites will include both
starter homes and other types of affordable home
ownership products such as shared ownership and
other products that help people onto the housing
ladder such as Rent to Buy. We will also look to support
starter home development in rural areas by working
in partnership with Councils to bring forward land for
locally supported development. 30 partnerships with
local authorities were announced on 3 January 2017.
Further partnerships will be developed in due course.

4.21 The result of these changes means we will
change our focus from starter homes to a wider range
of affordable housing. Through this wider range
of Government programmes, we expect to help
over 200,000 people become homeowners by
the end of the Parliament. Starter homes will be
an important part of this offer alongside our action
to build other affordable home ownership tenures
like shared ownership and to support prospective
homeowners through Help to Buy and Right to Buy.

Extending Right to Buy discounts to
housing association tenants
4.22 Since the 1980s, the Right to Buy scheme
has helped nearly two million social tenants to buy
their home. The reinvigoration of the scheme in 2012
increased discounts considerably, to provide further
assistance so tenants could afford to buy. Since then,
over 60,000 local authority tenants have bought their
homes74.
4.23 Most housing association tenants do not
currently have access to the Right to Buy scheme. Our
manifesto committed to extend the Right to Buy to
housing association tenants, and in October 2015
we agreed an historic deal with the sector to give the
tenants the chance to buy their home.
4.24 Since then, we have worked closely with the
National Housing Federation and housing associations
to design the voluntary Right to Buy. Groundbreaking pilots with five housing associations have
tested systems and processes while giving up to 600
households the opportunity to buy their home.
4.25 At the Autumn Statement we announced
funding for an expanded regional pilot of the Right to
Buy for housing association tenants. The regional pilot
will allow over 3,000 housing association tenants to
buy their own home with Right to Buy discounts.

74 DCLG, Right to Buy Sales, July to September quarter 2016 (8 December 2016); DCLG, Social Housing Sales, 2015-16 (20 October 2016)
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New homes for Shared Ownership,
Affordable Rent and Rent to Buy
4.26 The Government is committed to building
more affordable homes to boost house-building and
support households who are locked out of the market.
At Autumn Statement we announced an extra
£1.4bn for our Affordable Homes Programme,
taking total investment in this programme to
over £7bn to build around 225,000 affordable
homes in this Parliament.
4.27 This investment will help families to find a
decent home that is right for them. The 2016-21
Affordable Homes Programme was originally designed
to focus on delivering shared ownership. Now
we have opened up the programme, relaxing
restrictions on funding so providers can build a
range of homes including for affordable rent.
4.28 This includes Rent to Buy homes alongside
shared ownership, which will enable thousands of
households to access home ownership through a
product that fits their circumstances. Rent to Buy
will help hard-working households to benefit from a
discounted rent set flexibly at levels to make it locally
affordable so they can save for a deposit to purchase
their home.
4.29 For grant-funded shared ownership we have
made changes to simplify the product in response to
concerns from lenders, developers and prospective
buyers. Alongside funding, this will enable the tenure
to expand and help more households get a foot on the
ladder where they would otherwise have been unable to.

4.30 We remain supportive of institutional
investment in shared ownership and welcome
suggestions for how we could assist the growth of
this sector.

A fairer deal for renters and
leaseholders
4.31 Over 4 million households now rent their
home from a private landlord – nearly twice as many
as ten years ago75 – and there are around 4 million
leasehold homes in England.76 Standards in the private
rented sector remain below those in the social and
owner occupied sectors, but are improving: just 28%
of homes are now non-decent compared to 37% in
2010. An increasing number of private tenants (65%)
are happy with their tenure, compared to 48% in
2004-05.77
4.32 Where there are concerns, these tend to focus
on affordability and security. In the long term, building
more homes will help with affordability, but renters
often face upfront costs including fees charged by
letting agents to tenants. Tenants have no control
over these fees because the agent is appointed by and
works for the landlord. This is wrong. The Government
has already introduced transparency on fees. We will
consult early this year, ahead of bringing forward
legislation as soon as Parliamentary time allows,
to ban letting agent fees to tenants. This will
improve competition in the market and give renters
greater clarity and control over what they pay.78

75 English Housing Survey 2014/15
76 DCLG 2014, Residential leasehold dwellings in England: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/342628/
Residential_Leasehold_dwellings_in_England.pdf
77 English Housing Survey 2014/15
78 Several groups have called for letting agent fees to be banned, including Shelter and Priced Out: https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/
pdf_file/0006/671649/Letting_agencies_-_The_price_you_pay.pdf?_ga=1.89436061.760196451.1486382458; http://www.pricedout.org.uk/
manifesto
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4.33 The Government will continue to drive up
safety and standards in the private rented sector, and
drive out the rogue landlords. The Government will
implement measures introduced in the Housing
and Planning Act 2016, which will introduce
banning orders to remove the worst landlords or
agents from operating, and enable local councils
to issue fines as well as prosecute.
4.34 We are working with industry experts to
consider whether we should take action to mandate
electrical safety checks for rented properties and client
money protection for letting agents as part of our
efforts to raise standards and will set out next steps on
this shortly. We have also set out our plans to extend
mandatory licensing of Houses in Multiple Occupation
(HMOs) which will ensure greater protection for
thousands of vulnerable tenants.
4.35 The predominant use of 6 and 12 month
contracts can mean that families who are renting
need to move home before they had planned to,
which can mean children moving school, alongside
the uncertainty and costs associated with taking on
a new rental property. According to a Shelter report
last year an estimated 65,000 families say that they
were forced to move their child’s school the last time
they moved within the private rented sector.79 We
are proposing to make the private rented sector
more family-friendly by taking steps to promote
longer tenancies on new build rental homes,
as set out in chapter 3. We are working with the
National Housing Federation and the British Property
Federation to encourage longer-term tenancies in
private rental homes delivered by housing associations
and institutional investors. We will be speaking to the
Local Government Association about local authorities’
appetite to do the same, where they are delivering
market private rented housing through local housing
companies. Further to this we will consider what more
we can do to support families already renting privately,
while encouraging continued investment in the sector.

Leaseholders
4.36 The Government will act to promote fairness
and transparency for the growing number of
leaseholders. Leasehold has been a traditional part of
the housing market in this country but there are areas
where urgent reform may be needed, particularly
when buying a house on a leasehold basis. New
leasehold houses can be marketed at a reduced price
compared to freehold. But some purchasers are not
aware at the point of sale that the associated costs
of buying a new leasehold house can make it more
expensive in the long run. Some freeholds and ground
rents of leasehold houses are sold on and traded, with
leaseholders left in the dark, and facing increasing
and onerous payments. This is not in consumers’ best
interests.
4.37 In particular, ground rents with short review
periods and the potential to increase significantly
throughout the lease period may not be offering a fair
deal. We are absolutely determined to address this.
We will therefore consult on a range of measures
to tackle all unfair and unreasonable abuses of
leasehold.
4.38 We will consider further reforms through the
consultation to improve consumer choice and fairness
in leasehold, and whether and how to reinvigorate
Commonhold. We will also work with the Law
Commission to identify opportunities to incorporate
additional leasehold reforms as part of their 13th
Programme of Law Reform, and will take account
of the work of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on
Leasehold and Commonhold.80

79 `Shelter, 2016. The need for stable renting in England. https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1236484/The_need_for_
stability2.pdf
80 Register of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Leasehold and Commonhold: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm/cmallparty/161124/
leasehold-reform.htm
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Improving neighbourhoods
and making best use of
existing homes
4.39 As we focus on increasing overall housing
supply we want to make sure that best use is made
of both new and existing homes, benefitting local
communities and supporting growing economies.
Some communities are particularly concerned about
second homes, and others about properties being left
empty and abandoned. It can be deeply frustrating
for local people to see homes under-used in their
neighbourhood when they themselves might be
struggling to afford to meet their housing needs.
4.40 People are entitled to own a second home,
but in the context of significant pressures on the
supply of homes it is right that they make an additional
contribution to help meet housing need. From last
April, higher rates of Stamp Duty Land Tax have
been payable on purchases of additional residential
properties, including second homes. Some of the
additional receipts are being used to form our new
Community Housing Fund, which is supporting
communities to take the lead in developing
homes, including in areas particularly affected
by second homes. We will consider whether any
additional measures are needed.

Empty homes
4.41 We will also continue to support local
authorities to encourage efficient use of our
existing stock, making best use of homes that
are long-term empty. Local authorities have powers
and incentives to tackle empty homes. Through the
New Homes Bonus they earn the same financial
reward for bringing an empty home back into use as
building a new one. They also have flexibility to impose
a council tax premium of up to 50% (on top of the
council tax bill), on properties that have been empty
and substantially unfurnished for more than two years.
Great progress has been made in recent years and the
number of empty homes stands at its lowest since
records began. At May 2010 over 300,000 homes in
England had been standing empty for longer than
6 months. As of October 2015 the number of longterm empty properties had fallen to 204,000.81

Housing for our future
population
4.42 Offering older people a better choice of
accommodation can help them to live independently
for longer and help reduce costs to the social care
and health systems. We have already put in place
a framework linking planning policy and building
regulations to improve delivery of accessible
housing. To ensure that there is more consistent
delivery of accessible housing, the Government is
introducing a new statutory duty through the
Neighbourhood Planning Bill on the Secretary
of State to produce guidance for local planning
authorities on how their local development
documents should meet the housing needs of
older and disabled people. Guidance produced
under this duty will place clearer expectations about
planning to meet the needs of older people, including
supporting the development of such homes near
local services82. It will also set a clear expectation that
all planning authorities should set policies using the
Optional Building Regulations to bring forward an
adequate supply of accessible housing to meet local
need. In addition, we will explore ways to stimulate the
market to deliver new homes for older people.
4.43 Helping older people to move at the right time
and in the right way could also help their quality of life
at the same time as freeing up more homes for other
buyers. However there are many barriers to people
moving out of family homes that they may have lived
in for decades. There are costs, such as fees, and the
moving process can be difficult. And they may have
a strong emotional attachment to their home which
means that where they are moving to needs to be very
attractive to them and suitable for their needs over a
twenty to thirty year period. There is also often a desire
to be close to friends and family, so the issues are not
straightforward.
4.44 The Government is committed to exploring
these issues further and finding sustainable
solutions to any problems that come to light. To do
this we will draw on the expertise of a wide range
of stakeholders including housebuilders (both
specialist and mainstream); mortgage lenders; clinical
commissioning groups; housing associations and

81 DCLG Live Table 615 - All long-term vacant dwellings by local authority district, England, from 2004
82	The Local Government Association is looking at these issues: http://www.local.gov.uk/documents/10180/7632544/5.5+Housing+commission_
v12_compressed+WEB.pdf/ea3bad67-4c85-423f-aa45-f07888ff0fc5
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local authorities; and most importantly older people
and the groups that represent them. We want to
build on the evidence that already exists to help
deliver outcomes that are best for older people.83
This conversation will generate a range of ideas for
incentives and other innovations for the Government
to consider: improved information and advice for
older people about housing choices, including advice
on adaptations; supporting custom build for older
people; looking at how community living could work;
as well as innovative models of housing with support
available. These will sit alongside the Government
commitments to fund and develop supported housing,
including sheltered, step down and extra care housing,
ensuring that the new supported housing funding
model continues to provide the means for older
people to live independently for longer while relieving
pressure on the adult social care system.

Supported housing
4.45 Supported housing plays an important role in
helping hundreds of thousands of vulnerable people
to live independently or turn their lives around. The
Government is committed to encouraging further
development to meet future demand.
4.46 At the Spending Review, the Government
committed £400 million for a further 8,000 supported
housing units. Over £200 million more is being
invested through the Department of Health’s Care and
Support Specialised Housing Fund to develop 6,000
more supported homes over the next few years.
4.47 The Government is committed to developing
a sustainable and workable approach to funding
supported housing which provides value for money
and works for those who use it as well as those who
pay for it. That is why we have deferred the application
of the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) rates for
supported housing until 2019/20, at which point we
will bring in a new funding model which will ensure
that supported housing continues to be funded at the
same level it would have otherwise been in 2019/20,
taking account of our plans on social rents.

4.48 We are committed to working with the
sector to get the detail right and have published a
consultation paper to work up the detailed design of
the new funding model. The consultation is running
for 12 weeks until 13th February 2017. The detailed
arrangements for implementing the new model
and approach to short term accommodation will
be set out in a subsequent Green Paper which we
will publish this Spring.

Preventing homelessness
4.49 There are multiple and complex reasons
why people become homeless. However, we know
that high and increasing costs in the private rented
sector can impact upon tenants who struggle to pay,
and these households are more likely to be at risk of
becoming homeless. Losing a private sector tenancy is
now the main cause of homelessness.84
4.50 We have a strong safety net, with legislation
to support families and the most vulnerable when
they become homeless. Our focus now is on
ensuring that more people get the help they need
before they become homeless, to prevent a crisis
from happening in the first place. That is why the
Government is supporting Bob Blackman MP’s
Homelessness Reduction Bill which will significantly
reform England’s homelessness legislation, placing
a duty on local authorities to take steps to prevent
the homelessness of anyone eligible and threatened
with homelessness.
4.51 The legal framework is just one part of the
support for households at risk, and we also have
an ambitious programme of reform to enable local
authorities to prevent or relieve homelessness. Since
2010, we have invested more than £500 million which
has helped prevent or relieve over a million cases of
homelessness.85 In October 2016, we launched a new
£40 million programme to drive a shift to homelessness
prevention – intervening earlier to prevent homelessness
happening in the first place, acting quickly when it
does, and helping those rough sleepers with the most
complex needs. Going further, at Autumn Statement

83	Future of an ageing population, Government Office for Science, 2016|
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/535187/gs-16-10-future-of-an-ageing-population.pdf
84 DCLG Live Table 774
85 DCLG Live Table 787
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we announced that we are also doubling the size of
the Rough Sleeping Fund by providing an additional
£10m for grants to innovative approaches to preventing
and reducing rough sleeping.
4.52 We are establishing a network of expert
advisors to work closely with all local authorities
to help bring them to the standard of the best.
We are also reforming homelessness data to get
better insights into what works to prevent and tackle
homelessness and to shine a light on performance.
4.53 We want to prevent people reaching crisis
point, and for those who are already homeless to
be able to move out of temporary accommodation
or hostels to a settled home as quickly as possible.
We will explore new models to support those
that are the hardest to help, including whether
social investment may have a role in helping to secure
homes for those who are vulnerable or at risk of
homelessness. We also want to consider whether
social lettings agencies can be an effective tool
for securing more housing for households who would
otherwise struggle – providing security for landlords
and support for tenants to help strengthen and
sustain tenancies.

Homelessness trailblazers
The £20 million Homelessness Prevention
Trailblazer fund will establish a network of
28 ambitious local authorities across England.
Through the fund a wide variety of innovative
new approaches to preventing homelessness
will be developed such as:
• a multi-authority bid to deliver tailored
support to over 1,000 PRS tenants at risk of
homelessness;
• the introduction of a specialist unit to work
across statutory services, the community and
businesses in to early identify, intervene and
work with households at risk of homelessness;
and
• joining up data across police and health
services to better identify and help people who
are at risk of homelessness.
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You don’t have to be an expert in housing or
construction to know that our property market is
broken. You just have to be one of the millions of
hardworking people who can’t afford to buy or even
rent the kind of safe, secure, affordable home that
previous generations have taken for granted.
It’s all down to the fact that not enough houses are
being built. The reasons for this are many and complex
but, as this White Paper shows, they can be tackled.
But it’s not something Government can do alone. Local
authorities, private developers, housing associations,
infrastructure providers, mortgage lenders and local
communities all have a role to play. And they’re all
supported by measures in this White Paper.
None of this constitutes a blank cheque. Where help
and investment is offered we expect to see results.
That’s why the White Paper also explains how we will
take action against developers or authorities that are
not pulling their weight.
As well as the councils and builders and others, this
White Paper will help the one group that matters more
than any other: hardworking people who just want to
be able to afford a place to call their own.
It will help the tenants of today, facing rising rents,
unfair fees and insecure tenures. It will help the
homeowners of tomorrow, getting more of the right
homes built in the right places. And it will help our
children and our children’s children by halting decades
of declining affordability and fixing our broken
housing market for good.
It’s a bold, radical vision for housing in this country.
Now we must all work together to turn our blueprint
into bricks and mortar.
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Introduction

• Support for small scale developers, custom and
self-builders (28 November 2014);

A.1
This White Paper sets out a programme of
reform to tackle the long-standing problems in the
housing market and ensure that more homes are built
in the right places.

• Sustainable Drainage Systems
(18 December 2014);

A.2
In order to implement the vision set out in
the White Paper, we are also consulting on a range
of specific planning proposals. This annex provides
further detail of the changes to planning policy and
legislation needed to implement the proposals in
chapters 1 and 2; and sets out consultation questions
where new proposals are being made. It also sets
out some wider changes to national planning
policy in relation to affordable housing, sustainable
development and the environment.
A.3
We are not consulting on the proposals in
chapters 3 and 4 in this document, other than a
separate consultation on the Build to Rent proposals in
chapter 3, which has been launched today.
A.4
Several proposals build on consultations and
reviews conducted over the last year: the report of the
Local Plans Expert Group; consultations on changes
to the National Planning Policy Framework, technical
changes to planning and ‘building up’ in London;
and the Rural Planning Review call for evidence.86
The Government has taken account of responses to
these in deciding the way forward. A summary of the
responses to each consultation is being published
alongside the White Paper.

• Starter Homes (2 March 2015);
• Parking: helping local shops and preventing
congestion (25 March 2015);
• Housing standards: streamlining the system
(25 March 2015);
• Local Planning, which covers onshore wind farms
(18 June 2015);
• National Planning Policy Framework: technical
adjustment (22 July 2015);
• Green Belt protection and intentional
unauthorised development (17 December 2015);
and
• Neighbourhood planning (12 December 2016)

How to Respond
A.6
Below is more information about the scope of
the consultation and how to respond to it.

A.5
Many of the changes involve amendments
to the National Planning Policy Framework. The
Government intends to publish a revised Framework
later this year, which will consolidate the outcome
from the previous and current consultations. It will
also incorporate changes to reflect changes made to
national policy through Written Ministerial Statements
since March 2012. These are:

86 Local Plans Expert Group (2016) Local Plans: Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and Planning. http://lpeg.
org/; DCLG (2015) National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/nationalplanning-policy-consultation-on-proposed-changes; DCLG (2016) Technical consultation on implementation of planning changes. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507019/160310_planning_consultation.pdf; DCLG (2016)
Consultation on upward extensions in London. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/upward-extensions-in-london; DCLG (2016)
Rural Planning Review: Call for Evidence. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/rural-planning-review-call-for-evidence.
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Scope of the consultation
Topic of this consultation:

Changes to planning policy and legislation in relation to planning for housing,
sustainable development and the environment

Scope of this consultation:

The Department for Communities and Local Government is consulting on
new planning proposals which will involve amendments to the National
Planning Policy Framework and regulations. It also sets out some wider
changes to national planning policy in relation to sustainable development
and the environment.

Geographical scope:

The policies and proposals set out in this White Paper apply to England only.
In Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, housing and planning policy is the
responsibility of the Scottish Government, Welsh Government and Northern
Ireland Executive respectively. The UK government retains responsibility for
housing and planning policy in England, including funding for England-only
bodies such as the Homes and Communities Agency, the government’s
housing, land and regeneration agency, and the regulator of social housing
providers in England. The Mayor of London is responsible for the functions of
the HCA in London.

Impact Assessment:

N/A
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Basic information
To:

This consultation is open to everyone. We are keen to hear from a wide range
of interested parties from across the public and private sectors, as well as from
the general public.

Body/bodies responsible for
the consultation:

Department for Communities and Local Government

Duration:

The consultation will begin on 7 February 2017. The consultation will run for
12 weeks and will close on 2 May 2017. All responses should be received by
no later than 23:45 on 2 May 2017.

Enquiries:

During the consultation, if you have any enquiries, please contact:
planningpolicyconsultation@communities.gsi.gov.uk

How to respond:

You may respond by completing an online survey at:
https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/QLLWWSS
Alternatively you can email your response to the questions in this consultation to:
planningpolicyconsultation@communities.gsi.gov.uk
If you are responding in writing, please make it clear which questions you are
responding to.
Written responses should be sent to:
Planning Policy Consultation Team
Department for Communities and Local Government
Third Floor, South East
Fry Building
2 Marsham Street
SW1P 4DF
When you reply it would be very useful if you confirm whether you are replying
as an individual or submitting an official response on behalf of an organisation
and include:
– your name,
– your position (if applicable),
– the name of organisation (if applicable),
– an address (including post-code),
– an email address, and
– a contact telephone number
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Proposals from Chapter One
Getting plans in place
Making sure every community has an
up-to-date, sufficiently ambitious plan
A.7
We will do all we can to support local
authorities to produce a plan, from simplifying
the process to boosting capability and capacity
in planning authorities. When necessary we will,
however, intervene to ensure that plans are in place
– using our existing powers and those proposed in
the Neighbourhood Planning Bill currently before
Parliament.
A.8
This may include directing a local planning
authority to review their existing plan, where it is out
of date. Where an authority is failing to do what is
required to get their plan in place, we will consider the
case for issuing directions to that authority to prepare a
plan, to set the timetable for its production or arrange
for a plan to be written for them in consultation with
local people.
A.9
In February 2016, we consulted on our
proposed criteria for making decisions on whether to
intervene in plan-making,87 which was where:
• the least progress in plan-making had been made;
• policies in plans had not been kept up to date;
• there was higher housing pressure; and
• intervention would have the greatest impact in
accelerating local plan production.
A.10

We also proposed that:

• decisions on intervention would be informed by the
wider planning context in each area (specifically,
the extent to which authorities are working
co-operatively to put strategic plans in place, and
the potential impact that not having a plan has on
neighbourhood planning activity); and
• authorities would have an opportunity to put
forward any exceptional circumstances before
action was taken.
A.11 Having considered the responses to these
proposals, the Government intends to make
decisions on intervention on the basis of these

criteria, as set out in the consultation – making use
of its existing powers and those proposed in the
Neighbourhood Planning Bill.
A.12 The Neighbourhood Planning Bill would also
allow the Secretary of State to require local planning
authorities to review local plans and other local
development documents at prescribed intervals, so
that they can be kept up-to-date. We will set out in
regulations a requirement for these documents
to be reviewed at least once every five years.
An authority will need to update their plan if their
existing housing target can no longer be justified
against their objectively assessed housing requirement,
unless they have agreed a departure from the standard
methodology with the Planning Inspectorate.
A.13 The Government would like to see more and
better joint working where planning issues go beyond
individual authorities, building on the existing duty to
co-operate:
• we will consult on changes to the National
Planning Policy Framework so that authorities
are expected to prepare a Statement of
Common Ground, setting out how they intend to
work together to meet housing requirements that
cut across authority boundaries;
• in several parts of the country, devolution deals
have been accompanied by proposals for strategic
plans that will allow housing requirements to be
considered at a scale which is broader than individual
authorities. Our proposals to allow spatial
development strategies to allocate strategic
sites, set out below, will make these more effective;
• we will use the new £2.3bn Housing
Infrastructure Fund to encourage and support
collaboration where it is appropriate to do so; and
• where it is clear that effective cross-boundary
planning is needed but is not being taken forward,
the Neighbourhood Planning Bill would allow
the Secretary of State to direct a group of
authorities to work together to produce a
joint plan.

87 DCLG (2016) Technical consultation on implementation of planning changes. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/507019/160310_planning_consultation.pdf.
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Making plans easier to produce

way of setting out their key strategic priorities
(which may be jointly with other authorities), with
the expectation that more detailed matters are
addressed through neighbourhood plans or more
focused development plan documents (Box 1).

A.14 We want to give local planning authorities
more flexibility over the types of plan that they
produce, so that plan-making can be tailored to the
circumstances in each place.
A.15 To help facilitate this the Neighbourhood
Planning Bill, currently before Parliament, would in
future require each local planning authority to maintain
a set of key strategic policies, with flexibility over
whether these are in a plan produced by an individual
authority, in a joint local plan produced by a group
of authorities, or in a spatial development strategy
produced by a combined authority or an elected mayor.
A.16 To help implement this reform the
Government is proposing two changes to the National
Planning Policy Framework:
• As suggested by the Local Plans Expert Group,
we will remove the policy expectation that
each local planning authority should produce
a single local plan. We will make clear instead
that authorities should identify the most effective

• We also propose to set out in policy the key
strategic priorities that every area is expected
to plan for, which would be those listed already
in the National Planning Policy Framework,88
with an additional requirement to plan for the
allocations needed to deliver the area’s housing
requirement (except insofar as this requirement
will be met through windfall development or more
detailed plans).
A.17 We also want to ensure that spatial
development strategies produced by new combined
authorities or elected Mayors can be as effective as
possible, without the need for policies to be duplicated
in local plans. The Government therefore proposes
that where these strategies require unanimous
agreement of the members of the combined
authority, regulations will allow them to allocate
strategic sites.

Box 1: The new framework for plan-making

Mandatory

Local plan

Policies to address
key strategic policies
(including strategic sites)

(for individual authorities
or prepared jointly)

Optional
More focused policies
for particular places
or issues

Neighbourhood
plans

or

Spatial
development
strategy
(where this power is
conferred on a combined
authority or mayor)

or

More focused
development plan
documents
(e.g. action area plans
for areas of
significant change)

88 NPPF paragraph 156: these priorities are the homes and jobs needed in the area; the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development;
the provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste management, water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change
management, and the provision of minerals and energy (including heat); and climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and
enhancement of the natural and historic environment, including landscape.
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A.18 The Local Plans Expert Group also put forward
a number of proposals to streamline the process for
producing plans, which we have considered alongside
the comments received on their Report. In response
we will amend the National Planning Policy
Framework to:
• Make clear that plans and policies should not
duplicate one another. For example, where a
spatial development strategy is prepared, local plans
will not be expected to cover the same strategic
issues. Guidance will make clear that exceptions
to this principle may be made where a new or
emerging plan is maintaining key policies from
another plan which is no longer up-to-date, for
example where neighbourhood plans rely on policies
in the local plan; and that authorities may rely on
policies in the National Planning Policy Framework
rather than replicating them in their plans; and
• Amend the tests of what is expected of a
‘sound’ plan, to make clear that it should set
out ‘an’ appropriate strategy for the area
rather than having to demonstrate that it contains
‘the most’ appropriate strategy (as the current
wording can encourage disproportionate work
and challenge at examinations).
A.19 Alongside these changes, we propose to
revise the National Planning Policy Framework
to tighten the definition of what evidence is
required to support a ‘sound’ plan – to allow for
a more proportionate approach, while ensuring that
clear and concise evidence is available on the key issues
that affect the capacity of each area to accommodate
development.
A.20 With the emergence of spatial
development strategies outside London, and with
the continued growth of neighbourhood planning,
the Government would also welcome views on
what wider changes may be needed to ensure
that consultation and examination procedures
for all forms of plan-making are appropriate and
proportionate and that different levels of plans
work together.

Assessing housing requirements
A.21 The White Paper sets out the Government’s
intention to consult on options for introducing
a more standardised approach to assessing
housing requirements. The Local Plans Expert Group
concluded that a more standardised methodology was

Question 1
Do you agree with the proposals to:
a) Make clear in the National Planning Policy
Framework that the key strategic policies that
each local planning authority should maintain
are those set out currently at paragraph
156 of the Framework, with an additional
requirement to plan for the allocations
needed to deliver the area’s housing
requirement?
b) Use regulations to allow Spatial Development
Strategies to allocate strategic sites,
where these strategies require unanimous
agreement of the members of the combined
authority?
c) Revise the National Planning Policy
Framework to tighten the definition of what
evidence is required to support a ‘sound’
plan?

Question 2
What changes do you think would support more
proportionate consultation and examination
procedures for different types of plan and
to ensure that different levels of plans work
together?
one of the most important reforms that could be made
to improve plan-making, and the principle of a more
consistent approach was supported by many of those
who commented on their report.
A.22 A more standardised methodology for
assessing housing requirements will allow a more
consistent approach to establishing a suitable
baseline for housing land supply and housing delivery,
in the absence of an up-to-date plan. Subject to
consultation, we propose that from April 2018
the new methodology for calculating housing
requirements would apply as the baseline
for assessing 5 year housing land supply and
housing delivery, in the absence of an up-to-date
plan. In specific circumstances where authorities are
collaborating on ambitious proposals for new homes,
the Secretary of State would be able to give additional
time before this new baseline applies.
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A.23 We want councils to use the new approach as
they produce their plans and will incentivise them to
do so. We will expect councils that decide not to use
the new approach to explain why not and to justify the
methodology they have adopted in their area. We will
consult on what constitutes a reasonable justification
for deviating from the standard methodology, and make
this explicit in the National Planning Policy Framework.
A.24 Whatever the methodology for assessing
overall housing requirements, it will remain important
for authorities to assess the extent to which this needs
to be translated into homes that are suitable for groups
with specific housing requirements. We propose to
strengthen national policy so that local planning
authorities are expected to have clear policies
for addressing the housing requirements of
groups with particular needs, such as older and
disabled people.

Digital planning: making plans and
proposals more accessible
A.25 We intend to increase the amount
of planning data that is easily available
to individuals, groups, entrepreneurs and
businesses. This will make planning more accessible,
and also allow public data to be used in a way
that increases accountability, drives choice and
spurs innovation. The Local Plans Expert Group
recommended that more plans should be accessible
online, using interactive tools and improved facilities
for online consultation.
A.26 The Government has already piloted a new
set of open data standards for publishing information
about brownfield land suitable for housing. Over
70 authorities took part in the pilot and the majority
have now published their ‘brownfield registers’. Local
authorities will be required to prepare and maintain
these registers from this spring. This will ensure
that nationally consistent information on suitable
brownfield sites is kept up to date and made publicly
available for communities and developers.
A.27 In addition, the Neighbourhood Planning
Bill contains proposals for more consistent and open
data standards for plans. In support of this we are
working with local authorities, users of plans and
other innovators through a pilot programme to

Question 3
Do you agree with the proposals to:
a) amend national policy so that local planning
authorities are expected to have clear policies
for addressing the housing requirements of
groups with particular needs, such as older
and disabled people?
b) from early 2018, use a standardised approach
to assessing housing requirements as
the baseline for five year housing supply
calculations and monitoring housing delivery,
in the absence of an up-to-date plan?

identify opportunities to prescribe open data standards
for local plans and use digital tools to support better
plan-making, improve the accessibility of information
and help people identify and develop appropriate land
for housing.
A.28 It is also important that we improve our
understanding of the role the environment plays in our
lives so that Government and other decision takers can
improve outcomes. Through its 25 Year Environment
Plan, the Government will set out a full programme of
work to support people to make better environmental
decisions, including through the use of improved
data. This will build on previous work such as the
Outdoor Recreation Valuation (ORVal) tool89, which
quantifies the recreational benefits that are provided
by accessible greenspace.

Making land ownership and interests
more transparent
A.29 Making data about land ownership and
interests more readily available will allow authorities
and communities to take a more proactive role in
developing plans, support digital plan-making and
help new entrants to the market.
A.30 To help tackle this HM Land Registry will be
modernised to become a digital and data-driven
registration business within the public sector. This
is central to achieving genuine transparency on land

89 Land, Environment, Economics and Policy (LEEP) Institute at University of Exeter, with funding from DEFRA (2016). Outdoor Recreation Valuation
(ORVal) tool. Available at: http://leep.exeter.ac.uk/orval/
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ownership and control. HM Land Registry is committed
to becoming the world’s leading land registry for
speed, simplicity and an open approach to data.
A.31 A modernised Land Registry will also aid better
data sharing across government for the purposes of
supporting development, ensuring financial stability,
tax collection, law enforcement and the protection of
national security. The Government will examine
how HM Land Registry and the Ordnance Survey
can work more closely together to provide a more
effective digital land and property data service. This
work will assess how their combined land and property

data can be made more openly available to the benefit
of developers, home buyers and others.
A.32 As part of these changes the Government
will ensure completion of the Land Register.
Currently 83% of the land in England and Wales
is registered, but we need to go further. Opening
up land and property data will make it easier for
communities and authorities to engage in and make
informed decisions about planning, development
and investment. HM Land Registry is committed to
achieving a more open and digital Register and will
aim to achieve comprehensive registration by 2030.

Case study: Better access to planning data in Plymouth and Surrey
Plymouth City Council published The Plymouth
Plan 2011-2031 as an interactive website. This
allows the plan to be browsed easily in a way which
is relevant to particular groups (resident, business,
investor, etc.) or interests (such as the economy,
arts and culture, living and housing). The City
Council has also opened up over 100 data sets
through its DATA Play initiative to give communities
better access to information about their area and
more ability to suggest improvements. And through
Crowdfund Plymouth, an online crowdfunding
campaign, a council pledge of £120,000 of the
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) has attracted
over £400,000 of match pledges from over 5,000
people and organisations.

Images © Plymouth City Council

Surrey Digital Services, a coalition of local authorities,
developed The Planning Hub – a consolidated feed
of planning information across Surrey, regardless
of originating authority, computer systems or
administrative boundaries. Alongside Hampshire
County Council, DCLG and the Local eGovernment
Standards Body (LeGSB) a national planning
application data standard was created, which is
now gathering data from 11 providers for anyone
to access via an Application Programming Interface
(API), which consists of protocols, definitions and
tools for building application software. This has not
been possible previously, despite its significant value
for business processes and public access. It helps
people to engage with local planning matters and
allows developers and entrepreneurs to make use
of the data in order to improve public interaction
with local planning services.
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All publicly-held land in the areas of greatest
housing need will be registered by 2020, with
the rest to follow by 2025. As an interim step, the
Government will collate and make openly
available a complete list of all unregistered
publicly held land by April 2018, which will assist
with prioritising registration and provide an early
indication of the scale of potential sites for house
building and associated infrastructure needs.
A.33 Alongside the improved registration of
land, the Government proposes to improve the
availability of data about wider interests in
land. There are numerous ways of exercising control
over land, short of ownership, such as through
an option to purchase land or as a beneficiary of
a restrictive covenant. There is a risk that because
these agreements are not recorded in a way that is
transparent to the public, local communities are unable
to know who stands to fully benefit from a planning
permission. They could also inhibit competition
because SMEs and other new entrants find it harder
to acquire land. There is the additional risk that this
land may sit in a ‘land bank’ once an option has been
acquired without the prospect of development.
A.34 Therefore, the Government will consult
on improving the transparency of contractual
arrangements used to control land. Following
consultation, any necessary legislation will be introduced
at the earliest opportunity. We will also consult on
how the Land Register can better reflect wider
interests in land with the intention of providing a ‘clear
line of sight’ across a piece of land setting out who owns,
controls or has an interest in it.
A.35 In addition, HM Land Registry will make
available, free of charge, its commercial and
corporate ownership data set, and the overseas
ownership data set. These data sets contain data
on 3.5 million titles to land held under all ownership
categories with the exception of private individuals,
charities and trustees. The Government also intends to
simplify the current restrictive covenant regime
by implementing the Law Commission’s proposals for
reform90 and will publish a draft Bill for consultation
as announced in the Queen’s Speech.

Making enough land available
in the right places
A.36 Local planning authorities have a responsibility
to do all they can to meet their housing requirements,
even though not all areas may be able to do so
in full. The presumption in favour of sustainable
development,91 which sits at the heart of the
Government’s planning policy, places a clear obligation
on authorities to plan positively. There are, however,
opportunities to make the practical consequences of
this obligation more explicit, and to make aspects of the
presumption clearer in the light of experience since the
National Planning Policy Framework was introduced.
A.37 Therefore the Government proposes to amend
the National Planning Policy Framework so that when
preparing plans:
• local planning authorities should be able to
demonstrate that they have a clear strategy
to maximise the use of suitable land in their
area, so it is clear how much development can be
accommodated; and
• their identified housing requirement should
be accommodated unless there are policies
elsewhere in the National Planning Policy
Framework that provide strong reasons
for restricting development (rather than just
‘indicating’ development should be restricted, as
policy says now); or the adverse impacts of meeting
need would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits.
A.38 As part of these changes the Government
proposes to clarify which national policies it
regards as providing a strong reason to restrict
development when preparing plans, or which
indicate that development should be restricted when
making decisions on planning applications: it is
proposed that these are limited to the policies listed
currently at footnote 9 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, with the addition of Ancient Woodland
and aged or veteran trees;92 and that these are no
longer set out as ‘examples’ but as a clear list. There
has been uncertainty about this aspect of national

90	Law Commission (2011) Making land work: Easements, Covenants and Profits à Prendre (HC1067). Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/229064/1067.pdf
91	Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
92	And, for clarity, those non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled
monuments.
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policy, so this change should provide a clearer position
for both plan makers and those making decisions on
applications. Ancient Woodland and aged or veteran
trees are irreplaceable habitats and we consider it
important that national policy reflects the need to
protect them.
A.39 The Government considers that the
presumption in favour of sustainable
development could be clarified further through
some additional adjustments:
• Reordering to reflect what decision-makers are
likely to do in practice:93 first, consider whether
there are any national policies that justify restricting
development, and then whether any adverse
impacts would ‘significantly and demonstrably’
outweigh the benefits;
• A shorter, clearer opening line; removal of references
to ‘local plans’ when referring to local planning
authority plans (in view of the more flexible
approach to plan-making set out in this White
Paper); and numbering of its sub-paragraphs.
A.40 Box 2 overleaf shows what the combined
effect of these proposed changes would be for the
wording of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

Bringing brownfield land back into use
A.41 The Government has already embarked on an
ambitious programme to bring brownfield land back
into use, which includes:
• introducing statutory brownfield registers which
local planning authorities will use to indicate which
previously developed sites are suitable for housing.
These registers provide a platform for granting
permission in principle for housing on suitable sites,
giving early certainty to landowners, developers
and communities;
• making £3 billion of loan funding for developers
available through the Home Building Fund
announced in October 2016, with an emphasis on
supporting developments on brownfield land;
• a wide range of new permitted development
rights, which give permission for specified forms
of development – such as converting office, retail
and agricultural buildings into residential use.
More than 13,800 homes were added to the stock
through permitted development rights enabling
change of use to residential in 2015/16;94
• designating 26 Housing Zones with the potential
to deliver up to 44,000 new homes on brownfield
land. The London programme is devolved to the
Mayor - 31 Zones have been designated in London
and are expected to deliver 77,000 new homes;

Question 4
Do you agree with the proposals to amend the
presumption in favour of sustainable development
so that:
a) authorities are expected to have a clear strategy for
maximising the use of suitable land in their areas?;
b) it makes clear that identified development needs
should be accommodated unless there are strong
reasons for not doing so set out in the NPPF?;

of the National Planning Policy Framework (so
these are no longer presented as examples), with
the addition of Ancient Woodland and aged or
veteran trees?
d) its considerations are re-ordered and numbered,
the opening text is simplified and specific
references to local plans are removed?

c) the list of policies which the Government regards
as providing reasons to restrict development is
limited to those set out currently in footnote 9

93 W
 hile also observing the basic legal requirements to take all material considerations into account, and to make the decision in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
94 DCLG (2016) Housing Supply; net additional dwellings, England: 2015-16. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/housing-supply-net-additional-dwellings-england-2015-to-2016
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Box 2: Proposed text of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development
At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development.
For plan-making this means that:
a) local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area, as well as any needs that genuinely cannot be met within neighbouring
authorities, through a clear strategy to maximise the use of suitable land;
b) their plans should accommodate objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt
to rapid change, unless:
i. specific policies in this Framework provide a strong reason for development to be restricted;1
or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.
For decision-taking2 this means:
a) approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and
b) where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting
permission unless:
i. specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted1; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.
1 Policies relating to sites protected under the Birds and Habitats Directives (see paragraph 119) and/or designated as
Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, Heritage Coast or within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); Ancient Woodland and aged or veteran
trees; designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in paragraph 139); and
locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion.
2 Unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

• continuing to use our £1.2 billion Starter Homes
Land Fund to bring forward suitable brownfield
land for starter homes and other types of affordable
home ownership products. Thirty local authority
partnerships, working with the Homes and
Communities Agency, were announced in January
to help identify suitable sites.
A.42 Going further, the presumption should be
that brownfield land within settlements is suitable for
housing unless there are clear and specific reasons
to the contrary (such as high flood risk). To facilitate

this, we will amend the National Planning Policy
Framework to indicate that great weight should
be attached to the value of using suitable
brownfield land within settlements for homes,
following the broad support for this proposal in our
consultation in December 2015.95 In addition, our
proposals for increasing the density of development
set out in this White Paper will ensure that maximum
use is made of brownfield sites that are suitable
for homes.

95 D
 CLG (2015) National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-consultation-on-proposed-changes
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Improving local authorities’ role in land
assembly and disposal
A.43 Local authorities are already able to secure
planning permission on sites that they own, allowing
them to be proactive in developing public land. Unitary
authorities (including London Boroughs) and Urban
Development Corporations can use this to provide
certainty for developers purchasing land from (or
partnering with) public bodies to deliver new homes.
However, this power is currently constrained in two-tier
local authority areas, where the resulting permission
may be implemented only by the authority and any
partner body. Any subsequent purchaser would need to
re-apply for planning permission in order to carry out the
development, adding time and expense to the process.
A.44 We wish to address this discrepancy between
the powers available in unitary and two-tier areas, so
we propose to amend regulations so that all local
planning authorities are able to dispose of land
with the benefit of planning consent which they
have granted to themselves.
A.45 Where local authorities and other public
bodies dispose of surplus land for homes, the land
should normally be sold for the best consideration
that can be reasonably obtained. An authority
may, however, dispose of land at less than best
consideration (‘undervalue’) where this can be
justified, for example in enabling the land to be
regenerated and used for new homes.
A.46 Local authorities are currently required to seek
consent from the Secretary of State for the sale of all
land held for planning purposes at an undervalue.
This requirement can delay disposals and hold up
development schemes, including for new housing.
It is also inconsistent with the existing ability of local
authorities to dispose of land which is not held for
housing or planning purposes without the Secretary of
State’s consent, where the undervalue is £2m or less.
A.47 We will consult on using powers in the
Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013 to issue a
new General Disposal Consent, which would
enable authorities to dispose of land held for
planning purposes at less than best consideration
without the need for specific consent from the
Secretary of State. The consultation will seek views
on a threshold below which specific consent would

Question 5
Do you agree that regulations should be
amended so that all local planning authorities
are able to dispose of land with the benefit of
planning consent which they have granted to
themselves?

not need to be obtained. We will also consult on
revising the existing £2m threshold for the disposal of
other (non-housing) land.
A.48 In many countries local authorities regularly
work with local landowners to assemble land for
housing. In Germany it is common for authorities
to use a process known as land ‘pooling’ or
‘readjustment’ to collaborate with landowners in the
assembly, servicing and disposal of land and realise
the benefit from the uplift in land values once the
site receives planning permission and is made ready
for development. This enables local authorities to
bring forward new building plots for local people
and for smaller builders to build homes, often at
reduced prices. The Government considers that
such approaches could be used more extensively
in England, and would welcome views from local
authorities and others on the opportunities this
presents, any barriers inhibiting greater take-up,
and how these may be addressed.

Question 6
How could land pooling make a more effective
contribution to assembling land, and what
additional powers or capacity would allow local
authorities to play a more active role in land
assembly (such as where ‘ransom strips’ delay or
prevent development)?
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Regenerating housing estates
A.49 The Government’s national strategy on estate
regeneration was published in December 201696.
Through a combination of practical advice and
guidance, it sets out how best to deliver high-quality,
well-designed estate regeneration, including advice
on financing and delivering schemes, the role of local
authorities, and how to engage and protect residents.
A.50 To support this strategy, we propose to
amend the National Planning Policy Framework
to encourage local planning authorities to
consider the social and economic benefits of
estate regeneration when preparing their plans and
in decisions on applications, and to use their planning
powers to help deliver estate regeneration to a
high standard.

Question 7
Do you agree that national policy should
be amended to encourage local planning
authorities to consider the social and economic
benefits of estate regeneration when preparing
their plans and in decisions on applications, and
use their planning powers to help deliver estate
regeneration to a high standard?

Supporting small and medium sized
sites, and thriving rural communities
A.51 In February last year the Government
launched a call for evidence for a Rural Planning
Review.97 Responses were clear that improving the
availability and affordability of homes in rural areas
is vital for sustaining rural communities, alongside
action to support jobs and services. The Government’s
response to the review, published alongside this White
Paper, includes proposals to expand the permitted
development rights that apply to agricultural buildings,
to provide more homes for local people. Alongside
this, the Government intends to make a number of
changes to national planning policy to provide better
support for rural housing, and for development on
small and medium-sized sites.

A.52 Reflecting proposals set out in the
Government’s previous consultation on changes to the
National Planning Policy Framework,98 we will
• amend national policy to expect local planning
authorities to have policies that support the
development of small ‘windfall’ sites (those not
allocated in plans, but which come forward on an
ad hoc basis); and
• indicate that great weight should be given
to using small undeveloped sites within
settlements for homes, where they are suitable
for residential development.99
A.53 These changes apply to all types of
area. Together with the additional weight that
national policy will be placing on the benefits of
developing brownfield land, they will ensure there
is a clear presumption that residential development
opportunities on small sites should be treated
positively, while ensuring authorities can continue
to protect valued areas of open space, the character
of residential neighbourhoods and stop unwanted
garden grabbing.
A.54 There are opportunities to go further to
support a good mix of sites and meet rural housing
needs, especially where scope exists to expand
settlements in a way which is sustainable and helps
provide homes for local people. This is especially
important in those rural areas where a high demand
for homes makes the cost of housing a particular
challenge for local people. With these objectives
in mind we are proposing a number of additional
changes to the National Planning Policy Framework to:
• highlight the opportunities that
neighbourhood plans present for identifying
and allocating small sites that are suitable
for housing, drawing on the knowledge of local
communities;
• encourage local planning authorities to
identify opportunities for villages to thrive,
especially where this would support services and
help meet the need to provide homes for local
people who currently find it hard to live where they
grew up; and

96 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/estate-regeneration-national-strategy
97	DCLG (2016) Rural Planning Review: Call for Evidence. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/rural-planning-review-call-for-evidence.
98 DCLG (2015) National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-consultation-on-proposed-changes
99 Small sites for this purpose are those capable of accommodating fewer than 10 units, or which are smaller than 0.5ha.
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• give much stronger support for ‘rural
exception’ sites that provide affordable
homes for local people100 – by making clear that
these should be considered positively where they
can contribute to meeting identified local housing
needs, even if this relies on an element of general
market housing to ensure that homes are genuinely
affordable for local people.
A.55 In addition, we are proposing some further
changes to promote a good mix of sites and increase
the supply of land available to small and medium-sized
housebuilders – something that will help to diversify
the housebuilding sector and encourage more
competition. These changes would:
• make clear that on top of the allowance made for
windfall sites, at least 10% of the sites allocated
for residential development in local plans
should be sites of half a hectare or less;
• expect local planning authorities to work with
developers to encourage the sub-division
of large sites; and
• encourage greater use of Local Development
Orders and area-wide design codes so
that small sites may be brought forward for
development more quickly.

A new generation of new communities
A.56 The Government is already supporting the
creation of ten new garden towns and cities, and 14
new garden villages. Together, these new communities
could deliver more than 200,000 new homes over the
next 20 to 30 years, with more than 25,000 homes
expected to start on site by 2020. Some £15 million
of capacity funding has been made available to help
build these new communities, and we have set up a
development corporation to drive forward the delivery
of Ebbsfleet, backed by £275 million of capital funding
for infrastructure.

Question 8
Do you agree with the proposals to amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to:
a) highlight the opportunities that
neighbourhood plans present for identifying
and allocating small sites that are suitable for
housing?;
b) encourage local planning authorities to
identify opportunities for villages to thrive,
especially where this would support services
and help meet the authority’s housing needs?;
c) give stronger support for ‘rural exception’
sites – to make clear that these should
be considered positively where they can
contribute to meeting identified local housing
needs, even if this relies on an element of
general market housing to ensure that homes
are genuinely affordable for local people?;
d) make clear that on top of the allowance
made for windfall sites, at least 10% of sites
allocated for residential development in local
plans should be sites of half a hectare or less?;
e) expect local planning authorities to work with
developers to encourage the sub-division of
large sites?; and
f) encourage greater use of Local Development
Orders and area-wide design codes so that
small sites may be brought forward for
development more quickly?.

100 S mall sites used to provide affordable housing for local communities on land which would not normally be released for homes, as defined in the
National Planning Policy Framework.
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Figure A.1: Garden towns and villages
Garden Villages
01 - Long Marston (Stratford-on-Avon)
02 - Oxfordshire Cotswold (West
Oxfordshire)
03 - Deenethorpe (East Northants)
04 - Culm (Mid Devon)
05 - Wellborne (Fareham)
06 - West Carclaze (Cornwall)
07 - Dunton Hills (Brentwood)
08 - Spitalgate Heath (South Kesteven)
09 - Halsnead (Knowsley)
10 - Longcross (Runnymede and
Surrey Heath)

Garden Towns
01 - Ebbsfleet
02 - Otterpool Park (Kent)
03 - Bicester
04 - Basingstoke
05 - Didcot
06 - North Essex (Colchester, Braintree, Tendring)
07 - North Northamptonshire
08 - Aylesbury
09 - Taunton
10 - Harlow and Gilston

11 - Bailrigg (Lancaster)
12 - Infinity Garden Village (South
Derbyshire and Derby City)
13 - Handforth (Cheshire East)
14 - St Cuthberts (Carlisle)
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A.57 To support the delivery of existing and any
future garden communities, we will:
• ensure that decisions on infrastructure
investment take better account of the
opportunities to support new and existing
communities;
• legislate to enable the creation of locally
accountable New Town Development
Corporations, enabling local areas to use them
as the delivery vehicle if they wish to. This can
strengthen local representation and accountability,
and increase opportunities for communities to
benefit from land value capture; and
• following the previous consultation on changes
to the National Planning Policy Framework,
amend policy to encourage a more proactive
approach by authorities to bringing forward
new settlements in their plans, as one means by
which housing requirements can be addressed.
A.58 The Government is interested in the
opportunities that garden cities, towns and villages
might offer for bringing large-scale development
forward in ways that streamline planning procedures
and encourage locally-led, high quality environments
to be created. The Centre for Policy Studies proposed
the idea of ‘pink zones’ with this goal in mind.101 For
example, local development orders or Development
Corporations could give broad approval in advance
for particular types of development, within an overall
infrastructure framework. We would welcome views
on how this potential can best be exploited.

Question 9
How could streamlined planning procedures
support innovation and high-quality
development in new garden towns and villages?

Green Belt land
A.59 The Green Belt is highly valued by communities,
particularly those on the edge of urban areas. The
fundamental aim of Green Belt, since its introduction in
the 1950s, has been to prevent urban sprawl by keeping
land permanently open. It has been largely successful
in this aim – the percentage of land covered by Green
Belt has remained at around 13% since at least 1997.102
However parts of it are not the green fields we often
picture, and public access can be limited, depending on
ownership and rights of way.
A.60 Our manifesto reiterated our commitment
to protecting the Green Belt. The National Planning
Policy Framework is already clear that Green Belt
boundaries should be amended only “in exceptional
circumstances” when plans are being prepared or
revised, but does not define what those circumstances
are. The Government wants to retain a high bar to
ensure the Green Belt remains protected, but we
also wish to be transparent about what this means
in practice so that local communities can hold their
councils to account.
A.61 Therefore we propose to amend national
policy to make clear that authorities should
amend Green Belt boundaries only when they
can demonstrate that they have examined fully
all other reasonable options for meeting their
identified development requirements, including:
• making effective use of suitable brownfield
sites and the opportunities offered by estate
regeneration;
• the potential offered by land which is currently
underused, including surplus public sector land
where appropriate;
• optimising the proposed density of development; and
• exploring whether other authorities can help
to meet some of the identified development
requirement.
A.62 The Government also proposes to amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to indicate that
where land is removed from the Green Belt, local
policies should require the impact to be offset
by compensatory improvements to the environmental
quality or accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.

101 Boyfield K and Greenberg D (2014) Pink Planning. Available at: http://www.cps.org.uk/publications/reports/pink-planning-diluting-the-red-tape/
102 DCLG Local authority green belt statistics for England: 2015 to 2016 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-beltstatistics-for-england-2015-to-2016
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This could, for example, include community forests,
nature reserves or allotments. As part of our proposed
consultation on improving arrangements for capturing
uplifts in land value for community benefit, we will also
explore whether higher contributions can be collected
from development as a consequence of land being
released from the Green Belt.
A.63 We are also proposing that national policy
would make clear that when carrying out a Green
Belt review, local planning authorities should
look first at using any Green Belt land which
has been previously developed and/or which
surrounds transport hubs.
A.64 The Government considers that a number of
other changes to Green Belt policy could also be made
for the purposes of clarity and consistency. It proposes
to amend the National Planning Policy Framework to
make clear that:
• appropriate facilities for existing cemeteries
are not to be regarded as ‘inappropriate
development’ in the Green Belt;103
• development brought forward under a
Neighbourhood Development Order should
also not be regarded as inappropriate in the
Green Belt, provided it preserves openness and
does not conflict with the purposes of the Green
Belt. This would ensure consistency with the
treatment of Community Right to Build Orders,
which are also community-led tools that can be
used to meet local housing requirements; and
• where a local or strategic plan has
demonstrated the need for Green Belt
boundaries to be amended, the detailed
boundary may be determined through
a neighbourhood plan (or plans) for the
area in question. This recognises the role of
neighbourhood plans as part of the statutory
development plan, while the need for a referendum
before a neighbourhood plan can be finalised
(‘made’) will ensure that local people have a full say
in the process. Neighbourhood plans would not be
able to change the general extent of the Green Belt,
which would remain a strategic matter.

Question 10
Do you agree with the proposals to amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to make
clear that:
a) authorities should amend Green Belt
boundaries only when they can demonstrate
that they have examined fully all other
reasonable options for meeting their
identified development requirements?
b) where land is removed from the Green Belt,
local policies should require compensatory
improvements to the environmental quality
or accessibility of remaining Green Belt land?
c) appropriate facilities for existing cemeteries
should not to be regarded as ‘inappropriate
development’ in the Green Belt?
d) development brought forward under a
Neighbourhood Development Order should
not be regarded as inappropriate in the Green
Belt, provided it preserves openness and does
not conflict with the purposes of the Green
Belt?
e) where a local or strategic plan has
demonstrated the need for Green Belt
boundaries to be amended, the detailed
boundary may be determined through a
neighbourhood plan (or plans) for the area
in question?
f) when carrying out a Green Belt review, local
planning authorities should look first at
using any Green Belt land which has been
previously developed and/or which surrounds
transport hubs?

Question 11
Are there particular options for accommodating
development that national policy should expect
authorities to have explored fully before Green
Belt boundaries are amended, in addition to the
ones set out above?

103 Following the Court of Appeal judgment in R (Timmins and Lymn Family Funeral Service) v. Gedling Borough Council and Westerleigh Group
Limited [2015 EWCA Civ 110].
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Strengthening neighbourhood
planning and design
A.65 The White Paper sets out a range of measures
to further support neighbourhood planning, and
strengthen the ability of communities to influence the
design of what gets built in their areas. Many of these
involve changes to national planning policy, which we
propose to amend so that:
• local planning authorities are expected to
provide neighbourhood planning groups
with a housing requirement figure, where this
is needed to allow progress with neighbourhood
planning. As part of the consultation on a new
standard methodology for assessing housing
requirements, we will seek views on whether a
standard methodology could be developed for
calculating housing need in a neighbourhood
plan area.

• local and neighbourhood plans (at the
most appropriate level) and more detailed
development plan documents (such as action
area plans) are expected to set out clear
design expectations following consultation
with local communities. This will provide greater
certainty for applicants about the sort of design
which is likely to be acceptable – using visual
tools such as design codes that respond to local
character and provide a clear basis for making
decisions on development proposals;
• policy strengthens the importance of early
pre-application discussions between applicants,
authorities and the local community about design
and the types of homes to be provided – which can
be crucial in setting expectations and reconciling
local and commercial interests;
• it makes clear that design should not be used as
a valid reason to object to development where
it accords with clear design expectations set
out in statutory plans; and
• policy recognises the value of using a widely
accepted design standard, such as Building for
Life,104 and makes clear that this should be reflected
in plans and given weight in the planning process.

Question 12
Do you agree with the proposals to amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to:
a) indicate that local planning authorities should
provide neighbourhood planning groups
with a housing requirement figure, where
this is sought?;
b) make clear that local and neighbourhood
plans (at the most appropriate level) and
more detailed development plan documents
(such as action area plans) are expected to
set out clear design expectations; and that
visual tools such as design codes can help
provide a clear basis for making decisions on
development proposals?;

c) emphasise the importance of early preapplication discussions between applicants,
authorities and the local community about
design and the types of homes to be
provided?;
d) makes clear that design should not be used
as a valid reason to object to development
where it accords with clear design
expectations set out in statutory plans?; and
e) recognise the value of using a widely
accepted design standard, such as Building
for Life, in shaping and assessing basic design
principles – and make clear that this should
be reflected in plans and given weight in the
planning process?

104 Birkbeck D and Kruczkowski S (2015) Building for Life 12: The sign of a good place to live.Available at:
www.designcouncil.org.uk/resources/guide/building-life-12-third-edition.
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Case study: Trumpington Meadows
The new Trumpington Meadows development is less
than three miles from Cambridge city centre. The
350 acre site includes 50 acres for housing and 145
acres of country park, and shows how well-designed
homes can be delivered in ways that make effective
use of land within a clear design framework.

Image © Barratt Developments Plc

The site will provide 1,200 new homes offering
a mix of densities and housing types to cater for
different needs. The lower density “village quarter”
(30-45 dwellings per hectare) will provide larger,
3-4 bedroom homes, with some smaller homes for
first-time buyers. The “urban, riverside and gateway
quarters” (45-70 dwellings per hectare) offer higher
density living with the highest densities located in
the Local Centre. Housing mix is also encouraged
with 40% affordable housing provided by a local
housing association.
A Design Code Working Group was set up to design
a mandatory design code for the development in
consultation with the local councils, developer,
housing association and other key stakeholders.
The code ensures that the development will be
of the highest quality; sustainable and locally
distinctive with an attractive, easily navigable
public realm and network of green spaces. In 2014,
the development won the Evening Standard’s
‘Best Large Development’ Award.

Using land more efficiently for
development
A.66 Not all development makes good use of land,
especially in areas where demand is high and available
land is limited. London, for example, is a relatively lowdensity city, especially in its suburbs.
A.67 Local planning authorities decide what sort
of density is appropriate for their areas. A locally led
approach is important to ensure that development
reflects the character and opportunities presented
by each area. At the same time, authorities and

applicants need to be ambitious about what sites
can offer, especially in areas where demand is high
and land is scarce, and where there are opportunities
to make effective use of brownfield land given the
strong economic and environmental benefits.
A.68 To help ensure that effective use is made of
land, and building on its previous consultations,105
the Government proposes to amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to make
it clear that plans and individual development
proposals should:

105 National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policyconsultation-on-proposed-changes; DCLG (2016); Consultation on upward extensions in London. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/
consultations/upward-extensions-in-london;
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• make efficient use of land and avoid building
homes at low densities where there is a shortage
of land for meeting identified housing needs;
• address the particular scope for higher-density
housing in urban locations that are well served
by public transport (such as around many railway
stations); that provide opportunities to replace lowdensity uses (such as retail warehouses, lock-ups
and car parks) in areas of high housing demand; or
which offer scope to extend buildings upwards in
urban areas by making good use of the ‘airspace’
above them ;
• ensure that the density and form of
development reflect the character,
accessibility and infrastructure capacity of
an area, and the nature of local housing needs
(which may, for example, mean terraced houses,
mews and mansion blocks rather than high rise
buildings); and
• take a flexible approach in adopting
and applying policy and guidance that
could inhibit these objectives in particular
circumstances, such as open space provision
in areas with good access to facilities nearby.
A.69 Alongside this, the Government intends to
amend national planning guidance to highlight
planning approaches that can be used to help
support higher densities, and to set out ways in
which daylight considerations can be addressed in
a pragmatic way that does not inhibit dense, highquality development.
A.70 National policy has at times promoted
minimum density standards that development
proposals should take into account. While optimal
densities need to reflect the nature of each site, the
Government considers that indicative standards for
particular types of location could be helpful in driving
the right level of ambition in areas of high demand,
and where it is reasonable to expect densities to be
relatively high (such as in and around town centres
and other locations that are well served by public
transport). We welcome views on what standards
would be appropriate, and the locations to which
they would apply.

Question 13
Do you agree with the proposals to amend
national policy to make clear that plans and
individual development proposals should:
a) make efficient use of land and avoid building
homes at low densities where there is a
shortage of land for meeting identified
housing needs?;
b) address the particular scope for higherdensity housing in urban locations that are
well served by public transport, that provide
opportunities to replace low-density uses in
areas of high housing demand, or which offer
scope to extend buildings upwards in urban
areas?;
c) ensure that in doing so the density and
form of development reflect the character,
accessibility and infrastructure capacity of an
area, and the nature of local housing needs?;
d) take a flexible approach in adopting
and applying policy and guidance that
could inhibit these objectives in particular
circumstances, such as open space provision
in areas with good access to facilities nearby?

Question 14
In what types of location would indicative
minimum density standards be helpful, and what
should those standards be?

Annex: Further detail and consultation on proposals
CONTENTS

A.71 We also want to do more to support hospitals,
schools and other public sector landowners to deliver
more homes for their employees within new and
existing sites. This could include infill development,
building on top of existing buildings or making
better use of land within existing boundaries, whilst
maintaining protections for green spaces and school
playing fields. We would welcome views on how
the planning system can best support such
development, including through strengthening
planning policy to help provide greater certainty
when applications come forward, or through a new
permitted development right.

Question 15
What are your views on the potential for
delivering additional homes through more
intensive use of existing public sector sites, or in
urban locations more generally, and how this can
best be supported through planning (using tools
such as policy, local development orders, and
permitted development rights)?

A.72 The previous government’s Housing Standards
Review introduced the Nationally Described Space
Standard for new homes as a way of rationalising and
standardising space standards, in order to simplify
compliance for developers.
A.73 The use of minimum space standards for new
development is seen as an important tool in delivering
quality family homes. However the Government is
concerned that a one size fits all approach may not
reflect the needs and aspirations of a wider range
of households, and could be hindering innovative
approaches to meeting demand, especially in areas
of high demand where available land is limited. We
want to make sure the standards are up to date so they
do not rule out property sizes and types which more
people now want to rent or buy, building on the high
quality compact living model of developers such as
Pocket Homes.106

106 https://www.pocketliving.com/

A.74 Therefore we will review the Nationally
Described Space Standard and how it is used in
planning, to support greater local housing choice,
while ensuring we avoid a race to the bottom in the
size of homes on offer.
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Proposals from Chapter Two
Providing greater certainty
A.75 At present, an authority which cannot
demonstrate a five-year supply of land against the
housing target in its plan is vulnerable to the plan
being undermined. This means the local authority can
lose a significant degree of control over where new
housing is built, because in these circumstances their
plan is deemed to be out of date and the presumption
in favour of sustainable development applies.
A.76 This policy has been effective but it is also a
blunt tool and has had some negative effects on local
planning, including:
• increased rates of appeal, particularly in areas with
a marginal five-year land supply, which creates
uncertainty for applicants and communities alike;
• increased cost and time, as local planning
authorities and developers argue over whether a
five-year land supply is in place; and
• neighbourhood plans being undermined, by
leaving them vulnerable to speculative applications
where the local planning authority does not have a
five-year housing land supply.
A.77 The Government wants to create more
certainty about whether an adequate land supply
exists. The Local Plans Expert Group107 recommended
that whether a five year housing land supply exists
or not should be capable of agreement on an annual
basis, through discussion between authorities and
development interests in each area, and subject to
consultation and examination.
A.78 Having considered the responses to that
proposal, the Government will amend the
National Planning Policy Framework to give
local authorities the opportunity to have their
housing land supply agreed on an annual basis,
and fixed for a one-year period. To take advantage
of this, the policy will make clear that the authority’s
assessment of its housing land supply should be
prepared in consultation with developers as well as
other interests who will have an impact on the delivery
of sites (such as infrastructure providers). To ensure
that these areas continue to bring forward enough
land, the Government also proposes that authorities

who wish to take advantage of this policy will
need to provide for a 10% buffer on their 5 year
land supply.
A.79 In addition, to ensure the approach is clearer
and more transparent, guidance will set out more
detail on how 5 year land supply should be calculated,
including making appropriate allowance for the fact
that smaller sites tend to be built out more quickly
than larger ones. We also propose that guidance
would make clear that local planning authorities
would need to publish their assessment in draft,
which would then need to be considered and agreed
by the Planning Inspectorate.
A.80 We are interested in views on whether the
Inspectorate’s consideration of the draft should be
confined to whether the approach pursued by the
authority in establishing the land supply position is
robust, or whether the Inspectorate should also make
an assessment of the supply figure itself. If, following
this process, a five year housing land supply has been
established, national policy would make clear that
relevant plan policies for the supply of housing should
not be deemed out of date due to a lack of five year
land supply for the ensuing year.

Question 16
Do you agree that:
a) where local planning authorities wish to
agree their housing land supply for a oneyear period, national policy should require
those authorities to maintain a 10% buffer
on their 5 year housing land supply?;
b) the Planning Inspectorate should consider
and agree an authority’s assessment of its
housing supply for the purpose of this policy?
c) if so, should the Inspectorate’s consideration
focus on whether the approach pursued by
the authority in establishing the land supply
position is robust, or should the Inspectorate
make an assessment of the supply figure?

107 Local Plans Expert Group (2016) Local Plans: Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and Planning. http://lpeg.org/
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A.81 For those local authorities that choose not to
follow this process or do not have a five-year housing
land supply, we propose to maintain the current
approach in the National Planning Policy Framework to
ensure that sufficient housing land continues to come
forward in these areas.

• the local planning authority should be able to
demonstrate through the housing delivery test
that, from 2020, delivery has been over 65% (25%
in 2018; 45% in 2019) for the wider authority area
(to ensure that delivery rates across the area as a
whole are at a satisfactory level).

A.82 We also wish to provide more certainty for
those neighbourhoods that have produced plans
but are at risk of speculative development because
the local planning authority has failed to maintain a
five year land supply. Through a Written Ministerial
Statement of 12 December 2016, we made clear
that where communities plan for housing through
a neighbourhood plan, those plans should not be
deemed out-of-date unless there is a significant lack of
land supply for housing in the wider local authority area.

A.85 We are also seeking views on whether it
should remain a requirement to have site allocations
in the plan or whether the protection should apply as
long as housing supply policies will meet their share of
local housing need.

A.83 Specifically national policy now states
that relevant policies for the supply of housing in a
neighbourhood plan that is part of the development
plan should not be deemed to be ‘out-of-date’
under paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy
Framework where the following circumstances arise at
the time a planning decision is made:
• the written ministerial statement making the policy
change on 12 December 2016 is less than 2 years
old, or the neighbourhood plan has been part of
the development plan for 2 years or less;
• the neighbourhood plan allocates sites for housing;
and
• the local planning authority can demonstrate a
three-year supply of deliverable housing sites.
A.84 This important protection will be taken
forward in the revised NPPF for those communities
who are planning for the housing their communities
need, but find the housing supply policies are deemed
to be out-of-date through no fault of their own.
In doing so, and subject to this consultation, we are
proposing that the policy is amended so that to qualify
for this protection:
• neighbourhoods should be able to demonstrate
that their site allocations and housing supply
policies will meet their share of local housing need;
and

Question 17
In taking forward the protection for
neighbourhood plans as set out in the Written
Ministerial Statement of 12 December 2016
into the revised NPPF, do you agree that it should
include the following amendments:
a) a requirement for the neighbourhood plan to
meet its share of local housing need?;
b) that it is subject to the local planning
authority being able to demonstrate through
the housing delivery test that, from 2020,
delivery has been over 65% (25% in 2018;
45% in 2019) for the wider authority area?
c) should it remain a requirement to have
site allocations in the plan or should the
protection apply as long as housing supply
policies will meet their share of local
housing need?
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Deterring unnecessary appeals
A.86 An applicant’s right to appeal to the Planning
Inspectorate if they are unhappy with the decision of
their local planning authority is a fundamental part of
our planning system. However, unnecessary appeals
can be a source of delay and waste taxpayers’ money.
We will consult on introducing a fee for making a
planning appeal. To inform a further consultation,
we are interested in views on this approach and in
particular whether it is possible to design a fee in such a
way that it does not discourage developers, particularly
SMEs, from bringing forward legitimate appeals. One
option would be for the fee to be capped, for example
at a maximum of £2000 for the most expensive route
(full inquiry). All fees could be refunded in certain
circumstances, such as when an appeal is successful,
and there could be lower fees for less complex cases.

Question 18
What are your views on the merits of introducing
a fee for making a planning appeal? We would
welcome views on:
a) how the fee could be designed in such a
way that it did not discourage developers,
particularly smaller and medium sized firms,
from bringing forward legitimate appeals;
b) the level of the fee and whether it could be
refunded in certain circumstances, such as
when an appeal is successful; and
c) whether there could be lower fees for less
complex cases.

Ensuring infrastructure is
provided in the right place at
the right time
Digital infrastructure
A.87 The Government has put in place significant
planning reforms for digital infrastructure and will
consider the need for further reforms to help industry
deliver 5G and support improved indoor coverage.
New permitted development rights and the reform
of the Electronic Communications Code, through

the Digital Economy Bill, will make the roll-out of
communications infrastructure substantially easier and
cheaper for industry. New building regulations which
came into force on 1 January 2017 will guarantee that
all new buildings and renovations will include
in-building physical infrastructure to support
connections to superfast broadband.
A.88 Additionally, the Government has brokered
an agreement between Openreach and the Home
Builders Federation to offer access to full fibre
broadband for all new developments, for free for
developments over 30 premises registered from
November 2016, or as part of a co-funded initiative.
A.89 To support improved broadband and mobile
connectivity we are consulting on requiring local
authorities to have planning policies setting
out how high quality digital infrastructure will
be delivered in their area, and accessible from a
range of providers.
A.90 We will also be engaging across Government
to consider improvements to the street works regime
to encourage broadband rollout.

Question 19
Do you agree with the proposal to amend
national policy so that local planning authorities
are expected to have planning policies setting
out how high quality digital infrastructure will
be delivered in their area, and accessible from a
range of providers?

Investing in our national infrastructure
A.91 The National Infrastructure Commission,
which will enable long term strategic decision making
to build effective and efficient infrastructure for the
UK, was established on a permanent basis as an
executive agency of HM Treasury in January 2017.
Recommendations of the National Infrastructure
Commission will be given careful consideration by the
Government and, where endorsed, will be a statement
of Government policy. Where recommendations
have wider implications for the planning regimes,
the Government will highlight any further steps
needed to take forward the recommendation into
planning policy.
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A.92 The Government therefore proposes to revise
the National Planning Policy Framework to make
clear the status of endorsed recommendations of
the National Infrastructure Commission.
A.93 It is essential that when the Government does
invest in new infrastructure, local planning authorities
make the most of the opportunities for new housing it
unlocks. Consequently we propose to amend national
policy so that local planning authorities are expected
to identify the additional development opportunities
that such investment offers at the time funding is
committed, and make it clear that when they review
their plans they should seek to maximise the potential
capacity unlocked by major new infrastructure.

Question 20
Do you agree with the proposals to amend
national policy so that:
• the status of endorsed recommendations of
the National Infrastructure Commission is
made clear?; and
• authorities are expected to identify the
additional development opportunities
which strategic infrastructure improvements
offer for making additional land available
for housing?

Holding developers and local
authorities to account
Greater transparency through the
planning and build out phases
A.94 The Government collects and publishes data
on a quarterly basis from local planning authorities on
numbers of planning applications received, numbers
decided, the time taken to make decisions and
the number of those that were granted. These are
designated National Statistics.

A.95 We also obtain data from Barbour ABI108
(previously provided by Glenigan) on the number
of homes granted residential planning permissions,
and have data on the stock of planning permissions
in the pipeline.
A.96 As of July 2016 there were 684,000 homes
with detailed planning permission granted on sites
which had not yet been completed. Of these, building
has started on 349,000 homes. Of the remaining
335,000 homes with permission, we understand that
90% of these are progressing towards a start and
18,000 (5%) units are on sites that are ‘on hold or
shelved’; the remaining 15,000 units are on sites that
have been sold or for which there is no information
available. This includes only those units that have been
granted detailed planning permission, or approval of
reserved matters, on sites with ten or more homes.
A.97 We propose to go further to improve the
quality and analysis of information on housing
delivery in three important ways:
• Better information on delivery: the new
Delivery Test detailed in this White Paper will
provide a much clearer and up to date assessment
of the delivery of new housing, on a consistent
basis, at local authority level.
• Better information on build out rates by
builders: in May 2016, the Home Builders
Federation set out their commitment109 to increase
transparency about build out rates on a site by site
basis. In line with this commitment we propose to
take a number of steps to increase the quantity,
quality and consistency of information about build
out (Box 3).
• Better information on the development
pipeline: armed with the additional information
available from these changes, we will publish
data on the scale of provision at each key stage in
the development process from the submission of
an outline or full application to the point where
development is completed. This will allow us to
pinpoint where blockages lie, informing future
policy decisions.

108 Barbour ABI is a private provider of planning application data, having taken over as contractor following an open competition.
109 http://www.hbf.co.uk/fileadmin/documents/Policy/Publications/HBF_1_Million_homes_by_2020.pdf
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Box 3: Increasing the quantity,
quality and consistency of
information about build out
To provide greater clarity and emphasis on
the importance of building out housing, the
Government proposes to amend the
national planning application form to
include a section asking the applicant to provide
information about their estimated ‘start date’
(month/year when a substantive start would take
place) and ‘build out rate’ (the number of homes
built per financial year) for all proposals for or
including housing development.
It is recognised that at the application stage,
estimates about delivery timeframes will be just
that. Applicants may not be able to say with
certainty when a development will commence or
how long it will take to complete. This is particularly
the case where a site is to be developed by another
party, or is especially complex.
To improve the quality of information available,
we propose to put in place a duty on
developers to provide local authorities
with basic information (in terms of actual
and projected build out) on progress in
delivering the permitted number of homes,
after planning permission has been granted.
Many authorities will already be collecting this
information, but to ensure best practice across
the country and make build-out more transparent
we intend to look at how this can be gathered in a
consistent way. To complement this we propose
to set out new requirements for the Authority
Monitoring Report (AMR) produced by
local planning authorities, so they provide a
full, standardised and more easily understood
assessment of their progress in delivering their
housing plan for local people.
In line with existing Government policy, this
information will be published in an open data
format. Local authorities will be able to consider
this information when planning to meet their
housing need.
Subject to further consultation, we are also
proposing to require large housebuilders to publish
aggregate information on build out rates.

Question 21
Do you agree that:
a) the planning application form should
be amended to include a request for the
estimated start date and build out rate for
proposals for housing?
b) that developers should be required to provide
local authorities with basic information (in
terms of actual and projected build out) on
progress in delivering the permitted number
of homes, after planning permission has been
granted?
c) the basic information (above) should be
published as part of Authority Monitoring
Reports?
d) that large housebuilders should be required
to provide aggregate information on build
out rates?

A.98 These measures will allow local authorities,
local communities and others to monitor the delivery
records of individual builders and could provide an
important input to the monitoring of housing delivery
in a local authority area.

Sharpening local authority tools to
speed up the building of homes
A.99 To provide stronger scrutiny of the likely
delivery of sites, the Government proposes to amend
the National Planning Policy Framework to
encourage local authorities to consider how
realistic it is that a site will be developed, when
deciding whether to grant planning permission
for housing, on sites where there is evidence of
non-implementation of earlier permissions for
housing development.
A.100 We want to ensure that homes with planning
permission are built as soon as possible and discourage
proposals where there is no intention to build, or there
are insurmountable barriers to doing so.
A.101 In some cases planning permission has
previously been granted for housing (whether outline
or full permission) and that permission has not been
implemented. Where there has been no relevant
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change in the development plan or any other material
considerations (such as national planning policy) in
the intervening period, an application for a broadly
similar proposal would ordinarily be determined in
a like manner. By changing national policy, we want
to encourage consideration of whether there is a
realistic prospect of the site being developed before
a further permission is granted. Factors which could
be taken into consideration include whether the
planning background of a site provides clear reasons
or evidence for why earlier permissions have not been
implemented.

Question 22
Do you agree that the realistic prospect that
housing will be built on a site should be taken
into account in the determination of planning
applications for housing on sites where there
is evidence of non-implementation of earlier
permissions for housing development?

A.102 We are interested in views on whether an
applicant’s track record of delivering previous, similar
housing schemes should be taken into account by local
authorities when determining planning applications
for housing development. If this proposal were taken
forward, we would intend for it to be only used in
considering applications for large scale sites, where
the applicant is a major developer, as we don’t want to
deter new entrants but would like to explore whether
an applicant’s track record of strong or poor delivery
may potentially be relevant.

Question 23
We would welcome views on whether an
applicant’s track record of delivering previous,
similar housing schemes should be taken into
account by local authorities when determining
planning applications for housing development.

Question 24
If this proposal were taken forward, do you agree
that the track record of an applicant should
only be taken into account when considering
proposals for large scale sites, so as not to deter
new entrants to the market?

A.103 Planning permission is already granted or
deemed to have been granted subject to a condition
that the development must commence within a
certain period. The default period is three years after
permission has been granted, but the local planning
authority has the ability to impose such other period as
it considers appropriate.
A.104 Where planning permission is granted,
we want development to start as soon as possible.
Our proposals to tackle points of delay and provide
more support should allow developers and local
authorities to be more ambitious on start dates. We
are considering the implications of amending national
planning policy to encourage local authorities to
shorten the timescales for developers to implement
a permission for housing development from the
default period of three years to two years, except
where a shorter timescale could hinder the viability
or deliverability of a scheme. We would particularly
welcome views on what such a change would mean
for SME developers.

Question 25
What are your views on whether local authorities
should be encouraged to shorten the timescales
for developers to implement a permission for
housing development from three years to two
years, except where a shorter timescale could
hinder the viability or deliverability of a scheme?
We would particularly welcome views on what
such a change would mean for SME developers.

Improving the completion notice
process
A.105 The Government wants to ensure that local
planning authorities have more effective tools to deal
with circumstances where planning permission has
been commenced, but no substantive progress has
been made to build homes.
A.106 Completion notices could be used to galvanise
the building of homes where there appears to be no
prospect of completion within a reasonable timeframe,
and where other options to encourage completion
have been exhausted. If developers fail to complete
the homes within the specified period, planning
permission will cease to have effect, except in relation
to development which has already been carried out.
However, completion notices are rarely used at present
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because the process is lengthy, slow and complex. We
have identified two potential changes to simplify and
speed up the process for serving completion notices.
A.107 The Government proposes to amend
legislation to remove the requirement for the
Secretary of State to confirm a completion
notice before it can take effect. Local authorities
know their circumstances best, and removing central
government involvement will help shorten the process,
and give authorities greater control and certainty. The
opportunity for a hearing will be retained where there
are objections.
A.108 We also intend to amend legislation,
subject to consultation, to allow a local authority
to serve a completion notice on a site before
the commencement deadline has elapsed, but
only where works have begun. This change could
dissuade developers from making a token start on
site purely to keep the permission alive. However,
it is important that this would not impact on the
willingness of lenders to invest.

Question 26
Do you agree with the proposals to amend
legislation to simplify and speed up the process
of serving a completion notice by removing the
requirement for the Secretary of State to confirm
a completion notice before it can take effect?

Question 27
What are your views on whether we should
allow local authorities to serve a completion
notice on a site before the commencement
deadline has elapsed, but only where works have
begun? What impact do you think this will have
on lenders’ willingness to lend to developers?

The housing delivery test
A.109 Strong local leadership is vital if the homes
that local areas have planned for are to be built.
Having taken into account representations received
on its consultation on the principle of a housing
delivery test110 the Government will introduce a
new housing delivery test through changes to
the National Planning Policy Framework and
associated guidance. This will highlight whether the
number of homes being built is below target, provide
a mechanism for establishing the reasons why, and
where necessary trigger policy responses that will
ensure that further land comes forward.
A.110 To transition to a housing delivery test we
propose to use an area’s local plan (or, where relevant,
the figure in the London Plan or a statutory Spatial
Development Strategy) where it is up-to-date (less
than 5 years old) to establish the appropriate baseline
for assessing delivery. If there is no up-to-date plan we
propose using published household projections for the
years leading up to, and including, April 2017 – March
2018 and from the financial year April 2018 – March
2019, subject to consultation, the new standard
methodology for assessing household need.
A.111 We are proposing to measure housing
delivery using net annual housing additions
(which are the national statistic used for monitoring
housing delivery). These are published in November
covering the previous financial year (April – March).
The Government proposes to offer authorities the
opportunity to inform the Department of changes
in their returns and will publish a revised edition of
the net additions statistics where necessary. The
Government will also provide more guidance to
authorities in completing their returns.
A.112 We also propose that the rate of housing
delivery in each area would be assessed as the
average over a three-year rolling period (to evenout peaks and troughs in build rates from one year to
the next), and that the first assessment period will be
for financial years April 2014 – March 2015 to April
2016 – March 2017. We propose to publish these
figures annually alongside the net additions statistics
in November.

110 DCLG (2015) National Planning Policy: Consultation on proposed changes. Available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/nationalplanning-policy-consultation-on-proposed-changes
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Question 28
Do you agree that for the purposes of
introducing a housing delivery test, national
guidance should make clear that:
a) The baseline for assessing housing delivery
should be a local planning authority’s annual
housing requirement where this is set out in
an up-to-date plan?
b) The baseline where no local plan is in
place should be the published household
projections until 2018/19, with the new
standard methodology for assessing
housing requirements providing the baseline
thereafter?
c) Net annual housing additions should be used
to measure housing delivery?
d) Delivery will be assessed over a rolling
three year period, starting with 2014/15 –
2016/17?

additional emphasis on the need for planning
permission to be granted unless there are strong
reasons not to.
• From November 2019, if delivery falls below 45%
the presumption would apply.
• From November 2020, if delivery falls below 65%
the presumption would apply.
A.114 The phased introduction of the housing
delivery test consequences will give authorities time to
address under delivery in their areas, taking account
of issues identified in their action plans and using the
20% buffer to bring forward more land.
A.115 It is imperative that local authorities start to
address under delivery in their area through their
action plans to ensure they are meeting their delivery
requirements. To inform the local authority’s approach,
in summer 2017 for illustrative purposes we intend to
publish delivery data against housing requirements set
out in Local Plans or household projections covering
the period 2013/14 – 2015/16.

Question 29
A.113 Where under-delivery is identified as a result of
this monitoring, the Government proposes a tiered
approach to addressing the situation that would
be set out in national policy and guidance, starting
with an analysis of the causes so that appropriate
action can be taken:

Do you agree that the consequences for underdelivery should be:

• From November 2017, if delivery of housing falls
below 95% of the authority’s annual housing
requirement, we propose that the local authority
should publish an action plan, setting out its
understanding of the key reasons for the situation
and the actions that it and other parties need to
take to get home-building back on track.

b) From November 2017, a 20% buffer on top
of the requirement to maintain a five year
housing land supply where delivery falls
below 85%?;

• From November 2017, if delivery of housing
falls below 85% of the housing requirement,
authorities would in addition be expected to plan
for a 20% buffer on their five-year land supply, if
they have not already done so.
• From November 2018, if delivery of housing falls
below 25% of the housing requirement, the
presumption in favour of sustainable development
in the National Planning Policy Framework would
apply automatically (by virtue of relevant planning
policies being deemed out of date), which places

a) From November 2017, an expectation that
local planning authorities prepare an action
plan where delivery falls below 95% of the
authority’s annual housing requirement?;

c) From November 2018, application of
the presumption in favour of sustainable
development where delivery falls below
25%?;
d) From November 2019, application of
the presumption in favour of sustainable
development where delivery falls below
45%?; and
e) From November 2020, application of
the presumption in favour of sustainable
development where delivery falls below
65%?
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A.116 The Government will consider how it
can support authorities experiencing significant
under-delivery in addressing the challenges
identified in their action plans, both directly and
through peer support. We will continue to work with
the Local Government Association and Planning
Advisory Service to develop programs tailored to
specific service areas such as planning for housing. The
Government is seeking views on what support would
be helpful to local planning authorities in increasing
housing delivery in their areas.
A.117 The Housing and Planning Act 2016 provides
a tool for local authorities to request alterations to
the planning system in their area to increase housing
delivery.111 If certain conditions are met, the Secretary
of State may by regulations make a planning freedoms
scheme, having effect for a specified period, in relation
to a specified planning area in England. A ‘planning
freedoms scheme’ is a scheme that disapplies or
modifies specified planning provisions in order to
facilitate an increase in the amount of housing in the
planning area concerned. The Government encourages
local authorities to consider what measures may support
delivery of housing in their area and help address the
issues identified in their action plans.

Question 30
What support would be most helpful to local
planning authorities in increasing housing
delivery in their areas?

111 Section 154: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2016/22/section/154/enacted
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Affordable Housing
A.118 The White Paper sets out our proposals to
build more homes to tackle the housing shortage.
This includes proposals to help households who are
currently priced out of the housing market to buy or rent
a home of their own. We are proposing two changes to
planning policy to support this:

Changing the definition of
affordable housing

Question 31
Do you agree with our proposals to:
a) amend national policy to revise the definition
of affordable housing as set out in Box 4?;
b) introduce an income cap for starter homes?;

A.119 In December 2015 we consulted on changes to
the National Planning Policy Framework. This included
a proposal to broaden the definition of affordable
housing, to include a range of low cost housing
opportunities for those aspiring to own a home,
including starter homes. In doing so this approach
would seek to retain all types of housing that are
currently considered affordable housing.

c) incorporate a definition of affordable private
rent housing?;

A.120 Following the consultation we intend to take
forward proposals to expand the definition of affordable
housing in planning policy, but propose to make two
further changes:

Increasing delivery of Affordable Home
ownership products

• to introduce a household income eligibility
cap of £80,000 (£90,000 for London) on starter
homes. We wish to make sure that starter homes
are available to those that genuinely need support
to purchase a new home, and the cap proposed
is in line with that used for shared ownership
products; and
• to introduce a definition of affordable private
rented housing, which is a particularly suitable
form of affordable housing for Build to Rent
Schemes. We are separately consulting on a range of
measures to promote Built to Rent developments.
A.121 Subject to this consultation, we intend to
publish a revised definition of affordable housing
as part of our revised changes to the National Planning
Policy Framework. A proposed revised change is set out
in the box below.
A.122 The December 2015 consultation recognised
that a change in the definition of affordable housing
may require local planning authorities to develop
new policies and carry out a partial review of their
plan. We proposed a transition period of six to twelve
months to allow local authorities to review their plan.
In the light of the further proposed changes to the
definition we are now proposing a transition period
to align with the coming into force of other proposals
set out in the White Paper (April 2018). We would
welcome views on this approach.

d) allow for a transitional period that aligns
with other proposals in the White Paper
(April 2018)?

A.123 The National Planning Policy Framework
requires local planning authorities to plan proactively
to meet as much of their housing needs in their area as
possible, including market and affordable housing.
A.124 The White Paper confirms that the Government
will not introduce a statutory requirement for starter
homes at the present time. This is because of concerns
expressed in response to our consultation last year,
that this would not respond to local needs. Instead we
want local authorities to deliver starter homes as part
of a mixed package of affordable housing of all tenures
that can respond to local needs and local markets. We
believe that it is right to continue to provide more of the
right type of new housing to allow young people to get
on the housing ladder. We will therefore look for local
planning authorities to work with developers to deliver
a range of affordable housing products, which could
allow tenants to become homeowners over a period of
time. These include starter homes, shared ownership
homes and discounted market sales products.
A.125 We want to achieve this by building on existing
practice. At the moment local planning authorities
already provide a detailed breakdown of affordable
housing needs and set appropriate policies on the type
and level of affordable housing provision as part of the
preparation of their local plans. They then negotiate
an appropriate level of affordable housing provision
on a site by site basis, having regard to their plan policy,
overall site viability and other local evidence.
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Box 4: Proposed definition of affordable housing
Affordable housing: housing that is provided for sale or rent to those whose needs are
not met by the market (this can include housing that provides a subsidised route to home
ownership), and which meets the criteria for one of the models set out below.
Social rented and affordable rented housing: eligibility is determined with regard to local
incomes and local house prices. Affordable housing should include provisions to remain at an
affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy to be recycled for alternative
affordable housing provision.
Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and private registered providers (as
defined in section 80 of the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008), for which guideline target
rents are determined through the Government’s rent policy. It may also be owned by other
persons and provided under equivalent rental arrangements to the above, as agreed with the
local authority or with the Homes and Communities Agency.
Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of social
housing to households who are eligible for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject to
rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80% of the local market rent (including service
charges, where applicable).
Starter homes is housing as defined in Sections 2 and 3 of the Housing and Planning Act
2016 and any subsequent secondary legislation made under these sections. The definition of
a starter home should reflect the meaning set out in statute at the time of plan-preparation or
decision-taking. Local planning authorities should also include income restrictions which limit a
person’s eligibility to purchase a starter home to those who have maximum household incomes
of £80,000 a year or less (or £90,000 a year or less in Greater London).
Discounted market sales housing is housing that is sold at a discount of at least 20 per cent
below local market value. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local house
prices. It should include provisions to remain at a discount for future eligible households.
Affordable private rent housing is housing that is made available for rent at a level which
is at least 20 per cent below local market rent. Eligibility is determined with regard to local
incomes and local house prices. Provision should be made to ensure that affordable private rent
housing remains available for rent at a discount for future eligible households or for alternative
affordable housing provision to be made if the discount is withdrawn. Affordable private
rented housing is particularly suited to the provision of affordable housing as part of Build to
Rent Schemes.
Intermediate housing is discount market sales and affordable private rent housing and
other housing that meets the following criteria: housing that is provided for sale and rent at
a cost above social rent, but below market levels. Eligibility is determined with regard to local
incomes and local house prices. It should also include provisions to remain at an affordable
price for future eligible households or for any receipts to be recycled for alternative affordable
housing provision, or refunded to Government or the relevant authority specified in the funding
agreement. These can include Shared Ownership, equity loans, other low cost homes for sale
and intermediate rent (including Rent to Buy housing).
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A.126 Following any proposed change to the
definition of affordable housing, local planning
authorities will have to consider the broadened
definition of affordable housing in their evidence base
for plan-making. However, to promote delivery of
affordable homes to buy, we propose to make it clear
in national planning policy that local authorities
should seek to ensure that a minimum of 10% of
all homes on individual sites are affordable home
ownership products. We consider that this strikes
an appropriate balance between providing affordable
homes for rent and helping people into home
ownership. It will form part of the agreed affordable
housing contribution on each site. So, for example,
on a proposed development of 100 units we would
expect local planning authorities to seek a minimum
of 10 affordable home ownership products.
A.127 We propose that this policy should apply to
sites of 10 units or more (or 0.5+ hectares). This aligns
with the planning definition of ‘major development’
for development management purposes.112 A lower
threshold would be contrary to existing national
planning policy,113 and could have an adverse impact
on the form or viability of such developments. We also
considered a higher threshold, for example 100 units,
but setting it at such a high level may not deliver
sufficient affordable homeownership products.
A.128 We have also considered whether this proposal
should apply to all types of housing development.
We recognise that there are a number of schemes for
which such a policy may not be appropriate, either on
viability grounds or because the nature of the proposal
makes it difficult to provide affordable home ownership
products. For example:
• Build to Rent schemes, which are purpose built for
private and affordable rented accommodation.
Through our consultation on proposals to develop
the built to rent market we are proposing that
developers can provide affordable private rent in
place of other affordable housing products;
• Proposals for dedicated supported housing, such
as residential care homes, which provide specialist
accommodation for a particular group of people
and which include an element of support;

• Custom Build schemes, where given the nature
of custom build delivery models, any additional
burden may impact on site viability; and
• Development on Rural Exception Sites where, given
the particular characteristics of such schemes, we
consider that it should remain a matter of local
discretion for the local planning authority.
A.129 We would welcome views on whether
these or any other types of residential
development should be exempt from this policy.

Question 32
Do you agree that:
a) national planning policy should expect local
planning authorities to seek a minimum
of 10% of all homes on individual sites for
affordable home ownership products?
b) that this policy should only apply to
developments of over 10 units or 0.5ha?

Question 33
Should any particular types of residential
development be excluded from this policy?

A.130 The final level of affordable housing for
each site will vary and be determined on a case by
case basis, having regard to plan policies. These are
delivered through section 106 negotiations, and we
recognise that local authorities and developers may
agree a commuted sum in lieu of onsite provision
where this is robustly justified. We are exploring
reform of developer contributions and will make an
announcement at Autumn Budget 2017.
A.131 We have carefully considered whether to
propose introducing transitional arrangements for this
policy. Since local authorities already provide a detailed
breakdown on the different types of affordable housing
they would like in their plans, and given our ambition to
drive up affordable home ownership products, we do
not consider that a transitional period is necessary.

112 Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure Order) (England) 2015
113 Written statement – HCWS50 (28 November 2014)

101

102

Fixing our broken housing market
CONTENTS

Sustainable development and the environment
Sustainable development
A.132 The National Planning Policy Framework
makes clear that the purpose of the planning
system is to contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development, which means that it must
perform an economic, social and environmental
role. The Government believes that these should
remain fundamental principles that underpin the
system. However experience since the Framework
was introduced suggests a need to set out more
clearly the Government’s view of what sustainable
development means for the planning system.
A.133 The courts have already made clear
that in taking decisions under paragraph 14 of
the Framework (the presumption in favour of
sustainable development), national policy does
not require an assessment of whether a proposal
is sustainable development, before applying the
presumption itself.
A.134 In addition the Government proposes to
amend the National Planning Policy Framework to
make clear that the reference to the three dimensions
of sustainable development, together with the core
planning principles and policies at paragraphs 18-219
of the Framework, together constitute its view of
what sustainable development means for the
planning system in England.

Meeting the challenge of
climate change
A.135 The National Planning Policy Framework sets
out how local planning authorities are expected to
consider and address the range of impacts arising from
climate change. They should adopt proactive strategies
to mitigate and adapt to climate change, taking full
account of flood risk, coastal change and water supply
and demand considerations. The glossary to the
Framework explains that for climate change adaptation,
climatic factors also include rising temperatures. To
make this clearer, we propose to amend the list of
climate change factors set out in the policy itself
to include rising temperatures.
A.136 Local planning authorities need to take a
positive approach to addressing climate change impacts
on their communities and infrastructure. The current
policy is clear that new development should be planned
to avoid increased vulnerability to climate change. The
Government also wants to be quite clear that when
producing plans, local planning authorities need to
consider not just individual developments, but more
broadly climate change impacts on the community as
a whole. We therefore propose to make clear that
local planning policies should support measures
for the future resilience of communities and
infrastructure to climate change.

Question 34

Question 35

Do you agree with the proposals to amend
national policy to make clear that the reference
to the three dimensions of sustainable
development, together with the core planning
principles and policies at paragraphs 18-219
of the National Planning Policy Framework,
together constitute the Government’s view
of what sustainable development means for
the planning system in England?

Do you agree with the proposals to amend
national policy to:
a) Amend the list of climate change factors to
be considered during plan-making, to include
reference to rising temperatures?
b) Make clear that local planning policies should
support measures for the future resilience of
communities and infrastructure to climate
change?
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Flood Risk
A.137 The National Planning Policy Framework sets
out a strong policy to protect people and property from
flooding and it is important that this policy is clear and
robustly implemented. We propose to make some
amendments to clarify the application of the
Exception Test (paragraph 102 of the Framework)
in local plan-making and planning decisions to make
clear that:
• when preparing plans, local planning authorities
should not allocate land for development if, having
regard to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
and other available information, it is clear that the
Exception Test, where applicable, is not capable of
being met; and
• the Exception Test, where applicable, still needs to
be met for planning applications for development,
other than for minor development and changes of
use, on allocated sites that have been subject to the
Sequential Test.
A.138 We also propose to clarify that planning
applications for minor developments and changes
of use are expected to meet the requirements of
paragraph 103 of the Framework, with the exception
of the Sequential and Exception Tests.114 This recognises
that in areas susceptible to flooding even small
alterations can affect flood risk within or beyond the
site, and changes of use can result in occupation or use
by parties which are more vulnerable than the previous
occupants/users to harm from flooding. Furthermore,
existing properties may not previously have been
subject to proper flood risk assessment and appropriate
mitigation measures, or the nature or severity of the
flood risk may have changed over time, requiring more
appropriate mitigation measures.
A.139 As part of the policy to protect people and
property from flooding, the National Planning Policy
Framework expects local planning authorities’ plans to
be supported by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, and
to have policies to manage flood risk from all sources,
taking account of advice from flood risk management
bodies. We propose to clarify that planning policies
to manage flood risk should, where relevant, also
address cumulative flood risks which could result
from the combined impacts of a number of new
but separate developments in (or affecting) areas
identified as susceptible to flooding.
114 As currently set out in paragraph 104 of the Framework.

Question 36
Do you agree with these proposals to clarify
flood risk policy in the National Planning Policy
Framework?

Noise and other impacts on
new developments
A.140 The National Planning Policy Framework,
supported by planning guidance, already incorporates
elements of the ‘agent of change’ principle (this
provides that the person or business responsible for the
change should be responsible for managing the impact
of that change) in relation to noise, by being clear that
existing businesses wanting to grow should not have
unreasonable restrictions put on them because of
changes in nearby land uses since they were established.
A.141 We propose to amend the Framework to
emphasise that planning policies and decisions
should take account of existing businesses and
other organisations, such as churches, community
pubs, music venues and sports clubs, when locating
new development nearby and, where necessary, to
mitigate the impact of noise and other potential
nuisances arising from existing development.
This will help mitigate the risk of restrictions or possible
closure of existing businesses and other organisations
due to noise and other complaints from occupiers of
new developments.

Question 37
Do you agree with the proposal to amend
national policy to emphasise that planning
policies and decisions should take account
of existing businesses when locating new
development nearby and, where necessary, to
mitigate the impact of noise and other potential
nuisances arising from existing development?
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Onshore wind energy
A.142 The Government’s Written Ministerial
Statement of 18 June 2015 sets out new planning
considerations for onshore wind energy planning
applications involving one or more wind turbines.
To allow for the proper integration of the policy
into the National Planning Policy Framework,
the Government proposes to amend the
wording of paragraph 98 of the Framework to:
• clarify which parts of existing policy relate
specifically to onshore wind energy development
and which to all forms of renewable and low
carbon energy development;
• remove the need for wind energy development
applications outside of suitable areas identified in
plans to demonstrate that the proposed location
meets the criteria used in identifying suitable areas;
and
• be clear that proposed wind energy development
involving one or more wind turbines should ‘not
be considered acceptable’ rather than ‘should only
grant planning permission’ to reflect the language
of the existing planning policy.
A.143 Following practical experience in implementing
the revised policy, the Government will issue further
guidance to clarify what is meant by the phrase
”following consultation, it can be demonstrated
that the planning impacts identified by affected local
communities have been fully addressed and therefore
the proposal has their backing”.
A.144 The Government does not see a need for a
transitional provision as the policy remains unchanged.
Nor does it propose to include the original transitional
provision given the time that has elapsed since the
Written Ministerial Statement was issued.

Question 38
Do you agree that in incorporating the
Written Ministerial Statement on wind energy
development into paragraph 98 of the National
Planning Policy Framework, no transition period
should be included?

Fixing our broken
housing market

