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1. Summary of approach

The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act (‘the Act’) contains a high number
of linked measures. Due to the number of measures and the links between them, we have
presented them in one overarching impact assessment (IA). We have covered all the
measures included within the Act up to the regulatory scorecards. For the purpose of these
sections, we have grouped measures where they broadly fall under the same ‘theme’ and
target their intervention in the same area. These themes are:

Devolution Structures

London

Duties and Powers

Strategic Authority Reforms

Local Government Structures and Accountability
Communities

2 e

A limited number of measures within the Act are in scope of the Better Regulation Framework
(BRF) and so require full IAs, while other Act measures are not in scope of the BRF because
they do not have a direct impact on business.

The BRF is the system Government uses to manage the flow of regulation and understand
its impacts. The BRF applies to regulatory provisions — if something is not a regulatory
provision, it is not in scope. A regulatory provision is defined as a ‘statutory provision’ that
relates to a ‘business activity’ which does at least one of the following:

a) imposes or amends requirements, restrictions or conditions, or sets or amends
standards or gives or amends guidance, in relation to the activity

b) relates to the securing of compliance with, or the enforcement of, requirements,
restrictions, conditions, standards or guidance which relate to the activity.

A ‘statutory provision’ is:
a) a provision of an Act
b) a provision of subordinate legislation made by a Minister of the Crown

c) any other provision which has effect by virtue of the exercise of a function conferred
on a Minister of the Crown, or independent regulator that has agreed to sign up to the
BRF, by or under an Act.

'‘Business activities’ means activities carried on:
a) by a business for the purposes of the business
b) by a voluntary or community body for the purposes of the body.

To note, business activities does not include a business or body which is controlled by a
public authority or acting on behalf of a public authority.

Notwithstanding the above definition, provisions and their impacts are also out of scope
where they are in connection with:

a) imposing, abolishing, varying or in connection with any tax, duty, levy or other
charge



b) procurement
c) grants or other financial assistance by or on behalf of a public authority
d) commencement orders.

For each of the measures in scope of the BRF, a full IA has been conducted. For those
outside of the BRF, we have discussed their impact at a high level within the overarching IA.

Where measures would have required a full individual IA, we have met this requirement by
completing the remaining sections, with regulatory scorecards completed for individual
measures in scope of BRF. The individual IAs have been copied below the overarching
sections. For some measures in scope, further, more detailed information on rationale has
been included in the evidence sections for individual IAs, in addition to the high-level
summary in the strategic case for proposed regulation.

A full list of the measures, whether they are in scope of BRF and which grouping they fall
under is included in the section summarising the description of the proposed intervention
options. This table also summarises which of the overall Act objectives that the measure
helps meet and how.
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2. Summary of proposal

England is one of the most centralised countries in the world and has some of the highest
levels of geographic inequality.’ These two things are linked. Westminster does not have the
local knowledge, capacity and flexibility needed to take advantage of every opportunity
available in every place. Simultaneously, we face a long-term decline of trust in our politics.
Too many people feel like they do not have control over the things that matter most to them,
from housing to healthcare. In 2024, polling found that over 69% of people in England
believed public services had got worse, and there was significantly net negative satisfaction
on areas like council housing, support for children and young people, and employment and
skills support for adults.2

The local government sector is also facing acute challenges. The way the sector is funded is
outdated, inefficient, and poor value for money, whilst the demand for and costs of statutory
services have risen. A reset in the relationship between central and local government is
needed. In addition, there is a growing sense of decline within local communities. Only 11%
of people believe their area has got better to live in over the last two years, and 29% say that
it has got worse. This sits alongside a wider feeling of disempowerment and distrust at a local
level. Whilst 50% of people say it is important that they feel able to influence decisions
affecting their local area, just 23% feel able to do so.3

Devolution across England is fundamental to achieving the change the public expect and
deserve and addressing these challenges by delivering growth, more joined-up delivery of
public services, and politics being done with communities, not to them. The evidence shows
that:

o On growth, devolution to capable local leaders at strategic scales has been linked to
higher productivity*, meaning more money in people’s pockets.

« When it comes to trust in politics, directly elected Mayors are the most recognisable
local political figures, and people think more power should come down from national
government.®

e In other developed countries that introduced greater devolution, people were more
satisfied with public services®.

T MHCLG analysis of OECD (2020), Enhancing Productivity in UK Core Cities: Connecting Local and Regional
Growth, OECD Urban Policy Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9ef55ff7-en.

2 Ipsos UK (2024) Public Services Face Crisis of Confidence as Election Looms | Ipsos

3 DCMS (2024) Community Life Survey 2023/24 annual release — GOV.UK

4 OECD (2021) A comprehensive approach to understanding urban productivity effects of local governments:
Local autonomy, government quality and fragmentation, available at: https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5ebd25d3-
en pp.38

5 Centre for Cities (2024) Metro mayors are the most recognisable local political figures in their area, polling
finds

6 See Espasa, Marta et al. “Is Decentralization Really Welfare Enhancing? Empirical Evidence from Survey
Data (1994-2011).” ERN: Other Macroeconomics: Employment (2017); or Durmus, Veli. “Does the healthcare
decentralization provide better public health security capacity and health services satisfaction? An analysis of
OECD countries.” Journal of health organization and management (2024)
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The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act delivers on the Government’s
manifesto commitment to transfer power out of Westminster, by giving local leaders the tools
to deliver growth, fixing the foundations of local government, and empowering communities.

Already there has been progress in rolling out devolution in England, with the proportion of
the population covered by devolution reaching 61% in 2024, just over 34 million people.
However, the previous “devolution by deal” approach created an inconsistent patchwork of
powers, coverage and accountability. Over 90% of the North of England is covered by a
devolution arrangement, yet in the South of England this is at just 46%’. As a result of the
deal-based approach, the powers Mayors hold to effect change also vary between places.
The Act introduces a systematic approach — ending one-off deals and putting into statute a
devolution framework, so that Mayors are given a consistent and coherent set of functions.
This will both deepen the devolution settlements of existing Combined and County Combined
Authorities (CAs/CCAs) and widen devolution to more areas, encouraging local authorities to
come together and take on new powers. By completing the map, the Government will oversee
the rebalancing of power from central government so that local leaders can take back control
and all of England can benefit from devolution.

Local government, as the foundation of devolution, is itself given a firmer foundation, restored
to being fit, legal, and decent. This Act helps delivering a functioning local audit system,
including by establishing a Local Audit Office. These changes support the wider reset of local
authority finances, placing them on a stronger footing, ensuring they are able to best serve
their communities and meet their duties. This Act also reforms the structures of local
government, by preventing the creation of new local authority mayoralties and new committee
system councils to deliver more transparent and accountable governance models for English
local authorities. The Act introduces a requirement on all local authorities in England to
establish effective neighbourhood governance. This gives communities a strong voice in
shaping local priorities and influencing the decisions that matter most to them.

Communities are also given greater rights to be involved in their local issues, through a
strengthened community right to buy, and the introduction of a new type of asset of
community value — the sporting asset of community value, aimed at increasing the number
of sporting assets under community ownership, thereby protecting them against
redevelopment. And upwards only rent review sections are banned for commercial leases, to
drive growth and avoid vacant and unused properties which too often blight town centres and
high streets.

The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act incorporates a wide range of
measures designed to deepen and widen devolution across England, reform the local
government sector and empower communities. These measures are split into six categories:

1. Devolution Structures — The Act introduces a new devolution architecture for
England, establishing a more consistent and simpler model of devolution which can
be delivered quicker than the current legislation allows. This includes measures to
introduce the category of “strategic authorities” (SAs), organisations designated by
Government which have responsibility for strategy development and programme
delivery over larger functional economic areas. This role is fulfilled by:

7 Counting the South West, South East, London and East of England NUTS1 regions
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e (mayoral) Combined Authorities (CAs), e.g., Greater Manchester Combined
Authority;

e (mayoral) Combined County Authorities (CCAs), e.g., East Midlands
Combined County Authority;

e the Greater London Authority (GLA); and

e in some cases, single local authorities.

The Act also establishes a devolution framework, and grants the Government the
power to add to or change the powers in the framework. In addition, the Act facilitates
the goal of universal coverage of devolution in England. This includes measures to
streamline the process for establishing SAs, and a ministerial power to direct the
expansion of an existing SA, in certain circumstances.

2. London — The Act sets out arrangements for the Greater London Authority (GLA)
within the devolution architecture, ensuring that the GLA’s devolution arrangements
are as closely aligned as possible to arrangements for the rest of England. Alongside
this, the Act also provides the Mayor of London with new strategic licensing powers
to drive growth and support Greater London’s hospitality industry and night-time
economy. The Act also empowers the Mayor of London to decide on the sale or long-
term lease of Transport for London land, by removing the current requirement for the
Secretary of State for Transport’s consent. Additionally, where local authorities in
London collaborate on initiatives outside the remit of the GLA, the Act enables
ministers to pay funding directly to an eligible joint committee of London local
authorities.

3. Duties and Powers — The Act sets out the specific functions and their voting and
governance arrangements that SAs receive at each level of the enhanced devolution
framework, including duties for mayors to produce a local growth plan, establish and
coordinate a key route network, and powers to manage development. In addition, all
areas in England are given new powers to license shared e-bike schemes in their
areas, to maximise their benefits and minimise negative impacts. The Act also
introduces measures to facilitate the transfer of police and crime commissioner (PCC)
and fire and rescue (FRA) functions to mayors.

4. Strategic Authority Reforms — The Act allows mayors to appoint commissioners to
deliver against one or more specific areas of competence, such as transport, for the
SA. It also allows SAs to pay a special responsibility allowance to constituent council
members in respect of duties and responsibilities undertaken in service of the
authority; prevent mayors from sitting as MPs simultaneously; and standardise the
governance arrangements for the setting of budgets and transport levies. In addition,
the Act reverts all mayoral and PCC elections back from First Past the Post to the
supplementary vote system. The Act introduces Local Scrutiny Committees to
strengthen local accountability, with powers to scrutinise mayoral decisions and value
for money of expenditure.
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5. Local Government — The Act introduces new measures to strengthen local
authorities, including the streamlining of the current local government reorganisation
process. The Act places a duty on local authorities to have effective neighbourhood
governance in place, and provisions to prevent the publication of councillor addresses
to protect the safety of elected members in local government. The Act also requires
all local authorities operating the committee system to adopt a leader and cabinet
governance model, except where a council operating the committee system has a
moratorium in place following a public referendum or council resolution, who will be
required to undertake a governance review at the end of this period. The Act also
prevents the creation of any new local authority mayoralties and councils adopting the
committee system. The Act also provides the Secretary of State with the power to set
national licensing standards for taxi and private hire vehicles (PHV) and enhances
existing enforcement powers. In addition, the Act introduces powers for the Secretary
of State to make regulations which give English local transport authorities the power
to prohibit parking on footways and verges in their areas that are also civil
enforcement areas. Finally, the Act also confers the full general power of competence
on all National Park Authorities in England, and the Broads Authority, to clarify their
legal framework and remove barriers to integrated delivery alongside other local
stakeholders.

6. Communities — The Act introduces a new community right to buy, giving community
groups first refusal on the sale of assets of community value. The Act also introduces
new protections for sports stadiums and end upwards only rent review sections in
commercial leases to prevent vacant shops and regenerate high streets in
communities across the country. Where councils have sold or appropriated land for
public recreation without following statutory advertisement procedures, this Act
introduces a power for the Secretary of State to discharge this statutory trust if it is in
the public interest to do so and where other specified qualifying conditions are met.
Finally, this Act strengthens local authorities’ ability to influence the location and
density of gambling outlets by giving them the power to publish a Gambling Impact
Assessment enabling them to adopt a presumption that local authorities will reject
applications for gambling premises licenses applications in a specific area unless the
applicant gambling operator can show that the grant of its licence would be
reasonably consistent with the gambling licensing objectives.

3. Strategic case for proposed regulation

Like the whole of the UK, all regions in England have the raw ingredients to ignite growth.
They have high quality research institutions, innovative economic clusters, some of the most
successful start-up hubs in Europe, and a hard-working and highly skilled workforce.

The Government's Green Paper, Invest 2035: the UK's modern Industrial Strategy, sets out
that these strengths, and the opportunities they create, are distributed across the country?®.
That is why we see burgeoning clusters like:

8 DBT (2024) Invest 2035: the UK's modern industrial strategy - GOV.UK
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« Life sciences in places like Cambridgeshire and Peterborough and Liverpool City
Region

« Financial services in places like West Yorkshire and London

o Advanced manufacturing in places like Greater Manchester, the West Midlands, the
North East, and South Yorkshire

« Clean energy and green industries in places like the North East, the East Midlands?®,
the West Midlands'™, Tees Valley, York and North Yorkshire'', and around the
Humber

« Digital industries in the West of England

« Defence, with two-thirds of UK’s defence spend outside London and the South East'2.

Despite these clearly visible strengths, opportunity is being stifled. We have an economy that
hoards potential, and a politics that hoards power. It is no wonder that our economy has
flatlined, with UK GDP per capita lower than pre-pandemic levels. This has undermined living
standards. As the 2024 Autumn Budget set out, if the UK economy had grown at the average
rate of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries over the
past 14 years, GDP would have been £171bn larger.'® Working people have paid the price
through stagnating living standards and higher taxes.

Harnessing our growth potential across the UK is fundamental to turning this around. For too
long we have failed to make use of the untapped strengths we see in towns, cities and
counties across the country. The economic gains are potentially huge — if English cities
outside of the capital met their productivity potential compared to similar cities in other
countries, national economic output could be £34bn-£55bn larger per year'. Low UK total
public investment is driven by our low level of local government investment. Although UK
central government investment matches the OECD average, at 2.2% GDP, UK local
government investment, at 0.8% GDP against an OECD average of 1.4%, ranks 30" out of
38 OECD countries — the lowest in the G7. If our subnational investment matched the OECD
average rate, we would invest an extra £19bn per year — a further 0.6% of GDP. This would
put the UK in the top 50% of OECD countries for total public investment’®.

That is why the Government is committed to fixing the foundations of the economy and has
begun a decade of national renewal, with growth as its central mission. And whereas some
places are held back by infrastructure, others are by skills. So to drive change, dedicated
local knowledge, leadership and interventions are needed, led by strong and empowered
institutions'®.

9 East Midlands Hydrogen (2024) The UK’s largest inland hydrogen cluster | East Midlands Hydrogen

10 West Midlands Growth Company, Tyseley Energy Park | Invest West Midlands

11 BioYorkshire, Home | BioYorkshire

2 MOD (2023) MOD regional expenditure with industry 2022/23 - GOV.UK

3 HMT (2024) Autumn Budget 2024 (HTML) - GOV.UK

14 MHCLG analysis of OECD (2020), Enhancing Productivity in UK Core Cities: Connecting Local and
Regional Growth, OECD Urban Policy Reviews, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9ef55ff7-en.
£34bn if the workforce and sectoral composition of the Core Cities matched the UK average and £20bn if
these cities experienced agglomeration effects in line with second cities in France or Germany.

15 MHCLG analysis of OECD Data Explorer » Subnational government investment (last updated, 01 October
2024), accessed 15.11.2024. 2022 data.

16 Stansbury, A. Turner D. and Balls, E. (2023) Tackling the UK’s regional economic inequality: Binding
constraints and avenues for policy intervention, available at: 198 AWP _final.pdf pp.4_
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https://data-explorer.oecd.org/vis?lc=en&tm=subnational%20government%20investment&pg=0&snb=13&df%5bds%5d=dsDisseminateFinalDMZ&df%5bid%5d=DSD_DASHBOARD%40INV&df%5bag%5d=OECD.CFE.RDG&df%5bvs%5d=1.0&dq=.E121..S13M%2BS1312%2BS1313...&pd=2022%2C2022&to%5bTIME_PERIOD%5d=false
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/centers/mrcbg/files/198_AWP_final.pdf

Devolution to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland from 1998 laid the foundation for a new
approach to governing, with new legislatures and governments making a reality of the
principle of democratic self-government and recognising the political and cultural distinctions
within the UK. The historic devolution that created the Greater London Authority in 1999
showed the potential of a Mayor across a city region, delivering on priorities and being directly
accountable to the public. And the introduction of legislation for Combined Authorities in 2009
showed the path for English devolution outside of the capital, building on the strengths of
local authorities.

The case for change is clear:

Devolution means policy can be tailored to local situations, based on a deep
understanding of England’s regional economies. Places should not have to constantly
re-work competitive bids to deliver the Government of the day’s priority. While
ministers and civil servants strive to serve, those making national decisions have
competing incentives, limited capacity and less localised information. Devolution
enables more decisions to be made by those who know their areas best, leading to
better outcomes and a more efficient use of resources.

Devolution enables coordinated action in a place. Policies across skills, innovation,
and infrastructure are much more effective when used to complement each other'”.
We have already seen the difference that can be made when local leaders and Mayors
work together in the interests of the local population. It creates the right mix of local
intelligence and capacity with strategic vision.'8

Devolution gives communities a greater say in decisions that affect them. When policy
is made at a national level, even the best intentions can fall short and invite public
objection if the communities who should benefit are left powerless in the decision-
making process.

Devolution done right drives innovation, enabling different leaders to trial different
methods, and learn from what works to ultimately deliver more for citizens.

By pushing more power out of Whitehall, this Government is undertaking major structural
reform to deliver better democratic and economic outcomes for people and places across
England. With more power devolved in England, people will see the following changes.

Priorities for their area set locally, with policies tailored to needs and circumstances.
Easier commutes through a single transport system, with pay-as-you-go fares and
joined-up services to access more opportunities faster.

Skills and employment provision that are more relevant to local jobs.

More houses that are matched with new infrastructure.

Support from public services that talk to each other and understand what support
people need.

Fewer but more empowered leaders who can be directly held to account. 83% of
people in Greater Manchester recognise the Mayor'® — we want this kind of recognition
and direct accountability across the country.

Local government, as the foundation of devolution, restored to being fit, legal, and
decent. Councillors will play an important role as the delivery arm of this project, with
the respect and resources they need to get the job done.

7 See e.g. the analysis in Freedman, S. (2024) “Public Service Reform and Devolution” — Labour Together
18 Institute for Government (2023) How can devolution deliver regional growth in England? pp.14

19 Centre for Cities (2024) Place over politics: What polling tells us about how successful devolution has been
to date | Centre for Cities
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The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act aims to spread the benefits
of devolution and deepen the powers that local leaders have at their disposal, with a
reformed local government sector and empowered communities.

Rationale for intervention: issues with existing devolution and local government
legislation, and how measures in this Act will address these:

1. Devolution Structures

Previous legislation on devolution was not adequate to deliver the scale of ambition set out
by Government. The processes set out the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009, the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023, and the Cities and Local
Government Devolution Act 2016 only facilitate piecemeal devolution of functions with a
lengthy implementation process. They are also centrally driven in terms of what is on offer
while relying heavily on the local appetite of local authorities to engage with that offer. Further
legislation was required to embed the principle of each part of England having an authority,
such as combined and combined county authorities, with strategic responsibility to drive local
economic development, and to streamline the process of establishing new bodies and
empowering local areas to gain the powers they need to deliver for their communities. This
will drive powers out of Whitehall and into the control of local leaders on behalf of their
communities, resetting the relationship between central and local government in England.

The Government is keen to speed up, widen and deepen devolution to generate wealth and
prosperity across the country by freeing up more powers for exercise at the local level. This
is in addition to the aim of creating a more consistent and simpler model of devolution across
England.

Designation of Strategic Authorities
To deliver this scale of reform, primary legislation was needed to establish the category of

“strategic authorities” (SAs) — organisations positioned between local authorities and national
Government, which typically are a CA, CCA, or the GLA — that have responsibility for strategy
development and programme delivery across specific areas of policy competence over larger
functional economic areas, with corresponding functions set out in the devolution framework
enabled by this Act. These functions enable SAs to drive forward economic growth and
improve social and environmental outcomes for those who live and work in their area.

By operating across strategic economic geographies, SAs are well placed to take strategic
decisions and design and deliver policies and investment that span multiple local authority
areas. SAs play a role in drawing up specific strategies and plans for their areas, considering
factors across a broader area to inform, for example, the development of local growth plans.
Specific functions and duties, including strategies and plans SAs are responsible for, are set
out in the devolution framework. These functions are distinct from those exercised by local
authorities which are focused on service delivery and activity within their boundaries. Existing
devolution and local government legislation is inadequate for defining this new type of
institution, its role, and relationships within the local government system in England.
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The Act establishes three levels of SA, to which different functions are assigned: foundation,
mayoral, and established mayoral. All non-mayoral CAs and CCAs are foundation SAs, while
all mayoral CAs and CCAs are designated as mayoral SAs. The Secretary of State is able to
designate an individual local authority as a foundation SA. The Secretary of State also has
the power to designate mayoral SAs as established mayoral.

Without intervention, there would not be a standard tier of governance between national and
local government. That risks missing the opportunities of devolution, and a confusing picture
for residents. Devolution could continue to be delivered for more areas in England under
existing legislation and processes, including the establishment of new (mayoral and non-
mayoral) CA and CCAs, and devolution agreements with single local authorities. Importantly,
however, this would continue to be on a locally-led, place-by-place basis. This would not
deliver clear or consistent devolution across England, would risk people in parts of England
not benefitting fully from devolution, and would not clearly define the role for CA/CCAs as
SAs within the local government system with broader and deeper devolved capabilities.

Powers via the Devolution Framework

The new devolution model includes the development of a framework that sets out powers
and functions available to SAs depending on whether they have a mayor and on their track
record of delivery. The framework is structured around an SA’s areas of competence. The
framework confers powers to these institutions automatically, moving away from the current
piecemeal and bespoke process of conferral to areas via secondary legislation.

Over the course of the decade preceding this Act, CAs and CCAs have been established
through individual negotiations and area-specific statutory instruments, which has led to
inconsistencies between areas across their functions and the governance arrangements of
these functions.

The process was slow and cumbersome. The negotiation of devolution deals commonly
lasted many months, sometimes more than a year, and not unusually taking more than one
attempt to build local consensus, often driven by a lack of clarity about how good a ‘deal’ an
area could secure from the Government. Much of the negotiation of devolution deals was
taken up considering questions around governance arrangements and specific functions. The
bespoke nature of each devolution deal has generated a confusing and opaque proliferation
of legislation, with different provisions applying in different areas. This makes it harder for
residents to hold their leaders to account.

The time from agreeing a devolution deal to laying legislation implementing it varied
considerably, but averaged around twelve months. It typically requires a local proposal, local
consultation, consideration of statutory tests, drafting of bespoke legislation, statutory
consents and a statutory report for public authority functions, and affirmative procedure in
Parliament.

Putting the devolution framework on a statutory footing:

e provides maximum clarity to areas on what functions they will receive at each ‘level’ of
devolution, and ensure a more consistent application of the framework across all
institutions in contrast with the more patchwork conferral of functions that currently
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exists — giving clarity to residents on what their local leaders are responsible for
delivering;

e supports quicker roll-out of devolution, in tandem with other sections of this Act,
supporting the objective to expand devolution; and

e more firmly embed CA and CCAs in the local government system and the wider UK
constitutional arrangements.

This Act introduces ‘devolution by default’ and a standardised devolution offer for each new
local area that comes forward to seek Government agreement to legislate for a new SA.

However, there may still be limited circumstances under which there will need to be the option
to delay or bring forward conferral of particular functions in the framework for an individual
area. In addition, some areas may require that a specific function has different governance
arrangements.

For example, an agreement was made in the East Midlands Combined County Authority
(EMCCA) to ensure the ongoing smooth operation of Nottingham’s trams, which means some
elements of transport delivery across the area will run concurrently between constituent
councils and the CCA for longer. Without such Secretary of State discretion to delay or
prevent powers being conferred on SAs and to set up bespoke arrangements, SAs may end
up with powers that are operationally unmanageable, for example where councils own key
assets such as bus companies or trams. EMCCA is an example of this: if EMCCA were to be
given sole transport powers, then Nottingham City Council would be in breach of its
contractual arrangements resulting in significant financial penalties and operation of the city’s
trams ceasing. Bespoke conditions are therefore necessary, but will only be considered
where there is a tangible operational impact.

Other solutions have previously been considered. A tiered devolution framework was set out
under the previous administration in the Levelling Up White Paper, but not in legislation, in
order to clarify the offer to areas. Despite this, there was still significant scope for locally-led
design and specific consent requirements from participating local authorities that has resulted
in disparities between different CAs/CCAs’ powers, funding, and governance arrangements.

Expanding the Devolution Framework

Primary legislation was needed to implement the new devolution architecture, including
providing for new powers to amend the devolution framework in future and enabling some
Mayors to request additions and amendments to the framework, ensuring it remains adaptive
and responsive to future need and policy developments.

The framework represents a level of Government agreement on the scale of devolution at a
particular point in time, with the expectation that it will expand to include additional functions
over time. Any additions should have the same status in primary legislation as the rest of the
devolution framework.

Without the power to update the framework (e.g., without intervention), further primary
legislation would be required every time Government wished to confer additional powers to
SAs.
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The Act also introduces the ability to pilot specific functions in certain areas ahead of adding
them to the framework. Without this power, more innovative and radical forms of devolution
would not be able to be tested for suitability.

Streamlining the Establishment of Strategic Authorities

The ambition of the English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act is to implement a
more consistent and simpler model of devolution across England that can be delivered more
quickly than under existing legislation. The Government wants to ensure universal coverage
of devolution in England, which would allow all areas in England to access the benefits of
devolution.

To achieve this, the Act includes powers that give ministers the tools they need to deliver
devolution for all of England, and streamline the processes to facilitate this.

Streamlining processes for establishing new devolved institutions, and changing existing
ones, can only be implemented via primary legislation. An effort was made previously to
streamline the procedure for establishing CAs set out in the Local Democracy, Economic
Development and Construction Act 2009, through the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act
2023. This removed the need for local authorities across an area wishing to establish a CA
having to undertake a governance review or scheme, instead submitting a proposal based
on their devolution agreement. Despite this, it can still take a year — and often longer — after
agreement with Government to establish an organisation with devolved functions.

Streamlining simplifies processes for both establishing new CAs and CCAs, and making
changes to existing CAs and CCAs. Streamlining reduces the consent requirements, simplify
the statutory test, ensure a consistent link to the new framework, and allow the consultation
requirements to be more flexible around who is consulted. Where appropriate, it also includes
changing boundaries where this is needed and dissolving or merging organisations — all of
which help to achieve the objective of universal coverage of devolution that was set out in the
Government’s White Paper. It also includes streamlined provisions for the election of a mayor,
helping broaden access to mayoral devolution institutions.

The process for conferring functions is also amended. Further detail on this process can be
found below under ‘Duties and Powers’.

This streamlining assists in delivering devolution in a quicker and more efficient way.
Mandating the expansion of Strategic Authorities

The Act creates a ministerial power to enable the Secretary of State to mandate the addition
of a council to existing SAs, without the consent of the relevant councils in areas where
devolution has not been achieved or agreed locally. The Government's commitment to
working in partnership holds firm, and so the Government will limit its use of this power to
instances when other routes have been exhausted and local leaders in an area have not
been able to agree how to access devolved powers.

Primary legislation was needed to equip the Secretary of State with this power to move away
from a system based purely on voluntary and locally-led agreement and implementation, if
Government is to achieve its objective of universal coverage of SAs in England. The
existence of this power does not remove the option for a council to voluntarily be added to a
Strategic Authority, and the expectation is that the majority of areas will self-organise and
collaborate ahead of this.
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Converting Combined County Authorities (CCAs) into Combined Authorities (CAs)
following Local Government Reorganisation (LGR)

The Act creates a power for a CCA to be converted into a CA following LGR. This is necessary
because in areas where LGR means unitary local government is implemented, this
reorganisation would result in any CCAs in the area no longer meeting the constituent
member requirements under the 2023 Act, as they will no longer contain a county council.
The CCA would no longer be able to function if this status was maintained.

This power will enable the conversion, as well as any other changes to the establishing order
that are necessary to ensure the functioning of the authority, as well as the continuity of
matters and duties through the conversion process (i.e. changes to voting and quorum
provisions). The relevant body corporate will continue to exist; but will be recognised in law
as a CA rather than a CCA. This means that there is no need to transfer across property,
staff or functions.

This power is necessary so that strategic bodies can be maintained through the local
government reorganisation process. Without this power, the reorganised CCAs would need
to be abolished and replaced with a new CA over the same geographical footprint. This is
expensive, time-consuming, and more complicated to achieve than the new process of
converting to a CA via amending the establishment order.

Altering Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) and Fire and Rescue Authority (FRA)
boundaries on transfer to Mayors, and allowing one Mayor to be PCC for multiple
police areas

Under previous legislation, transferring PCC or FRA functions to a Mayor could only occur
where the mayoral area was coterminous with the police force or FRA area. Previously,
mayoral geography in some parts of England was prohibitive to transfers as it was not
coterminous with the force or FRA area. As a result, in these areas, local residents could not
enjoy the benefits of a mayoral model in which a Mayor joins up a range of local public
services to improve outcomes holistically.

The overarching intent of the sections in the Act is to enable more Mayors to take up PCC
and FRA responsibilities. Mayors have broader local powers than PCCs, and conferring PCC
and FRA functions onto them enables them to join up local services and take a holistic
approach to improving local outcomes. These sections enable local residents to reap the
benefits of coterminosity of public services, and support greater alignment of public safety
and mayoral boundaries.

The White Paper outlined that where mayoral geographies align with police force and fire and
rescue authority geographies, Mayors will be, by default, responsible for exercising PCC and
FRA functions. This is with a view to increasing the number of Mayors who exercise these
functions. To fulfil this aim, the Act allows Mayors to exercise PCC functions over more than
one police force area, where those forces, when taken together, are coterminous with the
mayoral CA/CCA. This was already legally possible for FRAs. Where a mayor does exercise
PCC functions, the Act ensures that they appoint a Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime for
each force area in which they exercise those functions.
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The Act allows the relevant Secretary of State to alter police and fire boundaries incidentally
on the transfer of PCC and FRA functions to combined authority Mayors. Both powers to alter
police boundaries and transfer PCC functions already exist separately and can be used
sequentially by the Home Secretary, though as part of a two-part process. The measure
included in the Act consolidates this process.

2. London

The GLA as a Strategic Authority

The Government’s intention is that, as far as possible, the Greater London Authority (GLA) is
treated as an Established Mayoral Strategic Authority. However, given that the governance
arrangements and existing devolved functions of the Greater London Authority (GLA) differ
from other SAs, separate London provisions will be included within the Act, which will confer
functions on the GLA in an equivalent way to CAs/CCAs as far as practicably possible, where
they do not currently have them through other means (e.g., the GLA Act 1999). In addition,
the Act introduces a power for the MHCLG Secretary of State to confer new functions on the
GLA. It will also provide for the MHCLG Secretary of State to have a power to amend, repeal,
revoke or otherwise modify existing legislation in order to secure the effective operation of
new GLA functions. This is to mitigate the risk that other legislation, particularly the GLA Act
1999, prevents Government from devolving functions to the GLA.

There was previously no power for the Secretary of State to devolve new functions on the
GLA via statutory instrument, where that power existed for other strategic authorities. There
was a risk that this leaves the GLA behind, with further powers being devolved to other SAs
via the devolution framework. Therefore, there was a need for a power for the Secretary of
State to confer new functions on the GLA.

Taking a power to amend existing legislation will also serve this purpose, allowing the
Secretary of State to remove legislative blockers to deepening the GLA’s powers over time.
Previously, powers have been devolved to the GLA via amendments to the GLA Act. In recent
years, devolution has been led by ‘deals’ with places. There has not been a ‘deal’ with
London, in part because to do one would require amending primary legislation.

Transport for London operational land disposal

Transport for London (TfL) and its subsidiaries own operational land for facilities including
stations, track and sidings used for running its railway and tramway services. Under current
legislation, TfL requires Transport Secretary consent to sell or long-term lease land that has
been operational during the previous five years. This creates an unnecessary administrative
obstacle to TfL releasing land for development for housing or other purposes. The Act
significantly reduces this obstacle by devolving consenting power for TfL operational land
disposals to the Mayor of London. TfL is required to consult with rail bodies before applying
to the Mayor for consent. This mitigates the risk of unintended impacts on wider rail
operations outside TfL's remit.

This legislative change supports growth and housing delivery in the capital by making it
quicker and more straightforward for land with potential for development or other beneficial
uses to be released and repurposed.

Without intervention, the requirement for TfL to seek Transport Secretary consent would
remain in place and continue to complicate and lengthen the process of developing land for
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housing and other uses. Maintaining a role for the Government in decision making about TfL
land would run counter to HMG'’s stated aims on devolution.

Strategic Licensing Functions for the Mayor of London and the GLA

The Act inserts new strategic licensing functions for the Mayor of London and the Greater
London Authority (GLA) into the Licensing Act 2003 to help bolster London’s hospitality
industry and night-time economy. These functions will deliver on previous commitments
made by the Government to work with the Greater London Authority to review strategic
licensing powers and provide the Mayor of London with new powers over strategic licensing.

Previously, neither the Mayor of London nor the GLA had any express statutory duties or
powers under the Licensing Act 2003 (“the 2003 Act”). They did not have a statutory power
to set a licensing policy to which licensing authorities in Greater London must have regard.
They were also not included in the list of bodies a licensing authority in Greater London is
required to consult before it develops or updates its own statement of licensing policy.
Practically, this placed limitations on the ability of the Mayor of London and the GLA to
effectively influence and shape licensing decisions in the capital.

To address this, the Act makes amendments to the Licensing Act 2003, including:

e Creating a duty on the Mayor of London to determine a strategic licensing policy and
to publish a statement of that policy. London licensing authorities (including borough
councils) will have a duty to “have regard to” the Mayor’s strategic licensing policy
when carrying out their licensing functions under the Licensing Act 2003. This new
strategic licensing policy will enable the Mayor of London to set out strategic licensing
priorities that London licensing authorities will legally have to have regard to when
undertaking their own licensing roles and responsibilities.

e Adding the Mayor as a statutory consultee whenever London licensing authorities
determine or revise their own licensing policies.

e Adding the GLA as a “responsible authority” in respect of premises situated in Greater
London in certain circumstances.

e Creating a new “call in” power for the Mayor of London which will allow the Mayor to
give a direction to London licensing authorities on certain types of licensing
applications which have been identified as applications of “potential strategic
importance to Greater London” in certain circumstances. This intends to act as a
backstop measure to enable the Mayor to give a direction to London licensing
authorities in respect of certain licensing applications of potential strategic importance
to Greater London (subject to certain criteria being met).

We are also intended to take forward non-statutory options, such as updating guidance
issued by the Secretary of State under section 182 of the 2003 Act to encourage licensing
authorities to have regard to relevant local plans and strategies. However, without creating
new statutory functions for the Mayor of London or the GLA, their influence in licensing
decision-making in the capital may continue to be limited.

Overall, it is expected that the new strategic licensing functions will enable the Mayor of
London to encourage a more permissive, enabling and growth-focused approach to licensing
decision-making in London to support hospitality venues and the nighttime economy.
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Power to pay grant to joint committees of London councils

To help accelerate projects in areas such as rough sleeping and infrastructure for electric
vehicles, this Act gives councils more power over spending by enabling Ministers to pay grant
funding from central Government to an eligible joint committee formed by all the London
Boroughs (and the City of London).

3. Duties and Powers

Mayoral Powers of Competence and General Power of Competence

Previously, Combined Authorities, Combined County Authorities and their Mayors did not
have the legal ability to effect change beyond the bounds of their authority’s functions. The
Government want to empower Mayors, support their soft convening and leadership power,
and provide them with the capacity and mandate to drive growth, collaboration and
improvements in place. This is the underpinning rationale for the implementation of the new
mayoral powers of competence, enabling Mayors to deliver beyond the strict functional remit
of their powers and engage local partners in delivery for residents. This power includes a
mayoral power to convene (and corresponding duty for local partners to respond), and a duty
to collaborate (a formal mechanism for collaboration between neighbouring mayoral strategic
authorities).

Alongside these two powers, mayoral and non-mayoral Combined and Combined County
Authorities (and their Mayors) are also conferred with the general power of competence. The
power enables an authority to operate as an individual, provided the action is not prohibited
by law. The conferral of the general power of competence provides the legal assurance for
authorities, and their mayors, to deliver their initiatives.

The general and mayoral powers of competence are supplemented by a power for
Established Mayoral Strategic Authorities to request further powers to be devolved, reflecting
their ability to identify what more is needed beyond their current powers to better serve their
residents.

Without intervention, the Government would not be able to implement the new mayoral power
of competence, conferral of the general power of competence, or right to request for Strategic
Authorities as envisaged. These enabling powers are designed to empower Combined
Authorities, Combined County Authorities and their Mayors; whilst embedding a principle of
devolution by default, shifting the power dynamic between central government and local
leaders and driving more powers out of Westminster to better address local need and
circumstance.

General Power of Competence for National Park Authorities and the Broads Authority

The Act confers the general power of competence to National Park Authorities and the Broads
Authority so they will have access to the GPC in the same way as Local Authorities do.

Previously, National Park Authorities and the Broads needed to identify a specific function
prescribed by legislation to justify their activities. Granting the general power of competence
provides legal certainty, enabling National Park Authorities and the Broads to operate with
greater flexibility and foster innovation in fulfilling their statutory functions, for example, to
conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area.
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Devolution Framework

Previously, the Government and places have negotiated the powers and funding available to
a Strategic Authority through individual devolution deals in different parts of England (e.g. in
Greater Manchester or the West Midlands). This has led to inconsistency in powers between
places. To change this, the Act introduces devolution by default via a standardised Devolution
Framework.

47. The Act includes measures to legislate for the content of the devolution framework, i.e.
the functions that SAs are able to exercise at different levels of the framework, and their
associated voting and governance arrangements

Strategic Authorities will have the ability to exercise functions in the following areas:
e Transport and local infrastructure
e Skills and employment support
e Housing and strategic planning
e Economic development and regeneration
e Environment and climate change
e Health, wellbeing and public service reform
e Public safety
e Culture
e Rural Affairs and coastal communities

These are referred to as Strategic Authorities’ “areas of competence” and they set a
framework for the functions, funds, and partnership arrangements that Strategic Authorities
have and could have in the future. The exact functions and duties a Strategic Authority will
have, and the governance arrangements they must operate within, are specified in the Act or
in other Acts.

Without intervention, the piecemeal devolution of functions with lengthy implementation
processes would continue. The Devolution Framework provides a route to creating a more
consistent and simpler model of devolution across England.

Duty to cooperate with the Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS)

The LGPS for England and Wales is the UK’s largest pension scheme, which protects the
benefits of millions of staff working to provide local services who have devoted careers to
supporting local areas. It includes 79 local pension funds in England, which invest through
the LGPS asset pools. The pools have the local networks and capability to invest in projects
which support local areas, while generating an appropriate return as a pension investment.
However, in many places we know that a local or regional pipeline of investments is lacking,
meaning that the significant potential of the LGPS to invest in growth-supporting projects is
hampered.
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The Government introduces requirements on the LGPS and on Strategic Authorities to work
with each other to develop such opportunities. This Act includes the requirement placed on
Strategic Authorities, and a reciprocal requirement will be placed on the LGPS funds and
pools via the Pension Schemes Act 2026. If the Pension Schemes Act does not go through
parliament as planned, there is a risk this duty would only apply to Strategic Authorities, with
no reciprocal duty on the LGPS. This would be sub-optimal, although a one-way duty could
still ensure that Strategic Authorities engage with the LGPS, which they do not always do at
present.

The policy intent of the measure is to ensure that Strategic Authorities and the LGPS,
including its asset pools, are working together to develop investable local opportunities with
beneficial impacts. The LGPS pools and funds are the largest regional investors in most
regions, with assets currently in the range £25-65bn. The new duty is vital to ensuring that
LGPS investment is mobilised in support of local and regional growth. The Government does
not therefore consider non-legislative options such as guidance to local partners to be
sufficient and intends to put in place reciprocal and equal legal duties on both the LGPS and
on Strategic Authorities.

Duty to produce a Local Growth Plan

Despite existing strengths and latent potential for growth, opportunity is spread unequally and
UK. GDP per capita remains lower than pre-pandemic levels. Currently, approaches to foster
growth vary in different parts of the country. Some places are held back predominantly by
their transport infrastructure, while other places lack the necessary skills base. Similarly,
energy or digital infrastructure, housing supply or quality, ill health, commercial space and
innovation support are all known to be key constraints to growth in different parts of the
country. Finally, as outlined above, levels of investment by UK local government remain
below the OECD average whilst public investment and subsidies — when provided — has
historically skewed towards London.

To address areas’ specific challenges and unlock growth, the Act creates a new duty that
applies to all mayoral strategic authorities, except the Greater London Authority. The duty
requires them to each produce a local growth plan; a locally led, long-term plan for the
purposes of supporting local economic growth. In London, the existing and well-established
duty to produce an Economic Development Strategy for London plays a similar role.

This new duty applies to the authority itself, rather than the mayor. It includes a power for the
Secretary of State to issue guidance on the production, content, alteration and replacement,
and interpretation of local growth plans. Once in place, a local growth plan should then
provide high-level strategic direction that informs other wider plans the authority produces,
and their actions to implement these plans. In this way, the duty helps empower authorities
to deliver against long-term growth aims.

This measure also helps raise investment where it is most needed by ensuring that places
have a plan for how they will invest and support growth and by setting out an investment
pipeline to guide public and private investment. Local growth plans provide a link between
central Government, the growth Mission, the UK Industrial Strategy, and SAs, cementing
mayoral SA’s position in the architecture of devolution and economic growth policy. Local
growth plans guide other, more detailed strategic plans at the regional and local level (e.g.
local transport plans, strategic development strategies).
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Other options considered include encouraging Strategic Authorities to produce a Local
Growth Plan, using policy incentives alone rather than legislation. Separately, we considered
a duty to deliver or support economic growth. This was deemed at an early stage to be difficult
to define and inappropriate for a duty, given the multiple inputs that influence economic
growth, many of which are outside the control of Strategic Authorities.

Without this statutory duty, the authorities would likely continue to produce ‘Economic
Assessments’ and similar plans in relation to economic growth. However, this would likely
continue to be inconsistent between places and may not be properly coordinated and aligned
with national levers. Additionally, without intervention, Government would have less certainty
(or ability to ensure) that Local Growth Plans are produced and when in place, that they are
consistent, tangible plans for other strategic plans or other actors to engage with.

To give greater effect to these Local Growth Plans, the Act also creates a new duty that
applies to relevant public authorities, with these public authorities to be specified in secondary
legislation (by way of regulations). This duty will require those public authorities to have
regard to the ‘shared local growth priorities’ agreed between each SA and the government,
however, it will not require a specific course of action to be taken. While the Greater London
Authority will not have a duty to produce a Local Growth Plan, it will have the option of
separately agreeing ‘shared local growth priorities’ with the government and, if the Mayor of
London publishes these, this duty on relevant public authorities will apply to their ‘shared
priorities’ as for other MSAs and EMSAs. The duty will apply to the relevant public authorities
in specific circumstances, namely, when the authority is preparing a bid for public funding;
when it is developing a plan or strategy related to one or more shared priorities; or when an
MSA or EMSA prompts the authority to have regard to one of its own ‘shared priorities’, for
example as part of related engagement.

Other options included developing a Code of Practice or alternative non-legislative
approaches such as guidance. These were deemed by officials and ministers to be less
effective than a statutory duty. In order to ensure the duty is not overly onerous and does not
cut across other statutory duties or responsibilities of public authorities, it will not require a
specific course of action to be taken. At introduction, the duty was drafted to allow relevant
non-departmental public bodies (NDPBs) to be named in regulations as subject to the duty.
This has subsequently been updated via Government amendment to reflect the initial policy
intention that Arm’s Length Bodies (a term not legally defined) could be subject to this duty.
Arm’s Length Bodies include NDPBs, as well as other types of public authority such as
Executive Agencies and non-ministerial departments.

Without this statutory duty, the ‘shared priorities’ could be overlooked by important public
authorities who otherwise may be able to facilitate progress on these priorities. For example,
a shared priority on transport may not only require action by the authority and the government,
but also from Arm’s Length Bodies involved in transport. This approach ensures necessary
attention is paid to the priorities agreed at both a local/regional level and a national level,
while reflecting the degree of independence afforded to many public authorities.

Duty to have regard to Local Transport Plans

As the Local Transport Authority, Strategic Authorities will have a duty under the Transport
Act 2000 to produce a Local Transport Plan (LTP) setting out their local transport policies and
how they will implement them. Under the Act, metropolitan district councils that are
constituent members of a Strategic Authority have a duty to implement the Strategic
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Authority’s LTP when carrying out their functions. This is intended to primarily relate to
metropolitan districts councils’ functions as the highway authority and traffic authority. This
duty does not generally apply to constituent members of CAs or CCAs who are county
councils or unitary councils.

The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act standardises this duty so that all
constituent members of a Strategic Authority (metropolitan district councils, county councils,
unitary councils, and non-metropolitan district councils) have a duty to implement the
Strategic Authority’s LTP. Without intervention, the duty would apply unevenly to different
constituent members of Strategic Authorities. This could create inconsistency between the
Strategic Authorities’ local transport policies set out in their LTP and the highways and traffic
policies of their constituent members. This inconsistency would also create confusion among
members of the public or among local authorities.

Alternative options considered included using the secondary legislation that will be needed
alongside this Act to create specific new Strategic Authorities to include a duty on constituent
members to implement the Strategic Authorities’ LTP. However, this would not address the
inconsistencies between existing Strategic Authorities where some constituent councils do
not have this duty.

Duty to establish a Key Route Network and Power of Direction

Mayoral CAs and CCAs can designate their most important local roads as a key route
network. Establishing a key route network can help facilitate efficient travel, often across
multiple local authorities. Currently, the roads within the key route network are managed by
local highway authorities (e.g., individual local authorities), but which roads are included in
the key route network is agreed by a CA or CCA. Some places have taken steps towards
harmonising standards or maintenance across their key route network.

The Act introduces a requirement for mayors of mayoral strategic authorities to designate a
key route network, as well as a duty to publish the key route network, giving the public a
greater understanding of the roads which the mayors have oversight of. The Act also provides
these mayors with a power of direction over the key route network, enabling them to instruct
local highway authorities to use their powers on the key route network. Whilst local authorities
retain ownership and asset management over key route networks within their areas, mayors
have the power to direct them to implement particular schemes or use their powers as
highway authorities. This streamlines decision-making and reduce bureaucracy, improving
the efficiency of road management with positive impact users’ travelling experience.

Introducing a requirement to have a key route network and power of direction helps develop
a more consistent approach to key route networks across England, ensuring that mayors
have the potential to provide the same high levels of service and infrastructure. These
measures have been previously consulted on in 2021, when Government consulted on
proposals to give mayors and mayoral CAs and mayoral CCAs more decision-making powers
and accountability for the management of their key route network. There was support from
the public (76%) for the power of direction.

Several alternatives have been considered to address the management of KRNs:
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e The first option is to retain the status quo, where only two mayoral authorities have the
PoD. This approach would not standardise mayoral powers across England, leading
to inconsistencies in how KRNs are managed.

e The second alternative involves stripping the PoD from the two existing mayoral
authorities. While this would create consistency, it would not be a logical solution for
improving transport within Strategic Authorities.

e The third option considered extending the KRN to the strategic road network. However,
this could complicate management and dilute national oversight.

The preferred solution is to legislate for a requirement for all Mayoral CA/CCAs to designate
a KRN and grant Mayors the PoD. This approach standardises mayoral powers and ensures
that Mayors can effectively manage and improve local transport networks.

Without the PoD, Mayors would be unable to fully realise their commitments under local
transport plans or other agreed strategic documents. This would lead to missed opportunities
for ensuring that these documents are effectively delivered and have the greatest impact.
The absence of a standardised approach across mayoral CAs/CCAs may also result in further
disparities in highways interventions across the country, undermining public confidence in
local governance and transport planning.

Ultimately, the measures aim to reduce congestion, ensure coherence across mayoral
CAs/CCAs, and empower Mayors to deliver on their Local Transport Plans. The intended
outcomes include reduced travel times, increased journey time reliability, and positive
impacts on public transport and active travel; and examples of success indicators are faster
delivery of major transport projects, reduced journey time and variability, and potential
positive impacts on CO2 emissions. Monitoring these indicators will help gauge the
effectiveness of the PoD. The English Devolution White Paper commits to a review of these
powers after two years, and these indicators will be considered at that point.

On-Street Micromobility Regulatory Framework

On-street micromobility services, including shared cycles and e-cycles, have grown rapidly,
and can offer greener, healthier, and more convenient transport options. However, integrating
these vehicles into existing street space presents challenges, such as obstructive parking
and antisocial behaviour. Local authorities lack the necessary powers to manage these
schemes effectively, leading to negative impacts on public perception and in the use of public
spaces.

Government intervention is needed to address the imbalance of power between operators
and local authorities, ensuring that on-street micromobility services are managed in a way
that benefits whole communities, as well as the users of these schemes.

Therefore, this Act is bringing forward provisions to ensure that SAs (or local authorities
where no SA currently exists) are the new licencing authority for on-street micromobility
services. The regulatory framework for licencing will be developed and implemented through
secondary legislation and supported by guidance.

Licensing schemes locally empowers local leaders to integrate micromobility into wider
transport networks and access operator data, enabling better management of schemes and
ensuring that operators adhere to agreements. This allows schemes to be shaped to meet
local needs, ensuring micromobility is an attractive option for journeys, including wider
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geographical coverage. It also helps mitigate negative impacts such as poor parking and
antisocial behaviour, and facilitate the promotion of equitable geographic coverage of
micromobility services.

The policy aims to create a regulatory framework that balances consistency and local
adaptability, ensuring safe operation and integration into transport networks. Expected
impacts include improved safety, reduced pavement clutter, better public perception, and
enhanced accessibility to transport options. Further analysis of the impacts of micromobility
licensing, including alternative options that have been considered, can be found in the full
regulatory Impact Assessment below.

Power over Lane Rental Schemes

This Act delegates the power to approve lane rental schemes from the Secretary of State to
Mayoral Strategic Authorities (MSAs). Mayors, as strategic transport leaders, are well placed
to oversee the implementation of such schemes and ensure they aligned with regional
transport priorities.

Lane rental schemes charge those carrying out street and road works for occupying the
highway, with the aim of reducing congestion on the busiest roads at the busiest times.
Charges can be up to £2,500 per day for works on the busiest roads at the busiest times. The
current lane rental guidance will become statutory guidance which will help ensure a
consistent approach and prevent schemes from being used primarily as revenue-raising
tools.

The Act also amends Section 74A of the New Roads and Street Works Act so that highway
authorities will have to pay lane rental charges when they carry out their own roadworks. This
means that everyone whether a utility company or a council will have the same incentive to
plan and complete roadworks as efficiently as possible. The goal is to reduce congestion and
disruption for road users by making sure all organisations are encouraged to finish works
quickly.

Other options solutions have been considered, including devolving approval powers directly
to individual highway authorities, rather than Mayors. During a consultation carried out by the
Department for Transport, this approach raised significant concerns about consistency and
capacity. Not all highway authorities had the expertise or resources to design and implement
effective lane rental schemes. There was also a risk that schemes could vary widely in quality
and legal robustness.

Another option was to retain the current arrangement, where the Secretary of State for
Transport retains the power to approve lane rental schemes. The main advantage of this
approach is that it would ensure consistency across all schemes and maintain a high level of
legal and policy oversight. It would also reduce the risk of poorly designed or legally
vulnerable schemes being implemented. However, this option would place a significant
burden on the Department for Transport, which had limited capacity to process applications
quickly. The rollout of new schemes could be delayed, and local authorities might be
discouraged from applying. Utility companies and some representative bodies strongly
supported this option, as they preferred centralised control and oversight.

Without intervention, local and regional leaders lack the statutory authority to approve and
implement lane rental schemes independently, which undermines the principle of devolution
and limits their ability to respond to local network challenges.
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Intervention is also needed to address inefficiencies in the current approval process.
Currently, highway authorities require approval from the Secretary of State to implement lane
rental schemes. This generates burdensome processes that can slow down the
implementation of lane rental schemes and delay their potential benefits. This delay will likely
increase going forward, as the volume of applications is expected to rise. By devolving lane
rental scheme powers, the Government can reduce this bottleneck, accelerate scheme
rollout, and ensure that decisions are made closer to the communities affected.

If the Government does not intervene, the Department for Transport may not be able to keep
up with the expected demand from highway authorities to implement lane rental schemes.
The consequences would include continued delays in the adoption of lane rental schemes,
limiting the rollout of future schemes, missed opportunities to reduce congestion and road
disruptions from materialising at a national level. Finally, a failure to deliver on the
Government’s manifesto commitments and ambitions set out in the English Devolution White
Paper.

Taxi and Private Hire Vehicles Licensing

Currently, licensing of taxis and private hire vehicles (PHVSs) is the responsibility of the 263
licensing authorities (LAs) in England. This has led to considerable variation in some of the
standards and requirement that are applied.

Taxis and PHV can travel to any part of the country. Whilst taxis can only apply for hire in the
area in which they are licensed, all PHV journeys must be pre-booked and these can be
undertaken anywhere, as can pre-booked taxi journeys. This flexibility is of particular
importance to the PHV sector which includes a wider range of services, including
chauffeur/executive hire and home to school transport which often result in journeys that are
outside of the area of the authority that issued the required licences.

The national standards provisions would mean that in future regardless of which authority
issued the licence, all those granted a licence would be subject to the same key set of
standards deemed necessary to allow the provision of a safe and accessible service. These
would be a set of robust but proportionate standards. Local authorities would retain the ability
to set extra requirements

Statutory and best practice guidance has been issued by the Government for many years.
Statutory guidance has been broadly effective in increasing consistency in licensing, while
best practice has had less impact. The Government could continue to actively promote its
guidance. However, local authorities may continue to depart from these and complete
application of core standards in licensing cannot be guaranteed, which is needed to secure
the safety of passengers.

There have been longstanding calls for reform of the legislation that regulates the sector.
Baroness Casey’s National Audit on Group-based Child Sexual Exploitation and Abuse
stated that differing standards in licensing “means that drivers who are unscrupulous can
apply to a lax neighbouring borough. The Department for Transport should close these
loopholes urgently.” This reaffirmed the Government’s view that legislation should enable the
setting of robust standards in licensing that must be applied by all licensing authorities. The
Government response to Baroness Casey’s report committed to legislate to tackle the
inconsistent standards of taxi and PHV driver licensing. All licensing authorities will be
required to report any breaches of national standards it suspects to the authority that issued
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the licence and that must consider this information. This will support the robust enforcement
of national standards wherever a taxi or PHV, driver licence is being exercised.

When a taxi or PHV is operating outside the area of the authority that issued the relevant
licences, the authority in which it operating is unable to take action against those licences
even if a risk to public safety is identified. New powers will mean that any licensing authority
in England can temporarily suspend with immediate effect, if it is considered necessary in the
interests of public safety, any licence being exercised in its area — regardless of whether it or
any other authority in England had issued those licences.

Enabling the setting of national standards is expected to reduce the occurrence of out-of-
area working, by reducing the factors that induce it, which in turn would better match
enforcement resources and the more effective use of existing and enhanced enforcement
powers. If this proposal does not go ahead, there would still be the potential for safety
requirements to differ across England.

Bespoke Health Improvement and Health Inequalities Duty

There is inconsistency across the country in terms of the areas that currently have a health
duty. Local authorities are subject to a health improvement duty under the NHS Act 2006.
Currently, CAs and CCAs (mayoral and non-mayoral) have the option of seeking conferral of
the local authority health improvement duty, and to date two have had this conferred on them
(Greater Manchester Combined Authority and East Midlands Combined County Authority).
The Greater London Authority is subject to a duty to have regard to health improvement and
health inequalities under the Greater London Authority Act 1999.

The Act introduces a new health duty on all SAs which are either CAs and CCAs, requiring
them to ‘have regard’ to the need to (i) improve the health of the people living in their areas
and (ii) reduce health inequalities between the people living in their areas when considering
whether or how to exercise their functions. This brings consistency across SAs with each
being subject to a health duty that is complementary and specific to the particular organisation
type. The Act also amends the Greater London Authority Act 1999 to ensure the list of general
health determinants to be considered as part of the health inequalities duty remains
consistent across CAs, CCAs and the GLA.

The duty is intended to support action on the wider determinants of health through the delivery
of their existing functions, to promote a ‘health in all policies’ approach in line with this
Government’s mission approach, and to give SAs a statutory locus to be active leaders for
health. It makes real the Government’s ambition to embed long-term planning to ensure there
is health in all policies and make sure this aligns with the responsibilities of local government.
It supports delivery of the Government’s health mission in England which focuses on
addressing the social determinants of health, with the goal of halving the gap in healthy life
expectancy between the richest and poorest regions in England.

We have considered maintaining the current approach whereby CAs/CCAs have the option
of seeking conferral of the local authority health improvement duty, but this was not the
preferred option. The local authority duty was framed for a specific set of functions, including
additional direct health delivery functions that were being transferred, along with resources,
from the NHS to local authorities. We have also considered the approach of offering conferral
of this duty on CAs and CCAs as a way of furthering the Government’s ambitions in relation
to health within the existing legislative framework. However, such an approach is sub-optimal
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and inconsistent with the new approach to the English Devolution Framework included in the
Act which will see all authorities at each level of the framework automatically eligible for
specific functions, with all those functions being automatically conferred to authorities at this
level.

Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy

Local planning authorities (LPAs) in England can charge a Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) in respect of development in their area to fund the infrastructure needed to support
development. London was the only place in England where the mayor could charge a mayoral
CIL (referred to as ‘MCIL’) in addition to the LPAs.

The Act extends the ability to charge MCIL to other Mayors providing that they have a Spatial
Development Strategy (SDS) in place and a charging schedule has been approved by a
simple majority of the members of the relevant authority who vote on it. Granting this power
requires primary legislation.

A few alternative options have been considered:

e Rather than enabling Mayors to charge an MCIL, the Government could explore
means of supporting LPAs to pool their individual CIL receipts to fund strategic
infrastructure. Whilst this may be effective in some areas, it has weaker strategic
alignment with Government’s commitment to give Mayors strong powers to drive
growth and regeneration for their areas.

e The Government could give Mayors the power to charge MCIL without the need to
have an SDS in place. This would forego an opportunity to ensure a strong link
between the Government’s devolution and strategic planning agendas, which would
otherwise provide assurance that Mayors have a comprehensive understanding of the
local and strategic infrastructure needed across the area and how this aligns with
housing need and growth opportunities.

e The Government could mandate that Mayors raise an MCIL, rather than give them the
choice to do so. But Mayors may decide that it is not cost effective to raise MCIL given
local market conditions, or would otherwise not benefit their areas due to other factors.

Without intervention, there would be a continued imbalance of devolved powers between
London and other strategic mayoral authorities and no strategic Land Value Capture
mechanism to fund cross-boundary, growth-supporting infrastructure.

Mayoral Development Management Powers

The Mayor of London has a duty to prepare a spatial development strategy (the ‘London
Plan’, which has been in place since 2004) and also benefits from strategic development
management powers, including powers to intervene on applications of potential strategic
importance.

Part 1A (Strategic plan-making) of the Planning and Compulsory Act 2004 requires strategic
planning authorities (including mayoral combined authorities and combined county
authorities) in areas outside of London to prepare a spatial development strategy for their
area. This Act also extends the Mayor of London’s development management powers under
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to all SA mayors. Together, these reforms enable
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mayors to shape the strategic direction of development in their area to support housing and
economic growth.

Specifically, the development management powers that are extended to mayoral SAs by the
Act include:

e A duty on local planning authorities to notify the mayor on applications of potential
strategic importance — which the mayor can then intervene by either: directing the local
planning authority to refuse the application; or take over and determine the application
themselves. The circumstances in which the mayor can intervene, the procedure for
this, and definition of applications of potential strategic importance will be set out in
secondary legislation.

e The power to make a mayoral development order, where the mayor can grant upfront
planning permission for a strategic development in their area (similar to the power
available to local planning authorities to make local development orders).

The experience in London has demonstrated that the Mayor of London has used the powers
in relation to applications of potential strategic importance effectively to support the practical
implementation of the London Plan — for instance, by securing appropriate levels of affordable
housing on strategic residential developments. Without these powers, mayors will not be able
to effectively influence development which may have a significant impact on the spatial
development strategy or promote growth in their area.

It would not be possible, given the nature of planning legislation, for Mayors to shape the
strategic direction of development in their area to the same extent if they only could prepare
a Spatial Development Strategy. The alternative would be for them to become merely a
statutory consultee for strategic development applications (which can be achieved through
existing planning secondary legislation), but this is a less powerful tool and would mean that
Mayors outside of London have fewer powers to do things like ensure appropriate levels of
affordable housing, or new homes. Additionally, this would only allow them to make
representations to the relevant local planning authority that would need to be considered,
albeit the local planning authority could go against this advice and grant planning permission
to applications which do not accord to the Spatial Development Strategy.

Development on brownfield land

The Act makes further provision with regards to the preparation of spatial development
strategies. It introduces a requirement for the Secretary of State touse
an existing regulation-making power, to ensure that strategic planning authorities
have regard to the desirability of prioritising development on land that has previously been
developed.

This puts consideration of brownfield land on the same legal footing as other important issues
that strategic planning authorities must have regard to when preparing a spatial development
strategy; such as promoting sustainable development and the impact on health and health
inequalities.

4. Strateqic Authority Reforms
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Commissioners

The Act enables mayors of SAs outside of London to nominate ‘commissioners’ to lead on
delivering against the SAs’ new ‘areas of competence’. These commissioners would not be
CA or CCA members, but instead would be independent appointees, made by and
accountable to the mayor. A commissioner would be given one specific area of competence
to lead on, such as transport. The commissioners would act as extensions of the mayor,
supporting the mayor to deliver for residents on their specific policy area. Commissioners
would not replace elected members. Areas have the freedom to use a combination of
commissioners and elected members to lead on different areas depending on what works
best for them.

In the majority of CAs and CCAs, it has become convention that the leaders of the constituent
councils, who make up the board, are each given a ‘portfolio’, such as adult skills policy. This
means that they are effectively the policy lead on that area. Some elected members have a
single area, some have multiple. In practice, this often does not work optimally. Constituent
council leaders are very busy with work for their own council, which are significant
organisations with powers and responsibilities in their own right. In the case of the new
powers over development management, experience from London has shown that delegating
this function is vital not just to manage a significant workload but because the mayor is
sometimes a party to a decision and needs to be recused, making the commissioner role
fundamental to executing the new function.

To introduce commissioners, legislation is required. Without intervention, Mayors will have
limited options to bring in additional support as the Government is expanding their role and
responsibilities. Giving Mayors the option to appoint commissioners enables them to bring in
external expertise and full-time resource to help deliver key priorities where members do not
have the capacity to do so.

Remuneration

The Act enables SAs, which are CAs or CCAs, to pay a member of a CA or CCA a ‘special
responsibility allowance’ for work done in service of the CA.

Being a member of a CA or CCA is a vital strategic role and can involve holding an important
portfolio such as adult skills alongside other commitments. The previous position was
members who were portfolio holders could not be remunerated by the CA or CCA — instead,
they could only be remunerated by their constituent council; and the question of allowances
to CA or CCA members was dealt with in each of the Statutory Instruments establishing
individual CAs or CCAs.

If this measure was not taken forward, then members of CAs and CCAs would still be able to
take on portfolio roles as they do currently, but they would have less incentive and capacity
to fully deliver.

Local Scrutiny Committees

The Act enables the creation of an enhanced scrutiny regime for CAs and CCAs by
establishing Local Scrutiny Committees. These committees will be able to shape early
decision-making and undertake value for money assessments across the full scope of a
Mayoral Strategic Authority’s work, with the power to make recommendations on both the
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quality of decisions and the use of public funds. This strengthens transparency and local
oversight.

Establishing Local Scrutiny Committees provides for a stronger scrutiny function of Mayors
and their authorities, with statutory requirements to resource this function and a requirement
via regulations to consult relevant expertise as part of the committee’s work. This helps
ensure that scrutiny is credible, objective and capable of examining complex policy areas. By
strengthening scrutiny in this way, the Act supports better governance across mayoral CAs
and CCAs and reinforces public confidence in devolved decision-making.

Preventing Mayors from simultaneously holding elected office in a UK legislature

The Act prevents mayors of SAs from simultaneously holding that office after being elected
to the House of Commons, Scottish Parliament, Northern Ireland Assembly, or the Senedd.
Currently they are able to do this, provided that they are not also the PCC.

The office of mayor is a vital strategic role that requires the postholder to represent their area
and advocate for its best interests. This position is compromised when individuals have
another potentially contradictory obligation to represent their constituents (over a different
smaller geography) as an MP or a member of another UK legislature. Moreover, being a
mayor requires significant commitments in terms of time and effort, which would not be
possible for an individual holding dual positions to provide.

Government intervention was required because to introduce an enforceable rule that Mayors
cannot also be MPs, we need to introduce new legislation.

Mayoral Precept

In mayoral CAs and mayoral CCAs, revenue for the mayoral precept could only be used for
mayoral functions set out in legislation, which is a limited subset of the full range of mayoral
functions. This meant the revenue could not be used on the full range of functions, often
including vital growth levers like bus services and adult skills. Legislating to correct this raises
the value for money of this existing power. Without intervention, Government could not enable
Mayors to use this revenue against their full range of functions.

Power to Borrow

The Act confers a power to borrow to all mayoral SAs, which are CAs or CCAs, for all
purposes relevant to their transport, fire and policing functions upon creation of the institution.
The power to borrow is also conferred to mayoral CAs and CCAs for any other functions, with
a requirement that they must obtain consent from the Secretary of State before exercising for
the first time in respect to those other functions.

Existing mayoral CAs and CCAs already have borrowing powers for all their functions in order
to invest in economically productive infrastructure and maximise their delivery capabilities for
their respective areas, in line with local authorities’ existing power to borrow. However, this
power was only conferred to CAs upon creation for transport functions and it was not
conferred at all for CCAs. This meant that, the Secretary of State was required to confer the
power to borrow to each CA or CCA for all their functions via a separate bespoke statutory
instrument once the CA or CCA was established. The new provision in this Act streamlines
the process.
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Without intervention, the current burdensome requirement of doing bespoke statutory
instruments would be maintained.

Supplementary Vote

The Act reverts the voting system for electing people to single executive roles to the
Supplementary Voting (SV) system from the First Past the Post (FPTP) system. The aim of
the change is to give a broader range of support for the person elected through using a
system which requires the winner to have a majority of votes.

While elections to councils and parliaments using FPTP provide an opportunity for the
electorate to select a range of candidates to take office and create a body where differing
views and policies are represented, the same benefits do not apply when electing to a single-
person executive position.

This system was in place for all mayoral and Police (Fire) and Crime Commissioner polls
prior to May 2024. Any change to the voting system for these polls must be made via primary
legislation.

5. Local Government Structures and Accountability

Local Government Reorganisation (LGR)

92. The Act facilitates the Government's ambitious plan for local government reorganisation.
Reorganisation concerns two-tier areas, and unitary councils where there is evidence of
failure, or where their size or boundaries may be hindering their ability to deliver sustainable
and high-quality public services. It may therefore include replacing two-tier local government
with unitary structures or merging existing unitaries to create more sustainable councils.

93. The Act establishes a new route for merging to align with the process for unitarisation.
Previously, a merger of single-tier areas could only be done using Section 15 of the Cities
and Local Government Devolution Act 2016, which required the consent of all authorities
involved in the merger. The new pathway aligns the process for merging single-tier areas
with the process for reorganising two-tier areas into single unitary tiers, to ensure a clearer
and more consistent approach. Proposals are submitted by the local areas themselves in
response to an invitation or direction, and do not require consent. The Secretary of State is
then able to decide whether to implement the proposal after consulting affected local
authorities that have not made the proposal and such other persons considered appropriate.

94. The Act re-introduces a power of direction to allow the Secretary of State to direct a
council to develop and submit proposals for local government reorganisation, to ensure better
outcomes for residents in areas that have not been able to make progress on reorganisation.

95. To assist with filling the devolution map, the Act makes further amendments to the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 to streamline interactions between
devolution and local government reorganisation. A measure being introduced enables the
establishment legislation for the legal status of CCAs to be converted to a CA following local
government reorganisation to prevent CCAs from needing to dissolve. The Act also makes
provision for abolishing CAs or CCAs for the purpose of implementing a proposal in
connection with a structural or boundary change, arising from any change to a single tier of
local government. This power can only be used where an order makes provision for a single
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tier of local government for an area that comprises or includes the area of a combined
authority or combined county authority.

96. The Act also includes a measure to ensure that, following local government reorganisation
in an area, the order which confers functions on a new local authority can also provide that,
during the transitional period, those functions are no longer held by the existing (or
‘predecessor’) local authority. This is for functions in relation to a CA or CCA, such as the
function to prepare and submit proposals (including consenting) to the establishment or
changing of the boundaries of a CA or CCA.

Mandating Cabinet Governance Model

Principal local authorities in England may currently operate under one of three governance
models: executive arrangements with a leader and cabinet or with a directly elected mayor
and cabinet, or the committee system. A local authority can change its governance model by
a council resolution; this may be preceded by a referendum, which in turn may be preceded
by a petition of local electors triggering a referendum on governance arrangements to be
held.

The English Devolution White Paper included a commitment to consider which governance
models available to local authorities across the sector will best support their decision making.
The White Paper also committed to a policy that single local authorities cannot become
mayoral strategic authorities; instead, the Secretary of State would be empowered to
designate single local authorities as non-mayoral foundation strategic authorities.

Directly elected mayors of CAs or CCAs continue to be a prerequisite for significant
devolution of powers and funding: it is at this strategic level that the single focal point of
leadership for the area and direct electoral accountability works best. In this context, the
continued existence of new directly elected local authority mayors risks confusion.

Therefore, the Act prevents the creation of any new local authority mayoralties. Existing local
authority mayoralties are allowed to remain in place.

The committee system is a less effective form of governance for local authorities, particularly
the larger, unitary councils. It suffers from more opaque and potentially siloed decision
making, a lack of clear leadership and accountability, with decisions taking longer to be
arrived at.

Therefore, the Act prevents the creation of any new committee system councils, and requires
councils operating the committee system to move to the leader and cabinet model within one
year of the provision commencing except where a council is protected. A protection period
applies where a council is operating the committee system following either a council
resolution or public referendum and is within its current moratorium period. At the end of the
protected period the council must undertake a review as to its future governance
arrangements; if the review recommends retaining the committee system it must also set out
the reasons why the committee system is an appropriate form of governance for the local
authority. The Act also provides an exemption for councils which are to be dissolved under
local government reorganisation legislation made withinone vyear of the
provision commencing.

38



The current governance options are set out in primary legislation. Therefore, primary
legislation is required to ensure that all principal councils in England operating under the
committee system, except where exemptions apply, to move to the leader and cabinet
governance model.

Effective Neighbourhood Governance

The English Devolution White Paper confirmed that “local government plays an essential role
in convening local partners around neighbourhoods to ensure that community voices are
represented and people have influence over their place and their valued community assets.”
In the context of local government reorganisation, the White Paper also set out Government’s
expectation that new councils take a proactive and innovative approach to neighbourhood
involvement and community governance so that citizens are empowered.

The Act empowers communities to have a voice in local decision making by introducing a
requirement on all local authorities in England to establish effective neighbourhood
governance. This Act ensures that local authorities will engage with parish councils about
their representation on neighbourhood governance arrangements. This duty helps to move
decision-making closer to residents, so decisions are made by people who understand the
local area. Neighbourhood governance structures bring local partners together with residents
to work together on matters that are important to them.

Effective neighbourhood governance will help strengthen the ability of local people to
influence decisions made by their local authority across the country. There is a clear appetite
for greater say at a neighbourhood level, with only 23% of people feeling they can personally
influence decisions affecting their local area, despite 50% believing it is important (2023/24
Community Life Survey).

Greater community engagement can improve the reach of services into communities through
mobilising wider communities and leveraging local relationships and trust to improve access
to services across disadvantaged or marginalised groups. Evidence from the National Lottery
Community Fund has highlighted that public services that are open to citizen participation
and which actively encourage and create meaningful opportunities for it are likely to work
better for people and be trusted more.

Involving communities in decision making can also build legitimacy and confidence in the
outcomes of decisions made. Regular and meaningful engagement with diverse groups of
people on local issues that affect their lives most can provide an opportunity for impactful
democratic participation where citizens gain a better understanding of and greater trust in
decision-making processes.

We also explored alternative options of (1) setting an expectation that local authorities have
due regard for community partners in local decision making or (2) mandating a specific
approach to neighbourhood governance on the face of the Act. The first option would not
provide strong enough expectations for local authorities to embed neighbourhood working
structures in order to lead to increased levels of community engagement in decision making.
The second option was not chosen in order to allow for the department to work closely with
the sector to draw on their expertise and best practice to set out the core requirements of
effective neighbourhood governance. The decision to require local government to have
effective neighbourhood governance, and to set out the detail of that in further regulations,
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provides the right balance of setting strong expectations and enabling different models that
can work effectively for different places.

Publication of councillors’ addresses in authority registers

The Act clarifies in law that the home addresses of local government members and co-opted
members, including Mayors and councillors are, by default, not included in published versions
of local authorities’ register of interests. The provision seeks to make public office safer for
existing and prospective members, so that local government can retain and attract high-
quality people.

Limit on delay of election in connection with local government reorganisation

The Act prevents the Secretary of State from postponing an election to a principal council in
England for more than 53 weeks where the rationale for the postponement is connected
with local government reorganisation. The limitation applies to statutory instruments made
under section 87 of the Loal Government Act 2000 and sections 7 and 10 of the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.

Local Audit Reform

The financial accounts of 400 ‘Category 1’ local bodies in England — including local
government, police, fire, transport, and similar bodies — are subject to external audit. Local
audit should be the bedrock of local accountability and transparency, of trust and confidence
that taxpayers’ money is being used wisely. Local audit also supports MHCLG in its
stewardship role and provides assurance to the many users of local bodies’ accounts.

However, the local audit system is broken, exemplified by an unprecedented audit backlog.
By September 2023, there were 918 outstanding audits. Only 1% of audited accounts for
financial year 2022/23 were published by the original deadline. This backlog has also been a
central factor in the disclaimed audit opinion issued on the Whole of Government Accounts
for 2022/23. The Government, working with key system partners, has taken decisive action
to clear the backlog, including by setting statutory backstop dates for the publication of
audited accounts.

The measures implemented to clear the backlog are important, but do not address the deeper
systemic shortcomings which produced it. These are particularly evident in the following
areas:

e Capacity. There is a severe lack of auditors, with a limited number of audit firms
operating in the sector, as well as capacity issues for account preparers.

¢ Co-ordination. Multiple organisations oversee and regulate audit, across various
sectors and countries, and with responsibilities for different frameworks. There is no
clear ownership. This limits the ability to align incentives and establish a single
vision.

e Complexity. Financial reporting and audit requirements are disproportionately
complex and beyond the system’s capacity. Standards are largely modelled on
corporate audit. This inadvertently incentivises firms to be risk averse, and to allocate
resources to areas of less relevance to accounts users.
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Despite best efforts by existing organisations, local bodies’ finance teams and auditors, these
weaknesses are inherent to the current system and cannot be simply rectified. Without
significant intervention (which requires legislation), the current malfunctioning system would
continue to fail, and with it there is a clear risk that the backlog would reoccur. This would
continue to undermine transparency and accountability. It would also heighten the risk that
the Whole of Government Accounts would continue to be disclaimed.

To meet this challenge, the Act overhauls the local audit system. The new Local Audit Office
(LAO) radically simplifies the system and bring crucial functions together under a single
organisation with a clear remit. The LAO is responsible for coordinating the system, standard
setting, contracting, quality oversight and reporting. It also supports and enables wider
measures to address pressing challenges, including reforms to financial reporting;
strengthening audit capacity and capability; and establishing public provision of audit to
support the private market.

The Government’s changes, including the creation of a new central body, align with the
recommendations of independent reviews, including the Kingman Review (2018) and the
Redmond Review (2019). Similar conclusions have also been reached by the previously
constituted Housing, Communities and Local Government Committee and the Public
Accounts Committee.

Local government and most health bodies are governed by the same legislation and share
the same Code of Audit Practice; the two audit systems are strongly aligned with the same
auditors working across both. Whilst the audit of local NHS bodies functions better than the
system for ‘Category 1’ bodies without the backlog of outstanding audits, there are challenges
in respect of capacity and increased regulatory pressures. This has led to some NHS audits
missing deadlines contributing to delays in the annual report and accounts of the Department
of Health and Social Care (DHSC), NHS England (NHSE) and the Consolidated Provider
Accounts (NHS providers such as acute hospitals, mental health trusts, community health
trusts and ambulance trusts). As such, DHSC is committed to working with MHCLG and key
stakeholders to deliver the reforms needed to address systemic issues.

In addition, there are over 10,000 smaller authorities (such as town and parish councils) which
were subject to a limited reporting and assurance regime and are subject to some elements
of these reforms. In the longer term, the LAO’s appointment and contract management
function will expand to include the smaller authorities’ appointment and assurance framework
to minimise fragmentation in the system and share good practice.

6. Communities

Community Right to Buy

The Act introduces a community right to buy which replaces the community right to bid policy
introduced in the Localism Act 2011. The previous policy has been criticised by community
stakeholders and the Communities and Local Government Select Committee as insufficient
at bringing assets into community ownership.

The Government committed to introducing Community Right to Buy in the King's Speech in
July 2024. This requires amendments to the Localism Act 2011 and new measures through
primary legislation. Provisions in the Act introduce a Right of First Refusal, granting
community groups greater powers to purchase Assets of Community Value (ACVs) at a
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negotiated or market value price within a 12-month moratorium period from the point of listing
for sale. Asset owners can request a review and termination of the Right to Buy at the six-
month point.

The policy will impact asset owners by delaying sales due to the extended moratorium period
and restrictions on selling on the open market. However, an appropriate compensation
scheme is proposed to offset this impact. The policy aims to bring significant benefits to
communities by protecting and maintaining valued local assets.

The Community Right to Bid allowed community groups to nominate buildings or land as
ACVs and trigger a six-month moratorium if the asset is put up for sale. However, this policy
has been criticised for not providing sufficient powers to bring ACVs into community
ownership:

e The current policy does not provide guarantee of purchase to community groups who
could raise the funds;

e The current six-month moratorium is often an unfeasible timeframe for the community
to organise and raise the necessary funds;

e The definition of an ACV is too narrow, limiting the scope of assets that can be
registered; and

e Community groups do not have access to an appeals process to contest the local
authority's decision not to list their nominated asset.

Community assets are vital for social cohesion and the vitality of high streets and town
centres. Without intervention, the loss of ACVs would continue - with the associated social,
and often economic, decline this can create in local communities. Strengthening the powers
through the Community Right to Buy will empower communities and align with broader
Government priorities. Further analysis of the impacts of Community Right to Buy, including
alternative options that have been considered, can be found in the regulatory Impact
Assessment below.

Sports Stadiums

Sports grounds and their facilities are vital community assets that foster local pride,
encourage physical activity, and strengthen social bonds. Despite the introduction of the
asset of community value provisions in 2011, less than 100 of over 6000 sports grounds in
England have secured protection. This leaves many grounds at an enhanced risk of loss or
closure, and makes it harder for communities to take ownership of them.

This low uptake likely reflects a lack of community awareness and capacity to enlist grounds
as assets of community value, or a lack of suitability with the current assets of community
value legislation. Many communities do not have a clear path towards permanent ownership,
and this places grounds at risk of redevelopment if the freehold owner decides to sell the
asset.

To address this, the Act introduces a new type of asset of community value — the sporting
asset of community value. The sporting asset of community value status aims to increase the
number of sporting assets under community ownership by maximising opportunities for sports
clubs and communities to take on the freehold of locally important grounds and facilities,
thereby protecting them against redevelopment. To achieve this, the Act aims to:

e Facilitate the automatic registration of all sports grounds in England into the sporting
asset of community value category.

42



¢ Indefinitely ascribe sporting asset of community value status to listed assets so long
as certain conditions are met.

e Expand the eligible footprint so that ancillary facilities important to the proper
functioning of a sports ground are also protected within a sporting asset of community
value listing e.g. car parks and training facilities.

The SACV provisions in the Act are vital to address gaps in the current ACV legislation and
deliver the Government's commitment to enhancing protections for, and increasing
community ownership of, cherished community assets. SACV status will ensure the full range
of sports assets are protected, encompassing facilities that support the functioning of sports
grounds. Further analysis of the impacts of SACV, including alternative options that have
been considered, can be found in the regulatory Impact Assessment below.

Removal of Upwards Only Rent Reviews

Upwards-only rent review (UORR) clauses are common clauses in commercial leases. At
pre-agreed points within a lease (normally every 5 years), the rent is reviewed, and UORR
clauses ensure the new rent can only increase or stay the same, even if the market has
declined. UORR clauses ensure rent changes always favour landlords, regardless of market
conditions.

UORR clauses lead to a number of market inefficiencies including higher rents during
economic downturns leading to lower profits for tenants; supernormal profits for landlords
which do not reflect innovation on their part causing property price and rent inflation; and
potentially higher consumer prices.

The sector has historically regulated itself via industry-approved Codes of Practices. However
multiple research studies have found this self-regulation approach to commercial leasing in
England and Wales is not working well as the Codes have been largely ignored and
stakeholders generally agree that UORR clauses remain standard in commercial leases that
exceed five years. Stakeholders report that UORR clauses are artificially inflating commercial
rents and ultimately pricing out small businesses from town centres.

The Act bans UORR clauses in new and renewal commercial leases in England and Wales,
with the aim of making commercial leases fairer for tenants, the market more efficient, and
ultimately contributing to thriving high streets and economic growth.

Further analysis of the impacts of banning UORR clauses in new commercial leases,
including alternative options that have been considered, can be found in the regulatory Impact
Assessment at below.

Statutory Trust Discharge Orders for land disposed of by local councils

The judgment of the Supreme Court in R (on the application of Day) v Shropshire Council
[2023] UKSC 8 exposed a lacuna in the law affecting land which local authorities hold under
statutory trusts for public recreation under the Open Spaces Act 1906 and the Public Health
Act 1875. When such land is sold or appropriated, local authorities must comply with statutory
advertisement procedures in the Local Government Act 1972 before the sale or appropriation
to release the statutory trust. If an authority fails to follow this process, there is no mechanism
to release the trust afterwards. The public’s rights are protected to the detriment of the
purchaser which may in turn hold up important development which may be in the public
interest.
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During the passage of the 2025 Planning and Infrastructure Act, the Government announced
its intention to seek to resolve this issue in future legislation.

The Act introduces a new route for freeing land from such statutory trusts where a local
authority has failed to comply with the statutory advertisement procedures under the Local
Government Act 1972 before selling or appropriating such land. Landowners, either the
freeholder or a long leaseholder, are able to apply to the Secretary of State for a release of
such trusts. The Secretary of State has the power to release such trusts if doing so is in the
public interest and other qualifying conditions are met, thereby providing a mechanism to
resolve historic procedural errors and close the current lacuna in the law.

Gambling Impact Assessment

In the Pride in Place Strategy, the Government committed to strengthening local authorities’
ability to influence the location and density of gambling outlets in their area, so that councils
can make licensing decisions that are in the best interests of their communities.

The Act strengthens the ability of licensing authorities to issue an impact assessment which
is taken into consideration as part of the gambling licensing process. Gambling Impact
Assessments enable licensing authorities to more effectively limit the number
of licences for gambling premises licences granted in a designated area.

These issues with previous local government and devolution legislation underpin the
rationale for government intervention.

The Act gives local leaders across the whole of England the powers they need to drive growth
and prosperity in their areas whilst recognising the importance of an organised community
voice. Without the Act, the problems identified above with previous legislation would persist,
and devolution would continue to develop in an ad-hoc, piecemeal manner, without a clear
route to deepening and standardising the powers of Mayors.
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4. SMART objectives for intervention

The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act is the primary legislative vehicle
for delivering the Government’s agenda to reset the relationship with local and regional
government and empower local leaders and Mayors to make the right decisions for their
communities. It has five main objectives:

Objective 1. Facilitate progress in widening coverage of Strategic Authorities across
England. The intended outcome is to increase the coverage of SAs in England by
incentivising councils to form an SA through enhanced powers and greater control over local
decision making. We will streamline the process for both the establishment of SAs and
changing the boundaries of existing SAs.

Objective 2. Deepen the powers of local leaders. The intended outcome is for new
functions and duties for local leaders to be established in law, deepening existing settlements
and granting powers to new SAs, and by introducing a new ‘right to request’ for Mayors to
request additional powers.

Objective 3. Hardwire devolution into local government. The intended outcome is to
make devolution by default the norm for Government. This will be achieved primarily through
putting the new devolution framework on a statutory footing, providing clarity on the powers
and standardising governance arrangements at each level of the framework with the
expectation that it will grow over time due to suggestions from Strategic Authorities and the
‘right to request’. It will also hardwire devolution into Government through statutory duties for
Local Growth Plans and providing Mayors with powers to convene local stakeholders.

Objective 4. Ensure that local and regional government is fit, legal and decent. The
intended outcome is to improve accountability in the local government sector by reforming
audit, by mandating the cabinet governance model except where exemptions apply, and via
measures on neighbourhood governance. In addition, reforms to Strategic Authorities will
improve the operation of the sector and ensure it is fit for purpose by allowing the appointment
of commissioners and remuneration of Members; preventing Mayors from also serving as
MPs simultaneously; and standardising governance arrangements for the setting of budgets.

Objective 5. Empower communities to have a voice in local decision making. The
intended outcome is for communities to have greater rights to be involved in important local
issues.

Through these objectives, the Act will shift power out of Westminster and into England’s
regions, strengthening the ability of local leaders and communities to take decisions over
local public services and act strategically to grow the local economy.

The Act aligns with several of the Government’s missions and the Department’s strategic
priorities:

¢ Kickstart economic growth — Mayors, with the right strategic powers over
transport, planning, housing and skills, are able to use their clear democratic
mandate and platform to take the difficult decisions needed to drive economic
growth. As set out in the overarching strategic case, there is a growing body of
evidence which indicates the impact devolution can have on growth, and case
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studies of how existing Mayors are driving growth in England are detailed in the
English Devolution White Paper.2°

o Safer Streets — Measures within the Act will allow more Mayors to take on PCC
functions in future. Mayors have broader local powers than PCCs, and conferring
policing functions onto them enables them to join up local services and take a holistic
approach to improving local outcomes.

It also directly supports MHCLG’s strategic priorities to drive growth across the country and
ensure a strong and sustainable local government sector with resilient, connected and
integrated communities.

To note, the impact on small and micro businesses has been considered as part of the
impact assessment. More detail on this can be found within Section 6.

Potential indicators to monitor progress

The department has started to consider potential indicators that could be used to monitor
both the outcomes and progress made by Government in delivering the objectives. Work is
at a very early stage and there are a number of choices that still need to be made.
However, examples of these, by objective and outcome, are outlined below (please note
that this list is not exhaustive).

Objectives 1, 2 and 3:

Increase coverage of SAs in England:

e The number of new SAs established by Government; the number of proposals
brought forward by local authorities for new SAs; the length of time taken for
establishment of the institutions.

Deepen powers of Mayors:

¢ Increased participation in relevant pension pools.

Hardwiring devolution into local government:

¢ Reviews of the relationship between SAs and central Government departments and
ALBs.

¢ Number of times the ‘right to request’ is exercised by Mayors; number of SAs that
are designated as ‘Established’ MSAs.

Objective 4:

Impact of new audit body on the sector:

20 English Devolution White Paper, pp. 40, 42, 56-57, 68.
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¢ Reduction in the audit backlog.
e Speed up the length of time taken for accounts to be audited; greater capacity in the
sector.

Objective 5:

e Number of assets of community value which are purchased by communities (or
consortia of community and partner organisations) as a result of the Community
Right to Buy.

¢ Number of sporting assets of community value which are purchased by communities
(or consortia of community and partner organisations).
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5. Description of proposed intervention options and
explanation of the logical change process whereby
this achieves SMART objectives

Preferred option: Primary legislation is required to deliver the preferred option. It is only by
changing the law that we could deliver the reform required to hardwire devolution into local
government. This option will ensure that Government can fully deliver its commitments to
deepen the powers of local leaders across England, reform local government and hand back
control to local communities.

The Act contains a number of reforms to facilitate further and deeper devolution, reform local
government and empower communities, which are grouped into sets of measures, as set out
under the following headings: Devolution Structures; London; Duties and Powers; Strategic
Authority Reforms; Local Government Structures and Accountability; and Communities. The
table below at Figure 1 sets out the full list of measures included in the Act and how they
meet the objectives.

As the Act draws together a wide range of reforms aimed at meeting the distinct objectives
set out in Section 4, the vast majority of which are out of scope of the BRF, we have not set
out within the overarching narrative |IA a logic model or theory of change for the Act overall.
Further detail on the logical change process for the individual measures in scope of the Better
Regulation Framework can be found in the individual regulatory 1As below.
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Figure 1: Full list of English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act measures

How the measure is meeting the objectives

Objective 1. Facilitate | Objective 2. Deepen | Objective 3. Hardwire Objective 4. Ensure that | Objective 5.
In progress towards the powers of local devolution into local local and regional Empower
Measure scope universal coverage of | leaders. government. government is fit, legal communities to
of BRF? | Strategic Authorities and decent. have a voice in
across England. local decision
making.
A. Devolution Structures
By allowing for there to
1. Designation of be various ‘levels’ of
Strategic Authorities SAs, the Government By allowing for SAs
for the Devolution is ensuring that there is | with different levels of
Framework not a ‘one size fits all devolution, we expect
approach’ to that more SAs will be By legislating for different
Description: This measure devolution, while created, as some ‘evels’ of SAs. the
establishes SAs, including all providing for areas will not be Government V\;i” allow for
CAs, CCAs and the GLA. All consistency at each immediately ready for areas to easily
SAs will be assigned to one of IFeve_I Oft the fratrr?ework. madyotﬁl de¥olution understand the powers
; i or instance, this and will prefer ) 1
three leve's In the devolufion enables places which Foundation level and duties they will be N/A N/A

framework; Foundation, Mayoral

and Established Mayoral. The
Secretary of State has the
power to designate principal
authorities as Foundation
Strategic Authorities, and to
designate mayoral CA and
CCAs as Established Mayoral

SAs.

2,

Providing Powers via
the Devolution
Framework

have not yet decided to
adopt a Mayor to be
established as a non-
mayoral SA
(Foundation SA). The
Secretary of State will
also be able to
designate individual
local authorities as
Foundation SAs.

devolution initially.
By allowing MSAs to
be designated as
‘Established’,
institutions will be
able to deepen their
devolution
settlements as they
mature.

conferred with, whilst also
reducing the legislative
time it takes to establish a
new SA or transition an
SA from one ‘level’ to
another.

Providing powers via
the framework and
moving away from
reliance on individual
statutory instruments

Rooting powers in
primary legislation
puts the powers of
local leaders on a
stronger footing. The

Putting the framework into
primary legislation
effectively hardwires
devolution into the local
government landscape
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Description: This part of the

Act establishes a devolution

framework, allowing for a clear
and consistent list of functions to
be conferred on SAs at each

level of devolution.

3. Expanding the

Devolution Framework

Description: This part of the

Act establishes how the

devolution framework can be
expanded over time, by adding
new functions or changing the

way functions operate.

will speed up the
process of new areas
becoming SAs, and
facilitate greater
coverage of SAs.
Putting it in primary
legislation also puts
the organisations and
their functions on a
stronger footing.

framework will also
expand the powers
areas already have.

and gives assurances to
local areas that they are
enshrined in law.

4. Streamlining

Establishment of SAs

Description: This part of the

Act establishes a new and
simplified process for

establishing new CA and CCAs.

By allowing for an
expansion of the
framework and
increased powers over
time, this measure
incentivises areas to
become SAs.

This measure allows
for areas to expand
over time the powers

By allowing areas to
expand their powers over
time, this measure
provides a route for
continually hardwiring
devolution into the way
government works. Areas

Expanding the devolution
framework is key to
ensuring local
government is fit to meet
the needs of a modern
state. This measure will
ensure we manage the

By allowing certain in the framework, process effectively. N/A
. . . can ask for new powers . .
exceptions where directly deepening the By allowing exceptions
where they need them,
Secretary of State powers of local where Secretary of State
S and new powers can be . ;
consent is still leaders. . consent is required, we
: . given to local areas rather
required, this makes . can manage the process
than delivered through
the proposal workable to ensure local and
central government as : .
for areas where regional government is
default. . )
bespoke arrangements holding the right powers.
are necessary.
Streamlining the Universal coverage of
existing processes for devolution Universal coverage of
establishing new SAs institutions, which the SR g
. L - devolution institutions,
or changing existing streamlining . L
. : which the streamlining
ones will enable amendments will ) ]
universal coverage to assist with, gives amendments will assist
9 9 with, coupled with the new | N/A N/A

be achieved at a faster
pace, with fewer
legislative hurdles to
overcome. This will
assist towards
universal coverage of

local leaders more
powers, as SAs
typically will have
greater devolved
powers than local
authorities.

framework, will hardwire
devolution into local
government across
England.
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5. Mandating the

expansion of SAs

Description: This measure
introduces a new ministerial
power to add councils to existing
SAs without consent in England.
This power will only commence
on regulations and will not be
used for a period of four years

following Royal Assent.

devolution (including
mayoral devolution)
across England.

6. Converting SAs
following Local
Government
Reorganisation

Description: This part of the
Act ensures there is a clear and

streamlined process for
converting CCAs to CAs

following local government

reorganisation.

Where local leaders
have not been able to
agree a route to
devolution, the new
ministerial power will
enable the Secretary of
State to prevent, for

Universal coverage of
devolution
institutions, which the
power will assist with,
gives local leaders

Where local leaders have
not been able to agree a
route to devolution, the
new ministerial powers
will enable the Secretary
of State to prevent, for
example, a situation

7. Enabling a single
Mayor to hold Police

and Crime
Commissioner

functions over more
than one police force

example, a situation N/A N/A
where progress on more powers, as SAs | where progress on
devolution is held u typically will have devolution is held up by a
by a sinale local P greater devolved single local authority. In
aﬁthoritg In doina so powers than local doing so, this will hardwire
this wiII);.aciIitate g so, authorities. devolution into local
universal coverage of gcr)]wle;:rc'jnent across
SAs across England. 9 '
CCAs and CAs will be
designated as an SA . .
by default. Following Conversion will ensure
local ove.rnment Conversion will allow the that local authorities
reor gnisation CCAs Secretary of State to remain fit, legal and
wil r?o longer r’neet the change the status of an decent by ensuring areas
constituengti member authority from CCA to CA | can continue to access
requirements to N/A via a negative procedure, | devolved powers through | N/A
mgintain CCA status ensuring areas can an SA, by enabling the
under the 2023 Act continue to access necessary constitutional
Conversion will ens.ure devolved powers through | changes to continue
these authorities can an SA. functioning under CA
become CAs, therefore status.
maintaining SA status.
This measure would
enable a Mayor to
become the PCC for
N/A two or more police N/A N/A N/A

force areas which sit
wholly within the SA
area, allowing more
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area

Description: This measure
allows a Mayor to become PCC
for two or more police force
areas which sit wholly within the
Strategic Authority’s area.

Mayors to become
PCCs. Mayors have
broader local powers
than PCCs, and
conferring policing
functions onto them
enables them to join
up local services and
take a holistic
approach to
improving local
outcomes.

8. Alter police and fire
boundaries incidentally
on the transfer of PCC
and/or FRA functions
to the Mayor of a
Strategic Authority

Description: This measure
gives the relevant Secretary of
State the power to alter police
boundaries incidentally on the
transfer of PCC to the Mayor of
a Strategic Authority and/or
define an FRA by the geography
of a Mayoral Combined
Authority upon transfer of FRA
functions. This will be
considered on a case-by-case
basis to ensure the continued
efficiency and effectiveness of
PCC and FRA functions.

N/A

This measure would
allow more Mayors to
take on PCC
functions in future.
Mayors have broader
local powers than
PCCs, and conferring
policing functions
onto them enables
them to join up local
services and take a
holistic approach to
improving local
outcomes.

N/A

N/A

N/A

B. London

9. Arrangements for the
GLA in the new
devolution architecture

N/A

These measures will
ensure that the GLA
can deepen its

powers over time. It

By giving the GLA the
‘right to request’, we are
hardwiring the GLA into
the new devolution

N/A

N/A
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Description: This part of the
Act sets out how the devolution
framework, areas of
competence and mayoral
powers of competence will apply
to the GLA, and how new
functions can be conferred on
the GLA. The measure will
ensure the GLA’s devolution
arrangements are as closely
aligned as possible to
arrangements for the rest of
England.

10. Mayor of London

consenting power for

TfL land disposals.
Description: This measure
allows the Mayor of London to
decide on the sale or lease of
TfL land, by removing the
current DfT Secretary of State
consent requirement.

will provide the
Secretary of State
with a new power to
confer functions on
the GLA via Statutory
Instrument, which is
not currently the
case.

structures, enabling it to
request further powers
over time.

11. New strategic licensing
functions for the Mayor
of London and the GLA

Description: This measure
enables the Mayor of London to
determine a Strategic Licensing
Policy for Greater London and to
publish a statement of that
policy which London licensing
authorities will have a duty to
‘have regard to” when carrying

This measure will
improve local ability
to manage TfL assets
and enable more
rapid decision making
about the sale and

N/A leasing of TfL land for N/A N/A N/A
development by
empowering the
Mayor of London to
consent to TfL land
disposals.
The measures amend The measures establish a
the Licensing Act . .
? duty for London licensing
2003 to provide the " o
authorities to “have
Mayor of London and ”
. regard” to the Mayor of
the GLA with new , .
L . London’s strategic
strategic licensing riorities — as will be set
N/A functions, including a P N/A N/A

new “call in” power for
the Mayor of London
in respect of certain
licensing applications
of potential strategic
importance to Greater

out in the Mayor’s
strategic licensing policy —
when carrying out their
own licensing functions
under the Licensing Act
2003.
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out their licensing functions
under the Licensing Act 2003;
adds the Mayor of London as a
statutory consultee when
London licensing authorities
determine or revise their own
licensing policies; establish the
Greater London Authority as a
‘responsible authority’ (in certain
circumstances); and create a
“call-in” power for the Mayor of
London to give a direction to
London licensing authorities on
relevant licence applications in
certain circumstances.

London in certain
circumstances.

12. London councils
receiving and paying
grant

Description: The Act enables

This provision gives
councils more power
over spending by
enabling Ministers to
pay grant funding

Ministers to pay grant funding N/A from central N/A NA N/A
from central government to a Government to a joint
Joint committee comprised of committee comprised
leaders from all the London of leaders from all the
Boroughs (and the City of London Boroughs.
London) using Section 31 of the
Local Government Act 2003.

C. Duties and Powers

13. M P f The powers of the The suite of powers within

. Cayorat owers o MPC will deepen the | the MPC will codify
ompetence power of local strategic authority mayors’

Description: The Act confers a N/A leaders. The power to | soft powers, enabling N/A N/A

suite of powers onto the Mayors
of Strategic Authorities. The
Mayoral Powers of Competence
(MPC) is made up of the

convene and duty to
collaborate are held
by the mayors of a
strategic authority,

mayors to better drive
growth, collaboration and
improvement across their
geographies.
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whilst the GPC is held
jointly by both the
mayor of the strategic
authority and the
authority itself.

General Power of Competence
(GPC),; a mayoral power to
convene and corresponding
duty for local partners to
respond; and a formal
mechanism for collaboration
between neighbouring mayoral
strategic authorities.

The thematic areas of
the competencies,
and the MPC, will
ensure that local
leaders have access
to new powers which
have not previously

14. Statutory

. Each ‘area of
competencies

competence’ will
essentially act as the
headings for the functions
that will be included in the
statutory framework. The

The nine areas of
competence are broad
categories covering
elements such as
economic development
and regeneration. The

Description: The Act introduces
nine new areas of competence
which all SAs have a mandate
to act in. Mayors also hold new

The competencies will
provide the basis by

powers, enabling them to
convene stakeholders to

scope of the
competencies, as well

been available. SAs
and the Mayors of
SAs will have access

Secretary of State will be
able to add new functions
to the framework or

which powers and
functions are conferred
onto SAs. These

gi%)oggggetgisdecgclalvavbir;e;g o zfs Ct)r:)emM:’gleor:c?lel:(’&V;eCr)s to the full General amend the framework. competencies will define N/A
witheieighbouring mayors. ensure FEhat an SA | Power of E_stabhshed mayoral SAs | responsibilities and duties
receives Competence (GPC), | Wwill also be able to of an SA and guarantee
comprehensive a power CA and CCA | request the addition of they are able to fulfil
powers. The scope of leaders have been functions via a “9': to them.
these p.owers is likely requesting from ;equtg ! fp r|(|)Vlde(;j e
to incentivise the Government (local ‘unc o compatond ar’1
. authorities already area of competence.
establishment of SAs.
have access to the
GPC).
The Act will set out in The Act will include The Act will ensure that
15. Devolution Framework statute the functions new powers and the powers SAs receive
that SAs will receive at | duties which were are on a statutory footing,
Description: The Act each level of the committed to in the providing clarity on the
establishes the content and framework, English Devolution powers and governance
structure of the statutory incentivising the White Paper and will | arrangements available at | N/A N/A

elements of the devolution
framework, including what

specific functions SA will receive

at each level, and the
governance arrangements

formation of new SAs
with a new suite of
powers with a clear set
of expectations for their
role.

deepen the
settlements of
existing institutions.
The Devolution
Framework also acts

each level of the
framework with the
expectation that it will
grow over time, for
example following

55




associated with that particular
function for Combined
Authorities.

Strategic Authorities will have
the ability to exercise functions
in the following areas:
e Transport and local
infrastructure
e  Skills and employment
support
e Housing and strategic
planning
e Economic development
and regeneration
e Environment and net
zero
e Health, wellbeing and
public service reform
e Public safety.

as the core set of
functions and powers
which can be
expended over time.
(See 3. Expanding
the Devolution
Framework).

suggestions from
Strategic Authorities
themselves.

16. Local Growth Plans

Description: This part of the
Act introduces a duty for

The measure will
introduce a new duty
for Mayors to produce
a Local Growth Plan,
with ‘shared priorities’

A duty will be placed on
relevant ALBs and
NDPBs to have regard to

Mayoral SAs to produce a Local N/A agreed with the shared priorities, _so N/A N/A
. that Government bodies
Growth Plan. Government, which take the priorities of MSAs
MSAs will be able to | | P
. .. into account.
direct activity
towards.
] Constituent authorities will
17. rs;::g:::esni for be required to carry out
constituent authorities N/A N/A their functions with due 1\, N/A

to carry out their
functions with regard
to the Local Transport

regard to their SA’s Local
Transport Plan,
supporting better join-up
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Plan

Description: This part of the
Act standardises requirements
on constituent authorities,
requiring all constituent
authorities to carry out their
functions with regard to the
Local Transport Plan - for
example, where they are using
their powers over local roads.

of transport policy
between tiers of local
government.

18. Requirement to
establish a Key Route
Network on most
important local roads

The requirement to
establish a KRN will
include a power of
direction for the

Putting the requirement to
establish a KRN in statute

Description: This part of the N/A Mayor, granting them will standardsel the_duty N/A N/A
Act introduces a requirement deeper power over and power of direction
that Mayoral Strategic key roads in their across SAs.
Authorities will set up and area.
coordinate a Key Route Network
on behalf of the Mayor.
This measure will
19. Bespoke Health bring consistency
Improvement and across SAs with each
Health Inequalities being subject to a
Duty for SAs health duty that is The measure will hardwire
complementary and a responsibility for public
Description: This part of the specific to the health into SAs as they
Act introduces a new duty to N/A particular carry out their functions, N/A N/A

have regard to health
improvement and health
inequalities for SA.

organisation type.
The duty is intended
to support CA/CCA
action on the wider
determinants of
health through the
delivery of their
existing functions, to

and ensure clarity and
consistency in
responsibilities across
different SAs.
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20. Mayoral Community
Infrastructure Levy
(MCIL)

Description: This part of the
Act introduces a power for
Mayors to raise a MCIL to

support the delivery of strategic

infrastructure projects.

promote a ‘health in
all policies’ approach
in line with our
Mission Government
approach and to give
CAs/CCAs a statutory
locus to be active
leaders for health.

21. Mayoral Development
Management powers

Description: This part of the

Act grants Mayors development
management powers which will

be broadly the same as the

Mayor of London currently has.

This measure will
provide greater control
of funding at a local

London is currently
the only place in
England where the
Mayor can charge a
CIL in addition to the
Local Planning
Authorities. This

This measure will mean
that all MSAs have the

22. Local Government
Pension Scheme
(LGPS) co-operation

Description: This part of the
Act introduces a duty on

level, incentivising local : power to raise MCIL, N/A N/A
" measure will extend : :
authorities to work I ensuring clarity and
the ability to charge .
together and form an consistency.
SA MCIL to Mayors of
’ other SAs, providing
they have a Spatial
Development
Strategy in place.
This measure will
deepen the power of
Mayors over This measure will ensure
development, that all Mayors have
N/A granting them grea.ter access to development N/A N/A
say over key planning | management powers,
decisions which take | providing consistency
place within the across different SAs.
Strategic Authority
area.
This measure would
foster collaboration
between Strategic
N/A Authorities and the N/A N/A N/A

LGPS pools, which
are institutional
investors ranging in
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strategic authorities to work with
the LGPS to develop suitable
local investment opportunities.

size between £23bn
and £65bn, enabling
greater investment in
the right projects to
empower and
regenerate local
areas.

23. On-Street
Micromobility
Regulatory Framework
for powers to regulate
shared micromobility
schemes.

Description: This part of the
Act introduces powers to
regulate micromobility shared
schemes which will be devolved
to Strategic Authorities where
they exist and highways
authorities elsewhere.

N/A

This measure would
deepen the powers of
Mayors and local
transport authorities
by introducing powers
for them to regulate
shared micromobility
schemes (e.g.
dockless e-bikes) in
their area.

N/A

N/A

N/A
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24. Lane rental devolution
to MSAs.

Description: This part of the
Act devolves powers to approve
lane rental schemes from the
Secretary of State to Mayoral
Strategic Authorities (MSAS).

Devolving lane rental
approval powers to
MSAs could create an
incentive for local
areas to adopt mayoral
governance models.

By transferring
approval powers from
the Secretary of State
to Mayors, the policy
enhances the

Devolving lane rental
approval powers to MSAs
hardwires devolution into

strategic transport
capabilities of local
leaders. It enables
Mayors to take
ownership of high-
impact functions like

local government by
embedding it directly into
legislation. It replaces
centralised ministerial
control with statutory
powers for Mayors,

congestion making devolution a
management and permanent and legally
network efficiency, grounded feature of
allowing them to tailor | transport governance.
lane rental schemes

to local priorities and

The policy is designed to
ensure legal clarity and
operational integrity.
Approval powers are only
devolved to MSAs, which
have the governance
capacity and strategic
oversight required to
manage complex
transport functions.

Devolving lane
rental powers to
Mayors brings
decision-making
closer to the
communities
affected by street
works and
congestion. Mayors
are directly elected
and accountable to
their constituents,
which enhances
democratic
legitimacy and
responsiveness.
Locally approved
schemes are more
likely to reflect the

25. Taxi and PHV
Licensing

Description: This part of the
Act introduces national
standards for the licensing of
taxi and private hire vehicle
(PHV) drivers, vehicles and
operators, as well as
enforcement powers for
licensing authorities over taxis
and PHYV licensed outside of
their areas.

conditions ;
unique needs of
each area,

The policy empowers Reducing the occurrence

licensing authorities of out-of-area working, by

to ensure standard reducing the factors that

safety requirements induce it, will in turn help

N/A across their areas N/A better match enforcement N/A

which will help reduce
the occurrence of out-
of-area working, by
reducing the factors
that induce it.

resources and the more
effective use of existing
and enhanced local
authorities’ enforcement
powers.
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26. Pavement parking

Description: The Act introduces
powers for the Secretary of
State to make regulations which
give English local transport
authorities the power to prohibit
parking on footways and verges
in their areas that are also civil
enforcement areas.

Yes

D. Strategic Authority Reforms

27. Allow Mayors to
appoint
‘commissioners’

Description: This measure
enables Mayors to nominate
independent ‘commissioners’ to
deliver against one or more
specific areas of competence,
such as transport, for a CA and
CCA. The overarching aim is to
support the Mayor, on their
sizeable and growing portfolio.

28. Remunerating
Combined Authority
and Combined County
Authority ‘Members’

Description: This measure
enables Combined Authorities
(CAs) and Combined County
Authorities (CCAs) to
remunerate members — instead

Giving Local

Transport Authorities
(LTAs) the power to
prohibit pavement
parking deepens the
powers of local

This measure embeds
devolution in practice by
giving decision making

The measure
strengthens local
democratic
accountability by
enabling LTAs,
working with LAs, to

N/A . powers on pavement N/A respond to
leaders, enabling . o .
parking prohibition to community
place-based LTA : .
L s, reinforcing local concerns around
decisions that reflect . . .
L discretion. accessibility and
local needs, priorities .
safety, influenced
and street
. by local
environments.
engagement.
The ability to appoint
commissioners increases
local government
The appointment of capacity, as under the
o . current system, leaders of
commissioners wil constituent members
N/A support the Mayor in | N/A N/A
: . (who often take on
their delivery of key : o
functions portfolio responsibilities
' for the Mayor) have to
balance running their own
LA with managing a
portfolio for the SA.
This measure makes it
more feasible for This measure will permit
leaders of constituent the renumeration of
authorities to be part of | N/A N/A commissioners to reflect N/A

an SA without diluting
their focus on their own
LA.

the important work done

in service of a CA or CCA.
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of only allowing them to be
remunerated by their constituent
local authority.

29. Overview and Scrutiny
Committee

Description: This measure
introduces Local Scrutiny
Committees (LSCs) to
strengthen local accountability,
with powers to scrutinise
mayoral decisions and value for
money of expenditure.

30. Preventing Mayors
from simultaneously
holding elected office
in a UK legislature

Description: This measure
prevents all Mayors of SAs, not
just those who are currently the
Police and Crime Commissioner
for their area, from
simultaneously holding office as
an MP in the House of
Commons, MSP in the Scottish
Parliament, MLA in the Northern
Irish Assembly or MS in the
Senedd.

N/A

N/A

N/A

LSCs will improve
accountability and
scrutiny of local public
spending by Mayors and
Strategic Authorities,
ensuring these are held to
account.

N/A

31. Mayoral Precept

N/A

N/A

N/A

The post of Mayor is a
significant role at the
forefront of delivering
change. This position
could be compromised
when individuals have
another potentially
contradictory obligation to
represent their
constituents as an MP.
‘Dual hatting’ can also
lead to real or perceived
conflicts of interest and
the likelihood that neither
role is carried out
effectively. The post of
Mayor demands the full
attention of any post
holder; thus, this measure
will limit individuals from
holding office as an MP
and Mayor
simultaneously.

N/A

N/A

The measure will
provide Mayors with

Including this measure in
the Act will mean all SAs

N/A

N/A
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Description: This part of the
Act allows Mayors to spend their
existing precept on all their
functions.

32. Power to Borrow

Description: The Act confers a
power to borrow to all mayoral
SAs, which are CAs or CCAs,
for all purposes relevant to their
transport, fire and policing
functions upon creation of the
institution. The power to borrow
is also conferred to mayoral CAs
and CCAs for any other
functions, with a requirement
that they must obtain consent
from the Secretary of State
before exercising for the first
time in respect to those other
functions.

greater flexibility in
how they use their
precept income, as at
present they can only
spend the revenue on
Mayoral functions
which means that
they cannot spend it
on all of their policy
areas — often
excluding key growth
areas such as skills
or buses.

can use the precept on
the full range of policies
they work on.

33. Voting Arrangements

N/A

N/A

The measure will allow
mayoral CA/CCAs to
borrow for all of their
transport, fire and police
functions from the
establishment of the
institution, and before
they can exercise the
power in respect of any
other functions, they must
obtain the Secretary of
State’s consent. This
removes the requirement
for bespoke regulations
to confer the functions on
a case-by-case basis and
bringing CA/CCAs in line
with local authorities,
thereby hardwiring
CAJ/CCAs into local
government.

N/A

N/A

N/A

The current budget
voting arrangements

N/A

The measure will
standardise the
governance arrangements

N/A
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Description: This measure
standardises the governance
arrangements for setting
Combined Authority and
Combined County Authority
budgets and transport levies.

are inconsistent
across CAs. They
often require
unanimous approval
from members and
several areas exclude
the Mayor from
decision making.

By empowering the
Mayor and moving
away from unanimous
voting we will
empower Mayors to
spend strategically
and create growth in
their area — which
aligns with the
Government’s core
mission.

to ensure consistently in
the voting arrangements
for key strategic
decisions.

34. Supplementary Vote
System

Description: This measure
reverts all Mayoral and Police
and Crime Commissioner
elections back to the
Supplementary Vote System
from First Past the Post.

N/A

Use of the
Supplementary Vote
(SV) system will
mean that Mayors
have a broader
mandate for the
people they are
representing.

N/A

Single executive elected
roles benefit from being
filled through a system
where the winner has a
majority of votes —
evidencing a broader
range of support from the
electorate.

The majority basis
for SV gives the
local electorate an
increased voice in
deciding who takes
a Mayoral or PCC
role.

E. Local Government Structures and Accountability

The new unitary
authorities may
become part of a
CAJ/CCA (which will
automatically be
designated as an SA)
or could be designated

35. Local Government
Reorganisation

Description: This part of the
Act establishes a new route for
merging to align with the

N/A

Consent disapplication
when applied will prevent
predecessor councils from
potentially holding up
devolution and in doing so
hardwire devolution into

Local Government
Reorganisation can
enable the creation of
suitably sized local
government structures for
an area that can achieve
efficiencies and improve

Unitary councils
provide local people
with a clearer
picture of who is
accountable for
service delivery and
local decisions.
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process for unitarisation, and
reinserts a directive power to
allow the Secretary of State to
direct local areas to develop
proposals for local government
reorganisation. The functions of
predecessor councils can also
be disapplied for matters
relating to CA/CCAs where
areas are undergoing local
government reorganisation and
shadow authorities are in place
and have been conferred such
functions.

36. Limit on delay of
election

Description: The Act prevents
the Secretary of State from
postponing an election to a
principal council in England for
more than 53 weeks where the
rationale for the postponement
is connected with local
government reorganisation.

as an SLA in the

local government across

capacity and creates

37. Mandating the Cabinet
governance model for
Local Authorities
(except where
exemptions apply)

Description: This measure
mandates local authorities
operating the committee system

to adopt the ‘leader and cabinet’

governance model, except
where exemptions apply, and

future. England. opportunities for service
transformation.
Consent disapplication
when applied will
prevent predecessor
councils from
potentially holding up
devolution and
therefore facilitate
universal coverage of
SAs across England.
This policy will help
provide local
leaders and
communities with
N/A N/A N/A N/A clarity and certainty
about local
government
reorganisation and
local elections.
Provides for more efficient
decision making and
clarity of responsibility
N/A N/A N/A and accountability for N/A

those decisions through a
model of cabinet
governance.




remove the option to move to
the ‘mayor and cabinet’ model.

38. Effective
neighbourhood
governance

Description: This measure
empowers communities to have
a voice in local decision making
via a requirement on all local

This measure will
empower remaining
local councillors to

We expect this measure
to further embed
devolution principles by
pushing decision making
and service delivery to an

Establishing effective
neighbourhood
governance will help
authorities become fit,
legal and decent, as
decisions and services
will be designed and
delivered with input from
those most affected by

The measure will
improve local
democratic
engagement. It will
help devolve power
right down to the
neighbourhood

author'ltles In El.’lgland fo N/A have a greater role in area-based_level Wlth. them. This measure will level, ensuring that
establish effective leading improvements local councillors working give ward councillors a appropriate local
neighbourhood governance. . : closely with partners to . . o,
in their area. pool resources and work stronger role in shaping decisions can be
together to improve the the de_cisions_ made by the | made c!oser f[o
area council, helping local people in their own
: authorities act more neighbourhoods.
responsively to the
priorities of their
communities.
The Local Audit Office
39. Reforming Audit (LAO) will transform the
local audit system and
Description: These measures bring as many audit
create a new statutory body to functions as possible
oversee local audit, alongside under a single
wider reforms. N/A N/A N/A organisatiog with a focus | VA
and expertise. The LAO
will also support and
enable wider measures to
address pressing
challenges.
F. Communities
This measure will
40. Community Right to N/A N/A N/A N/A empower

Buy

communities to take
back control of
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Description: This measure
replaces the current Community
Right to Bid with a Right to Buy
Assets of Community Value,
giving community groups first
refusal on their sale and
extending the current 6-month
moratorium period to allow
groups sufficient time to raise
funding and develop their bids.

41. Protections for Sports
Stadiums

Description: This measure
enhances protections against
redevelopment for sports
grounds that are not owned by
their clubs through the creation
of a new Sporting Asset of
Community Value (SACV)
classification.

beloved local
assets.

42. Upwards Only Rent
Reviews

Description: This measure
ends the use of Upwards Only
Rent Reviews (UORRs) in new
commercial leases (including
renewal leases when security of
tenure is held), a mechanism
which protects landlords by
ensuring rent will only ever
increase or stay the same rather
than be determined by the
market.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Empowering
communities to take
back control of
beloved sporting
assets in their local
area.

43. Statutory trust
Description: Where councils
have sold or appropriated land

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

By moving bias in
commercial leases
away from
landlords, this
measure gives more
local people
opportunity to
access commercial
property in their
community.

N/A

N/A

N/A

This policy contributes to
ensuring that local
government is held
accountable by

N/A
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for public recreation without
following statutory
advertisement procedures, this
Act introduces a power for the
Secretary of State to discharge
this statutory trust if it is in the
public interest to do so and
where other specified qualifying
conditions are met.

introducing a new route
for freeing land from
statutory trusts where a
local authority has failed
to comply with the
statutory advertisement
procedures under the
Local Government Act
1972 before selling or
appropriating such land.

44. Gambling
Description: This Act gives
local authorities the power to
publish a Gambling Impact
Assessment, enabling them to
adopt a presumption that local
authorities will reject
applications for gambling
premises licences in a specific
area unless the applicant
gambling operator can show
that the grant of its licence
would be reasonably consistent
with the gambling licensing
objectives.

N/A

This policy

strengthens local
authorities’ ability to
influence the location

and density of

gambling outlets by
giving them the power
to publish a Gambling
Impact Assessment.

N/A

N/A

This policy will help
local authorities
curate healthy and
vibrant high streets
that reflect the
needs of
communities.
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6. Summary of considered options and alternatives

Alternative options to legislation have been considered but are unable to deliver the change
required. Whilst existing legislation allows for the creation of and conferral of powers on
individual Combined and Combined County Authorities via Statutory Instrument, the process
is slow and cumbersome, and has led to differences in both the powers which Combined and
Combined County Authorities exercise and how they exercise them. Primary legislation is
required to establish a clear and consistent approach to devolution, put the new devolution
framework on a statutory footing, amend existing primary legislation relating to local
government to bring about reform, and introduce new powers for communities. At the
individual measure level, some non-regulatory options were considered before regulatory
options were chosen — more information can be found in the individual regulatory IAs.

The Government has been very clear through both its manifesto commitment and subsequent
statements that shifting power out of Whitehall to the regions is a key priority and will support
their mission to deliver economic stability through ensuring local leaders have the powers
they need to make a difference in their area — particularly on transport, skills and planning —
and that they are publicly accountable for their powers.

For the Act as a whole, several approaches have been considered: no changes to legislation,
strengthening guidance and working within the existing legislative framework; and the
preferred option of inclusion of all legislative measures to achieve the stated policy goals set
out in the Government’s manifesto and the Devolution White Paper. As such, we have not
set out separate long-list and short-list of options for delivering the policy intent of the Act as
a whole; this has been consolidated into a single summary. Specific options appraisal has
been completed below for measures in scope of the Better Regulation Framework, using an
HMT Green Book consistent approach. These options can be found in the individual
regulatory IAs.

1. Business as usual (do nothing) — no changes to legislation

The ‘do nothing’ option would not deliver the Government’s manifesto commitment to grant
more powers to Mayors over transport, skills, housing and planning and introduce a
Community Right to Buy. It would not deliver a simplified and consistent process for
conferring powers on Strategic Authorities; nor standardise the functions and the appropriate
governance arrangements that SAs have access to at different levels of the framework; or
place devolution in England on a clear statutory footing.

Key local government reforms including transforming the broken local audit system,
measures on neighbourhood governance, and mandating the cabinet governance model for
local authorities (except where exemptions apply), as well as key reforms to Strategic
Authorities could also not be delivered without primary legislation. Inaction could lead to a
continued decline in trust in politics, and significant regions in England being held back from
accessing the benefits of devolution. This does not support the Government’s ambition to
grow the economy. It fails to provide the architecture to shift power out of Westminster which
the Government has committed to. This option was therefore removed from consideration.
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2. Do minimum - continue with existing piecemeal approach to devolution with
further guidance on the approach.

Under this option, there would be no changes made to the existing processes for devolution
— the Government would continue to confer functions on authorities via individual statutory
instruments. Government could take a firmer line on the powers and voting arrangements
within statutory instruments as a policy decision, to ensure standardisation for future deals,
but would not be able to amend the existing arrangements in mayoral CAs without the
consent of each individual constituent authority and CA. It would not be possible to confer
new functions on the Greater London Authority via this route. It would also not be possible to
create new powers and duties for Mayors.

In addition, the reforms to local government and Strategic Authorities could not be delivered
merely through guidance. Reforms to the audit system including the establishment of a Local
Audit Office require legislation. Whilst strengthened guidance may lead to more local
authorities adopting the cabinet governance model, legislation is required to mandate it, or,
in the case of councils which have recently adopted the committee system to require a review
when their current moratorium periods expire. This option would not deliver on Government’s
commitments including collectively agreed policy set out in the Devolution White Paper.

3. Legislate for all measures included in the Act

Under this option, all measures listed in the above table at section 5 would be legislated for.
It meets all the Act objectives and is the preferred option. Within each measure in scope of
the Better Regulation Framework, further analysis using an HMT Green Book consistent
approach) has been completed to determine the preferred scope, delivery, and
implementation to achieve these objectives in the best possible way. Together, these
measures will deliver a faster and more streamlined process for devolution in England. It will
ensure that local government is fit, legal and decent, and give more powers to communities
to have their say on the local issues which matter to them.

Small and Micro Business Assessment (SaMBA)

When preparing the Act, and working through the options process, there was consideration
of how small and micro businesses would be impacted. For the non-regulatory measures,
there are no impacts to small and micro businesses. Overall, for the regulatory measures
considered, we anticipate that the costs to businesses will be roughly in proportion to their
assets, so are unlikely to disproportionately impact small and micro businesses. Some of the
non-monetised benefits are likely to disproportionately flow to smaller businesses. Exempting
small and micro businesses from the measures would undermine the aims of the policies.
More information on the individual measures is available in the detailed final stage IAs below.

There are specific costs discussed within this impact assessment that are understood to
potentially have disproportionate impacts on small and micro businesses. For example, the
cost of a delay in asset sales under the Community Right to Buy, where an earlier release in
funding could be invested elsewhere. Smaller businesses may be disproportionately
impacted by this where their access to credit is likely to be more limited than a larger business
and therefore, they are less likely to be able to counteract this count by borrowing. As well
as this, small and micro businesses are understood to be more likely to be impacted by the
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interventions discussed relating to the banning of Upwards Only Rent Review (UORR)
sections, as these businesses are the mostly likely to have UORR sections in their leases.
The individual impact assessment below describes a cost to landlords as a result of lost rental
revenue, where this is understood to depend on the number of properties within a portfolio. It
is therefore expected that smaller landlords with a larger number of commercial units would
experience a greater loss than those with less. More detail on the specific impacts on small
and micro businesses from regulatory interventions can be found within individual impact

assessments below.
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7a. Summary of Non-Regulatory Measures Outside the Scope of the Better

Regulation Framework

Conducting a full impact scorecard for the Act measures outside of the scope of the Better Regulation Framework is not proportionate.
Instead, the table below summarises their expected impacts on key stakeholders, interactions with other measures, and rationale
explaining why the measures have been judged to be non-regulatory.

Measure

| Qualitative Impact

| Rationale for being deemed non-regulatory

A. Devolution Structures

1. Designation of Strategic
Authorities for the Devolution
Framework

Description: This measure establishes SAs,
including all CAs, CCAs and the GLA. All SAs
will be assigned to one of three levels in the
devolution framework; Foundation, Mayoral
and Established Mayoral. The Secretary of
State will have the power to designate
principal authorities as foundation Strategic
Authorities, and to designate mayoral CA and
CCAs as established mayoral SAs.

CAs, CCAs and the GLA will be automatically conferred
with SA status. The statutory designation of SAs will
require an authority to categorised under one of three
‘levels’: foundation, mayoral and established mayoral.

Depending on its ‘level’ the SA will have access to the
relevant corresponding functions and responsibilities from
the statutory framework. The measure itself will not have
impact on key stakeholders until the SAs make use of the
powers and duty conferred on them. In line with existing
legislation, when making use of their functions, SAs will be
required to have due consideration to the impact on key
stakeholders and those with protected characteristics.

We expect that impacts will depend on the ‘level’ and the
powers and duties an SA holds, with established mayoral
SAs having the most impact, by virtue of having access to
the greatest number of powers and duties, whilst
foundational SAs will have the least. However, detailed
analysis of qualitive impacts is not needed at this point.

As this measure allows the designation of authorities as
Strategic Authorities, there is no direct impact on
business activity, and the measure is therefore non-
regulatory.

2. Providing Powers via the
Devolution Framework

Description: This part of the Act establishes
a devolution framework, allowing for a clear

SAs will be provided with powers through the Devolution
Framework. The framework will apply automatically to SAs.
Secretary of State powers will be required in some cases to
stop the conferral of certain functions.

SAs will better be able to achieve their goals as they will
have new powers, and clarity over which powers they have.

As this measure places in statute the devolution
framework for Strategic Authorities, there is no direct
impact on business activity, and the measure is
therefore non-regulatory.
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and consistent list of functions to be conferred
on SAs at each level of devolution.

This will be more relevant for areas at a higher ‘level’ of the
devolution framework.

3. Expanding the Devolution
Framework

Description: This part of the Act establishes
how the devolution framework can be
expanded over time, by adding new functions
or changing the way functions operate.

SAs will gain greater powers over time, improving their
ability to deliver on their local priorities.

As this measure allows the devolution framework for
Strategic Authorities to be expanded over time, there is
no direct impact on business activity, and the measure
is therefore non-regulatory.

4. Streamlining establishing new and
changing existing SAs

Description: This part of the Act establishes
a new and simplified process for establishing
new CA and CCAs and making changes to
existing CA and CCAs.

Streamlining the establishment of new SAs and the
process of changing existing devolution institutions will
reduce the number of steps required under the existing
legislative process.

This will mean more devolution institutions in place more
quickly, and with less burden on both the local authorities
and the Government.

This streamlining will work in tandem with the framework;
streamlining will ensure devolution institutions in as many
areas of England as quickly as possible, while the
framework will ensure a more consistent, clear and
deepened devolution package.

As this measure simplifies the process of establishing
new SAs and changing existing SAs, there is no direct
impact on business activity, and the measure is
therefore non-regulatory.

5. Mandating the expansion of SAs

Description: This measure introduces a new
ministerial power to add councils to existing
SAs without consent in England. This power
will only commence on regulations and will not
be used for a period of four years following
Royal Assent.

The new ministerial power will enable the Secretary of
State to prevent, for example, a situation where progress
on devolution is held up by a single local authority,
facilitating universal coverage of SAs across England.

Local government could be impacted by this power, as a
council be moved into an existing SA, without consent. This
is intended to be a last resort and if the conditions are met
(including a statutory test being fulfilled). This power will
prevent a council in an area from blocking local people
from accessing the benefits of devolution.

As this measure introduces a new ministerial power to
add councils to, or providing a mayor for, existing SAs,
there is no direct impact on business activity, and the
measure is therefore non-regulatory.

6. Converting SAs following Local
Government Reorganisation

Description: This part of the Act ensures the
process of converting from a CCA to a CA,

Conversion of SAs from CCA to CA will not have a strong
qualitative impact on local authorities, as it simply allows
the existing CCA to be re-categorised to a CA, to ensure it
can continue to function, on the go-live date of the new
unitaries.

As this measure simplifies the process of converting
CCAs into CAs following local government
reorganisation, there is no direct impact on business
activity, and the measure is therefore non-regulatory.

73




following local government reorganisation, is
streamlined.

The conversion provisions within the Act ensure that any
functions, duties and obligations that are held by the CCA
will be transferred to the new CA at the point of conversion.

This means that beyond adjustments to constitutional
matters such as voting and quorum provisions (with
changes limited to only those necessary to ensure that the
authority continues to function), the new CA will continue to
perform the duties of the previous CCA.

Stakeholders should therefore not experience any
unexpected changes to services or democratic functions
delivered to them by the new governing body directly as a
result of conversion.

7. Enabling a single Mayor to hold
PCC functions over more than one
police force area

Description: This measure allows a Mayor to
become PCC for two or more police force
areas which sit wholly within the Strategic
Authority’s area,

Mayors of Strategic Authorities who exercise PCC powers
have access to a broad range of levers to help prevent and
tackle crime in a holistic way. This measure will enable the
creation of more Mayors with PCC functions across
England, allowing more members of the public to benefit
from this model.

As this measure aims to integrate PCC into Mayoral
Strategic Authority, it is a governance change. There is
no direct impact on business activity, and the measure
is therefore non-regulatory.

8. Alter police and fire boundaries
incidentally on the transfer of PCC
and/or FRA functions to the Mayor
of a Strategic Authority

Description: This measure gives the
relevant Secretary of State the power to alter
police boundaries incidentally on the transfer
of PCC to the Mayor of a Strategic Authority
and/or define an FRA by the geography of a
Mayoral Combined Authority upon transfer of
FRA functions. This will be considered on a
case-by-case basis to ensure the continued
efficiency and effectiveness of PCC and FRA
functions.

Mayors of Strategic Authorities who exercise PCC and/or
FRA powers have access to a broad range of levers to help
prevent and tackle crime. This measure will enable the
creation of more Mayors with PCC and/or FRA functions
across England, allowing more members of the public to
benefit from this model.

As this measure aims to facilitate the integration of PCC
and FRA into Mayoral Strategic Authority, it is a
governance change. There is no direct impact on
business activity, and the measure is therefore non-
regulatory.
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B. London

9. Arrangements for the GLA in the
new devolution architecture

Description: This part of the Act sets out how
the devolution framework, areas of
competence and mayoral powers of
competence will apply to the GLA, and how
new functions can be conferred on the GLA.
The measure will ensure the GLA'’s devolution
arrangements are as closely aligned as
possible to arrangements for the rest of
England.

The GLA will be provided with powers within the devolution
framework and will be able to gain greater powers over
time.

The GLA will be better able to achieve its goals with new
powers, and clarity over which powers they have.

As this measure sets out the arrangements for the GLA
within the new devolution architecture, there is no direct
impact on business activity, and the measure is
therefore non-regulatory.

10. Mayor of London consenting
power for TfL land disposals.
Description: This measure allows the Mayor
of London to decide on the sale or lease of
TfL land, by removing the current DfT
Secretary of State consent requirement.

The Mayor of London will be empowered to consent to TfL
disposing of operational land. This would devolve a power
that currently sits with the Transport Secretary and remove
an impediment to development of underutilised land in
London, including for housing.

As this measure devolves a consenting power on the
sale or lease of TfL land from the Transport Secretary of
State to the Mayor of London, it is a governance change.
There is no direct impact on business activity, and
the measure is therefore non-regulatory.

11. New strategic licensing functions
for the Mayor of London and the
GLA

Description: This measure enables the
Mayor of London to determine a Strategic
Licensing Policy for Greater London and to
publish a statement of that policy which
London licensing authorities will have a duty
to “have regard to” when carrying out their
licensing functions under the Licensing Act
2003; adds the Mayor of London as a
statutory consultee when London licensing
authorities determine or revise their own
licensing policies; establish the Greater
London Authority as a ‘responsible authority’
(in certain circumstances); and create a “call-

The Licensing Act 2003 (‘2003 Act’) provides the
statutory framework for regulating the sale by retail of
alcohol, provision of regulated entertainment, and the
provision of late-night refreshment.

e At present, licensing decisions in London are made
by individual London licensing authorities (including
borough councils and the City of London).
Licensing authorities determine applications in their
local area in accordance with the 2003 Act and
must do so with a view to promoting the four
statutory licensing objectives (see section 4 of the
2003 Act). In carrying out their licensing functions
under the 2003 Act, licensing authorities must also
have regard to their own Statement of Licensing
Policy and statutory guidance (issued under
section 182 of the 2003 Act)).

As these measures introduce a new strategic role for
the Mayor of London and the Greater London
Authority (GLA), they will give rise to additional
requirements associated with the exercise of these
functions.

The Mayor of London will be required to
determine and publish a Strategic Licensing
Policy for Greater London and to engage in
consultations when a London licensing authority
determines or revises their own licensing
policies

Where the GLA acts as a Responsible Authority
(in certain circumstances), this will establish an
additional formal role for the GLA within the
licensing system, alongside existing responsible
authorities.

We expect that the Mayoral call-in power will be
used infrequently, and is expected to have a
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in” power for the Mayor of London to give a
direction to London licensing authorities on
relevant licence applications in certain
circumstances.

Neither the Mayor of London nor the Greater
London Authority (GLA) currently have any express
statutory duties or powers under the 2003 Act.

In practice, this means they do not have a statutory
power to set a licensing policy that licensing
authorities must have regard to, and London
licensing authorities are not required to consult with
them when preparing or revising their individual
licensing policy.

The Act will amend the 2003 Act to create a strategic
role for the Mayor of London and the GLA by:

Introducing new functions in respect of a new
strategic licensing policy for Greater London —
including a duty on the Mayor of London to
determine a policy in respect of relevant licensable
activities in Greater London and a duty to publish a
statement of that policy. Also, placing a duty on
London licensing authorities to “have regard to” the
Mayor’s strategic licensing policy statement when
carrying out their licensing functions.

Establishing the Mayor of London as a statutory
consultee when London licensing authorities
determine or revise their own licensing policies.
Create a new "call in" power for the Mayor of
London in respect of certain applications of
"potential strategic importance to Greater London,"
in certain circumstances

Designating the Greater London Authority as a
‘responsible authority’ in certain circumstances
under section 13 of the 2003 Act.

Overall, the measures are intended to support
hospitality venues and the night-time economy by
enabling a more strategic and growth focused
approach to licensing across Greater London.

The measures are not expected to create
additional direct requirements on businesses: the
establishment of the Mayor of London as a
statutory consultee and the GLA as a responsible

limited indirect impact on business activity. As
such, we consider the measure to be non-
regulatory.
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authority primarily places obligations on public
bodies (specifically London licensing authorities),
rather than on licensing applicants. On that basis,
the impact on business is expected to be negligible
and a more growth focused strategic licensing
policy may lead to more licences being granted
depending on how the Mayor of London’s
objectives are applied. The Act also creates a "call
in" power for the Mayor of London, meaning that,
once a licensing authority has made a certain
decision on an application of "potential strategic
importance to Greater London" the Mayor can give
a direction to a licensing authority on that
application in certain circumstances and subject to
certain requirements. In doing so, the Act intends
to improve the efficiency of the licensing system in
Greater London for businesses, supporting
strategic decision-making without altering the
licensing objectives.

Under the measures licensing authorities in
London will take on new statutory considerations
when exercising their licensing functions under the
2003 Act.

e |n particular, they will have a legal duty to “have
regard to” the Mayor of London’s Strategic
Licensing Policy when carrying out licensing
functions under the 2003 Act, and they will be
required to consult the Mayor of London when
determining or revising their own licensing policies.

e These changes will create some additional
administrative and governance burden for London
licensing authorities. However, the measures are
designed to operate within the existing licensing
framework and do not in themselves change the
core statutory licensing objectives.

In addition, the development, implementation and operation
of the ‘call in’ power will place further responsibilities on the
Mayor of London and the GLA.
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12. London councils receiving and
paying grant

Description: The Act enables Ministers to

pay grant funding from central

government to a joint

committee comprised of leaders from all

the London Boroughs (and the City of

London) using Section 31 of the Local

Government Act 2003.

This measure gives councils more power over spending by
enabling Ministers to pay grant funding from central
Government to a joint committee comprised of leaders from
all the London Boroughs.

It will help accelerate projects in areas such as rough
sleeping and infrastructure for electric vehicles.

As this measure enables the Minister to pay grant
funding to London councils, there is no direct impact
on business activity, and the measure is therefore
non-regulatory.

C. Duties and Powers

13. Mayoral Powers of Competence

Description: The Act confers a suite power
on to the mayors of strategic authorities. The
Mayoral Powers of Competence (MPC) is
made up of the General Power of
Competence (GPC); a mayoral power to
convene and corresponding duty for local
partners to respond; and a formal mechanism
for collaboration between neighbouring
mayoral strategic authorities.

14. National Park Authorities and
Broads authority General Power of
Competence

Description: The Act extends the general
power of competence as set out in the
Localism Act 2011 upon the English National
Park Authorities and the Broads Authority

The MPC consists of three powers:

e The General Power of Competence — enabling
mayoral strategic authorities, and their mayors, to
do anything an individual can do in relation to their
areas of competence;

e A power to convene and a duty to respond —
enabling mayors to convene local partners to
address local challenges; and placing a duty on
local partners to respond to a mayor’s request
when they make use of the power to convene.

e A duty to collaborate — ensuring that mayors of
neighbouring Strategic Authorities have a formal
process by which they can enter into collaboration
with one another.

Extending the general power of competence will give them
the ability to undertake any lawful activity that an individual
may carry out, unless specifically prohibited by legislation.

It will help them become more innovative in the delivery of
their statutory functions and remove the requirement to tie
any activity to a specific function set out in legislation

As this measure relates to the conferral of general
mayoral powers upon the mayors of a Strategic
Authority, there is no impact on business activity, and
the measure is therefore non-regulatory.

As this measure relates to the conferral of general power
of competence upon these authorities, there is no impact
on business activity, and the measure is therefore
non-regulatory
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15. Statutory competencies

Description: The Act introduces nine new
areas of competence which all SAs have
a mandate to act in. Mayors also hold
new powers, enabling them

to convene stakeholders to respond on
these new areas of competence and
collaborate with neighbouring mayors.

The competencies of a SA are the broad areas in which an
SA will have responsibilities and duties to act in i.e. skills
and employment support. Principally, these ‘areas’ serve
as the categories under which a function must have scope
in order to be included within the Act’s statutory framework.

The areas of competency on their own do not have a direct
impact upon key stakeholders, but their facilitation for the
conferral of powers upon an SA does.

As this measure relates to the areas of competence in
which SAs have a mandate to act, there is no direct
impact on business activity, and the measure is
therefore non-regulatory.

16. Devolution Framework

Description: This part of the Act establishes
the devolution framework in statute, setting
out the specific functions SA will receive at
each level, and the governance arrangements
associated with that particular function for
Strategic Authorities.

Strategic Authorities will have the ability to
exercise functions in the following areas:

Transport and local infrastructure
Skills and employment support
Housing and strategic planning
Economic development and
regeneration

Environment and climate change
Health, wellbeing and public service
reform

Public safety

Culture

Rural affairs and coastal
communities.

SAs will be provided with powers through the Devolution
Framework. The framework will apply automatically to SAs.
Secretary of State powers will be required in some cases to
stop the conferral of certain functions.

SAs will better be able to achieve their goals as they will
have new powers, and clarity over which powers they have.
This will be more relevant for areas higher up the
devolution framework.

The standardisation of governance arrangements for SA
functions will create a standard playing field for all SAs and
unblock strategic decision making. This will allow Mayors
and SAs to take difficult decisions for the good of their
whole area.

The powers conferred by the Devolution Framework will
empower SAs to deliver improvements for their areas. For
example, rolling out housing and strategic planning powers
to all SAs will enable them to directly address acute issues
in strategically important locations. They could do this by
using their powers to acquire land, develop it and provide
housing for example.

As this measure puts the devolution framework into
statute, there is no direct impact on business activity,
and the measure is therefore non-regulatory.

17. Local Growth Plans

MSAs (including Established MSAs) will be required to
develop a Local Growth Plan (LGP) for their area, which

The duties included as part of this measure apply only to
public bodies and there is no direct impact on business
activity. The measure is therefore non-regulatory.
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Description: This part of the Act introduces a
duty for mayoral SAs to produce a Local
Growth Plan

should guide and inform a number of other plans and
strategies developed by the MSA.

Developing the LGP will have resource requirements for
the authority, through collaborative work with the
Government in order to reach a set of ‘shared’ local growth
priorities, as well as developing an investment pipeline and
their full LGP. We expect much of the evidence base
underpinning each LGP will be pre-existing.

This will also require some Arm’s Length Bodies to have
regard to the ‘shared’ local growth priorities in certain
circumstances. We expect this will be included as part of
routine consultation and engagement undertaken by the
ALB.

The investment pipeline developed as part of each Local
Growth Plan (LGP) will help to direct investment, and
this and the LGP as a whole may make it easier for
businesses to identify opportunities for investment
activity.

18. Standardise requirement for
constituent authorities to carry out
their functions with regard to the
Local Transport Plan

Description: This part of the Act standardises
requirements on constituent authorities,
requiring all constituent authorities to carry out
their functions with regard to the Local
Transport Plan - for example, where they are
using their powers over local roads.

Constituent authorities of a Strategic Authority will have a
duty to have regard to the Combined Authority’s Local
Transport Plan when carrying out their functions.

The intended outcome of this measure is that local
authorities with responsibility for transport within an SA
work strategically and efficiently together to deliver the
agreed Local Transport Plan.

As this measure only affects constituent authorities of
Strategic Authorities, there is no direct impact on
business activity, and the measure is therefore non-
regulatory.

19. Requirement to establish a Key
Route Network (KRN) on most
important local roads and Power of
Direction over KRNs

Description: This part of the Act introduces a
requirement that mayoral combined (county)
authorities will set up and coordinate a Key
Route Network on behalf of the Mayor.

All Mayors outside of London will be required to designate
a KRN and publish the KRN which means that the public
will have a greater understanding of the roads which the
CA/CCA has oversight of. Mayoral Strategic Authorities will
also have a Power of Direction (PoD), enabling them to
direct local highway authorities on key decisions regarding
Key Route Network roads. This will improve the efficiency
of road management and strengthen mayors’ ability to
deliver their Local Transport Plan, with positive impacts for
users’ travelling experience.

As this measure only affects Strategic Authorities, there
is no direct impact on business activity, and the measure
is therefore non-regulatory.

20. Lane rental devolution to MSAs

Devolving these powers is expected to deliver time savings
for the Department for Transport (DfT), as the Secretary of
State would no longer need to approve schemes for
authorities within MSAs. This reduction in bureaucracy

This policy is considered non-regulatory because it
does not create any direct impacts on businesses. The
legislative change simply transfers the power to approve
lane rental schemes from the Secretary of State to
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o Description: This part of the Act
devolves powers to approve lane
rental schemes from the Secretary of
State to Mayoral Strategic Authorities
(MSAs).

should streamline the application and approval process,
allowing lane rental schemes to be approved and
implemented more quickly. As a result, the benefits of
these schemes—such as reduced road disruption and
congestion—could be realised sooner.

However, MSAs would need to ensure they have the
necessary analytical and legal expertise to assess
schemes, which may require additional resources or
training. There could also be some familiarisation costs as
MSAs adapt to their new responsibilities. For DfT, there will
be a small cost associated with updating guidance to reflect
the legislative change.

There is a potential risk that regional differences in scheme
design could create higher

Mayors, but it does not introduce new requirements,
restrictions, or costs for businesses themselves.

21. Bespoke Health Improvement Duty
and Health Inequalities for SAs

Description: This part of the Act introduces a
new duty to have regard to health
improvement and health inequalities for SA.

A new health duty on CAs and CCAs requiring them to
‘have regard’ to the need to i) improve the health of the
people living in their areas and ii) reduce health inequalities
between the people living in their areas, in the exercise of
their functions.

This will bring consistency across Strategic Authorities with
each being subject to a health duty that is complementary
and specific to the particular organisation type.

The duty is intended to support CA and CCA action on the
wider determinants of health through the delivery of their
existing functions, to promote a ‘health in all policies’
approach in line with our Mission Government approach
and to give CAs/CCAs a statutory locus to be active
leaders for health. It will make real the Government’s
ambition to “embed long-term planning to ensure there is
health in all policies” and to “ensure this flows through to
local government”. It will support delivery of the
Government’s aim to “tackle the social determinants of
health, halving the gap in healthy life expectancy between
the richest and poorest regions in England”.

As this measure relates to a duty on Strategic Authorities
to be considered in the delivery of their other functions,
there is no direct impact on business activity, and the
measure is therefore non-regulatory.

22. Mayoral Community Infrastructure
Levy (MCIL)

Description: This part of the Act introduces a

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a charge which
can be levied on new development. Landowners are
ultimately liable for the levy, but anyone involved in a
development may take on the liability to pay.

This measure allows Mayors to raise a levy on new
development; however, the power is discretionary.
Therefore, it falls outside of the Better Regulations
Framework. Additionally, as Mayors will set the rate of
the levy via their charging schedule, it is not possible to
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power for Mayors to raise a MCIL to support
the delivery of strategic infrastructure projects.

The charging authority should specify in their charging
schedule what types of development are liable for the levy
and the relevant rates for these development types. Levy
rates are expressed as pounds (£) per square metre.

When deciding the levy rates, an authority must strike an
appropriate balance between additional investment to
support development and the potential effect on the viability
of developments. This balance is at the centre of the
charge-setting process.

Charging schedules should be consistent with, and support
the implementation of, Spatial Development Strategies.

It will be the responsibility of mayors when preparing their
charging schedules to collaborate with local planning
authorities, the local community, developers and other
stakeholders, to create realistic and viable charging
schedules. The charging schedule must also be approved
by a simple majority of the members of the relevant
authority who vote on it.

quantify the costs to developers, which will vary between
SAs. As such, no regulatory impact assessment has
been conducted for this measure.

23. Mayoral Development Management
powers

Description: This part of the Act grants
Mayors development management powers
that are broadly similar to the development
management powers the Mayor of London
currently has. This measure also covers
amendments to Mayoral Development Orders.

The objective of this measure is to give Mayors in
CAs/CCAs the same development management powers as
the Mayor of London to support the implementation of their
Spatial Development Strategies (which will be conferred
onto them as part of the Planning and Infrastructure Act).

These powers include the right to be consulted on
applications for development of potentially strategic
importance (PSI), potentially take over the decision making,
or direct refusal of them.

The power to make Mayoral Development Orders will also
give Mayors the opportunity to proactively plan for strategic
development in their area, such as new commercial
development opportunities to attract inward investment.

By doing so, it is envisaged that the Mayors will be able to
ensure a strategic approach is taken to strategic
developments which recognises their contribution to the
wider economic, social and environmental well-being of the

As the Mayor of London’s development management
powers add further procedures into the decision making
for PSI applications, the extension of these powers to
other Mayors could be seen to have a regulatory impact
on developers bringing forward these applications. The
scale of this impact will depend on the PSI definition
adopted in planning regulations: it is likely to be different
to the definition for London and there could be some
local variation to reflect local circumstances. We will
prepare an Impact Assessment for these regulations.

The experience in London indicates developers have
broadly supported the Mayor’s intervention powers:
while it has added further procedures to decision
making, the relative impact on decision timescales has
been limited and there have been more positive
outcomes: since 2017, 17 of the 29 cases where the
Mayor has taken over a PSI application and granted
permission have been in response to proposed refusals
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area. This means that, like in London, Mayors could be
more willing to make positive decisions which support the
area’s economic development where there is local
opposition.

by the LPA planning committee which would resulted in
delays (as the refusal would have gone to appeal which
would take 12-18 months compared to 4-9 months for
the Mayor’s decision) and possibly the cancellation of
projects.

24. Local Government Pension
Scheme (LGPS) co-operation

Description: This part of the Act introduces a
duty on strategic authorities to work with the
LGPS to develop suitable local investment
opportunities

There are expected to be beneficial impacts of this duty as
this should increase local and regional investment.

As this measure only affects local authorities and bodies
which are controlled by a public authority (the asset
pools), there is no direct impact on business activity,
and the measure is therefore non-regulatory.

D. Strategic Authority Refo

rms

25. Allow Mayors to appoint
‘commissioners’

Description: This measure enables Mayors
to nominate independent ‘commissioners’ to
deliver against one or more specific areas of
competence, such as transport, for a CA and
CCA. The overarching aim is to support the
Mayor on their sizeable and growing portfolio.

Commissioners will free up decision-making capacity for
Mayors and local authorities, bringing in external expertise
and full-time resource to help deliver key priorities.

The ability to appoint commissioners does not directly
affect business activity and the measure is therefore
non-regulatory.

26. Remunerating Combined Authority
and Combined County Authority
‘Members’

Description: This measure enables
Combined Authorities (CAs) and Combined
County Authorities (CCAs) to remunerate
members — instead of only allowing them to
be remunerated by their constituent local
authority.

The ability to pay an allowance to members and
commissioners will enable CAs to run themselves more
effectively. It will increase CA capacity.

We hope that members feel more valued, and can take
their work for the CA more seriously as they are now being
remunerated for it.

Remunerating members and commissioners does not
affect businesses and the measure is therefore non-
regulatory.

27. Overview and Scrutiny Committee

Description: This measure introduces Local

LSCs will improve accountability and scrutiny of local public
spending by Mayors and Strategic Authorities, ensuring
these are held to account.

LSCs do not affect business activity, and the measure
is therefore non-regulatory.
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Scrutiny Committees (LSCs) to strengthen
local accountability, with powers to scrutinise
mayoral decisions and value for money of
expenditure.

28. Preventing Mayors from
simultaneously holding elected
office in a UK legislature

Description: This measure would prevent all
Mayors of SAs, not just those who are
currently the Police and Crime Commissioner
for their area, from simultaneously holding
office as an MP in the House of Commons,
MSP in the Scottish Parliament, MLA in the
Northern Irish Assembly or MS in the Senedd

Preventing Mayors from being MPs will stop CAs from
being in the situation where it appears their Mayor has a
conflict of interest, or unmanageable demands on time and
availability. This should increase the legitimacy of the
Mayor in the eyes of the public and the constituent
members. It should also give the Mayor more time to make
decisions for the CA, meaning more effective governance.

There is no direct impact on business activity, and the
measure is therefore non-regulatory.

29. Mayoral Precept

Description: This part of the Act will allow
Mayors to spend their precept on all their
functions.

The ability to spend the precept across functions will allow
Mayors to invest more money in their areas, on more things
than previously. This could positively affect a range of local
stakeholders.

As this measure allows the Mayoral precept to be spent
on a wider range of functions, there is no direct impact
on business activity, and the measure is therefore non-
regulatory. The measure also relates to taxation so
would fall outside the scope of the Better Regulations
Framework.

30. Power to Borrow

Description: The Act confers a power to
borrow to all mayoral SAs, which are CAs or
CCAs, for all purposes relevant to their
transport, fire and policing functions upon
creation of the institution. The power to
borrow is also conferred to mayoral CAs and
CCAEs for any other functions, with a
requirement that they must obtain consent
from the Secretary of State before exercising
for the first time in respect to those other
functions.

The ability to borrow for all purposes relevant to their
transport, fire and policing functions from the establishment
of the institution, and after Secretary of State consent for
any other functions if the powers are used for the first time,
will allow mayoral SAs to invest in economically productive
infrastructure.

As this measure provides mayoral CA/CCAs with new
powers in relation to borrowing, there is no direct
impact on business activity, and the measure is
therefore non-regulatory.

31. Budget Voting Arrangements

Description: This measure would standardise

This measure would standardise the governance
arrangements for setting Combined Authority and
Combined County Authority budgets and transport levies.
This will allow a mayor to pass the budget that they want

There is no direct impact on business activity, and the
measure is therefore non-regulatory.
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the governance arrangements for setting
Combined Authority and Combined County
Authority budgets and transport levies.

more easily. For the citizens of the CA, it should increase
the number of larger strategic projects that receive
investment in their area.

32. Supplementary Vote System

Description: Measure would revert
all Mayoral and Police and Crime
Commissioner elections back to the
Supplementary Vote System from
First Past the Post.

Reverting the voting system to Supplementary vote will
give a broader range of support for the person elected
through using a system which requires the winner to have a
maijority of votes This measure will better supports the
democratic mandate of people elected to such positions
and, more widely, better supports the move to greater
strategic devolution.

As this measure sets the voting system for elections
Mayors and PCCs in legislation, there is no direct impact
on business activity, and the measure is therefore
non-regulatory.

E. Local Government Structures and Accountability

33. Local Government Reorganisation

Description: This part of the Act establishes
a new route for merging to align with the
process for unitarisation, and reinserts a
directive power to allow the Secretary of State
to direct local areas to develop proposals for
local government reorganisation.

Establishing a new route for merging to align with that for
unitarisation, and allowing the Secretary of State to direct
councils in single tier and two-tier areas to develop
proposals, will have qualitative impacts on stakeholders.

Local authorities may be required to develop proposals for
reorganisation. This process can create additional resource
and time pressures for councils. Measures will be in place
such as enabling certain councils to delay local elections,
allowing them to focus on reorganisation. The government
has provided funding to support the process. MHCLG is
and will continue to work closely with the Local
Government Association (LGA), the District Councils
Network, the County Councils Network and other local
government partners to plan how best to support councils.

In situations where there is not full consensus between
local authorities on which specific reorganisation proposal
shall be implemented, this will not be a barrier to progress,
as it is for the Government To decide which proposals to
take forward, and to consult affected local authorities that
have not made the proposal and such other persons
considered appropriate.

The Government views unitarisation as an opportunity to
strengthen local leadership, improve local services, and

As this measure simplifies the process for merging
existing unitary areas, there is no direct impact on
business activity, and the measure is therefore non-
regulatory.
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improve local accountability. It can save significant money
which can be reinvested in public services, supporting
better outcomes for local residents.

34. Mandating the Cabinet governance
model for Local Authorities
running the committee system,
except where exemptions apply;
withdrawing availability of change
to mayor and cabinet.

Description: This measure would mandate all
local authorities currently running the
committee system to adopt the ‘leader and
cabinet’ governance model except where
exemptions apply, and withdraw the option to
move to the mayor and cabinet system.

Provides clarity of responsibility for local government
decision making and leadership.by preventing the creation
of new mayors at local authority level.

Leads to clearer and more efficient decision making where
local authorities are moved from the committee system to a
leader with a cabinet of defined portfolio holders.

This measure changes the availability of certain models
of governance arrangements for principal local
authorities; this has no direct impact on business activity,
and the measure is therefore non-regulatory.

35. Effective Neighbourhood
Governance

Description: This would empower
communities to have a voice in local decision
via a requirement on all local authorities to
establish effective neighbourhood governance
structures.

This measure  would ensure fairer opportunities for
communities to have their needs represented and move
decision making closer to residents. through their
democratically elected representatives. The final details of
what it will require of local authorities will be set out in
regulations at a later date. However, we expect that the
impacts will be as follows:

e Local authorities will be required to ensure that
structures compliant with regulations are in place to
enable effective neighbourhood governance.

e Ward councillors will be given a greater role in
driving forward the priorities of their communities,
leading to public service provision by local
authorities that is more responsive to local need.

e By ensuring that all local authorities have clear and
consistent neighbourhood governance in place, this
measure will improve public satisfaction with the
way their local council works. Residents should
have a greater sense control over what happens in
their area, and all should see visible improvements.

There is not direct impact on business activity, and the
measure is therefore non-regulatory.
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36. Reforming Audit

Description: These measures would create a
new statutory body to oversee local audit

The Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014
established a system in which 100% of local audits are
delivered by private firms.

For the ‘Category 1’ audit regime (which applies to
local government, police, fire, national park,
transport and similar bodies above a size
threshold), there are 6 firms in the market
resourcing ¢.500 contracts. Currently, the process
of appointing auditors, setting fees and contract
management for Category 1 bodies is almost
exclusively overseen by Public Sector Audit
Appointments Ltd (PSAA) - an independent
company owned by the Improvement and
Development Agency within the Local Government
Association. PSAA covers 99% of the market for
Category 1 bodies (c.4 bodies appoint their own
auditors).

There are over 100 NHS bodies subject to some
elements of the local audit system. All 6 firms
which conduct Category 1 audits, plus a further 3
firms, audit NHS bodies. NHS bodies all appoint
their own auditors.

Bodies which would fall under the Category 1
regime but don’t meet the income/expenditure size
threshold and have not elected to receive full audits
are ‘Category 2’ bodies. Non-exempt Category 2
bodies receive a limited assurance review rather
than a full audit. There are over 10,000 of these
bodies and four firms resourcing these contracts.
Auditor appointments for opted-in Category 2
bodies are overseen by Smaller Authorities’ Audit
Appointments Ltd (SAAA) - an independent, not for
profit, limited company established to procure
external audit services and appoint external
auditors for Category 2 bodies.

Audit fees for all bodies are paid by the body being
audited.

While audit firms are businesses, they deliver
functions of a public nature which are funded by
local and NHS bodies and subject to statutory
requirements and regulations. This makes it difficult to
apply business principles that might apply in the context
of a normal commercial market.

e There is a statutory requirement for Category 1
and NHS bodies to have their accounts
externally audited, and for Category 2 bodies to
receive a limited assurance review. The
framework for what work is required as part of
an audit and under what timeframe is set in
legislation, and further specified by a statutory
Code of Audit Practice which is currently drafted
by the NAO and approved by Parliament.

MHCLG regularly engages with firms and their
representative bodies and has a strong
understanding of the issues facing the market.

e Channels include regular meetings of the Local
Audit Advisory Group which firms and regulatory
organisations attend, meetings with firms’
representative bodies (particularly the Institute of
Chartered Accountants in England and Wales
(ICAEW) and the Chartered Institute of Public
Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA)), and direct
individual engagement with firms.

e The proposals incorporate recommendations
from independent reviews including the Kingman
Review (2018), the Redmond Review (2020),
the previously constituted HCLG Committee and
Public Accounts Committee. Each of these were
based on engagement across the sector
including with audit firms.

e A number of measures in the Act were subject to
consultation, which received 15 responses from
audit firms and professional accountancy bodies
(including all firms in the Category 1 market).
While the core proposals were not consulted
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The impact of these measures on the audit firms
primarily relates to them being subject to a streamlined
standards, commissioning and oversight regime-i.e. a
transfer of functions from several existing bodies into
the Local Audit Office (LAO). The reforms will also
include an element of public audit provision to
supplement the private market.

¢ Responsibility for setting the Code of Audit Practice
will transfer from the Comptroller and Auditor
General (C&AG) to the LAO, as will the power to
issue statutory guidance. The C&AG has
previously determined that the International
Standards on Auditing (ISAs) should form the
regulatory underpinning for local audit, creating
regulatory alignment with corporate audit. The LAO
will have the power to deviate from the FRC’s
standard UK interpretation of ISAs where required
for local audit.

e Responsibility for audit quality oversight will
transfer from the FRC to the LAO. We expect the
LAO to take a holistic approach which focusses on
provider-led improvement, with direct quality
oversight to be used proportionately and where
other levers have failed.

e Currently, two financial thresholds determine a)
which bodies are subject to a full audit and b)
which Category 1 bodies are subject to quality
oversight by the FRC (which is considered to be
more demanding and to carry higher reputational
risk). These thresholds have not risen in line with
inflation, and the Government has committed to
raise them to ensure that requirements are
proportionate, in advance of the Act.

e Through provisions in the Act, the Government
intends to move away from audit regimes based
solely on financial thresholds and give the LAO the
power to decide the appropriate regime for bodies
to ensure a risk-based and proportionate approach
which could include general exemptions for types
of bodies.

upon, these responses nevertheless suggested
strong support for the LAO to play a coordination
and oversight role for the system, and most
firms supported the reintroduction of public
provision.

o ICAEW and CIPFA have attended the Local
Audit Liaison Committee (a key decision-making
forum) since its establishment in 2021 and will
be fully represented on cross-system transition
boards set up to manage the transition to the
LAO.

Elements of these proposals, including new
commissioning and contract management
arrangements, relate to procurement and so are
ruled as non-regulatory by section 2.3 of the Better
Regulation Framework.

The impact of these measures (described in the
‘qualitative impact’ column) is not expected to result
in a very significant net cost for firms.
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e The reintroduction of public provision reflects that
current capacity is barely sufficient to respond to
the needs of the local audit system. A small
number of local authorities do not have an auditor,
and some NHS bodies have struggled to appoint
an auditor. The Government has committed to
working with firms and other system partners to
ensure that additional provision achieves overall
growth in public sector auditors without reducing
private sector capacity.

e Responsibility for commissioning, fee setting and
contract management will transfer to the LAO,
immediately for Category 1 bodies and will be
considered following consultation at a later point in
time for Category 2 bodies.

37. Statutory trust

Description: Where councils have sold or
appropriated land for public recreation
without following statutory advertisement
procedures, this Act introduces a power
for the Secretary of State to discharge this
statutory trust if it is in the public interest
to do so and where other specified
qualifying conditions are met.

The measure will contribute to ensuring that local
government is held accountable by introducing a new route
for freeing land from statutory trusts where a local authority
has failed to comply with the statutory advertisement
procedures under the Local Government Act 1972 before
selling or appropriating such land.

The measure does not have a direct impact on the
operating costs of a business or voluntary funded entity.
There may be second order impacts (e.g., on investment
decisions and/or asset disposal) but the instances of this
occurring will depend on the specifics of the ownership of
the land and its surrounds.

the impacts do not affect a market in terms of competition
or employers in terms of potential redundancies or
insolvency.

This measure’s impacts on businesses and households
will depend on each case with significant overlaps
between public and private interests. It will not impact
the market in terms of competition or employers (e.g.,
redundancies or insolvency). The measure is therefore
non-regulatory.
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7b. Summary of Regulatory Measures Within the Scope
of the Better Regulation Framework

The analysis in the following tables aggregates and summarises the costs and benefits from
the seven individual measures which have regulatory impacts on businesses. These are the
measures in scope of the BRF. The seven measures are the On-Street Micromobility
Regulatory Framework, Community Right to Buy, the Sports Stadium Right to Buy, the
Upwards Only Rent Review Ban, Gambling Impact Assessment, Pavement Parking, and
Taxi and Private Hire Vehicle licensing. More detail on these individual regulatory measures
is provided in the individual 1As below.

The first four measures were part of the Bill as introduced in Parliament on 10 July 2025.
The corresponding regulatory IAs were produced and green-rated by the Regulatory Policy
Committee (RPC) ahead of introduction. Regulatory 1As for Gambling Impact Assessment,
Pavement Parking, and Taxi and Private Hire Vehicle licensing were produced ahead of the
Act getting Royal Assent on 29 April 2026.

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts of regulatory measures

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating

Note: Below are
examples only

Description of | The changes are likely to deliver net positive social benefits Uncertain

overall overall, but these depend on non-monetised benefits. The

ted monetised costs are slightly higher than the benefits we have | Based on all
.expec © monetised. impacts (incl. non-
impact monetised)
Monetised Total -£66.8m NPSV .
impacts Total benefits: £34.3m

Total costs: £101.1m

The benefits are summarised in more detail in the individual
Impact Assessments below.

The monetised costs included cover: administrative costs,
costs to asset owners from delayed sales, lower rental
incomes to landlords and profits lost from foregone gambling
licenses. Monetised benefits include lower rents paid by
businesses, and volunteering and employment benefits.

Non- Unmonetised benefits include the reduced likelihood of a Positive
monetised business going into insolvency due to high rents, welfare and

. wellbeing improvements within local communities, protections

impacts

from asset stripping, greater regulatory certainty in the
market, revenue intake from increased ridership in existing
schemes and new ridership in new schemes and a reduction
in gambling related harms.
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Unmonetised costs relate to location specific familiarisation
and administration costs, data collection and sharing costs,
and increased operating costs. More details on unmonetised
costs can be found in the On-Street Micromobility Rental
Framework impact assessment below.

Any
significant or
adverse
distributional
impacts?

This impact assessment suggests significant distributional
impacts where powers are transferred from large business
owners to smaller businesses and community groups. This
can help reduce inequalities, particularly in disadvantaged
areas.

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of
overall
business
impact

Impacts on businesses are summarised in more detail in the
individual Impact Assessments below. The individual costs
include:

e Familiarisation costs for all measures
From the community and sports stadia right to buy:

e Costs associated with a delay in asset sales to
property owners

o Disparity in sale and counterfactual sales under the
Right to Buy

From the Upwards Only Rent Review Ban

e Loss of rental revenue to landlords
e Lower rents for tenants
e There are non-monetised benefits

Monetised
impacts

Business NPV: -£83.2m

This impact assessment foresees £83.2m worth of costs to
businesses, where interventions aim to redistribute powers
from large businesses to local communities and the
households within them.

Non-
monetised
impacts

Unmonetised benefits include the reduced likelihood of a
business going into insolvency due to high rents greater
regulatory certainty in the market, revenue intake from
increased ridership in existing schemes and new ridership in
new schemes and high street improvements drawing in
greater footfall.

Unmonetised costs relate to location specific familiarisation
and administration costs, data collection and sharing costs,
and increased operating costs. More details on unmonetised
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costs can be found in the On-Street Micromobility Rental
Framework impact assessment below.

Any
significant or
adverse
distributional
impacts?

Distributional impacts are considered in more detail in the
individual Impact Assessments below. There may be positive
distributional impacts towards small business tenants who are
more likely to benefit from UORR sections. Under the Right to
Buy, there is a possibility that smaller asset owners with less
access to credit may see higher costs from a delay in sales.
Overall, without further evidence, it is difficult to predict
whether distributional impacts are more likely to be net
positive or not.

(3) Expected impacts on households

Description of
overall

Impacts on households are summarised in more detail in the
individual Impact Assessments below. The monetised benefits
include:

household
impact e Employment benefit
e Volunteering uptake
Monetised Household NPV: £33.4m
impacts The benefits are summarised in more detail in the individual
Impact Assessments below.
Non- Non monetised impacts may include:
_monetised From the community and sports stadia right to buy:
impacts

e Protections against asset stripping

e Welfare benefits relating to amenity value, an
improved built environment in local areas and
community cohesion

From the On-Street Micromobility Regulatory Framework

e Transport benefits including fewer pavement
obstructions

e Reduced externalities and safety improvements

e Changes in journey times and journey reliability
changes

e Familiarisation and compliance costs associated with
OSMRF and potential for longer trips

From Upwards Only Rent Review banning
¢  Wellbeing from improved high-street experience

From Gambling Licensing
e Areduction in gambling-related harms

Overall, this impact assessment would suggest the probability
of non-monetised benefits being realised is greater than it is
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for the costs and the overall impact of non-monetised factors
is more likely to be positive.

Any
significant or
adverse

There are likely to be positive distributional impacts where an
increase in community ownership of assets of community
value should help reduce inequalities and bolster local
economic growth particularly in disadvantaged areas.

Positive

distributional
impacts?

Part B: Impacts of regulatory measures on wider government priorities

Category

Directional
rating

Description of impact

Business
environment:

Does the measure impact
on the ease of doing
business in the UK?

Impacts on wider Government priorities are discussed in
more detail in the individual Impact Assessments below.

Overall, there may be marginal impacts on the wider
business environment in the UK, associated with higher
barriers to entry and greater levels of regulation
disincentivising foreign investment. There is also some
uncertainty regarding the extent to which these impacts
will be realised.

There may equally be positive impacts on the wider
business environment, where greater community
ownership of assets of community value and rental
interventions making it easier for businesses to set up
may drive economic growth.

International
Considerations:

Regulatory certainty could attract foreign investment from
businesses that have been reluctant to invest and set up
shared micromobility schemes, however, the expansion

Does the measure and extension of schemes by existing operators is Neutral
support international deemed more likely.

trade and investment?

Natural capital and Any impacts are likely to be negligible.

Decarbonisation:

Does the measure Neutral

support commitments to
improve the environment
and decarbonise?
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year:

2025

PV base year:

2025

This table may be
reformatted provided
the side-by-side
comparison of options is
retained

1. Business as usual
(baseline)

3. Preferred way forward
(if not do-minimum)

Net present social
value

(with brief description,
including ranges, of
individual costs and
benefits)

The business as usual option is
treated as the baseline for
comparisons, therefore all
changes in the preferred way
forward are additional to this

NPSV: -£66.8m

Net costs: -£101.1m
to businesses: -£83.2m
to local authorities: -£17.4m

Net benefits: £34.3m
to households: £33.4m
to local authorities: £0.9m

Net transfers (landlords to tenants): £61.1m

More detail, including breakdowns of costs and benefits can be found in the individual Final
stage impact assessments below.

Public sector financial
costs (with brief
description, including
ranges)

The business as usual option is
treated as the baseline for
comparisons, therefore all
changes in the preferred way
forward are additional to this

Total public sector NPV: -£16.5m

Further breakdown of costs and benefits to local authorities and central government can be
found in the individual Final stage impact assessments below.

95




Significant un-
quantified benefits
and costs (description,
with scale where
possible)

The business as usual option is
treated as the baseline for
comparisons, therefore all
changes in the preferred way
forward are additional to this

Unmonetised benefits include the reduced likelihood of a business going into insolvency
due to high rents, welfare and wellbeing improvements within local communities,
protections from asset stripping, greater regulatory certainty in the market, and revenue
intake from increased ridership in existing schemes and new ridership in new schemes.

Unmonetised costs relate to location specific familiarisation and administration costs, data
collection and sharing costs, and increased operating costs. More details on unmonetised
costs can be found in the On-Street Micromobility Rental Framework impact assessment
below.

Greater detail on unmonetised costs and benefits can be found within the individual Final
stage impact assessments below.

Key risks

(and risk costs, and
optimism bias, where
relevant)

Analysis of risks and
sensitivities can be found in the
individual Impact Assessments
below.

Analysis of risks and sensitivities can be found in the individual Final stage impact
assessments below.

Results of sensitivity
analysis

Analysis of risks and
sensitivities can be found in the
individual Impact Assessments
below.

Analysis of risks and sensitivities can be found in the individual Final stage impact
assessments below.
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Evidence base

Problem under consideration, with business as usual, and rationale for intervention

The policy problem under consideration is discussed in greater detail within the strategic case
in Section 3. Here it is discussed how political powers being hoarded at a higher level is
obstructing the potential for growth within local authorities.

The case for change is clear:

Devolution means policy can be tailored to local situations, based on a deep
understanding of England’s regional economies. Places should not have to constantly
re-work competitive bids to deliver the Government of the day’s priority. While
ministers and civil servants strive to serve, those making national decisions have
competing incentives, limited capacity and less localised information. Devolution
enables more decisions to be made by those who know their areas best, leading to
better outcomes and a more efficient use of resources.

Devolution enables coordinated action in a place. Policies across skills, innovation,
and infrastructure are much more effective when used to complement each other'®.
We have already seen the difference that can be made when local leaders and Mayors
work together in the interests of the local population. It creates the right mix of local
intelligence and capacity with strategic vision'”

Devolution gives communities a greater say in decisions that affect them. When policy
is made at a national level, even the best intentions can fall short and invite public
objection if the communities who should benefit are left powerless in the decision-
making process.

Devolution done right drives innovation, enabling different leaders to trial different
methods, and learn from what works to ultimately deliver more for citizens.

By pushing more power out of Whitehall, this Government is undertaking major structural
reform to deliver better democratic and economic outcomes for people and places across
England. With more power devolved in England, people will see the following changes.

Priorities for their area set locally, with policies tailored to needs and circumstances.

Easier commutes through a single transport system, with pay-as-you-go fares and
joined-up services to access more opportunities faster.

Skills and employment provision that are more relevant to local jobs.
More houses that are matched with new infrastructure.

Support from public services that talk to each other and understand what support
people need.
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« Fewer but more empowered leaders who can be directly held to account. 83% of
people in Greater Manchester recognise the Mayor'® — we want this kind of recognition
and direct accountability across the country.

o Local government, as the foundation of devolution, itself given a firm foundation,
restored to being fit, legal, and decent. Councillors will play an important role as the
delivery arm of this project, with the respect and resources they need to get the job
done.

Policy objective

Policy objectives are outlined in the strategic case in Sections 3 to 4 and individual Impact Assessments below.

Description of options considered
Descriptions of policy options are outlined in Section 5 and individual Impact Assessments below.

Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

The preferred option for intervention and implementation plan is outlined in more detail in the individual Impact
Assessments below.

NPSV: monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each shortlist option
(including administrative burden)

As per the Green Book, all future monetised impacts are deflated to 2025 prices, using HMT’s projections of the
UK GDP Deflator. Future impacts are also discounted at an annual rate of 3.5%, as per the Green Book’s Social
Discount Rate. Discounted and deflated impacts are referred to as being net present value (NPV).

The Net Present Value for these interventions is calculated at £8.0m. Wider cost and benefits breakdown and
sensitivity and risk analysis can be observed in greater detail in the individual Impact Assessments below. The
monetised costs and benefits are as follows:

Monetised costs:

Administrative and familiarisation costs

Costs to asset owners from delays in asset sales

Lower rental incomes to landlords

A disparity in sale price and counterfactual price under the Community Right to Buy

Monetised benefits:

e Lower rents paid by businesses
e \olunteering uptake
e Employment benefits

There are also a number of unmonetised impacts considered, such as:

e Some location-specific familiarisation and administration costs
e Compliance costs associated with OSMRF

e Potential changes in journey times and journey reliability

e Costs related to data collection and sharing
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e Increased operating costs to landlords

¢ Reduced likelihood of businesses going into insolvency due to high rents
o Welfare and wellbeing improvements within local communities

e Protections from asset stripping

e Greater regulatory certainty in the housing market

e Greater revenue intake from increased ridership in existing schemes

e Transport benefits including fewer pavement obstructions

¢ Reduced externalities and safety improvements

Costs and benefits to business calculations

Costs and benefits calculations are outlined in more detail in the individual Impact Assessments below.

Impact on small and micro businesses

Impacts on small and micro businesses are outlined in more detail in the individual Impact Assessments below
and the strategic case in previous sections of this Impact Assessment.

Costs and benefits to households’ calculations

Costs and benefits calculations are outlined in more detail in the individual Impact Assessments below.

Business environment

Impacts on the wider business environment are expected to be minimal. Potential impacts may include
improvements to foreign investment due to more predictable long-term cash flows as a result of the UORR ban,
greater high street occupation and reinvestments in high street businesses due to lower and fairer rents, and
greater barriers to entry given compliance costs related to OSMRF.

These impacts are considered in greater detail within individual Impact Assessments below.

Trade implications
This impact assessment considers any potential trade implications very minimal. There is the possibility that

shared micromobility schemes may attract foreign investments from businesses that were previously reluctant
to invest. Trade implications are broken down in more detail in the individual Impact Assessments below.

Environment: Natural capital impact and decarbonisation
Impacts on the UK’s natural capital are generally not expected, however, there are possible impacts in relation

to noise pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and air quality where we anticipate changes to journeys related
to the OSMREF. This is discussed further within the individual Impact Assessments below.
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Other wider impacts (consider the impacts of your proposals)

e This impact assessment considers costs to local authorities and central government. These costs are
outlined in more detail in the individual Impact Assessments below.

Risks and assumptions

This impact considers a variety of risks and assumptions to derive impacts. Risks and sensitivities are outlined
in greater detail in the individual Impact Assessments below.
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Final stage impact assessment - On-Street
Micromobility Regulatory Framework

1. Summary of proposal

The problem, and intended impact of the policy

England’s shared micromobility schemes have changed almost beyond recognition since
Barclays Cycle Hire was introduced to London in 2010. Rapidly evolving technology, falling
costs, and private equity investment have seen a huge expansion in the numbers and
popularity of these schemes.

TfL now estimates there are tens of thousands of dockless rental bikes in London, and they
are also in at least 26 other towns and cities in England. The types of vehicles available on
our streets have also changed: with rental e-scooters available in the Government’s e-scooter
trials, e-cargo bike schemes, long-term cycle rental business models and small-scale
cooperative bike-share schemes.

New business models are also competing for space on our highways and pavements,
including pavement delivery robots and couriers looking to use new last-mile delivery carts.

All of this puts pressure on the street space, and particularly our pavements, with obstructive
parking now causing serious accessibility issues for pedestrians, parents and disabled
people; particularly in London where the schemes are most popular. Government have also
received reports of anti-social use of micromobility vehicles such as pavement riding, riding
at excessive speed and riding in a reckless way or any other way incompatible with the rules
of the road, including drink driving.

For the most part, local authorities do not have the necessary powers to manage these
schemes to tackle pavement obstructions or anti-social use, but also to realise the full
potential benefits of green, active and integrated transport modes.

The proposed solution: licensing

The proposal gives local transport authorities (Strategic Authorities where they exist and
upper-tier local authorities where they don’t) the power to issue licences for these schemes,
to ensure they control who operates in their area and on what terms. It will be a criminal
offence to operate without a licence, giving local authorities the power they need to negotiate
with private businesses using the street space, to ensure they do so in a way that works for
everyone and with local democratic consent.

Local authorities will be able to decide how many licences they wish to issue, to control the
number of operators in their area, and DfT will set guidance for local authorities to inform this
decision.

Implementing the policy

This policy is designed to be a future-facing framework. Powers to regulate shared on-street
micromobility schemes by type of vehicle and/or operation will be sought in primary

101



legislation. Specific types of schemes will then need to be regulated proactively through
secondary legislation in the form of regulations following further in-depth consultation and a
further Impact Assessment. Most of the impacts, and particularly the costs to businesses, of
this policy will be determined by the decisions taken when setting the regulatory policy for
each type of scheme through secondary regulations. This Impact Assessment therefore
seeks only to set out the costs to business of the primary legislation and creation of the On-
Street Micromobility Regulatory Framework, while also giving an indication of some potential
costs associated with decisions to be taken as part of secondary legislation further down the
line. Graphic A below sets out this implementation process in more detail.
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Graphic A

Process Map: Development and Implementation of an On-Street
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Defining the scope of the policy

The Government plans to define narrowly what types of schemes will require a licence.
Powers to introduce a licensing regime will be created in primary legislation, and then
supplementary secondary regulations will bring in a licensing regime which proactively
designates the schemes captured by vehicle type and/or operating model.

To be in scope of the primary legislation, a scheme will meet the following criteria:

e Journeys begin or end on public land, typically the road or pavement, or use the
pavement for part or all of their journey;

e Must not be using a motor vehicle, as defined by the Road Traffic Act;

e Should not be a small scheme, with “small” to be defined in the subsequent secondary
legislation for each specific licensing regime;

e Must be explicitly identified in secondary legislation, meaning no vehicle or scheme
becomes “accidentally” in scope of the licensing regime.

In the first instance, the Government intends to use these powers to bring forward secondary
legislation for a licensing regime for shared cycles. There will be further consultation, impact
assessment and policy development before this secondary legislation is enacted, which may
include additional vehicle specific exemptions, such as for docked schemes run by the
authority or schemes run by registered charities.

The framework is specifically designed to allow for the regulation of shared e-scooter
schemes, should the Government decide to legalise e-scooters as a vehicle type in future.
However, a licensing regime for shared e-scooters could not be brought forward unless
separate legislation is passed to make them legal to use on the road (outside of the current
rental e-scooter trials). This is therefore considered out of scope for this impact assessment.
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Following stakeholder engagement in January 2025, the framework is also intended to leave
open the possibility of creating a licensing regime for pavement vehicles. For example, if
Government chooses to legalise delivery vehicles which can operate on the pavement to help
couriers reduce the number of vans used in urban delivery, the local authority should have
control over where they go and who operates them. As these are already in widespread use
internationally, it is reasonable to assume that a licensing regime may be needed for them.

Licence conditions

For each licensing regime, defined through further secondary regulation, there will be a
component of (1) minimum conditions, set by DfT which must be included in all licences, and
(2) locally set conditions that allow local leaders flexibility to ensure schemes work for their
area. There are no proposals to limit what additional conditions local leaders can specify, but
there will be statutory guidance to consider. This is similar to how the e-scooter rental trials
currently run and balances minimum safety standards with local flexibility.

There will be further consultation, impact assessment and policy development for each
licensing regime, but illustrative examples of minimum conditions and bespoke conditions for
rental cycles are below.

lHlustrative minimum conditions:

e Mandatory sharing of trip data with the local authority and DfT (where it is already
collected by the operator)

e The operator must devise an anti-social behaviour plan and parking plan in conjunction
with the police and local authority

¢ A unique identification number on each vehicle for easy reporting of poorly parked
vehicles

e Appropriate levels of vehicle servicing and maintenance

e Appropriate training offered to users

e A statement of the expected vehicle standards, noting a vehicle must already be legal
to use on the highway and a licence cannot be issued for illegal vehicles.

These may have some cost burden to business and passthrough costs to households
although we expect that cost burden to be small and passthrough limited as set out in the
regulatory scorecard below. Addressing the illustrative minimum conditions above:

e Data sharing costs from similar mobility DfT trials lead us to estimate the cost to each
business to be a one-off cost of £3,400 and an ongoing per annum cost of £7,300.
This represents the cost of actually sharing data, given that business already collect
the data required and we anticipate large economies of scale benefits in the mechanics
of sharing with DfT.

e Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB)/Parking Plans are more uncertain and will vary
depending on the specifics laid out in secondary regulation and the choices of licensing
authorities however evidence from Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy Studies
suggests indicative costs up £600 per space, depending on quality/security etc. it is
unclear who would foot the Act, users may be fined for improper parking which would
impose a cost on them, while increasing value of travel time saving (VTTS) disbenefits
from not parking where the user wants. Alternatively licensing authorities may only
require parking in an area and thus reducing the cost of infrastructure or plans. Such
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costs will be accounted for in detail once known as part of a future impact assessment
accompanying the regulations which implement the framework.

e Unique venhicle identification numbers, we expect most operators to already do this.

¢ Vehicle and Servicing plans may require modification as per any licensing agreement
however operators already do some level of maintenance on their fleet.

e Current fleets are already legal to use on highways.

e Training offerings may be modified however operators already offer training; thus, any
additional cost burden is expected to be limited.

lllustrative locally set conditions:

e A cap on the fleet size, which could be fixed, or dynamic, being adjusted based on
service performance

¢ Contributions to the local government costs of running the scheme (such as providing
parking bays)

¢ Additional data provision for real-time monitoring

e The use of geo-fencing to prevent rental use in specific areas, such as pedestrianised
spaces

¢ Helmet provision

¢ Requirement to integrate ticketing into regional transport apps.

Appeals

Given the competitiveness of the industry and the exclusionary nature of the awarding of
licences, it is likely that at times disputes will arise over licensing decisions. We intend to
create a bespoke appeals process which seeks to ensure disputes are resolved
proportionately. This would also help minimise burdens on the judicial system. In line with the
devolutionary intent of these licensing powers, these appeals will be locally managed. The
DfT would provide detailed guidance on managing the appeals process.

The appeal system is modelled on the appeals process for licensing decisions related to Taxi
and Private Hire Vehicles in London, which is set out in the Transport Act 1985, and which
was recently replicated in the Pedicabs Act 2024. This involves an official separate from the
original licensing decision reviewing the case and recommending the decision is either
revisited or upheld.

This model would be adjusted to reflect the scale of the decisions being made. Whereas taxi
or pedicab licensing decisions relate to individuals, On-Street Micromobility licensing
decisions will relate to businesses with more complex operations. Therefore, we will allow for
a panel of up to three members rather than one individual. Currently, we would expect the
appeal timescales to be somewhat longer for decisions relating to large-scale operations than
for those related to individual taxi drivers due to the increased complexity involved. We would
also, however, expect the number of appeals to be significantly lower in the case of OSM
licensing than with individual taxi drivers due to the small number of operators.

We propose that appeals could only be made against decisions not to award a licence, to
suspend or revoke a licence, or to levy a civil sanction (a fine) against a licensed operator.
We would not allow for appeal against individual conditions set out in a licence as this would
lead to significant risk of numerous frivolous appeals which could unduly burden the licensing
authority. It will remain possible to challenge these decisions in court.
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Enforcement

It will be made a criminal offence to operate without a licence issued by the relevant licensing
authority. This primarily serves as a disincentive to operate without a licence, but it will also
ensure that if an operator attempts to operate without a licence there can be quick intervention
to limit or halt the operation.

The circumstances under which a licence can be revoked, and how it is revoked (such as
notice periods) will be set in regulations. Clear processes set out in law will empower licensing
authorities to make these decisions decisively where necessary and reduce the risk of legal
challenge against them in doing so.

Mechanisms for enforcing the conditions agreed within the licence, such as proportionate
fines and “dynamic fleet capping” where conditions are breached, will be set out in regulations
supported by guidance. The local authority will retain the right to revoke the licence, but we
will also consider other more proportionate enforcement mechanisms, such as ‘dynamic fleet
caps’ that reward compliant operation with steady and phased expansion.

Who will issue the licences, associated issues and proposed solutions

Users of on-street micromobility services are unlikely to know where one jurisdiction starts
and the next ends, they simply want to complete their journey. However, as licensing regimes
will be defined by local government geography, this will necessarily create boundaries.

The Government intends that the licensing authority should be the ‘Strategic Authority’ (as
established by the English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act, i.e. the Combined
Authority, Combined County Authority or the GLA) where one exists, and if one does not
exist, the licensing authority should be the highways authority. This will allow for effective
integrated transport planning, reduced complexity for operators and consistent service over
a wider area.

There is a risk that issues with parking provision could arise where different authorities are
responsible for licensing shared micromobility than are responsible for parking. For example,
in London, the boroughs are responsible for parking in their area whereas it is proposed that
Transport for London will issue the licences and determine how schemes run. The scheme’s
success will be heavily dependent on the sufficient provision of parking. To facilitate
continued positive engagement between ‘Strategic Authorities’ and highway authorities and
avoid such issues, the Government proposes creating a two-way legal duty for them to
cooperate with each other on providing micromobility parking.

There is no “one-size-fits-all” solution to providing sufficient parking that is convenient for
users, prevents obstructive parking and balances everyone’s needs of the street space, and
specific decisions about the precise location of parking will continue to be best made locally.
For example, in some areas, reallocating carriage space will be suitable, and in others
reallocating some pavement space may be more appropriate.
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2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

The Problem

The history of shared micromobility

In the UK, the first large sharing scheme was London's cycle share scheme, introduced in
2010. Since then, cycle hire has spread across the world and the UK. With so much growth,
it has been unsurprising that schemes are also no longer limited to the shared rental of cycles
but also e-cycles and e-scooters, with innovators integrating rapidly developing battery and
motor technology into small, lightweight, 2- or 3-wheel vehicles. E-cycles now constitute an
increasingly larger portion of all cycle share schemes, and new vehicles like e-scooters have
been developed and have proven popular.

We now use the term “micromobility” to refer to this collective group of small, lightweight
vehicles. According to industry body CoMoUK's latest estimate, there are over 50,000 rental
cycles in the UK as of March 2024, with 75% of those in London?'. The industry is rapidly
growing, and the current total figure is most likely higher.

E-scooter schemes have also proved popular. Since 2020, the Government's e-scooter trials
have had tens of millions of trips.

With their popularity and zero-emission offering, micromobility rental schemes have a clear
role to play in offering greener, healthy and convenient choices. The 2021 national evaluation
of e-scooter trials found that 52% of those who rented an e-scooter at least three or four times
per week (a base size of 448 respondents) used an e-scooter to travel to or from another
mode of transport at least weekly.?? This shows that micromobility can play a key role in
delivering the Government's mission to deliver better integrated transport services, creating
a network that offers a viable replacement for private car ownership.

However, incorporating rental schemes with many tens of thousands of new vehicles into our
existing street space has not been without its challenges. There is a clear need to manage
shared micromobility schemes effectively to minimise the burden on other users of our public
spaces, especially those with mobility issues or visual impairments. If current trends
continue, the number of shared micromobility rental schemes will grow across the country
over the coming years, and with it the number of shared vehicles utilising space on our
streets. The Government believes now is the appropriate time to act and ensure this growth
is properly managed to reap the benefits across whole communities and limit potential
negative impacts.

Through a stakeholder survey in January 2025, authorities have reported their enthusiasm
for the service that these schemes can provide, with 48 out of 62 local authorities who
answered the relevant question indicating that they would be “somewhat likely” or “very likely”

21 CoMoUK Annual Bike Share Report, 2023, p. 3 (66044f950c22e65c03a6b5fa CoMoUK Annual Bike Share
Report UK 2023 v02.pdf)

22 Department for Transport, National evaluation of e-scooter trials, 2022, p. 39 (National evaluation of e-
scooter trials)
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to authorise schemes in their area, and only three indicating they would be “somewhat
unlikely” or “very unlikely” to do so. Local authority respondents also agreed that the benefits
of these schemes could be significant, with 55 of 58 agreeing that shared e-cycles could
contribute to reducing inactivity, 57 out of 57 agreeing that they could contribute to an
integrated transport system, and 55 out of 57 agreeing that they could contribute to a greener
transport networks.

However, it is clear from local authority survey responses that they do not believe they
currently have the powers needed to minimise the negative impacts that can arise and which
can damage public perception of a mode that has much potential. Of local authority
respondents to the January 2025 survey, 53 out of 60 who answered the specific question
agreed that shared e-cycles present a risk of obstructing pavements, with only two
disagreeing. Similarly, 42 out of 60 believed these schemes present risks of antisocial
behaviour, with only six disagreeing. Crucially, 54 out of 62 local authorities who answered
the relevant question agreed that licensing was essential to regulating these types of
schemes effectively.

In future, there may also be other business models and this framework is designed to be able
to accommodate them. For example, if e-scooters are legalised, rental e-scooter schemes
could be regulated through this framework. Similarly, if pavement robots or other last mile
delivery vehicles were legalised, given they often use the pavement space, it is likely that the
local authority would need to be specific about where they can go, how they can operate and
who can operate them to ensure a sufficient level of safety. However, no decisions have been
made on this and as such, the impacts are not assessed here.

We have focused on cycles and e-cycle shared rental, and the full impacts will be assessed
at the point at which the secondary regulations (and accompanying guidance) are developed.

Shared micromobility — the problems today

There is currently no legal requirement for operators of shared micromobility services to seek
permission from local authorities to establish a scheme in their area (with the exception of
national e-scooter trials). Operators of shared cycle schemes have often worked with local
government to manage the schemes, including through an industry-led cycle share
accreditation scheme run by CoMoUK.

However, this has taken place in an environment where local authorities are largely powerless
- contracts are entered into on a voluntary basis for the operators and resolving contractual
disputes requires civil litigation which can be costly as well as time consuming.

Authorities have found themselves unable to intervene decisively and require operators to
adhere to the terms of their agreements quickly enough to resolve issues. Operators have
been found to continue with practices that are in breach of what has been agreed (particularly
with regard to limits on how many cycles they can deploy and ensuring responsible parking). .
In some cases, local authorities have been in the process of working with an operator to
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establish a scheme in their area only for the operator to launch the scheme without informing
them and before an agreement had been concluded.??

Transport for London have used significant best attempts within its current legislative power
to tackle these issues, for example through creating a Dockless Bike Share Code of Practice
in place for more than six years.?* In the absence of stronger regulatory powers, these
authorities are unable to enforce adherence to best practice and problems have persisted
and grown. Local authorities also have industry-led guidance developed by CoMoUK but this
has not helped them tackle the issues that have arisen.?®

Insufficient local influence over schemes

As permission is not legally required to establish an on-street shared micromobility rental
scheme, operators are not required to allow local authorities any formal influence over
schemes operating in their area. The Government wants to ensure that local leaders have
sufficient power to ensure that schemes are shaped to the needs of their communities and
do not have disproportionate negative impacts on non-users. 87% of local authorities who
answered the relevant question in the DfT’s January 2025 stakeholder survey (54 out of 62)
agreed that licensing was essential to regulating these types of schemes effectively.

Equal access to information

In the current shared micromobility rental market, users, operators and local authorities often
have different levels of information. All major operators hold significantly more information on
their rental operations than local areas and local people have access to. This creates an
imbalance of power whereby decision making about shared rental scheme operations are
weighted in operators’ favour which could lead to less optimal outcomes for users and those
living and working in the area, regarding issues such as fleet size, vehicle parking location
and type or permitted areas of operation. For example, many local authorities have found it
difficult to determine how many vehicles are on their streets without access to operator data
on fleet size to inform their transport planning accordingly. The most telling example of this is
Transport for London, who in the absence of the ability to require data sharing on these
schemes are unable to verify beyond a rough estimate the number of shared cycles present
in the capital despite the significant resources available to them to investigate issues and
engage operators relative to other local and transport authorities across the country.

Market Certainty

Government intervention could also offer certainty to the market over what is expected of
operators at a national level and in the long-term. This certainty would allow for better
business planning, which multiple operators have made clear to DfT including in responses
to a stakeholder survey run in January 2025 would improve the current situation in which
there is no national guidance or minimum standards and a lack of clarity about when future
regulation might happen and how restrictive (or otherwise) that might be. Clarity could
facilitate investment and growth of the industry.

At present, in the absence of clear proposals, stakeholders have been left to infer that
regulation might be introduced as it is standard in many European markets. As noted in a

23 https://www.oxfordmail.co.uk/news/24587961 .electric-bike-company-lime-operating-without-permission/
24 Dockless Bike Share - Code of Practice
25 CoMo UK Bikeshare Guidance for Local Authorities (Document > Bike share guidance for local authorities)
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report commissioned by an operator (Bolt) and conducted by Deloitte on existing e-scooter
regulatory models across 155 cities in Europe, some form of permitting system is used in
80% of these cities for shared e-scooter services.?

Geographic Equity

There are currently areas where it is less profitable for the shared rental services market to
operate, for example less densely populated areas on the outskirts of towns. These areas
often struggle with fewer public transport options leading to inequitable outcomes and are
places where shared rental schemes could act as a vital link to public transport networks. In
such cases, effective government intervention could prove beneficial and make transport
options more accessible to areas traditionally deprived of public transport by giving local
areas the power to shape the geographic coverage of OSMR schemes to service the whole
community.

Striking the Right Balance

The Government believes that intervention is required to ensure on-street micromobility rental
schemes can continue to thrive but in a way that properly takes account of the interests of all
users of public spaces. It also means that operators comply with local authority requirements
are not unfairly undercut by non-compliant operators.

Alongside parking requirements, examples of other issues where it may be beneficial for local
or national government to have more influence include: operating hours and hyper-specific
locations of operation, achieving area-wide scheme coverage to help tackle transport “dead
zones”, monitoring and reporting of anti-social use, data use to inform local transport
planning, and integration of schemes with the wider public transport network.

The opportunity for on-street micromobility

Rental micromobility is a relatively new transport mode, offering people a quick and
convenient way of travelling without the same up-front costs, environmental impact or hassle
of owning and storing a private vehicle. This can reduce the barriers to people accessing the
benefits of independent transport without the concerns around buying a vehicle, storing and
maintaining it, or safeguarding it from theft. It is popular with users, with industry body
CoMoUK estimating over five million active users of shared micromobility in the UK.?” A
recent industry survey further estimated that London alone has around 29 million trips per
year on dockless shared e-bikes.?® With support in the form of properly considered regulation,
the Government considers that this form of transport can offer three key opportunities:

e Creating an integrated transport system — rental micromobility schemes can make
public transport offerings more accessible to users if located to serve less well-
connected areas.

26 Unlocking Shared Scooter Potential (deloitte.com)
27 Shared bikes > Overview and benefits
28 | ondon and Paris drive Europe’s shared bike boom
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¢ Reducing inactivity — rental micromobility allows users to access public transport more
conveniently and potentially replace short distance car journeys. These micromobility
journeys can be more active than car journeys.

e Greener transport — micromobility vehicles have zero emissions at the point of use,
offering a more environmentally friendly transport option than private cars.

Any regulatory intervention should, where possible, seek to encourage usage that maximises
these opportunities.

Creating an integrated transport system

The Government has committed to delivering an integrated transport system that is more
sustainable, efficient and equitable. Cycling and other micromobility vehicles clearly have a
role in achieving this but the potential of on-street micromobility rental to help deliver this has
yet to be maximised, and the Government wants to facilitate this further.

Firstly, shared micromobility can offer a reliable, quick and convenient transport option from
door-to-door available to all, particularly for short local journeys.

Shared micromobility can also enhance our existing public transport network, by connecting
people to existing bus stops and train stations making public transport a viable option for
more people and for more types of journeys. There are several measures that could make
for a more convenient and consistent user experience, if local governments had more
influence in this area. These include locating vehicle parking places near bus stops and train
stations, ensuring comprehensive area-wide coverage of rental schemes, and integrating
payment systems between micromobility and public transport. The national evaluation of e-
scooter trials found that among 441 regular users (those who had used an e-scooter 30 or
more times), 29% had used an e-scooter to get to a train at least once and 8% had used an
e-scooter to get to a bus at least once.?® In a separate study, 32% of users of cycle share
schemes were found to combine cycle share with other transport modes of transport, mainly
with train, bus, or underground travel.3°

The second evaluation of the e-scooter trials — which began in early 2025 — will seek to better
understand the extent to which rental e-scooters are used to connect with the public transport
network, including any drivers and barriers to doing so. This evaluation will conclude before
secondary regulations and guidance are made, allowing the findings to be used in decisions
on how to help local authorities better integrate their transport systems using shared
micromobility.

Reducing inactivity

As part of the Health Mission, the Government is committed to preventative public health
measures to support people in living longer, healthier lives, and believes shared micromobility
has a useful role to play in this.

2% Department for Transport, National evaluation of e-scooter trials, 2022, Table T172 (national-evaluation-of-
e-scooter-trials-user-data-tables.ods)

30 CoMo UK Annual Bike Share Report, 2023, p. 3 (66044f950c22e65c03a6b5fa_CoMoUK Annual Bike Share
Report UK 2023 v02.pdf)
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Shared cycle schemes (including e-cycles) are one of the most popular forms of shared
micromobility rental, and there is evidence of significant health benefits of cycling. A CoMoUK
report found that 89% of cycle share users agreed that these schemes provided them with
exercise (including both conventional manual cycles and e-cycles) and 80% considered that
cycle share provided them with mental health benefits.3

The are indications of a range of health benefits of conventional manually powered cycles. A
rapid evidence review carried out by Public Health England found evidence that cycling can
reduce the risk of all-cause mortality, cardiovascular disease, and type Il diabetes.3? This
review also found that there is strong indirect evidence on the mental and neurological
benefits of leisure time physical activity, of which cycling is a good example. There are
multiple share schemes of conventional cycles across the country helping people and society,
as a whole access these benefits.

Most cycles used for shared rental schemes are e-cycles?3. As they are electrically assisted,
e-cycles require less physical exertion by the rider and therefore the immediate benefits in
terms of physical activity are less pronounced. Despite this, shared e-cycle schemes can still
have positive health impacts, particularly where shared e-cycle journeys replace car journeys.
A 2016 report covering multiple shared e-cycle schemes found that 58% of users felt happier
when using an e-cycle and 41% felt healthier.3* E-cycle shared rental schemes can also help
more people access the benefits of cycling and active travel more generally, particularly
groups otherwise underrepresented in these areas. The 2016 report cited above found that
shared e-cycles attracted a wider demographic of cyclist, particularly in the case of women
who made up 45% of e-cycle riders, significantly higher than in the case of personal cycles,
whose users are around 25% female. A report by London-based shared cycle operator Forest
indicated that 30% of their users were female, and that this proportion is increasing year on
year. Shared cycling can also disproportionately encourage women to begin cycling again
after taking long breaks from doing s0.° In addition to this, shared e-cycle schemes attract a
wide age range of users, with nearly a quarter (23%) of bikeshare users being aged 45 or
over.®® and can support access to cycling for people who otherwise would be physically
unable to do so. Recent research commissioned by the Motability Foundation found that more
than half of disabled people believed that shared micromobility could help improve their lives.
However, the current manifestation of these schemes makes them harder for disabled people
to access due to vehicle design and booking and payment processes, meaning only 10% of
disabled people surveyed had used shared micromobility services. There is therefore a real
opportunity for shared micromobility to improve disabled people’s lives which is not currently
being seized by the market in the absence of regulation.3’

31 CoMo UK Annual Bikeshare Report 2023, p. 10 (66044f950c22e65c03a6b5fa_CoMoUK Annual Bike Share
Report UK 2023 v02.pdf)

32 Cycling and walking for individual and population health benefits: a rapid evidence review, pp. 21-26

33 For example, TfL estimate there are tens of thousands of dockless e-cycles in London,compared to around
12,000 Santander cycles. Even of these Santander cycles, at the end of 2024 TfL reported around 1 in 6 was
now an e-cycle. Whilst the split between cycle and e-cycles is not known outside of London, both are in use.
As London makes up the majority of shared rental cycles, it is expected that the majority of shared cycles in
use are now e-cycles.

34 62dabeef4b3f6d4db2ce7042 CoMoUK Shared Electric Bike Programme Report 2016.pdf

35 CoMo UK Annual Bike Share Report, 2023, p. 8.

3 CoMo UK Annual Bike Share Report, 2023, p. 7.

37 New research explores accessibility of shared micromobility services for disabled people
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Shared micromobility rental schemes can lower the barriers to accessing the benefits of more
active travel modes by removing the up-front costs. In doing this, they allow more people to
enjoy the positive health impacts that these vehicles offer. They can also encourage
permanence in the uptake of cycling and thus embed the concomitant health benefits longer-
term, with 14% of respondents to CoMo UK’s 2023 annual bikeshare report having purchased
their own personal cycle since participating in a shared scheme.38

Greener transport

Transport is the largest contributor to greenhouse gas emissions of any sector in the UK.3°
Promoting the use of cleaner, greener travel and reducing emissions is critical for the
Government to meet its targets on emissions. Micromobility vehicles, which are zero
emission, as they are powered manually and/or electrically, have a part to play in the greener
transport offering of the future in replacing some private car journeys. They are also lighter
than traditional motor vehicles (including electric vehicles), lowering the amount of energy
required to move people around. Shared rental schemes can help bring a greener transport
future to more people and at a lower cost than purchasing a private vehicle.

Cycle share schemes contribute significantly to reducing carbon emissions, with over
100,000 tonnes of CO2 emissions saved at the point of use annually as a result of trips on
shared cycles replacing 245 million car miles each year.*°

In the first evaluation of the e-scooter trials, it was estimated that at the point of use there
was a total reduction of between 269 to 348 tonnes of CO2e (to December 2021) across five
case study areas. The calculations were based on a reduction of between 1.2 to 1.6 million
km travelled by car due to mode shift from cars to e-scooters. The emissions from the mode
shift from cars were calculated using emission factors for an average vehicle in England.*’

While shared rental schemes can reduce emissions, we must also consider the impacts of
the full lifecycle of micromobility vehicles when weighing their environmental benefits,
particularly in terms of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGSs).

A legitimate and ongoing concern with electrically powered micromobility vehicles has been
the sustainability of their production, battery life, and vehicle disposal following the end of its
useful life. If a vehicle breaks down, is it possible to repair it; and if you need to replace it,
how can you dispose of your current one sustainably? Operators have reported
improvements in the lifespan of micromobility vehicles and batteries due to improvements in
design, technology and capacity to repair vehicles. For example, Voi now claims their e-
scooters have an 8-year lifecycle, in part due to advances in technology such as machine
learning for better predictive maintenance.*? These improvements put micromobility vehicles
on a positive trajectory towards reducing their environmental impact over their lifespan.
Another example is that operators have begun to electrify the fleets of vans used to change

38 CoMo UK Annual Bike Share Report, 2023, p. 13.

39 Transport and environment statistics: 2023 - GOV.UK

40 CoMo UK Annual Bike Share Report, 2023, p. 16.

41 Department for Transport, National evaluation of e-scooter trials, 2022, p. 93 (National evaluation of e-
scooter trials)

42 https://zagdaily.com/trends/vois-vehicle-lifespan-a-big-factor-in-first-profitable-year/
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batteries and redistribute vehicles, helping reduce the secondary environmental impacts of
shared micromobility schemes.

The transport modes which shared rental scheme journeys displace are vital to understand
overall GHG impacts. When car journeys are replaced, GHG emissions may fall while the
opposite is true when the alternative mode was walking. Other important factors include levels
of vandalism towards shared rental scheme vehicles and purchasing patterns of other modes.
For example, higher vandalism rates result in increased emissions associated with repairs
and disposal and if car purchasing patterns are not impacted by shared rental schemes, then
the environmental gains of shared rental schemes will be lower. More evidence is required to
generate a robust assessment of their lifecycle emission impacts and how this compares to
other modes that are similarly reducing their lifecycle emissions.

Being lighter, electrically powered, and having no tailpipe emissions means they can also
mitigate poor air quality and noise pollution when replacing journeys otherwise made by
internal combustion engine vehicles and heavier vehicles with more tyre and brake particulate
emissions, as well as causing less physical road damage compared to heavier forms of
transport. This leads to cleaner air and better health alongside the reduction in inactivity*3.
Crucially, shared rental schemes are most viable in dense urban areas, where problems with
air quality are most acute: our large cities. This means on-street micromobility rental can
contribute to the Government’s preventative approach to public health which reduces strain
on the NHS and improves people's quality of life and longevity.

The risks from on-street micromobility

Shared micromobility schemes have been available in the London since 2010 in the form of
a cycle hire scheme in which cycles are parked in fixed “docks”, however the services on
offer have widened in the ensuing years with the introduction of “dockless schemes”. These
have grown significantly in recent years. Dockless schemes allow users more flexibility in
where vehicles can be parked. The convenience of picking up a cycle or e-scooter on the
street for a small fee, riding it to your destination and leaving it there, knowing that one will
be nearby for your next onward journey is what has made the dockless shared rental
schemes so popular with users. They also require much lower infrastructure costs, fuelling
growth and delivering value for money. Where there is no infrastructure for parking, there’s
no cost, and operator Lime estimate a painted cycle hire bay costs £2,000-£3,000.

This convenience, which depends upon being able to find and leave a temporarily hired
shared vehicle in public spaces, also creates risks and challenges. It is shifting the way our
streets are used and how street space, particularly pavement space, is allocated. Whilst many
operators spend a great deal of time and effort to ensure the responsible running of their
schemes and mitigating negative impacts, this currently relies on good faith, meaning there
is no requirement for them do so. Moreover, most operators' primary focus is perhaps not
surprisingly on users of their service and growing their business, as opposed to the needs
and concerns of non-users (e.g. pedestrians).

43 https://www.who.int/health-topics/air-pollution
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This means any proposed regulations must also account for the potential risks from on-street
rental and aim to mitigate them to the greatest extent while promoting the opportunities.

Safety is the Government’s priority. We consider that the two main risks generally, and to
safety specifically, of dockless cycle rental schemes are obstructive parking and antisocial
behaviour.

The Government sets technical requirements for the vehicles themselves and for the
obligations on usage in distinct separate regulations following a robust process of evidence
gathering, vehicle testing, and consultation. There are no plans to change this approach. The
inherent safety aspects of any future vehicles and user requirements will hence be considered
fully through mechanisms separate from the proposed intervention here to manage the
operation of schemes themselves. For example, the requirements for e-cycles and their
users, or e-scooters and their users will continue to be regulated for entirely separately. To
run a scheme lawfully, it will also be necessary for comply with these rules, meaning that any
“e-cycle” used on the road as part of a shared rental scheme must comply with the Electric
Assist Pedal Cycle regulations. This is currently the case and this legislation does not change
that.

Obstructive parking

Of the negative perceptions attached to on-street micromobility rental schemes, perceptions
around parking and more specifically, poor parking, are the most dominant. This can be seen
in London particularly, where Transport for London and borough councils have been vocal
and open about the challenges they face in ensuring that vehicles from dockless schemes
have been parked responsibly.

In the case of rental e-scooters for example, among residents surveyed across ten trial areas
in the 2021 evaluation, 29% had experienced a parked e-scooter blocking their access to the
pavement.** 2024 research by the RNIB highlighted that nearly half of blind and partially
sighted people agreed that dockless cycles and e-scooters stop them getting out and about.*®

Of particular concern to the Government is the impact of obstructive parking of shared
micromobility vehicles on people with visual impairments and/or limited mobility. For these
citizens, badly parked e-cycles constitute much more than a mere inconvenience and can
present a real safety hazard. Vulnerable pavement users can risk injury from tripping over
vehicles, being forced to use on the road, or take exceptionally long diversions to the nearest
dropped curbs, if the pavement is blocked. There is a legal duty under section 130 of the
Highways Act 1980 for local authorities who are the highway authority, to assert and protect
the public’s right to use and enjoy the highway (which includes pavements). There is also a
duty under this section to prevent as far as possible the obstruction of a highway. It is also
an offence under section 137 of the Highways Act to cause obstruction of a highway.

While these legal duties and powers exist, the interpretation of what constitutes an obstruction
or enough of an obstruction can vary and councils have reported that, when coupled with the
scale of the issue, they are not able to properly enforce against these issues. This is the case
even in London where councils have civil enforcement powers (i.e. council officers can carry

44 Department for Transport, National evaluation of e-scooter trials, 2022, p. 87 (National evaluation of e-
scooter trials)
45 Read RNIB's research into the dangers e-scooters and bikes cause for people with sight loss | RNIB
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out the enforcement) to tackle the offence of obstructing the highway; elsewhere in the
country this enforcement can currently only be done by the police.

Operators have been receptive to these concerns, and have made some significant steps to
improve, but ultimately their business model relies on ease of parking. In some cities, such
as London, where businesses are competing and growing aggressively; convenience and
ease of parking is a key defining feature between competing services and so the local
authorities' interests will not always be fully reflected in operators’ business plans and parking
management.

Anti-social use

As with all vehicles, micromobility vehicles and cycles are susceptible to anti-social use. The
forms of anti-social use of these vehicles about which the Government hears about most
often are pavement riding, riding at excessive speed, and riding in a reckless way or any
other way incompatible with the rules of the road, including drink riding.

Rental micromobility schemes offer an opportunity to address the problem. The technology
built into most rental vehicles to monitor their usage and enable direct contact with users in
real time means there is an opportunity to better ensure responsible behaviour in users by
monitoring and enforcing against irresponsible use.

It is not an objective of this framework to require all rental micromobility schemes to have
vehicles equipped with the newest technology, as this would risk making some schemes
unnecessarily complex and possibly unviable. However, where possible, the framework will
aim to make sure that this technology, where present and already in use, can be used to
combat anti-social use.

Stakeholder engagement in January 2025 has shown operators and local authorities agree
that anti-social uses of micromobility rental vehicles must be tackled and that doing so will be
important to ensuring positive public perceptions of shared micromobility schemes and
thereby their ongoing success.

Evidence these risks are real-world problems

In the Department for Transport’s targeted stakeholder survey of January 2025, respondents
were asked to identify risks associated with shared on-street micromobility schemes. Despite
the risks of obstructive parking and anti-social behaviour having been proactively identified
in the survey text and the question asking respondents explicitly about other risks beyond
those two, a significant number included wording on these two key risks in their responses,
emphasising their criticality. Of 86 respondents who answered the relevant question, 17 used
their response to emphasise the risk of poor parking, and 13 highlighted associated risks of
impacts on disabled people or vulnerable pavement users. Of respondents who answered
this question. Of these respondents, 33 underscored the risks of anti-social behaviour. More
general safety risks were highlighted by 45 respondents.

One London Borough stated that the number of vehicles in and of itself is a risk and that this
is “difficult” to manage at reasonable levels through Memoranda of Understanding (and in the
absence of formal regulatory powers). A large combined authority emphasised that their
“main concern” is “careless parking causing a hazard for pedestrians”. A group representing
many of the largest transport authorities in the country stated plainly that “obstructive parking
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is a risk due to a lack of regulation”. Multiple large combined authorities who shared their
views with the Department for Transport emphasised the risk of underage and/or “dual” riding
of these vehicles in the current landscape.

Regarding anti-social behaviour specifically, one respondent to the Department’s stakeholder
survey, a Police and Crime Commissioner, emphasised the risks of antisocial behaviour and
safety and that these “need to be considered” by a regulatory framework. A representative
organisation for disabled people pointed out that the inappropriate and anti-social use of
vehicles operated through these schemes have particularly acute negative impacts on the
mobility of disabled people.

Crucially, while keen to emphasise their operations as responsible ones, six out of seven
micromobility operators who responded to the Department’s survey agreed that a licensing
is an essential part of effectively regulating these schemes. One operator proactively pointed
out that regulatory uncertainty is a risk to the industry, and that this makes it “difficult for
operators to plan long-term and secure the necessary funding and investment”.

A framework fit for the future

Whilst cycles and e-cycles are the first (and currently only) vehicle that the Government plans
to regulate through this framework, there are possible uses for it in the future. The
Government is currently running rental trials of e-scooters until May 202646, and rental e-
scooters are a popular form of transport in cities around the world. Whilst the Government
currently has no plans to legalise e-scooters for use on the road, and therefore no plans to
regulate their rental use (outside of the ongoing trials), this framework is designed to work in
the shared context should Government regulate and legalise e-scooters in future.

This framework will not have the power itself to make vehicles legal to use on the road, it is
designed only to regulate the shared operation of vehicles that are already legal for use on
the highway, where that operation falls within scope of the parameters set out in the policy
summary.

In addition to rental e-scooters, where the framework would operate in a similar way as for
rental cycles and e-cycles, new devices are also competing for space on our highways and
pavements, including pavement delivery robots and couriers looking to use new last-mile
delivery carts. These are already in use across the UK*"48, The framework established by the
Act does not change the current legal status of these vehicles or apply to these devices.

At this point, the Government has made no decisions to allow these types of vehicles on
pavements, however the framework has been designed to theoretically allow the licensing of
these types of schemes in future. The impacts have not been assessed given there are
currently no plans to use this licensing framework for these types of devices, and further
primary legislation (to regulate the device’'s use as a vehicle) and secondary legislation (to
use these primary powers) would be needed.

46 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/e-scooter-trials-guidance-for-users

47 https://www.co-operative.coop/media/news-releases/co-op-and-starship-technologies-expand-robot-
delivery-service-across-leeds

48 https://www.cep-research.com/news/ups-tests-e-walker-in-london-
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The rest of this assessment does not explore the problems and impacts of these potential
future uses further, as there is no Government policy to use the framework in this way
currently. However, given these vehicles are already in operation in the UK and around the
world, there is a clear need for a flexible framework that can be applied to other vehicles in
future.

The Government has built in this flexibility by taking the powers to develop a framework on a
vehicle and/or business model basis that requires (a) minimum conditions (defined through
secondary regulations) and (b) additional conditions determined by the local authority,
accompanied by statutory guidance. These operations could only be licensed where the
vehicle is already legal for use on the highway.
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3. Why is government action needed? The rationale for
intervention

The information above explains the problems and missed opportunities for micromobility, and
below sets out the underlying economic rationale, explaining the theory behind why the
Government expects intervention to, on balance, improve the outcome.

Information failures

The gap between the information available to the businesses running these services, and the
local authority (operating on behalf of the wider public), is set out above.

Regulation will provide local authorities with the opportunity to have access to some of this
information, to allow them to manage services on behalf of everyone. When this data is used
to better manage schemes, this will allow an improved outcome, on balance, for society.

If the operation is solely left to the business to manage, the outcome will likely favour
profitability (and thereby their users’ needs) more than it otherwise would. The reasons below
set out why the interests of users (and therefore businesses) are not aligned entirely with
wider society.

Negative externalities (parking/ASB)

The issues relating to parking of on-street micromobility rental vehicles are outlined above.
These constitute a negative externality as users of the schemes do not consider the impact
of their actions (poor parking) on other agents (pavement users).

Equity (geographical coverage)

There are currently areas where it is less profitable for the shared rental services market to
operate, for example less densely populated areas on the outskirts of towns. These areas
often struggle with fewer public transport options leading to inequitable outcomes and are
places where shared rental schemes could act as a vital link to public transport networks.

In such cases, effective government intervention could prove beneficial and make transport
options more accessible to areas traditionally deprived of public transport by giving local
areas the power to shape the geographic coverage of OSMR schemes to service the whole
community.

Some areas currently receive contributions from operators to allow schemes to run in their
cities*9, and this could instead be diverted to broaden coverage. However, this framework is
devolutionary in nature, meaning it will be up to local authorities whether they do this.

It could be that the current lack of enforcement powers and monitoring capability for local
authorities is the reason that they choose to opt for contributions from operators (which is
easy to measure, simple to negotiate and clear whether it has been delivered) instead of
broadening geographic coverage. Providing the monitoring and enforcement powers may

4 https://zagdaily.com/people/exclusive-revenue-share-requirements-creating-a-negative-cycle-for-uk-
operators/
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chance local leader’s decisions, and there will be supporting guidance when regulations are
implemented explaining the trade-offs reported by local areas already running schemes.

Positive externalities

There are potential positive externalities for shared cycle and e-cycle schemes, some of
which are discussed above. For example, if they improve health and air quality and reduce
carbon emissions and congestion, wider society benefits, and these benefits will not be
factored into the business and users’ decisions.

Guidance for local authorities on using this framework will be put in place to ensure it is
applied in a way that, where possible, increases active travel and cycling.
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4. SMART objectives for intervention

The Government is proposing to introduce a regulatory framework with the objective of
maximising the benefits of shared micromobility schemes and giving local authorities the
ability to manage and minimising the unwanted impacts that these schemes can cause. An
effective framework should establish on-street micromobility rental schemes as a consistent,
convenient and accessible transport service, enhancing connectivity to our public transport
networks. However, we must ensure that these fit safely and responsibly into our existing
street space and where appropriate, they make use of technology to combat anti-social and
reckless behaviour.

Defining effective policy

The Government has chosen clear principles that a successful intervention should abide by
to ensure it is effective and efficient.

The regulations must effectively balance consistency of approach nationally whilst
recognising the need for local variation to account for local needs and priorities. A functional
framework should provide the stability and consistency businesses need to invest in the
micromobility market in the UK and empower less experienced or smaller local authorities to
encourage new schemes and can be confident they have the tools to protect their street
space.

Effective adherence to these principles will largely be determined through the secondary
regulations and guidance, but the framework has been designed to enable the secondary
regulations and guidance to support these principles.

Principle 1 - Consistency

Some consistent standards will be needed across rental operations to ensure a baseline of
safety, regardless of the area's experience in managing shared rental. The consistency
should make the establishment and operation of schemes more streamlined in the long term.
It will also simplify the number of processes operators have to comply with when opening a
new scheme, making rollout quicker and easier.

This principle will also ensure that this policy helps achieve wider Government priorities such
as enabling economic growth by ensuring an investment and business environment which
offers operators certainty as far as possible.

Principle 2 - Adaptability

A successful framework should be able to accommodate the different needs of our towns and
cities. The needs of a shared rental scheme in North Devon, for example, will not be the same
in Birmingham. As such, any framework must be able to adapt to local priorities and needs,
and account for the opportunities and risks in specific local contexts.

It must also be adaptable over time. Micromobility is still relatively new and constantly
evolving, and so we can expect the vehicles, services and business models to change.
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Principle 3 - Proportionality

Any intervention should be proportional to the risks and opportunities involved. The
intervention should facilitate the relationship between operators and authorities and support
schemes to spread and grow to improve transport choice across the country. Intervention
should be as light-touch and low burden on local areas and businesses as is possible whilst
still achieving the objectives.

As with the principle of Consistency set out above, this principle will also help ensure that the
proposed intervention will be as conducive to the Government’s pursuit of economic growth
by ensuring any burdens placed on businesses (or other impacted stakeholders) and that
any additional costs imparted are appropriate, necessary, and justifiable.

Principle 4 - Enforceability

The framework itself must be enforceable if it is to deliver the promised benefits. It must help
local government bridge the current enforcement gap that they are facing in being able to
ensure responsible behaviour from users and hold operators to their agreed terms. There
must be specific powers to tackle problems arising from operational mismanagement,
irresponsible use and obstructive parking.

Principle 5 - Accountability

There must be clear lines of accountability in the management of schemes and in the division
of responsibilities between central government, local government, private business and the
end user. This clarity will ensure that businesses, users, and local authorities can operate
with the certainty needed to promote the growth of this sector in a sustainable and equitable
way and bring wider economic benéefits.
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5. Measurable and specific objectives

The Government has taken these principles and set specific objectives to both maximise the
benefits and minimise the risks. These are designed specifically in the context of dockless e-
cycle rental, and they could be extended to e-scooter rental in future.

Positively-defined objectives (maximising benefits)

Specific Objective Measures and intended outcomes

Timeframe (from

On-street rental a
viable, attractive
option for as many
journeys as
possible across the
country

On-Street rental
integrated into
public transport
networks

More trips taken overall in
existing schemes;

More schemes operating in
more places;

Increased variety of trip types
(location, length, purpose,
motivation) through shared
rental scheme;

More economically productive
trips (as well as more trips
generally). These would either
arise through OSM providing
more time-efficient options for
existing journeys or through
generating new journeys to
commercial hubs: shops,
restaurants, workplaces etc.

More trips starting and/or
finishing at public transport
nodes (bus stops/ train
stations)

Integrated trips generate time
and cost savings for scheme
users
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enactment of
intervention)

Medium- to long-term (5-
10+ years). There may be
undulations in the number
of schemes and number of
vehicles/trips due to local
circumstances. Over the 10
years following the
implementation of an
OSMR Framework, the
trajectories of these metrics
should be broadly upward if
the powers are used and
considered as part of wider
DFT structures such as the
Walking and Cycling
Strategy.

Long-term (10+ years). We
would expect this process
to be gradual, particularly in
the case of existing
schemes. Therefore, we
would expect a gradual
approach to integration
when licensing existing
schemes and a similarly
gradual approach taken in
the prescriptive demands of
new schemes so as not to
stifle their viability before
they are sufficiently
robustly established.
Therefore, we would expect
full integration to be
established through several
rounds of gradually
tweaking licensing
conditions over several
years, though some of



these metrics (such as
more trips starting and
ending at public transport
nodes) should gradually
increase over the medium
term as licensing cycles
renew.

Short- to medium-term (1-5
years). We would expect
sufficient data to be
provided by operators from
the outset to allow
monitoring of their licence
conditions by the local
authority and identification
of any issues. The ability of
DfT to use data to inform
national policy would likely
require a broad and deep
data set and new internal
processes to maximise its
utility and robustness, likely
developed in the more
medium-term.

Combined Authorities able to
assess whether scheme
operators are meeting the
terms of their license through
regular data reporting;

e DfT able to understand
broader patterns and impacts
of rental scheme usage to
help shape national policy and
better direct infrastructure
spending.

Combined .
Authority and DfT
Access to data
from on-street
rental schemes to
monitor and inform
transport policy.

Negatively-defined objectives (limiting disbenefits)

Specific Objective = Measures

Tackling e Fewer stakeholders,

street clutter particularly those

and protecting the representing disabled people

Timeframe

Short-term (1-2 years). A
properly implemented
solution should effectively

pavement and older people, report tackle this problem from the
issues of pavement clutter outset, and it should be
and obstructive parking clear from the early stages
(relative to the number of of implementation that this
schemes/vehicles across the impact is being felt.
country);
e Fewer complaints received
by local authorities and
operators about pavement
riding (relative to the number
of schemes/vehicles)
Schemes operating e Fewer safety-related Short-term (1-2 years)
safely incidents such as collisions  Safety is one of the

and reported vehicle defect
issues (relative to number of
schemes/vehicles);

Fewer casualties and

incidents including non-users

(e.g. pedestrians);
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Department’s key priorities
and any intervention to
address issues arising from
shared rental schemes
must ensure this is
addressed from the outset.



Public perception of
schemes is less
negative

Lower incidence of
casualties related to shared
cycle schemes (both users
and non-users).

Less negative
correspondence (by volume)
received by DfT and local
elected officials;

More positive public
perception of shared on-
street rental schemes as
measured through existing
DfT survey mechanisms.
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Medium- to long-term (3-8
years). It will likely take a
while to change current
negative public perceptions
of the various forms of
shared micromobility. This
will come from regulatory
work over several years
and the gradual expansion
and success of such
schemes across the
country.



6. Description of proposed intervention options and
explanation of the logical change process whereby
this achieves SMART objectives

The licensing approach which is the preferred option is summarised at the top of this impact
assessment. This will establish a framework for licensing that will be further developed and
implemented through regulations in secondary legislation and supported by guidance.

Licensing of schemes by local authorities best achieves the positively defined objectives set
out above by giving local leaders formal powers to require integration into wider transport
networks and access operator data to rectify the information imbalance in the market. The
ability to shape schemes around local needs will help ensure that shared micromobility is an
attractive option for journeys, for example through the ability to require an operator to service
a wider geographical area as part of licensing conditions.

The negatively defined goals set out above are also best achieved through local licensing of
schemes. Centrally set minimum standards to be supplemented by local additional standards
will ensure both a baseline of safe operation for all schemes and that local authorities can
mitigate any safety risks particular to their area. It will also empower them to more quickly
and decisively tackle issues with obstructive parking. Together, the ability to tackle negative
impacts and maximise positive benefits of schemes will help to improve the public perception
of these schemes and ultimately, it is intended, their popularity.

In developing the proposed intervention option and other long- and short-listed options,
officials also considered international best practice, such as a report commissioned by an
operator (Bolt) and conducted by Deloitte on existing e-scooter regulatory models across 155
cities in Europe.®

The preferred option chosen here is in line with the most common level of regulation across
Europe (termed “Medium Regulation”), which is legally binding and requires operators to
obtain a permit for schemes and be required as part of that to adhere to specific regulatory
requirements. It does however leave local authorities the possibility of applying a “High
Regulation” approach (whereby they also run a procurement exercise before issuing a
licence), but this will be up to the local authority. Over 80% of the cities studied in the Bolt
and Deloitte paper use either Medium or High regulation.

Crucially, we will embed in subsequent regulations and guidance to licensing authorities the
key lessons from international comparators and the different approaches which should be
considered depending on the local characteristics of a city to ensure the right regulatory
balance is struck. Additionally, this approach will ensure flexibility to adapt the intervention as
this emerging industry develops and changes, ensuring that any potential new objectives for
regulation which arise can be achieved.

50 Unlocking Shared Scooter Potential (deloitte.com)
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Theory of Change Model for an On-Street Rental Licensing Framework

market stability

Increased investment in /
growth of rental schemes

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes Impacts
Central and | Development of Establishment and Use Improved
local OSMREF inc. implementation of O e I safety of
government | minimum and OSMRF viable and attractive option all road
engagement | bespoke users
and support | conditions
Opera’Fc?rs and Iicens?ng Mode shift / integration
authorities engage with Decrease
Operator Development of a | OSMRF Increased number of trips in CO2
knowledge / | framework for taken using on-street rental emissions
skills / licensing modes at point of
capablllty in authorities to issue DfT Guidance to Increased integration use.
adhering to | licenses licensing authorities on between transport modes
OSMRF carrying out their
licensing responsibilities | Accessibility More
Development of a | and to non-licensing Impacts of “street clutter” (inc. | active
framework for authorities on working pavement parking) effectively travel
schemes to exist with local schemes managed to minimize impact
outside of outside of the licensing on vulnerable pavement
licensing framework users Greater
authorities demands
on existing
Establishment of Health cycle
Development of physical infrastructure to i e e (s o mfrgstruct
resources to meet OSMRF needs ) ure:
support OSMRF (e.g. parking bays) acFlve U el IR parking,
delive BEIE cycle
ry, Yy
implementation | g 1ability of lanes
and ongoin ncreased availability o
managgmeﬂt on-street rental modes S
licensing authorities Reduction in the T‘“mber of Improvgd
. establish approaches safgty—related _|nC|dents e.g. well-being
Engagement with ST R (B G collisions relating to on-street | and
stakeholder regulations rental modes for both users access to
groups including and non-users of schemes services,
operators, especially
residents, Monitoring and . o among
licensing evaluation data sharing NoeE ettt vulnerable
authorities and and reporting behaviour (inc. double riding) groups
other interest
groups Perceptions Combined
Improved perceptions of on- | Authorities
Monitoring and street rental modes inc. better able
evaluation activities safety to plan
and
integrate
Industry regional
Increased confidence in transport.
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Devolved nations

Temporary inconsistencies
across the UK due to
England-only initial scope.

Evidence gathering

Application of monitoring and
evaluation learning to
schemes

7. Summary of long-list and alternatives

A summary of the long-listing process is set out below. Officials generated a broad range of
potential interventions of different types to form a long-list. All longlist options were then
scored against the intervention objectives, with the three options scoring the highest in this
process progressing to the shortlisting process.

Option considered

Encouraging
collaboration between
operators on industry
standards

A certification or
accreditation body for
industry standards

A new duty on local
highway authorities to
provide adequate
parking space for on-
street micromobility
parking

Reason it was discounted as the preferred option

CoMo UK already operates a public cycle share accreditation
scheme. However, this has been discounted as the problems
highlighted at the outset of this IA continue to exist despite this.
All major micromobility operators are accredited, including all
operators in London where the problems identified are most
acute.

It only works when all operators comply and the issues being
faced by local areas have occurred despite this scheme
existing.

As above. CoMo UK is currently acting as an accreditation
body but the issues being faced by local areas have persisted
regardless.

Transport for London also set out a voluntary code of practice
for operators setting out expectation, but they report that
problems persist.

Central government imposing a duty to provide parking could
increase the amount of parking available for these vehicles.

An increase in suitable parking would likely alleviate at least
some of the obstructive parking issues described above.
However, it would still require operators voluntarily complying,
and operators and local areas may disagree over what
'‘adequate’ parking is. Operators will be rightly focused on their
users, whereas local areas have other needs to consider.

128



An app to report bad
parking of on-street
micromobility vehicles

Incentivising schemes
through funding and
funding conditions

Raising awareness of
existing offences
around obstructing the
highway

Guidance to local
areas on how to
manage schemes

This option in isolation also does not guarantee minimum
safety standards nor does it address information gaps between
operators and local authorities. It could be done in tandem with
broader regulatory powers and might in fact be necessary to
make those powers functional.

This may help achieve the objective of tackling obstructive
parking, though it relies on operators actioning this information.
Local authorities only have limited and incomplete powers to
deal with obstructive parking of cycles at the moment. Most
operators already have ways to report poor parking.

This would also not address any of the other risks or
opportunities but may be considered alongside other
interventions in future as licensing framework is implemented
through further regulations.

This would be at least partially effective, though it would not
help to control schemes in local areas that are profitable
without government finance. This is particularly crucial, as
problems potentially arising from these schemes are most
likely to arise in these more profitable areas as there are likely
to be more vehicles.

Moreover, issues cannot be quickly resolved and instead are
likely to result in drawn out negotiations. This will limit a local
area's ability to sufficiently mitigate the risks.

Finally, no funding is currently available for this intervention.
Similar to the option of the Government issuing guidance
below, this option would remain in future alongside other
measures if desired and fiscally viable.

While this could have a limited effect on obstructive parking, it
is difficult to enforce and would not be conducive to meeting
any of the other objectives.

Most areas dealing with these challenges have explored their
existing powers thoroughly.

This alone would not achieve the objectives, because should
an operator choose not to comply with a local area's wishes,
they would have no powers to enforce this. This has been an
issue present in London e-cycle rental for some boroughs,
widely reported in the media.>'5? However, this will still be

51 London e-bike boom leads to clashes with councils

52 E-bike rage in Brent, the borough that's had enough - and how it might be solved - BBC News
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valuable and will be introduced in conjunction with the
preferred approach.

Further detail on the long-list options and the considerations and the metrics used to
assess them:

Longlisting process

Officials began by working up a problem statement and a set of primary, secondary, and
tertiary objectives for any intervention with a deliberate balance in these objectives between
maximising the benefits these schemes can bring and ameliorating their potential negative
impacts. The range of interventions was developed through examining common regulatory
and non-regulatory interventions (including those already in use in the UK and in Europe)
and through speaking to stakeholders. This included operators, almost all of whom have
experience operating across the world with the various regulatory regime, and local
authorities. The local authorities have significant experience of managing their street space,
a deep understanding of how cycle hire has changed over time, and of other regulatory
regimes such as for alcohol licensing and taxi and private hire licensing. Potential
interventions were then scored against how well they would enable the Department to
achieve each objective through the following criteria:

Interventions and Objectives Scoring rubric

0= actively inhibits the government’s ability to achieve this objective
1= has no impact on the government’s ability to meet this objective
2= enables government to achieve this objective to some extent

3= fully enables government to achieve this objective

Further consideration was then given to impacts on small- and micro-sized businesses, and
wider considerations such as cost, implementation.

While the impact on small-, medium-, and micro-sized businesses has been carefully
considered across each potential intervention, it is important to acknowledge more
generally that, given the emerging nature of this industry, the vast majority of operators or
potential operators of on-street rental schemes will fall into one of these categories. To
exempt these types of businesses to a significant extent from any intervention will be
neutering to the intervention’s effectiveness. Seven CoMo UK accredited scheme operators
in the UK32all have an estimated revenue of at least 7 figures, and such would not be
considered small/micro businesses. As small- and micro-sized businesses would be
affected by any intervention, a key consideration for deciding on an intervention approach
was whether impacts are proportionate and manageable for smaller businesses. In
particular, whether the chosen intervention framework would allow enough flexibility and the
ability to make targeted, specific exemptions where appropriate. While it was assumed
during this process that all interventions would impact small and medium sized businesses,
specific consideration was given to the very smallest or “micro” operators. Further
consideration on how burdens on businesses can be minimised will continue to be given
(including opportunities for consultation with industry ensure decisions are maximally
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informed) as decisions are taken and policy detail is finalised through secondary

legislation.

A high-level summary of the considerations given to each of the longlisted options,
including whether it was shortlisted and why, is included below.

Longlist Intervention 1: Requlation of Schemes through Licensing (preferred)

This option was shortlisted and is therefore covered in detail in section 6 below and such
detail is omitted here for the avoidance of duplication.

Longlist Intervention 2: Encouraging Operator and Industry Collaboration on

Industry Standards

This option was shortlisted and is therefore covered in detail in section 6 below and such
detail is omitted here for the avoidance of duplication.

Longlist Intervention 3: A Certification and/or Accreditation Body

This option was shortlisted and is therefore covered in detail in section 6 below and such
detail is omitted here for the avoidance of duplication.

Longlist Intervention 4: A New Duty on Local Authorities to Reallocate Roadspace for

OSM parking

Intervention Type: Capacity building (govt-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objective [Tackling On-street  [Schemes  |On-Street |CA and DfT [Schemes
clutter, rental a operating rental Access to  |perceived
protecting |viable and [safely integrated |Data to positively by
the attractive into public  jmonitor and [public /
pavement (option for as transport inform policy [antisocial

many networks behaviour
journeys as minimised
possible

Score 3 2 1 1 1 2

Rationale \Would move [More This This This This would
shared on- [allocated intervention [intervention (intervention [address the
street rental [parking for |would not  |would not would not  key negative
parking off |[OSMR provide for [provide for |provide for |perception of
the schemes any any any “street
pavement |could make [mechanism |mechanism |mechanism [clutter” but
and onto the |parking to ensure thelto allow for [to allow for taking up
road. easier for  [safety of the access to  roadspace

users and |schemes. [integration ofdata. could
thus make public generate
usage more transport other
attractive, networks. concerns
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but this and this
would would not
depend address
largely on safety
the location concerns.
of this

parking.

Micro Business Impacts

This option would largely impact Local Authorities. It would likely have little impact on
businesses. Fewer issues around managing parking could also have a positive impact for
operators in general, particularly smaller ones.

Other Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

This intervention is fairly singular in focusing only on the “parking problem”, and therefore is
not a particularly good strategic fit as it misses an opportunity to shape OSMR to deliver
wider DfT or government objectives. In terms of affordability, this would add a new cost
burden to local authorities in changing infrastructure to reallocate on-road parking to
OSMREF, though operators would likely contribute to or entirely cover these costs as they
tend to do with current on-road parking infrastructure. It is therefore likely affordable and
offers reasonable potential value for money. In terms of supplier capacity and
capability, it is likely that local authorities and scheme operators between them would have
the necessary knowledge to allocate on-street parking in the right places. This option is
potentially difficult to achieve. While operators would likely embrace it, there would likely
be significant political resistance from local authorities if giving them new responsibilities
without any new powers. Other road users are also likely to be unhappy at a reallocation of
roadspace (inherently away from them and) towards OSMR. Though in theory this could be
used in conjunction with other more wide-ranging interventions, on its own it would have
limited impact.

Ultimately, this option would be difficult to implement and would likely generate significant
resistance from key stakeholders: Local Authorities and other road users. Given these
difficulties, and its ineffectiveness at ensuring the safety of schemes or other wider
objectives for intervention, this option was not taken forward.

Longlist Intervention 5: An App to report bad parking of OSMR vehicles

Intervention Type: Self-regulation (sector-led) / Capacity Building (govt.-led)

Scores against intervention objectives
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operators for
obstructions.
But in the
absence of
additional
enforcement
powers, this
would not
likely address
the issue
fully.

Objective ([Tackling On-street [Schemes [On-Street |[CAand [Schemes
clutter, rentala |operating [rental DfT perceived
protecting thejviable and [safely integrated |Access to |positively by
pavement |attractive into public |[Datato |public / antisocial

option for transport [monitor  [behaviour
as many networks [and informminimised
journeys policy

as

possible

Score 2 1 1 1 2 1

Rationale |Would likely [This would[This would [This would (If shared [This option has
help to solve |not make |not impact |not with local {the potential to
the poor OSMR the safety facilitate [authorities [make the public
parking more of integration jand DfT, |perception of
problem to |attractive |schemes [|of OSMR [this might OSMR worse,
some extent [or viable |more into public jallow and could
through to users. |generally, ftransport. |monitoringfhighlight more
behaviour beyond of the prominently and
change and potentially narrow  |disproportionately,
enabling less and the issues with
companies to obstructive specific  fthese schemes
move parking. issue of |(i.e. parking).
obstructive parking. |However, such
vehicles reporting could
more quickly, reduce antisocial
or through parking
allowing behaviour.
accountability
publications
such as
best/worst

Micro Business Impacts
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This would likely have proportionate impacts on businesses of different sizes. Assuming this
was funded by the sector, it could be designed to be funded largely by the bigger operators
as they have more vehicles and are therefore likely to have more vehicles reported. There
would be no obligations or enforcement mechanisms so businesses could respond to
reports of badly parked vehicles as quickly as their resources and capacity allowed.

Other Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

This option would not offer a strong strategic fit and would forgo potential opportunities for
promoting and shaping the nature of OSMR schemes to help deliver wider objectives. This
would offer value for money and affordability for both government and operators,
assuming operators were happy to fund the development of the app, which DfT officials
believe they would likely be willing to do to avoid more rigorous formal regulation. In line
with this, we expect that operators would, with some DfT engagement, be eminently
capable of delivering this. It would be eminently achievable.

This option would to an extent achieve the core intervention objective of addressing street
clutter, though it would not necessarily resolve the problem fully given the lack of obligation
to address issues reported. Most crucially, this approach would be a narrow one focused on
parking and would not significantly achieve other objectives for intervention to maximise the
benefits and minimise the negative impacts of OSMR schemes. This intervention option has

therefore not been taken forward.

Longlist Intervention 6: Incentivising OSMR schemes through funding and shaping

their nature through funding conditions

Intervention Type: Economic Incentives (govt-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objective [Tackling On-street  [Schemes  [On-Street |CA and DfT [Schemes
clutter, rental a operating rental Access to  |perceived
protecting |viable and [safely integrated |Data to positively by
the attractive into public  jmonitor and [public /
pavement |option for as transport inform antisocial

many networks policy behaviour
journeys as minimised
possible

Score 2 3 2 2 2 2

Rationale [Funding Dependent [Safety RequirementData New
could be on the scale conditions  [to cooperate [requirement [schemes
predicated |of funding, [could be set with local |could be set [funded by
on better but in theory jas part of  [authorities [as part of  [this would
parking this could  ffunding on funding likely be
practices for [significantly |requirement |integrating |requirement [shaped
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new expand the |but this into public s but this more
schemes butjnumber of |would not  {transport would not  |deliberately
would not  |schemes ensure the |[conditions |impact existito address
resolve this [and funding [safety of could be set ng schemes [common
problem for |conditions [existing as part of  jor new concerns,
existing could ensurejschemes or funding schemes setfand some of
schemes or [such new requirement |up without [the funding
new schemes schemes set|s but this this funding. |could be
schemes set|served new |up without would not used for
up without |areas this funding. [impact existi better
govt. comprehensi ng schemes education/a
funding. vely and not or new wareness for
just the most schemes set users and
profitable up without the public.
localities. this funding.

Micro Business Impacts

Government funding might enable smaller operators to expand more than they otherwise
could, if it's directed towards them. However, there is also a risk that larger, better-
resourced companies would have better bidding capacity and capability and secure much
or most of the funding, giving them an advantage over the smallest operators in the market.
Thought would need to be given to the design of funding mechanisms to ensure a level
playing field for all operators to bid.

Other Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

Proactively encouraging shared rental schemes through funding incentives would be a
good strategic fit in helping to deliver DfT and wider government objectives on
decarbonisation and encouraging more active travel. The potential affordability may be
challenging, given that this would likely require a reasonably large volume of government
investment. Additionally, value for money arguments would be less persuasive for a route
in which government funded activity would be largely likely to happen anyway (the gradual
opening of new OSMR schemes) to better achieve its policy goals. Operators are likely to
have capability and capacity to open and run new schemes and cooperate with conditions
applied to funding, assuming the funding is substantial; funding would naturally be designed
to offset to whatever extent the increase cost of running a scheme under stricter conditions.
The biggest challenge with this option would probably be with regards to achievability,
linked to affordability. Given the current fiscal climate, the levels of funding required to
achieve the intervention objectives to any significant extent are unlikely to be forthcoming.
Additionally, there is a question as to how long funding conditions could apply and therefore
also a question as to the permanence of this solution.

Due to the likely significant cost of this intervention, which would be difficult to obtain in the
current fiscal climate, this option would be difficult to deliver. Crucially, this intervention
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would not comprehensively and permanently resolve the primary intervention objective of
tackling pavement clutter, nor most of the other objectives.

Longlist Intervention 7: Raising awareness of existing offence of obstructing the

highway

Intervention Type: Information-based intervention (government-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objective [Tackling On-street  [Schemes [On-Street |CA and DfT [Schemes
clutter, rental a operating  [rental Access to  |perceived
protecting |viable and [safely integrated |Data to positively by
the attractive into public  |monitor and |public /
pavement |option for as transport inform antisocial

many networks policy behaviour
journeys as minimised
possible

Score 2 1 1 1 1 1

Rationale [This This option [This option [This option [This option [This option
intervention |would likely |would likely |would likely |would likely |could have a
would raise |have no have no have no have no negative
awareness [(impacton |impacton |impacton [impacton (impacton
of the the viability the safety of the local public
impacts of |or OSMR integration [authority /  |perception
obstructive [attractivenesischemes, |of OSMR |government [of OSMR
parking and |s of OSMR. [aside from |into public |accessto |and lead to
that it is, in the potential transport data. users being
theory, safety networks. perceived as
unlawful, benefits of potential
which could better criminals. It
lead to parking could also,
better practices. however,
parking reduce
practices for antisocial
OSMR parking
users. practices.

Micro Business Impacts

This would likely have little impact on operators of any size given its focus on user
awareness, though it could potentially generate public relations-related issues which
smaller operators might be less equipped to deal with.

Other Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)
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This option would not help to deliver wider DfT or Government strategic objectives due to
its narrow focus. It is difficult to gauge the potential value for money and affordability
without fuller analysis of the costs, though it would likely not be hugely expensive, and
could to some extent be achieved through additions to existing communications transmitted
from operators to riders. Given its narrowness and the ability to at least partly deliver
through existing communications to users, this would be achievable and well within the
range of operators’ capacity and capability.

Transport for London have recently increased their level of enforcement against poorly
parked shared e-cycles. They have begun using London-specific powers to fine operators
for poorly parked vehicles and remove dangerously parked vehicles. However, the use of
these powers in this way is legally untested and local authorities in the rest of the country
do not possess them. As such, an approach focused on enforcement against poor parking
would require regulatory intervention in the form of primary legislation while not meeting the
broader objectives identified, particularly the positively defined objectives which seek to
maximise the benefits of these schemes.

While deliverable, the narrowness of this intervention inherently means that it would fail to
meet the maijority of the intervention objectives. Therefore, this option was not taken

forward.

Longlist Intervention 7: Creation of civil enforcement powers for existing offence of

obstructing the highway

Intervention Type: Regulation (government-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objective [Tackling On-street  [Schemes  |On-Street [CA and DfT [Schemes
clutter, rental a operating rental Access to  |perceived
protecting |viable and |[safely integrated |Data to positively by
the attractive into public  [monitor and [public /
pavement [(option for as transport inform antisocial

many networks policy behaviour
journeys as minimised
possible

Score 3 0 2 1 1 1

Rationale [This Costs of This option [This option [This option [This option
intervention (fines etc. for |could have |would likely would likely |could have a
would poorly potential have no have no negative
empower  |parked safety impacton fimpacton [impact on
local vehicles benefits to  the local public
authorities tojwould likely (vulnerable |integration offauthority /  [perception of]
tackle poor [be passed [pavement |OSMR into [government OSMR and

on to users, |users of public lead to users
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parking making better transport access to  |pbeing
practices. |schemes parking networks. |data. perceived as
more practices. potential
expensive criminals. It
and less could also,
attractive. however,
reduce
antisocial
parking
practices.

Micro Business Impacts

This would likely have significant impacts on smaller businesses who would have to
significantly increase user monitoring and parking enforcement, which would bring
additional costs, or face fines/ vehicle seizures from local authorities (which would of course
also bring additional costs).

Other Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

This option would not help to deliver wider DfT or Government strategic objectives due to
its narrow focus, though it could potentially damage key transport objectives such as
decarbonisation and increased active travel if fines for poor parking become more common
due to new civil enforcement powers and therefore costs for users increase. It is difficult to
gauge the potential value for money and affordability without fuller analysis of the costs.
Civil enforcement per se is already carried out by local authorities for various offences, this
would be achievable and well within the range of their capacity and capability. It could
however create significant costs and practical challenges for operators in requiring
increased monitoring user parking practices and direct remedying of poor parking, as well
as in paying fines levied. This would likely increase costs to users.

While deliverable, the narrowness of this intervention inherently means that it would
fail to meet the majority of the intervention objectives. Crucially, it would likely lead
to increased costs for users and discourage scheme uptake. Therefore, this option
was not taken forward.

8. Description of shortlisted policy options carried

forward
Shortlisting process

The three options from the longlist which scored highest against the intervention objectives
were considered in more depth against the Green Book Success Factors and the potential
impacts on micro-, small-, and medium-sized businesses (and, crucially, how far the
intervention approach offered the potential flexibility for these to be mitigated). These factors
were considered holistically to select a preferred option which best balanced delivery of
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objectives, practicality, and flexibility This table summarises the shortlisted options which
were not chosen. The preferred option of regulation through licensing is detailed in Section
6.

Option
considered

Reason it was discounted as the preferred option

Encouraging
collaboration

CoMo UK already operates a public cycle share accreditation
scheme.?® However, this has been discounted as the problems

between continue to exist despite this. All major micromobility operators are
operators on accredited, including all operators in London where problems are
industry most acute.

standards

It only works when all operators comply and the issues being faced
by local areas have occurred despite this scheme existing.

A certification or

accreditation

body for industry

standards

As above. CoMo UK is currently acting as an accreditation body but
the issues being faced by local areas have persisted regardless.

Transport for London also set out a voluntary code of practice for
operators setting out expectation, but they report that problems
persist.

Shortlisted Intervention 1: Requlation of Schemes through Licensing (Preferred

option, and therefore covered in additional detail in Section 4)

Intervention Type: Regulation (government-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objective Tackling On-street Schemes On-Street CA and Schemes
clutter, rental a operating rental DfT perceived
protecting viable and safely integrated Access to positively
the attractive into public Data to by public/
pavement option for as transport monitor antisocial

many networks and inform behaviour
journeys as policy minimised
possible

Score 3 1 3 2 3 2

Rationale Allows No real impact Minimum Local Can be Licensing
licensing on this standards  authorities will mandate authorities
authorities to  inherently, will ensure have power to through will be able
set clear and these impacts a require minimum to address
legally will depend consistent integration of standards concerns
enforceable  entirely on local set of schemes into and through
requirements implementation safety public additional licensing
for parking. standards  transport local conditions

which can networks, requirements and ensure
be added though this will they  work
to locally. need to be for local
balanced people.
against
viability
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Micro Business Impacts

This option would allow the Secretary of State to exempt businesses of a certain size from
specific minimum standards and equally allow local licensing authorities to tailor additional
requirements to individual operators as proportionate. This would be considered at the
secondary legislation stage when establishing the detail of the framework and minimum
standards, and suggestions of flexibility for smaller operators given in guidance to licensing
authorities on issuing licenses.

Small- and Medium-sized Business Impacts and Mitigations

The flexibility of this option would allow for the consideration, both by the Secretary of State
in the case of minimum standard conditions and by licensing authorities in the case of
bespoke conditions, of the proportionality of requirements and potential exemptions as
appropriate for the smallest operators to ensure viability and a sufficiently competitive and
dynamic market.

Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

This option is a strong strategic fit as it delivers the core objectives and ties into the wider
Government agenda of devolving power to Strategic Authorities and the DfT objective of
better integrated transport while offering the flexibility to ensure these schemes remain viable
as (active) travel options. There would be minimal cost to the Government, and some
relatively small administrative costs for local authorities picking up new licensing functions.
However, these costs could to some extent be offset by a requirement for operators to
contribute to local government costs. This option therefore offers good potential value for
money and affordability for Government, and flexibility in the framework allows this to be
considered for operators also. In terms of supplier capacity and capability, local authorities
have the capacity to deliver this as they already have responsibilities for issuing licenses to
businesses such as taxi drivers and for the sale of alcohol. The flexibility this option offers to
account for local factors while maintaining a core set of standards to deliver the DfT’s
objective makes it deliverable and achievable.

Summary

This option meets, either entirely or to some extent, most of the objectives for intervention.
Crucially, it also offers the flexibility locally and centrally to consider and mitigate impacts on
the smallest operators where appropriate. It replicates similar licensing models elsewhere
and allows for a balance between operator interests and those of local authorities to maximise
the benefits of OMSR and ameliorate potential negative impacts.

Shortlisted Intervention 2: A Certification and/or Accreditation Body

Intervention Type: Co-regulation (joint govt- / sector-led) / Self-regulation (sector-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objective Tackling On-street Schemes  On-Street CA and Schemes
s clutter, rental a operating rental DfT perceived
protecting viable and safely integrated Access to positively
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Score
Rationale

the
pavement
2

This would
create a
level of
consistency
and a
positive
incentive for
operators to
tackle badly
parked
bikes to
achieve
accreditatio
n or avoid
losing it.

attractive
option for
as many
journeys as
possible

2
This
likely
some
positive
impact
the
attractivenes
s of OSMR in
giving
potential
users
confidence
in their
decisions to
use these
services that
operators
had met, or
had not yet
met, certain
standards.

would
have

on

3

This option
would
strongly
incentivise
safety, and
accreditatio
n in this
particular
area is
something
which
operators
would likely
value highly
and
therefore
act
accordingly
to obtain
and retain,
given the
strong
correlation
between
safety and
customer
confidence.

into public
transport
networks

2

There is the
potential for
an
accreditatio
n process to
consider
how well a
scheme has
integrated
into  public
transport
and
incentivise
operators to
work
towards
this.

Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

Data to
monitor
and inform
policy

2
Similarly to
other
objective,
an
accreditatio
n process
could
assess the
extent to
which
operators
collaborate
with  local
authorities
and
industry,
including on
aspects
such as
data and
knowledge
sharing.

by public /
antisocial
behaviour
minimised

2

The public
would likely
have more
confidence
in OSMR
schemes if
there were
a formal
accreditatio
n process
which
indicated
the
existence
of clear
industry
standards
and an
assessmen
t of how
well
operators
were
meeting
these.

This option would not especially contribute to delivering wider departmental Government
objectives and is therefore not a proactively positive strategic fit. In terms of affordability
and value for money, it is likely that operators and industry would be willing to contribute to
some extent towards the cost of an accreditation body and process to avoid tighter and more
formal regulation. This option would therefore likely be reasonably low cost to Government.
In terms of capacity and capability, operators already collect much of the data needed to
inform a potential certification or accreditation process and similar industry bodies elsewhere
could provide a model for this. Coordination across an emerging and competitive industry
could make achievability a challenge and would likely require a significant amount of
Government involvement to convene collaborative ways of working and provide impetus.

Small-, Medium-, and Micro-sized Business Impacts and Mitigations

A process of accreditation or certification, whether entirely industry-led or developed in
cooperation between industry and Government, could include gradations which would allow
smaller operators to become certified or accredited to an extent as responsible operators at
a lower threshold than “full” accreditation or certification for larger operators. Alternatively,
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standards for “full” certification or accreditation could be proportionate to the scale of the
operator and their resources.

The Government would, in whatever role it took in coordinating and convening the
development of a body setting industry standards and concomitant accreditation/ certification,
encourage consideration of the variable capacity of operators of different sizes. This might
involve proportionately lower (or higher) standards for certification depending on the size/
level of experience of the operator or offering an intermediate but positive level of
accreditation. Government would also encourage operators’ funding contributions to the
setup and running of the system to be proportionate and consideration of exempting smaller
or newer operators temporarily.

Summary

Overall, this option goes a reasonable way towards addressing most of the objectives for
intervention. It does not, however, meet the primary objective completely and its success
would be heavily reliant on operator cooperation not only with Government, but with one
another across the industry. The behaviour change impacts of this type of intervention are
well established, but there are no mechanisms for enforcement or escalation beyond
removing accreditation where operators are not meeting established standards. Particularly,
it does not offer a definitive route to tackling the primary objective for intervention of tackling
poor vehicle parking and resulting street clutter.

Crucially, such an accreditation process already exists, managed by industry body CoMoUK.
CoMo is a relatively small organisation and therefore conducts no direct monitoring of
ongoing adherence to practices beyond initial accreditation, with operators self-reporting on
their adherence. Therefore, while an accreditation scheme co-led with Government or local
authorities with more comprehensive external monitoring could in theory be more impactful,
the fact that issues with shared micromobility schemes persist despite all current operators
being accredited through CoMo’s scheme highlights the need for stronger intervention.>3

Shortlisted Intervention 3: Encouraging Operator and Industry Collaboration on
Industry Standards

Intervention Type: Self-regulation (joint govt/sector-led)

Scores against intervention objectives

Objectiv  Tackling On-street Schemes  On-Street CA and Schemes

e clutter, rental a operating rental DfT perceived
protecting viable and safely integrated Access positively
the attractive into public to Data by public/
pavement  option for transport to antisocial

as many networks monitor  behaviour
journeys and minimise
as inform d
possible policy

Score 2 1 2 2 2 2

53 Shared bikes > Accreditation
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Rational
e

This would
offer
consistency
in  parking
practices
and
potentially
raise
standards of
parking
across in
general in
doing so. It
would  not
come with
any level of
enforcemen
t or
obligation,
however,
and the
sector might
not consider
the  public
good as
strongly as
commercial
factors in
setting
standards.

This would
likely have
little impact
on the
viability or
attractivene
ss of OSMR
schemes.

Industry
standards
could, and
would likely,
cover
broader
safety
consideratio
ns beyond
parking,
though
similarly
there would
be no
obligation or
enforcemen
t
mechanism
S.

Best practice
could also be
developed
around
integrating into
public
transport,
potentially
operator
resources
pooled to
develop
shared tools
and capability
to do this.
However,
without
enforcement or
other
incentives to
do so more
generally, it is
likely this
integration into
public
transport
would only
happen where

and

commercially
beneficial  for
operators.

Considerations (Including Green Book Success Factors)

Best
practice
could be
develope
d on data
sharing
with
Governm
ent,
though
given
much of
this will be
commerci
ally
sensitive,
it is likely
this will be
limited.
Even with
an
establishe
d industry
standard,
operators
are
unlikely to
share
data
which
would
make
them look
bad.

Agreed
industry
standards
and best
practice in
managing
schemes
would
likely
involve
knowledge
sharing
and a
general
increase in
the
standard
of
schemes
across the
board.
This would
likely
benefit
their public
perception
and could
lead to
less
antisocial
behaviour
associated
with
schemes.

This would not be a particularly strong strategic fit in helping to deliver wider departmental
or Government objectives due to a lack of Government involvement, though some outcomes
which would likely result (such as better integrated transport) would contribute somewhat.
This would be affordable and offer good value for money to the Government as it would
likely be largely industry led and funded. Industry, particularly the larger operators, would be
capable of delivering this in theory, though encouraging cooperation in such an emerging
and competitive industry might be a challenge to achievability, it seems likely that operators
would prefer self-regulation over stronger Government intervention and recognise therefore
their shared interest in collaborating. However, this option would lack any enforcement and
there is potential for the industry standards to insufficiently consider the wider public good
and the interests of non-users of the schemes relative to their commercial interest.

Small-, Medium-, and Micro-sized Business Impacts and Mitigations

There is a risk that larger operators with more resources lead on developing self-regulating
industry standards and that these standards favour their specific operating models or
business priorities unduly as a result. However, there would be no enforcement of standards
or requirements for smaller operators to take account of them; smaller operators would be
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free to set their own standards or adapt the industry standards for their contexts. The smallest
operators may lack the internal policymaking capacity required to adapt these standards in a
bespoke way.

Summary

Ultimately, this intervention would deliver the majority of the intervention objectives to a
moderate extent and be viable according to the Green Book Success Factors. However, it
would achieve these less well than other shortlisted interventions, most notably a formal
Government run or co-run accreditation or certification body, which would to some extent
involve industry standards (though crucially with more Government involvement). Crucially,
as set out under shortlisted option 2 above, an industry-led accreditation scheme run by
CoMo UK already exists, though this does not necessarily encourage collaboration between
operators to set consistent standards.
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9. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating
Description of | Impacts are not expected on total welfare, businesses or
overall households at the primary legislation stage other than some
expected small familiarisation costs for micro-mobility businesses.
. Impacts will be assessed at the secondary legislation stage
impact when the form of the regulations becomes more known.
Monetised The only monetised impact at the primary legislation stage is Negative
impacts on the time taken by micro-mobility providers to familiarise ;
themselves with the framework: £0.00m - £0.01m. Based on likely
£NPSV
Non- Unlikely to be any impact outside of familiarisation costs.
monetised Industry may see the potential for regulatory certainty as a
impacts positive sign for future operations in the country.
Any No significant or adverse distributional impacts are expected Neutral
significant or from this primary legislation. At the secondary legislation
d stage, any specific regulation that reduces street clutter will
a_ Ve_rse . have significant benefits for those with protected
distributional | characteristics, for example those with visual impairment,
impacts? older people or people with children.

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of overall Most of the likely impacts are not expected on
business impact businesses at primary legislation stage. At
secondary legislation stage the scale and
direction of most impacts depend on the
stringency of the regulatory levers applied and
consumers’ behavioural response. The main
objective of the regulation for businesses is to
provide regulatory certainty and some degree
of operational consistency across different
places so they can confidently make investment

decisions.
Monetised The primary The primary impacts set out below are the only | Neutral
impacts impacts set out direct costs to businesses at this stage. The
below are the nature of any further costs to businesses will Based on likely
only direct costs | depend on future decisions on the detail of the | business £NPV
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to businesses at
this stage. The
nature of any
further costs to
businesses will
depend on future
decisions on the
detail of the
policy, which will
be consulted
upon in depth
and finalised in
secondary
legislation. A
further Impact
Assessment will
be carried out at
the secondary
legislation
phase. However,
we have sought
to give some
indication here of
the scale and
direction of some
of the likelier
costs arising
through future
secondary
legislation

Primary
Legislation
Monetised

Impacts

There will be
costs to
operators
associated with
familiarisation
with the new
regulation.
Consultation with
a current
operator
estimated the
following
departments
would be
involved in the
future licencing
framework and
therefore may
need time to
familiarise
themselves with
this legislation

policy, which will be consulted upon in depth
and finalised in secondary legislation. A further
Impact Assessment will be carried out at the
secondary legislation phase. However, we have
sought to give some indication here of the scale
and direction of some of the likelier costs arising
through future secondary legislation

Primary Legislation Monetised Impacts

There will be costs to operators associated with
familiarisation with the new regulation.
Consultation with a current operator estimated
the following departments would be involved in
the future licencing framework and therefore
may need time to familiarise themselves with
this legislation ahead of that point:

— Legal & Policy

— Operations

—  Support & Community
— Finance

— Marketing

— Health & Safety

— Diversity & Inclusion
—  Sustainability

- R&D

Assuming a familiarisation time of 10-30 hours
and an average wage across the above
departments we estimate the impact to the
current 7 micromobility operators to be: £0.00m
-£0.01m.

Total monetised Primary Legislation Impacts

(£0.00m-£0.01m)

Indicative impacts associated with Secondary
Leqislation

3. Costs to operators associated with
applying for licences will vary
depending on how each Authority
decides to implement the framework. In
some cases the licencing process will
follow the minimum standards as set by
the DfT in which case the cost is likely
to be minimal. In larger Authorities such
as London the framework is likely to be
more substantial.

4. Costs associated with complying with
the conditions of the licence:

Data

One of the minimum standards we expect
operators will have to comply with is sharing
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ahead of that
point:

— Legal &
Policy
—  Operatio
ns
—  Support
&
Commun
ity
— Finance
—  Marketin
g
— Health &
Safety
— Diversity
&
Inclusion
— Sustaina
bility
- R&D
Assuming a
familiarisation
time of 10-30
hours and an
average wage
across the above
departments we
estimate the
impact to the
current 7
micromobility
operators to be:
£0.00m -
£0.01m.
Total monetised
Primary
Legislation
Impacts -
(£0.00m-
£0.01m)

Indicative
impacts
associated with
Secondary
Legislation

1. Coststo
operator
S

monitoring data with the Department for
Transport. As operators already collect this data
(e.g. number of vehicles, trip details) there will
be no additional cost with regard to creating
data collection processes and the only impact is
specifically in the sharing of data.

Parking Provision

Another example of a provision Authorities may
want to add is mandated parking bays for
storage of micromobility vehicles on the street.

From engagement with local areas on the
cost of installing parking bays for shared
micromobility vehicles, while not certain,
has yielded an estimated typical cost of
£1,500 - £2,500 per bay in London, and
£650 - £1,250 outside of London. The vast
majority of dockless e-cycles operate in
London. In some places with lower vehicle
and population densities, marked bays may
be unnecessary and a “free floating” model
preferred. Some of the cost of providing
parking could be passed onto operators.
Operators have shown a willingness in the
absence of regulation to contribute
significant funds to parking provision. Lime,
London’s largest shared cycle operator,
recently announced a London Action Plan
setting out £20m of investment, £5m of
which was dedicated to shared e-cycle
parking.%®

55 Lime Micromobility | London Action Plan
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associat
ed with
applying
for
licences
will vary
dependi
ngon
how
each
Authority
decides
to
impleme
nt the
framewo
rk. In
some
cases
the
licencing
process
will
follow
the
minimum
standard
s as set
by the
DfT in
which
case the
cost is
likely to
be
minimal.
In larger
Authoriti
es such
as
London
the
framewo
rk is
likely to
be more
substanti
al.

Costs
associat
ed with
complyin
g with
the
condition
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s of the
licence:

Data

One of the
minimum
standards we
expect operators
will have to
comply with is
sharing
monitoring data
with the
Department for
Transport. As
operators
already collect
this data (e.g.
number of
vehicles, trip
details) there will
be no additional
cost with regard
to creating data
collection
processes and
the only impact
is specifically in
the sharing of
data.

Parking
Provision

Another example
of a provision
Authorities may
want to add is
mandated
parking bays for
storage of
micromobility
vehicles on the
street.

From
engagement
with local areas
on the cost of
installing
parking bays
for shared
micromobility
vehicles, while
not certain, has
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yielded an
estimated
typical cost of
£1,500 -
£2,500 per bay
in London, and
£650 - £1,250
outside of
London. The
vast majority of
dockless e-
cycles operate
in London. In
some places
with lower
vehicle and
population
densities,
marked bays
may be
unnecessary
and a “free
floating” model
preferred.
Some of the
cost of
providing
parking could
be passed onto
operators.
Operators have
shown a
willingness in
the absence of
regulation to
contribute
significant
funds to
parking
provision.
Lime, London’s
largest shared
cycle operator,
recently
announced a
London Action
Plan setting out
£20m of
investment,
£5m of which
was dedicated
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to shared e-
cycle parking.®*

Non-monetised impacts Non-monetised benefits will include greater
regulatory certainty in the market.

Any significant or adverse No significant or adverse distributional impacts | Neutral
distributional impacts? are expected from this primary legislation.

(3) Expected impacts on households

Description of Impacts are not expected on households at primary legislation | Neutral
overall stage. At secondary legislation the scale and direction of
some impacts depend on the stringency of the regulatory

. levers applied and consumers’ behavioural response. Most of
impact the objectives are aimed at reducing externalities, mainly
improving safety, or scaling the benefits already realised that
are predominately felt by households

household

Monetised There is no expected impact on household as a direct result Neutral

H of primary legislation.

impacts Based on likely
household £NPV

Non- n/a

monetised

impacts

Any No significant or adverse distributional impacts are expected Neutral

significant or from this primary Iegislation: Going forwards., impacts will

dverse I|k.ely be fe.llt by households in urban area; glv.en re.ntal
a_ ) ) micromobility schemes current concentration in cities and
distributional | {owns and their greatest benefit of use being felt for short
impacts? journeys that are more likely in dense areas.

Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities

Category Description of impact Directional
rating

54 Lime Micromobility | London Action Plan
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Business The impact on the ease of doing business in the UK is

environment: unlikely to be significant at this primary legislation stage.
Depending on the level of regulation set for operators by
Does the measure impact (local authorities, the associated cost to comply could be

on the ease of doing seen as a barrier to entry for new operators or new
business in the UK? schemes and solidify market power with incumbent Neutral
operators or force these to leave the market. However,
the regulation is aiming to create regulatory certainty and
promote the benefits of shared micromobility while
reducing negative externalities, meaning new and existing
businesses can make informed decisions on their
investment strategy.
International Regulatory certainty could attract foreign investment from
Considerations: businesses that have been reluctant to invest and set up
shared micromobility schemes, however, the expansion
Does the measure and extension of schemes by existing operators is Neutral
support international deemed more likely

trade and investment?

Natural capital and No expected significant impacts on the UK's natural

Decarbonisation: capital given the urban concentration of activities
associated with the legislation. There is the potential for
Does the measure impacts with respect to noise pollution, greenhouse gas

support commitments to |emissions and air quality at the point of use but the scale
improve the environment |is subject to a significant change in the number of rental

and decarbonise? micromobility schemes/journeys/distance travelled as a Neutral
result of the introduction of legislation and the direction is
dependent on the relative distance travelled shifted from

alternative transport modes. Greenhouse gas emissions

associated with the lifecycle of a micromobility vehicle is

currently unclear.

8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

The intervention seeks to establish a legal requirement for the operator of any shared on-
street rental scheme for bicycles and e-cycles (and any other micromobility vehicles to be
designated in future) to obtain a licence from the relevant local licensing authority. Detailed
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) is expected to focus on the overall framework and individual
licensing authority regulations established within it at the secondary legislation stage.
Developing proportionate M&E at the secondary legislation stage will provide detailed
evidence that can be used to inform whether the objectives of the intervention are being met
at the national level. M&E at the secondary legislation stage will also support licensing
authorities to assess whether their objectives and obligations are being met at a local level.

The Department for Transport (DfT) has engaged formally through a stakeholder survey and
a series of discussions with key stakeholders on the benefits, challenges and costs arising
from the intervention, including local licensing authorities, operators and interest groups. A
framework to capture monitoring data from e-scooter operators is currently in place as part
of the ongoing rental e-scooter trials. This monitoring activity includes data sharing
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requirements and situational reports which hold collision reports and other information
relating to trial area characteristics. Monitoring data as part of the e-scooter rental trials is
analysed by DfT, both as a standalone work package and to contribute to additional research.
Among the uses of this data include tracking: the uptake of rental e-scooters, performance of
operators, and characteristics of trial areas. The monitoring data also contributes to analysis
of scheme safety. Similar monitoring activity could be applied to the establishment of a shared
on-street rental scheme. The Department is exploring what role central government could
have in the collation and analysis of operator data supplied as part of licensing conditions
and potential opportunities to monitor this data to assess on an ongoing basis the impacts of
the regulatory intervention on these schemes.

Additionally, subsequent waves of existing DfT-funded surveys could be leveraged to further
understand the impact of the evaluation. Such surveys could include the Transport and
Transport Technology Public Attitudes Tracker®®, which tracks attitudes towards different
modes of transport including e-cycles and e-scooters, and the National Travel Survey®’. DfT
will also explore opportunities for further bespoke research as needed and utilise external
surveys where appropriate.

The nature of the intervention will generate distinct impacts at a licensing authority level. DfT
also will engage with and support licensing authorities in conducting their own bespoke
research, which may include process and impact evaluations.

Post Implementation Review

There is no requirement to conduct a Post Implementation Review (PIR) at this stage, in
accordance with the Better Regulation Framework®®. However, other forms of post-legislative
parliamentary scrutiny will apply and the need and timings of PIRs for the intervention, at the
secondary legislation stage, will be determined in accordance with the intervention’s
requirements and logistics. DfT will take a proportionate approach to M&E of the intervention
to meet ministerial priorities.

9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

In developing the preferred option, significant consideration has been given to the balance
which needs to be struck between regulation to ensure the safe operation and local
appropriateness of aspects of schemes, and the need to ensure viability for scheme
operators, particularly the smallest operators or those seeking to enter the market. In the
overarching approach which has been selected as the preferred option, the mechanisms to
ensure this balance is struck are primarily found in the mix of conditions which will be
required as part of licences. The minimum standard conditions set by the Secretary of State
will be intended to set a consistent basic picture across the country: a kind of national
framework to allow operators to be confident that they can invest, for example, in vehicles
which can be deployed across the country rather than having to develop vehicles to

56 Transport and transport technology: public attitudes tracker - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
57 National Travel Survey - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
58 Better Regulation Framework - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
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different specifications in different places. Bespoke conditions set by licensing authorities
above and beyond the minimum standards are expected to largely be about operational
aspects of schemes to ensure they work for the local area. While this may incur some
additional cost burdens to operators, there is a significant degree of overlap in the interests
of operators and local authorities in striving for well-used, well-liked schemes which would
act as a deterrent to excessively burdensome additional conditions.

The Department will consider further in making secondary legislation which will establish
the detail of the licensing framework and in issuing subsequent guidance to licensing
authorities how best to ensure impacts on businesses are minimised and proportionate.
This will include considering exemptions from some of the most resource-intensive and
costly potential requirements for businesses such as requiring data collection and sharing
beyond what the operator would collect as part of their normal business operations. As part
of these next steps in developing the framework, the Department will seek to monetise the
costs to businesses impacts of different potential types and degrees of licensing conditions
and how these might subsequently impact the cost of these services to consumers.

The Department will consider how guidance can help ensure that the cost and resourcing
impacts on both operators and local authorities are proportionate. For example, guidance
encouraging a proportionate and practical approach to procurement, and particularly
encouraging areas with less demand for these schemes to consider taking a lighter touch
“expression of interest” route over more prolonged and expensive tendering processes.
Additionally, the Department will consider offering “template” licences to local authorities
containing only the centrally set minimum conditions for schemes. Licensing authorities
could then issue these to operators straightforwardly, being assured that schemes would be
operating safely. This could help prevent the risk that an under-resourced licensing
authority decides not to issue licences in any cases because of staffing pressures or a lack
of internal expertise or capability. It could therefore also avoid the burden this risk, if it
materialised, would have on operators who would be unable to run a scheme through no
fault of their own.
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year:

PV base year:

2025

2025

This table may be 1. Business as 2. Do-minimum 3. Preferred way forward | 4. More 5. Less ambitious
reformatted provided usual (baseline) Option (if not do-minimum) ambitious | preferred way
the side-by-side referred forward
comparison of options is P
retained way
forward
Net present social | 0 -£0.0m (£0 - -£0.01m) N/A N/A

value

(with brief description,
including ranges, of
individual costs and
benefits)

Transitional costs include:
- Familiarisation costs to
businesses for the new
legislation based on ASHE
data and assumption of 10-
30 hours of time.

This is uncertain however it
is expected to be small
given evidence laid out in
the regulatory scorecard
above.

Further Costs and Benefits
(indicatively laid out in the
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above score card) will be
analysed and subject to
sensitivity testing in
secondary regulation

Public sector

financial costs (with
brief description,
including ranges)

N/A

N/A

Significant un-
quantified benefits
and costs

(description, with scale
where possible)

Not expected to be any
significant unquantified
costs/benefits at the
primary regulation stage.

N/A

N/A

Key risks

(and risk costs, and
optimism bias, where
relevant)

N/A

N/A

Results of
sensitivity
analysis

N/A

N/A
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Evidence base

Problem under consideration, with business as usual, and rationale for intervention

Please see section 2 which sets out the problems under consideration and gives a history of
the sector establishing BAU. Rationale for intervention can be found starting on page 14.

Policy objective

SMART objectives are set out in section 5.

Description of options considered

In terms of the intervention options, the longlisting process is set out in Sections above.

Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

The preferred option is shortlisted intervention 1 as set out above.

NPSV: monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each shortlist option
(including administrative burden)

Monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits are set out in the Scorecard but these are
not expected to be significant until secondary legislation stage at which point they will be
assessed.

Costs and benefits to business calculations

The monetisation of costs to businesses was undertaken using ASHE wage data and time
estimates based on engagement with existing micro-mobility operators during the
consultation stage.

Impact on small and micro businesses

At the longlisting and shortlisting stage each option has been considered against potential
impacts on small and micro businesses.

The preferred option would allow the Secretary of State to exempt businesses of a certain
size from specific minimum standards and equally allow local licensing authorities to tailor
additional requirements to individual operators as proportionate. This would be considered at
the secondary legislation phase when establishing the detail of the framework and minimum
standards, and suggestions of flexibility for smaller operators given in guidance to licensing
authorities on issuing licenses. And as such gives the potential to mitigate burden on small
and micro businesses.

Our market research suggests there are currently 7 operators in England (subject to ongoing
mergers this will likely decrease to 5) the smallest of which had a 7-figure revenue, there is
wide consensus that micromobility is considered a growth area, and as such no firm is
expected to be a small or micro business, and have no unnecessary burden placed on them.
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Exemptions are likely to be issued (if at all) to small independent businesses such as "cycle
cafes” although the exact nature of exemptions will be down to individual licencing authorities.

Costs and benefits to households’ calculations

Impacts on households have not been monetised as they are not expected as a direct result
of primary legislation, any relevant impacts will be monetised at secondary legislation. These
considerations are explored in the Regulatory Scorecard.

Business environment

The impact on the ease of doing business in the UK is unlikely to be significant at this primary
legislation stage and it is unclear going forwards how regulation may impact this. Depending
on the level of regulation set for operators by local authorities, the associated cost to comply
could be seen as a barrier to entry for new operators or new schemes and solidify market
power with incumbent operators or force these to leave the market. However, the regulation
is aiming to create regulatory certainty and promote the benefits of shared micromobility while
reducing negative externalities, meaning new and existing businesses can make informed
decisions on their investment strategy.

Trade implications

Regulatory certainty could attract foreign investment from businesses that have been
reluctant to invest and set up shared micromobility schemes, however, the expansion and
extension of schemes by existing operators is deemed more likely

Environment: Natural capital impact and decarbonisation

No expected significant impacts on the UK's natural capital given the urban concentration of
activities associated with the legislation. There is the potential for impacts with respect to
noise pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and air quality at the point of use but the scale is
subject to a significant change in the number of rental micromobility
schemesl/journeys/distance travelled as a result of the introduction of legislation and the
direction is dependent on the relative distance travelled shifted from alternative transport
modes. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the lifecycle of a micromobility vehicle is
currently unclear.

Other wider impacts (consider the impacts of your proposals)

n/a

Risks and assumptions

The key risk is that the scheme unintentionally creates a large administrative and financial
burden on operators which renders their business commercially unviable. This risk will be
mitigated by engagement with stakeholders, consultation on the proposed final scheme and
working closely with authorities to ensure bespoke conditions are not overly burdensome.

158



Final stage impact assessment — Community Right
to Buy

1. Summary of proposal

The Government wishes to introduce a Community Right to Buy through the English
Devolution and Community Empowerment Act. This will replace the current Community Right
to Bid policy, which was introduced in the Localism Act 2011 but has been widely criticised,
including by community stakeholders and the Communities and Local Government (CLG)
Committee, as insufficient at bringing assets into community ownership.

Community Right to Buy will give communities meaningful powers to purchase Assets of
Community Value (ACVs) that come up for sale, supporting community ownership across
communities in England.

The Government committed to introducing Community Right to Buy in the King’s Speech in
July 2024. To deliver an effective Community Right to Buy, Government will need to amend
existing legislation in the Localism Act and introduce new measures. This will be achieved
through primary legislation in the English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act.

The preferred option (Option 4 below) is to introduce a ‘Right of First Refusal’, granting
greater powers to community groups to purchase Assets of Community Value (ACVs) at a
negotiated or market value price, within a moratorium period of 12 months from the point of
listing for sale. Asset owners will have the right to request a review of the Right to Buy at the
six-month point. If the community group cannot demonstrate sufficient progress in pursuing
the sale, the local authority can terminate the moratorium period, which will help to protect
asset owners from speculative buyers.

The Government considers that the policy will have an impact on asset owners, through the
delay to sales caused by the moratorium period extension and the restrictions on selling on
the open market caused by the ‘Right of First Refusal’.

However, the Government is seeking to offset this impact with an appropriate compensation
scheme. Asset owners will be entitled to claim compensation to cover loss or expenses
incurred due to the policy (including the moratorium period) and to cover legal fees incurred
by a successful appeal to the first-tier tribunal e.g. in the appeal against the local authority’s
decision to list their assets as an ACV or against decisions on compensation eligibility or
amount. Community groups will also be given the same right as asset owners to claim
compensation for legal fees.

Overall, the policy should bring significant benefits to the wellbeing and welfare of
communities, ensuring valued local assets are protected and maintained, whilst safeguarding
the property rights of asset owners.
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2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

Community-owned assets bring a range of economic and social benefits for local
communities, as well as having a positive impact on high streets and town centres.

A study*® by Power to Change found that community-owned assets contribute an estimated
£220m to the economy per year, and that 56p of every £1 spent by community-owned spaces
stays in the local area, compared to just 40p for larger private sector firms. Community assets
help keep more money in local communities and contribute to local economic growth.
Community ownership therefore aligns with the Government’s mission to kick-start economic
growth and secure the highest sustained growth in the G7.

Beyond the economic benefits, community-owned assets are important for the social fabric
of a community. A study®® by What Works Wellbeing found that there is strong evidence that
community hubs have a positive impact on social networks, the social determinants of health,
and on individual empowerment and mental health and wellbeing.

Community-ownership can also have a positive impact on the wider vitality of high streets
and town centres, particularly when it comes to tackling high vacancy. A study®' by Power to
Change found that the vacancy rate for public-sector owned units is 4.5%, which rises to
9.2% for real estate and property companies, 9.6% for overseas investors and 11.9% for
institutions like pension funds. High street assets in community ownership are therefore less
likely to be vacant than those owned by private investors. Tackling vacancy and improving
the vitality of high streets is also a priority for Government, with community ownership aligning
with wider measures in this space such as High Street Rental Auctions.

The current Community Right to Bid, introduced in the Localism Act 2011, was designed to
provide a route for community groups to bring their valued local assets into community
ownership. Community groups are able to nominate a building or land to be listed as an ACV
and to trigger a six-month moratorium period if the owner of the asset puts it up for sale,
giving the community group time to raise funding and develop a business case to bid for the
asset.

However, Community Right to Bid has been widely criticised by stakeholders, including
community organisations such as Power to Change, Plunkett Foundation, Locality and
CAMRA, as insufficient to bring ACVs into community ownership. Such organisations have
published several reports setting out these criticisms and calling on Government to introduce
stronger powers, including ‘Getting a Community Right to Buy right’ by Power to Change and
‘A Community Right to Buy in all four UK nations’ by the Plunkett Foundation.

5 Will Brett and Vidhya Alakeson, Take Back the High Street Putting communities in charge of their own town
centres (Power to Change, 2019).

60 Anne-Marie Bagnall, et al., Systematic review of community infrastructure (place and space) to boost social
relations and community wellbeing: Five year refresh (What Works Centre for Wellbeing, 2023),

61 Will Brett and Vidhya Alakeson, Take Back the High Street Putting communities in charge of their own town
centres (Power to Change, 2019).
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https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/PCT_3619_High_Street_Pamphlet_FINAL_LR.pdf
https://whatworkswellbeing.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/Places-and-Spaces-Review-Refresh-31-Jan-2023-final-with-logos.pdf
https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/PCT_3619_High_Street_Pamphlet_FINAL_LR.pdf
https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Getting-it-right-on-Community-Right-to-Buy.pdf
https://plunkett.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/Plunkett-UK-Community-Right-to-Buy.pdf

In 2015, only three years after Community Right to Bid came into effect, the Communities
and Local Government Select Committee published a report into community rights which
called on the then Government to strengthen four of its community rights, including
Community Right to Bid. The Committee heard from several witnesses that the six-month
moratorium is not sufficient to put together an offer, particularly for communities that need to
develop the necessary skills and contacts to form a bid and find funding.

This view is also supported by available data, although this is somewhat limited. Government
data suggests that between 12-20 assets for every 1,000 ACV applications make it into
community ownership under the current Right to Bid policy, which closely echoes Power to
Change’s 2019 estimate that only 15 assets out of every 1,000 ACVs are ultimately brought
into community ownership.

Specific criticisms of the current Community Right to Bid include:

e |t provides no certainty or guarantee of purchase to community groups, who could
raise the required funds but then be overlooked by the asset owner in favour of another
bidder and lose the asset to a private party. The policy therefore does not provide
sufficient powers for community groups looking to protect their community assets
against loss into private hands.

e The current six-month moratorium is often an unfeasible timeframe for the community
to organise and raise the necessary funds to acquire an asset. The length of the
moratorium is a barrier for community groups looking to purchase an asset; even if the
asset owner agrees to a bid, the community group may struggle to raise the funds
within the timeframe and ultimately lose the asset if they cannot raise the required
amount.

e The definition of an ACV is too narrow, limiting the scope of assets that can be
registered as ACVs, particularly those of economic benefit and those historically of
social importance to communities. This means that valued community assets which
do not fit within the current definition, such as shops and old factories, are not afforded
the same protections and may be lost to the community when they go up for sale.

e Community groups do not have access to an appeals process to contest the local
authority's decision not to list their nominated asset. This means that community
groups have no recourse if their application is rejected and that there is a lack of
accountability over local decision making. This also means there is no protection
against subjectivity and inconsistency in approaches between local authorities in the
current ACV registration process.

Ultimately, the current Right to Bid policy does not result in enough assets going into
community ownership, with less than 2% of ACVs doing so. This is largely due to the power
imbalance between asset owners and community groups, meaning the success of a
community bid relies heavily on the goodwill of asset owners. Whilst some asset owners may
be interested in engaging with and selling to the community, others may not consider the best
interests of the community when selling their land or building.
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It is important that communities have a say in what happens to their valued assets. According
to Community Life Survey 2023/24, whilst 50% of people say it is important that they feel able
to influence decisions affecting their local area, only 23% feel able to do so. This lack of
influence sits alongside a wider feeling of disempowerment and distrust at a local level.

The Government has committed to a strengthened Community Right to Buy as part of a
revised programme of urban regeneration that would grant more power to communities. To
introduce Community Right to Buy and address the issues raised by stakeholders and the
Communities and Local Government Select Committee, the Government will make changes
to the Localism Act 2011 through the English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act.
A Community Right to Buy is already in place in Scotland, introduced under Part 2 of the
Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003, with the Scottish Government taking an active role in the
financing and delivery of the policy.

The interventions proposed in Community Right to Buy legislation will address the failures of
Community Right to Bid and ensure that communities have greater powers, while continuing
to respect the property rights of asset owners. Such changes will empower communities to
bring their valued assets into community ownership, preventing the likely irreversible loss of
these assets into private hands, often for redevelopment into private property, and secure
them for future use by the local community.

Community Right to Buy will also help to create more vibrant high streets and town centres
by adding more community-owned spaces or businesses to our high streets. The policy will
help local people shape the offer on their high street, so that it serves the needs and wants
of the local community and continues to attract footfall and community interest, even as
traditional retail businesses move away from having a physical presence in our town
centres.

Community Right to Buy therefore strongly aligns with the Government’s broader priorities to
empower communitieswith new rights and levers to influence and shape their
neighbourhoods, as well as supporting high streets across the country to thrive, as outlined
in the English Devolution White Paper.

What other solutions have been considered previously?

The Localism Act 2011 introduced Community Right to Bid, a community power that allows
community groups to register Assets of Community Value and trigger a six-month moratorium
if the asset goes up for sale. However, Community Right to Bid has been criticised as
ineffective, mainly due to the short moratorium period and the lack of a Right of First Refusal,
with the low conversion of ACVs into community ownership evidencing this.

In 2015, the Government commissioned Locality (a membership network supporting local
communities) to create and curate a website aimed at providing expert resources for people
and organisations who want to improve their communities. The MyCommunity website
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includes resources designed to help communities protect, save, or manage a community
asset in their area. The Community Ownership Fund has also proven to be a particularly
important source of funding for communities using Community Right to Bid since its
introduction in 2021, and the MyCommunity website includes resources to support use of this
fund.

However, the Government regards these measures as being insufficient in improving the
uptake of community ownership. While the Government has considered ways to increase
support and advice to communities, including the role of local community enablers who could
provide specific expertise and guide groups through the process there are some fundamental
issues with the policy that need to be addressed through legislation. These include the fact
that, even if the community is able to raise the required funding to put in a competitive bid for
an asset, this bid will be considered on the open market and there is no obligation for the
seller to give any particular attention to it. In addition, the current six-month moratorium period
does not often align with the timelines for securing funding through sources such as the
Community Ownership Fund, the process for which can take significantly longer.
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3. SMART objectives for intervention

The objective of Community Right to Buy is to increase the number of Assets of Community
Value that are purchased by the community and brought into community ownership.
Government data suggests that between 12-20 assets for every 1,000 ACV applications
currently make it into community ownership under the current Right to Bid policy.

The Government expects to see these figures increase under Community Right to Buy. This
will be measured using data from local authorities, including the lists of Asset of Community
Value that are kept by each local authority, as well as other ACV data stored at local
government level. More details of this are outlined in the Monitoring and Evaluation section
below.

The Government also expects that this policy will help to reduce the number of vacant or
underused spaces within communities and support the creation of more vibrant high streets
and town centres. This objective will be harder to measure; however, a combination of
vacancy data and ACV data could be used to measure the effect of this policy on a sample
of high streets and town centres. The Government will consider whether a Post
Implementation Review (PIR) is needed and the form this may take.
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4. Description of proposed intervention options and
explanation of the logical change process whereby this

achieves SMART objectives

Our preferred option (Option 4) introduces a Right of First Refusal and a 12-month
moratorium period with a break section at six months. When an ACV goes up for sale,
community groups will have the right to buy the asset (should they wish to) at a negotiated or
independently valued price, with a 12-month moratorium period to ensure they have sufficient
time to organise and raise the required funds for the sale.

Asset owners may apply to have the Right to Buy dismissed at six months, if the community
group fails to demonstrate sufficient progress in pursuing the sale and acquiring the
necessary funding.

How the preferred option achieves the SMART objectives

A Right of First Refusal will give greater powers to local communities to identify and
subsequently purchase their valued assets, thereby protecting them from being sold off into
private hands and lost from the community. A Right of First Refusal provides community
groups with the first option of purchasing their listed asset at a fair market value. This means
that asset owners cannot outprice community groups and private parties cannot outbid them.
If the community group can raise the required amount within the 12-month moratorium period,
they will be able to acquire the asset and bring it into community ownership. Through this
mechanism, the Government expects the amount of assets purchased by the community to
increase. These assets will continue to stay open, or in some cases, be re-opened to the
public, therefore contributing to a reduction in vacant property and helping to contribute to a
vibrant and diverse offering on our high streets and in our town centres.

The 12-month moratorium period grants community groups the required time to create a
business plan and raise the necessary funds to purchase the asset at market value. The
previous moratorium period of six months has been frequently highlighted as a barrier to
community ownership, as it does not provide enough time to raise funding. With the additional
time, the Government expects to see an increase in community groups who can successfully
raise the funding they need to purchase their Asset of Community Value, thereby supporting
the objective of bringing more assets into community ownership.

By amending the definition of an Asset of Community Value, Community Right to Buy will
increase the scope of assets that can be listed as an ACV and subject to Community Right
to Buy. The Government is removing the stipulation that an asset had to be in use by the
community ‘a time in the recent past’, enabling assets that were historically of social or
economic importance to be in scope of the ACV definition and the wider policy. The
Government is also adding ‘economic wellbeing or interest’ to the definition, so assets such
as village or corner shops, will now fall into the scope of Community Right to Buy. The new
definition will increase the types of assets that fall into the scope of Community Right to Buy,
and the Government expects that this will increase the number of assets that are listed as
Assets of Community Value.
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5. Summary of long-list and alternatives

The Government has considered the following options for the policy:

Option 1- Do nothing. Keep the current Community Right to Bid. This option will not address
the issues raised by stakeholders or the low conversion of ACVs into community-owned
assets. It would also be contradictory to the Government’s previous commitment in the King’s
Speech to introduce Community Right to Buy through the English Devolution and Community
Empowerment Act.

Option 2- Keep the current Community Right to Bid but introduce non-regulatory
changes through increased support and advice for communities. This option would keep
the Right to Bid that is currently outlined in the Localism Act 2011 but would increase the
support and advice available for users of the ACV and Community Right to Bid policies,
helping more communities to benefit from the current framework. Community organisations
have suggested that there needs to be a specific route for community groups to access
expertise and support throughout the community ownership process, which could include a
community enabler role to act as a point of contact for groups and guide them through the
process. They have also flagged the need for further education of local authorities and elected
members (MPs and local/parish councillors) for the policy to be a success, including on the
nuances of ACV policy. However, some fundamental issues with the policy cannot be
addressed by a non-legislative approach, such as the insufficient time frame provided in
which to raise the funding to bid for assets and widening the definition of an Asset of
Community Value. These issues would likely continue to limit the degree to which
communities are able to take assets into ownership.

Option 3- Introduce minimal legislative changes to the current policy by extending the
moratorium period to nine months and not introducing a Right of First Refusal or any
other changes to the ACV scheme. This option keeps the current Community Right to Bid
framework but extends the moratorium period to nine months, the length recommended by
the CLG Select Committee in 2015. It would address some stakeholder concerns, providing
more time for community groups to organise and raise money for a bid, and would limit
infringement on the property rights of asset owners. However, our engagement with
stakeholders has suggested that nine months would often still be an inadequate amount of
time for community groups to organise themselves and raise funding, especially in areas with
lower social capital. Moreover, this option does little to protect against the loss of ACVs, as
there is still no obligation for the seller to give special consideration to a community group
bid, which may be deliberately priced out or overlooked in favour of a private party.

Option 4 (preferred option) - Introduce a Right of First Refusal and a 12-month
moratorium period with a break section at six months. This option gives community
groups the Right of First Refusal on purchasing an ACV. When an ACV goes up for sale,
community groups will have the right to buy the asset (should they wish to) at a negotiated or
independently valued price, with a 12-month moratorium period to ensure they have sufficient
time to organise and raise the required funds for the sale. To prevent unnecessary delays to
sale, asset owners may apply to have the Right to Buy dismissed at six months, if the
community group fails to demonstrate sufficient progress in pursuing the sale. The
Government believes this approach best balances the interests of asset owners and
community groups, providing additional time for community groups whilst also protecting
asset owners from unnecessary delays. The approach would also best address the concerns
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raised by community stakeholders and fulfil the Government’s commitment to introducing a
strong Community Right to Buy to empower communities.

Option 5- Introduce legislation to create a Right of First Refusal with a 24-month
moratorium period, along with changes to strengthen the ACV scheme. This option
would similarly give community groups Right of First Refusal on purchasing an ACV but would
also give them more time to raise funds than other options. However, the impact on the asset
owner would be considerable, as they would be unable to sell their asset for 24 months. This
may leave the Government liable to pay compensation to asset owners for expenses
associated with the upkeep of the asset for those 24 months, which would not have been
required otherwise.
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6. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward

Option one would be contradictory to the Government’s previous commitment in the King’s
Speech to introduce Community Right to Buy and would also do nothing to address the low
conversion rate of ACVs into community-owned assets. This option did therefore not make
the shortlist.

Likewise, option two does not address some fundamental issues with the policy, such as the
insufficient moratorium period. The six-month moratorium has been cited by community
organisations, and raised to the CLG Select Committee, as a barrier to community ownership.
Any option shortlisted would have to address the moratorium length. As option two takes a
non-legislative approach, which would not allow for an increase in the moratorium, it did not
make the shortlist.

Options three and five were considered during the shortlisting phase. Option three would
address some concerns but our engagement with stakeholders has suggested that nine
months is still an inadequate amount of time for community groups to develop a successful
bid. In addition, without a Right of First Refusal, asset owners could continue to overlook
community groups and sell to private parties. Option three would therefore not support the
policy objectives of increasing community ownership.

Option five was deemed unsuitable due to the considerable impact on asset owners. Such
an extension may be considered disproportionate when considered against compliance with
the legal rights of asset owners, particularly where other options are able to meet the policy
objective with a lesser impact.

Ultimately, option four was decided as the preferred option as it best addresses the concerns
raised by community stakeholders and fulfils the Government's desired outcome of
introducing a strong Right to Buy, whilst remaining more proportionate with the rights of asset
owners.

Impacts of option four on small, micro and medium businesses

The policy is likely to have similar impacts on small and micro businesses as well as larger
ones. The policy could have positive and negative impacts on micro, small and medium
businesses. If a vacant property is brought back into use or revitalised through the policy, this
may help to maintain or increase footfall for surrounding businesses and contribute to the
overall vibrancy of a high street or town centre, thereby positively impacting the surrounding
small, micro and medium businesses.

On selling the asset, the impact upon the asset owner is likely to be negative, as Community
Right to Buy will create restrictions around the sale, possibly causing delays to the disposal
and limiting the price that the property could fetch to its market value. Mitigations to limit the
effects of these measures have been considered with the impacts and mitigations set out in
more detail below.

The 12-month moratorium period will cause a delay to the sale of assets, which may create
additional expenses for asset owners due to the need to continue covering utilities and Acts
such as security, heating, insurance, lighting, council tax and business rates. This may have
a particular impact where asset owners are running micro, small and medium businesses and
disposal cash is limited, as they will be tied to the building or land for longer which might
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affect their future plans. However, the Government is proposing to extend the current
compensation scheme that covers loss or expenses incurred as a result of the policy and
therefore the financial impact of the moratorium extension would be largely offset.

Asset owners also have the right to request a review and termination of the moratorium at
the six-month mark. The local authority will review whether the community group is making
sufficient progress in pursuing the sale. If the community group cannot demonstrate sufficient
progress, then the local authority will terminate the moratorium and sale. This builds in
protections for asset owners, minimising the delays caused by speculative buyers.

The “market value” of land must take into account the value it would have on the open market
as between a seller and a buyer, both of whom are willing. By using the market value, the
Government intends to limit the difference in sale price between a ‘regular’ asset and an ACV.

Under the current Right to Bid, if an asset is being sold together with a business carried out
on the land (normally involving separate payment for the business as a going concern, for
example the value of equipment and stock), it is exempt from the policy. The Government
expects this exemption to be retained under the new Right to Buy, mitigating against the
impact on micro, small and medium businesses.

It also should be noted that many micro, small and medium businesses will be leaseholders
and not the owner of a property subject to Community Right to Buy. In instances where the
lease is terminated ahead of the sale and would have been regardless of the Right of First
Refusal, Community Right to Buy will have no additional impact on these businesses. Where
a lease is in place at the time of sale, the continuation or termination of the lease would
depend upon how the sale is agree between the asset owner and community group, as with
any other property disposal. As Community Right to Buy can only be triggered when an asset
owner already intends to sell their asset, the impact is no different than with a sale outside of
Community Right to Buy.
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7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating

Note: Below are
examples only

Description of Costs to asset owners are driven through the delay in sales Positive
overall from an extended moratorium and the inability to sell on the
ted open market once a community group activates the Right of | Based on all
?xPec e First Refusal. Local authorities will also bear recurring costs impacts (incl. non-

impact for the administration and functioning of the process as well monetised)
as compensations payments to asset owners where relevant.

Households will benefit from an increase in community run
businesses and facilities where community groups are given
greater powers and utilities to purchase assets of community
value. This impact assessment notes improvements to local
employment and volunteering and further protections to
assets that provide social welfare to local communities.

Overall, despite the monetised assessment being slightly
negative, the significant non-monetised benefits are likely to
make the overall impact on social welfare positive. There is
expected to be a positive welfare impact given an expected
increase in community ownership of assets of community
value that provide an array of welfare benefits to local
communities and the powers to be given to community groups
to protect and preserve these assets in the long run.

Monetised Total NPSV: -£4.82m
impacts Total benefits: £20.92m
Total costs: -£25.74m

Monetised impacts:

These monetised impacts, and their calculations are
explained in more detail in the section below.

Costs:

- Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale
value for asset owners

- Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners

- Administration costs to local authorities

- Asset maintenance costs

- Tribunal costs

Benefits:

- Employment benefits
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- Volunteering uptake

Non- Non-monetised impacts: Positive
monetised o -
. - Welfare and wellbeing improvements within local
impacts communities
- Protections from asset stripping

Any The preferred option presents significant distributional impacts | Positive
significant or where powers are given to local communities to take
adverse ownership and control over assets with significant social

L . value. This can help reduce inequalities, particularly in
distributional | yisadvantaged areas where increasing community ownership
impacts? over ACVs is expected to enable the realisation of these

positive social impacts and drive local economic growth where
in the counterfactual a large proportion of the benefits are to
individual asset owners. Under the preferred scenario, it is
assumed the social and economic benefits should be
enhanced and shared more equally among residents, where
community groups are motivated in the interests of local
communities rather than profit maximisation, and lead to
quality of life and social wellbeing improvements. This is
supported by research from Power to Change in conjunction
with MHCLG, which discussed the potential for community

ownership to increase "economic growth, local economic

resilience and general wellbeing”.%?

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of
overall
business
impact

The preferred option empowers community group with the
Right of First Refusal, preventing asset owners from selling on
the open market. The settled price for asset sale to
community groups may potentially be lower than in the
counterfactual but the central scenario assumes on average
the value provided through independent assessment will be
equal to the counterfactual.

Where there is a further delay in sales which becomes
unavoidable due to the Right of First Refusal, businesses may
lose out on potential revenue where the release of funding
earlier could be invested elsewhere.

Monetised
impacts

Business NPV: -£9.03m

The total value reflects the opportunity cost of lost revenue for
asset owners. Under the central scenario we assume there is
no disparity between the fair price and a counterfactual sale

62 Assets-Report-DIGITAL-1.pdf

171


https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Assets-Report-DIGITAL-1.pdf

value. This is because the independent assessment will
successfully value assets at market value (as intended) and
that this would be the price asset owners would receive in the
counterfactual. This is explained in more detail in the section
below

Non- No non-monetised impacts on businesses. Neutral
monetised
impacts
Any Although it is possible that asset owners running smaller Neutral
significant or operations with less access to credit may see a higher impact
from greater delays in sales, it is expected that this will be
adverse d y P
L . counteracted for the most part by support available through
distributional | ;ompensation schemes.
impacts?
(3) Expected impacts on households
Description of | Anincrease in the community ownership of assets is Positive
overall expected to drive employment within local communities and
household the uptake of volunteering opportunities. This is anticipated to
) yield productivity and welfare benefits to local economies.
impact
Monetised Household NPV: £20.92m Positive
impacts Employment benefit - £13.44m Based on likely
Volunteering uptake - £7.48m el
Non- Protections against asset stripping will benefit local Positive
monetised community welfare, as fewer assets of value to local
imoacts communities will be repurposed or stripped down and can
P continue to function to the benefit of local people.
The welfare benefits provided from assets of community value
will be protected and bolstered under community ownership.
These may include amenity value, an improved built
environment in local areas and increased community
cohesion.
Any As mentioned within the expected impacts on welfare, positive | Positive
significant or distributional impacts of the preferred option should help
adverse reduce inequalities and bolster local economic growth
L . especially in disadvantaged areas, assisting in the realisation
distributional | ot positive social impacts to the benefit of the individuals and
impacts? households residing within these communities.
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Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities

Category Description of impact Directional
rating
Business Costs to the business environment are not anticipated but
environment: there may be minimal costs where the preferred option
introduces additional restrictions on the sale of buildings
Does the measure impact |and land that fall in the scope of the policy. The intention,
on the ease of doing however, is to ensure that such buildings or land are
business in the UK? adopted for a positive use that benefits the community.
Greater levels of regulation under the preferred option
. i . : Neutral
may imply very minimal negative effects to attracting
foreign investment, again only regarding assets within the
scope of the policy.
Since businesses and assets outside the scope of the
policy would not be affected under the preferred option,
the majority of impacts should be observed on a local
level.
International This policy is not expected to have any impact on
Considerations: international trade and investment.
Does the measure Neutral
support international
trade and investment?
Natural capital and This policy is not expected to have any impact on natural
Decarbonisation: capital and decarbonisation.
Does the measure Neutral

support commitments to
improve the environment
and decarbonise?
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8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

The outline monitoring and evaluation plan will include proposals to secure data of the
following types on an annual basis:

e The availability of local authority Registers of Assets of Community Value, their status
(whether they are up to date) and accessibility (are they online or hardcopy available
in Councils) at the time the intervention comes into effect.

e The number and type of assets of community value listed since Community Right to
Buy is introduced.

e The number and type of assets of community value which are purchased by
communities (or consortia of community and partner organisations) as a result of the
Community Right to Buy.

e The number of Assets Owners who have sought compensation and details of the
location and type of asset linked to the compensation.

A more detailed monitoring and evaluation strategy will be developed as details of the
proposed Community Right to Buy and its associated strands become further developed. The
Government will also consider whether a Post Implementation Review (PIR) is needed and
the form this may take.

174



9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

The Government will issue statutory guidance for local authorities, which will outline the
process of Community Right to Buy and the interactions between community groups and
asset owners. Each local authority will receive a new burdens payment, a portion of which
will be to compensate for the new administrative burden of Community Right to Buy.

The Government will also provide guidance for community groups and asset owners to
ensure the process is clear and easy-to-follow. Community Right to Buy will include a
compensation scheme to compensate asset owners for costs or expenses incurred due to
the delay to sale caused by the moratorium period, as well as for legal costs of a successful
appeal to the first-tier tribunal. Community groups will also be entitled to claim compensation
to cover the legal costs of a successful appeal to the first-tier tribunal. This will help to absorb
the costs of successful appeals to the first-tier tribunal but also act as a deterrent for
illegitimate or frivolous appeals.
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year: 2025

PV base year: 2025
This table may be 1. Business 3. Preferred way forward
reformatted provided the as usual (if not do-minimum)

side-by-side comparison of

baseli
options is retained (baseline)
Net present social NPSV: -£4.82m
value
(with brief description, Net costs: -£25.74m
including ranges, of 3
individual costs and benefits) Local authorities: -£16.23m

- Administrative costs: -£13.47m
- Valuations: -£0.33m

- Asset maintenance costs: -£0.39m
- Legal costs: -£2.04m

Central government:
- Tribunal costs: -£0.49m
Asset owners: -£9.03m

- Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value: -£0
- Opportunity cost of lost revenue: -£9.03
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Net benefits: £20.92m
Households: £20.92m

- Employment benefit: £7.48m
- Volunteering uplift: £13.44m

Public sector financial
costs (with brief
description, including
ranges)

Local authorities: -£16.23m

Administrative costs: -£13.47m
Valuations: -£0.33m

- Asset maintenance costs: -£0.39m
- Legal costs: -£2.04m

Central government: -£0.49m
- Tribunal costs: -£0.49m

Total public sector financial costs: -£16.72m

Significant un-
quantified benefits

and costs (description,
with scale where possible)

Welfare benefit — Where the Community Right to Buy seeks to bring more assets of community value into
community ownership, there is likely to be a benefit to the wellbeing of local people, as assets that bring value to
communities are protected and continue to provide community-driven services.

Protection from asset stripping — The Right of First Refusal will allow community groups the opportunity to
purchase assets ahead of opportunistic developers who may strip down or repurpose assets that would have
previously provided value to communities.

Key risks
(and risk costs, and optimism
bias, where relevant)

Key risks surround assumption made around the uplift in asset purchases and tribunal hearings. This is
described in more detail under the 'Risks and Assumptions’ heading below.

Results of sensitivity
analysis

NPV projections under scenario testing are listed below. More detail is available in sections below.

Costs:
Local Authorities Central Government Asset Owners Total
Lower -£16.03m -£0.49m -£9.03m -£25.55m
Central -£16.23m -£0.49m -£9.03m -£25.74m
Higher -£29.48m -£0.49m -£15.67m -£45.65m

177




Benefits (households):

Total

Lower: £13.44m
Central £20.92m
Higher: £36.53m

Net present value:

NPV:

Lower: -£32.21m
Central: -£4.82m
Higher: £6.99m
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Evidence base

Problem under consideration, with business as usual, and rationale for intervention

As outlined within the strategic case, the Government has previously committed to introducing
a Community Right to Buy in the King’s Speech in July 2024. The current Community Right
to Bid provides community groups with the ability to nominate a building or land to be listed
as an Asset of Community Value (ACV), and trigger a six month moratorium if the owner puts
it up for sale to build funding and develop a business case to bid for the asset. The current
Right to Bid has been widely criticized by community organisations as being ineffective in
bringing ACVs into community ownership. Specific criticisms include:

e 1In 2015 The CLG Select committee heard from several witnesses that the six-month
moratorium period is not sufficient to put together an offer, especially for communities
that need to develop the necessary skills and contacts to form a bid and find funding.

e Thereis alack of guarantee that the available mechanisms would lead to a successful
purchase, even in scenarios where community groups were willing and able to deliver
on funding as they could be overlooked in favour of another bidder.

e The definition of an ACV is too narrow, limiting the scope of assets that can be
registered as ACVs. This opens up the potential for certain assets that have
historically proven to be of social value and economic benefit to local communities to
be overlooked.

e Community groups do not have access to the appeals process to contest authorities’
decisions not to list their nominated assets which could lead to a lack of accountability
over local decision making.

In line with Government objectives to grow local economies, community ownership can
ensure the protection of assets against being repurposed under a profit motive and enable
community groups to operate facilities in a way that maximises their potential for delivering
social welfare. Asset owners may not consider the best interests of the community when
selling their land or building, which in the long term may lead to an irreversible loss of valued
community spaces which could have adverse effects on the vitality of high streets and town
centres across the country.

Government intervention is best placed to deal with this market failure, where evidence
indicates merit goods with positive social impacts are being underdelivered in the
counterfactual. Without action, private business may push assets of social value out of
communities, resulting in an opportunity cost where the potential for increased community
cohesion, improvements to the built environment and amenity values are not realised and,
more generally, publicly enjoyed spaces that provide value to communities become more
scarce as opposed to more abundant.

Policy objective

The intended outcome of the Community Right to Buy is to improve the uptake of the policy
where in the ‘do nothing’ option, the currently operating Right to Bid does not offer sufficient
powers or guarantees to enable community groups to preserve assets that yield significant
value to local economies and social welfare. The introduction of a 12-month moratorium
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period and the Right of First Refusal in the preferred option aims to give communities real
power to identify land or buildings important to them and the local economy and protect them
for future use where there are no guarantees in the counterfactual.

This policy aims to reduce the number of vacant and underused spaces for an efficient use
of public spaces and support the creation of more vibrant high streets and town centres which
can bolster local economies, providing communal areas and employment and volunteering
opportunities.

New rights and powers given to local organisations will lead to an increase in local assets
listed as ACVs, protecting them against being repurposed or asset stripping. This will be
measured through collating local ACV data, which also serves to tackle the imperfect
information observed through evidence in the counterfactual and enable assets providing
communities with value to be identified and protected by community groups.

Description of options considered

As outlined within Section 5 and 6 above, the options considered are the ‘do nothing’ option
and the preferred option, Option 4.

The ‘do nothing’ option is modelled as the counterfactual to show the relative impacts of the
proposed intervention. The net present value of this option is set at zero, where continuing
as usual would yield no additional costs or benefits.

Option 4 is monetised in terms of the relative costs and benefits compared to the currently
operating Community Right to Bid.

Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

As discussed within Section 4, the preferred option outlines amending current legislation to
introduce a ‘Right of First Refusal’ on the sale of assets and extending the moratorium period
to build funding from 6 months to 12, with a break section after the initial 6 months for review.
When an asset of community value is listed for sale, community groups will have the right to
purchase the asset at a negotiated or a ‘fair price’ determined through independent
assessment.

The extension to a 12-month moratorium gives community groups more time to raise required
funds for the sale. If, at the six-month mark, the community group cannot demonstrate
sufficient progress in pursuing the sale, asset owners can request that the local authority
dismisses the sale. This approach best balances the interests of asset owners and
community groups, providing additional time for community groups whilst protecting asset
owners from unnecessary delays caused by speculative buyers. This approach also best
addresses concerns raised by community stakeholders and fulfils the Government’s
commitment to introducing a strong Right to Buy to empower communities.

In this option, amendments will be made to Community Right to Bid legislation in the Localism
Act 2011 via the English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act. This includes
amending the definition of an Asset of Community Value, extending the moratorium period
from six to 12 months and expanding the Right of Appeal to community groups. The Act will
also introduce an independent valuation process, a Right of First Refusal and statutory
guidance.
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Once the legislation comes into effect, local authorities will implement Community Right to
Buy at a local government level, supported by a New Burdens payment and the statutory
guidance provided by Government. Local authorities will be responsible for:

e Listing assets in accordance with the new definition

e Triggering the 12-month moratorium period

e Conducting at review at 6 months if requested by asset owners

e Overseeing price negotiations between asset owners and community groups
e Paying compensation to asset owners if there is a legal case

The First-Tier Tribunal service will be responsible for addressing additional appeals from
community groups, who will have the right to challenge a local authority’s decision to not list
an asset as an Asset of Community Value.

The independent valuation will be carried out by a valuation officer appointed by HMRC,
should negotiation between the two parties fail.. The valuer shall use standard valuation
practice in line with RICS guidance. The “market value” of land must take into account the
value it would have on the open market as between a seller and a buyer both of whom are
willing.

NPSV: monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each shortlist option
(including administrative burden)

As per the Green Book, all future monetised impacts are deflated to 2025 prices, using HMT’s
projections of the UK GDP Deflator. Future impacts are also discounted at an annual rate of
3.5%, as per the Green Book’s Social Discount Rate. Discounted and deflated impacts are
referred to as being net present value (NPV).

Monetised costs and benefits

Costs

- Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value for asset owners: where
asset owners are obligated to sell to community groups upon the activation of the Right
of First Refusal, they could potentially lose out on a greater sale value on the open
market.

- Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners: greater delays to sales through the
extended moratorium period delay the release of funds to asset owners that could
yield dividends through investment elsewhere.

- Familiarisation & Administration costs: costs to local authorities involving assessing
listing requests, internal review of appeals, and recording intentions of sale and
publicising a list of ACVs on a local level.

- Asset maintenance cost: longer delay in sales from the extended moratorium period
implies an extension to asset maintenance burdens for asset owners. This cost is
taken on by local authorities in the form of compensation payments.

Tribunal costs: A greater quantity of annual tribunal hearings driven by increases in listings
and economic actors as well as appeals against a more involved process with longer delays
in sales and sale obligations for asset owners.
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Monetised cost values under the central scenario are displayed below.

Discounted Costs

Affected group Description NPV
Asset owners Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value -
Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners -£9.03
| Familiarisation & Administration costs -£13.47
Local authorities Valuations -£0.33
Legal costs -£2.04
Local authorities / Asset maintenance cost -£0.39
Central Government
Central Government | Tribunal costs -£0.49

Total Discounted Costs

Asset owners -£9.03
Local authorities -£16.23
Central government -£0.49
Total -£25.74

Benefits

- Employment benefits: an uplift in community owned assets should provide more local
employment opportunities at the benefit of local economies and household income

- Volunteering uptake: an uplift in community owned assets should provide more
volunteering opportunities

Monetised benefit values under the central scenario are displayed below.

Discounted Benefits

Affected group

Description NPV (Em)

Households Employment benefits £7.48
Households Volunteering uptake £13.44
Total £20.92

Sensitivity analysis:

There is a level of uncertainty to some of the costs and benefits associated with this policy.
Lower / higher scenarios have been produced for costs and benefits based on possible
disparities from the expected central scenario. The results of the scenario testing are

outlined below:
Costs:

Local Authorities:
Lower: -£16.03m
Central: -£16.23m
Higher: -£29.48m

Central Government:
Lower: -£0.49m
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Central: -£0.49m
Higher: -£0.49m

Asset Owners:
Lower: -£9.03m
Central: -£9.03m
Higher: -£15.67m

Total

Lower: -£25.55m

Central: -£25.74m
Higher: -£45.65m

There is a significant difference in the central and higher estimates within local authorities.
This is mainly driven by a difference in administrative costs where the higher scenario
challenges the wage cost assumption. The central scenario assumes average local
authority employees to be earning equivalent to civil service SEO pay rates where the
higher scenario uses Grade 7 rates. This impact assessment believes the higher scenario
to be less likely, as in reality the burden of familiarisation and administration costs are more
likely to be taken on within a team and therefore SEO grade is more likely to represent the
average pay grade.

Scenarios are also included for the asset maintenance cost where the higher figure
represents a scenario where all compensation claims are successful as opposed to the 4 in
9 figure influenced through evidence. This impact assessment considers this an unlikely
scenario, which would bear minimal extra costs nevertheless.

Asset owners may see higher costs where in the higher scenario, a disparity between the
fair price from independent assessment and the sale value in the counterfactual is
assumed. In this scenario, an average disparity of 5% is assumed, which would in turn cost
asset owners an additional £6.65m over 10 years. This impact assessment considers this
scenario less likely under the assumption that independent assessment is able to arrive at a
fair price that matches the market value of the asset.

Benefits (households):

Total

Lower: £15.75m
Central £24.44m
Higher: £42.81m

Since the assumptions driving the benefit figure are relatively conservative, this impact
assessment does not anticipate a scenario where benefits are lower than in the central
scenario. It is however possible that the expected employment benefit may be significantly
larger than anticipated, contingent on wage rates. The central scenario conservatively
estimates the average additional employee at ACVs to yield benefits equivalent to the
National Living Wage. The higher figure presents a scenario where employees yield greater
benefits based on Gross Value Added (GVA) data within the wholesale, retail,
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accommodation and food service activities industries.

NPV:

Lower: -£32.20m
Central: -£4.82m
Higher: £6.99m

Non-monetised costs and benefits:

Analysis of the preferred option does not suggest any non-monetised costs but there are
significant non-monetised benefits to consider including:

- Protections from asset stripping: powers given to community groups to guarantee
purchases, protect assets of community value from being stripped down or
repurposed, retaining the monetary and social value of these assets.

Welfare benefits: Where community groups are more likely to be focused on providing
community driven services, higher levels of community ownership can drive a variety of
welfare benefits such as increased amenity value, an improved built environment in local
areas and higher levels of community cohesion.

Costs and benefits to business calculations

Costs

This impact assessment does not foresee any benefits, monetised or non-monetised, to
businesses. Monetised costs are outlined below.

Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value

The preferred option suggests that where asset owners and community groups are unable to
negotiate a price for any given asset, an independent assessment will determine the sale
price. There is the possibility that this given price may be lower than a price determined in
the counterfactual, where asset owners sell on the open market and imperfect information
can impact prices.

Within the central estimate, a disparity between the value procured during independent
assessment is not expected and therefore no cost is applied. This is under the assumptions
that independent assessment works as intended and the sale value under these scenarios
represents a fair market value as well as assuming that offers on the open market would not
significantly exceed the market value of the asset. Independent assessment valuation will be
conducted using the framework of the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors.%3

This impact assessment does however consider a higher cost scenario where an average
disparity in the fair price and sale value is assumed in the counterfactual to be 5% of the
asset value (a somewhat arbitrary assumption). The Right to Bid impact assessment from
2011 describes data from the Scottish Land Fund Programme and the Growing Community

63 valuation-and-sale-price-march-2019-rics.pdf
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Assets Programme which awarded grants to community groups to assist in purchasing assets
of community value. The range of average asset values across these two schemes suggests
values between £100,000 and £310,000 per project. A conservative estimate of £300,000
per project is then taken into the cost estimations, which when uplifted to 2025 prices using
the GDP deflator, represents an average value of approximately £430,000.

The anticipated quantity of successful applications for the preferred option is then calculated
using Plunkett data on assets of community value. The average quantity of applications
submitted to purchase these assets is taken between 2017 and 2023, as data in other years
is scarce. This provides a rounded figure of 483 applications per year on average. To estimate
the increase in assets purchased under the preferred option, the difference between
successful purchases under the current Right to Bid and perceived successful purchases in
the future is then calculated. Plunkett data suggests that 15 out of every 1000 applications
become community owned, a success rate of 1.5%. In Scotland, Plunkett suggests that of
268 applications, Right to Buy was triggered on 24 assets, a convergence rate of 9.0%°54.
Although the Scottish Right to Buy is not identical to the preferred option, most notably due
to the absence of the Right of First Refusal, this success rate is used as a proxy for what the
preferred option may look like in practice given the lack of alternative data.

The upliftin successful applications is estimated by taking the difference between the success
rates of applications under the current Community Right to Bid in England and the Right to
Buy in Scotland, where the latter represents a proxy for the preferred option. For the current
Right to Bid, a 1.5% success rate on 483 average annual applications suggests 7 successfully
purchased assets of community value per year. When the Scotland success rate of 9% is
applied to the assumed 483 applications in England, this figure becomes 43 successful
applications per year, implying an additional 36 successful applications under the preferred
option.

For costing the disparity in the price determined by independent assessment and the
counterfactual sale value, a margin of loss of 0% is assumed in the central scenario, meaning
the overall cost will be nothing. Where a margin of loss of 5% is assumed, as in the higher
scenario and applied to the asset value of £430,000, the average asset owner is understood
to bear a cost of approximately £21,000 on their properties relative to the counterfactual.
When applied to the additional 36 assets purchased under the preferred option, the total cost
becomes £772,112 for the higher cost scenario.

Opportunity cost

Given the preferred option will inflict a greater delay in sales to asset owners, an opportunity
cost is anticipated where businesses could invest the funds elsewhere for profit in the
counterfactual, without having to wait for the longer sales process to go through.

There is a lack of data to understand this cost perfectly, as there is no evidence for what
asset owners would have used this funding for upon receiving it six months earlier than under
the preferred option. This impact assessment understands the best estimation of this cost to
be the equivalent cost of borrowing the full value of the funding that asset owners would have
received without delay under the counterfactual. This cost is modelled over the full 12-month
moratorium period relative to 0 months in the counterfactual as the Right of First Refusal does

64 https://plunkett.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/Plunkett-UK-Community-Right-to-Buy.pdf
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not exist within the Community Right to Bid. The assumption is therefore made that in the
counterfactual, since sales to community groups are not mandatory, asset owners either
consider the cost of delay worthwhile or do not bear a significant cost from this delay. The
assumption is also made that the full 12-month moratorium period will be used in the majority
of purchases, given the rationale that the 6 month moratorium under the Right to Bid was
often not enough for community groups to build funding. Although there may be instances
where community groups do not need to use the full 12-month period, there is no evidence
to support this and therefore the full 12 months provides a conservative estimate on the cost
of delays on sales.

Data from the Bank of England’s Decision Maker Panel (DMP) suggests the most recent
borrowing rate for businesses (November 2024 to January 2025) was 6.8%.%5 The
assumption is made that on average over the 10-year costing period this value will remain
relatively stable. Forecasts from the OBR suggest that bank rates, of which the borrowing
cost is largely derivative, will decrease by approximately 3.9% per annum between 2025 and
2029. Given this, costs can be estimated under the assumption that a 6.8% average
borrowing cost over 10 years is a relatively conservative estimate. Using the approximate
average asset value of £430,000, the average cost to businesses of borrowing their asset
value for investment over the 12-month moratorium period while funding is still being
delivered is approximately £29,000. Across the additional 36 successful asset purchases
each year, this value comes to a total of £1.05m. Given the lack of evidence to understand
the timings of purchases under the preferred option, and the decision making of asset owners
in the counterfactual - this impact assessment understands this to be a reasonable proxy
estimate. This is also a conservative cost estimate given the assumptions that all asset
owners would seek to immediately invest their funds upon sale and that all purchases will
require the full length of the additional six months of the adjusted moratorium period.

Total net direct costs to businesses:

The Equivalent Annual Net Direct Cost to Business (EANDCB) is an estimate of the average
annual net direct costs to business in each year that the measure is in force. It is calculated
as the present value (PV) of the net direct cost to business divided by the sum of the discount
factors appropriate for the length of time the measure is in force (10 years).

The opportunity cost for asset owners as a result in an increased delay in sales is estimated
at -£10.49m before discounting. After discounting, the total present value of this cost is
estimated at -£8.6m

The EANDCB is therefore estimated as -£0.86m (2025 prices, 2025 present value (PV))
which is the expected cost to asset owners from this policy change over the ten-year period.

This impact assessment does not foresee any non-monetised costs to businesses.

65 https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/agents-summary/2024/2024-q1/latest-results-from-the-decision-maker-
panel-survey-2024-
q1#:~:text=0n%20average%2C%20firms%20report%20that,at%20the%20start%200f%202024 .
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Impact on small and micro businesses

Under the current Right to Bid, if an asset is being sold together with a business carried out
on the land (normally involving separate payment for the business as a going concern, for
example the value of equipment and stock), it is exempt from the policy. This exemption is
expected to be retained under the new Right to Bid, and the impact on small and micro
businesses to therefore be limited.

If an asset is not being sold together with a business, the delay in sales may incur an
opportunity cost whereby an earlier release of funding could be invested elsewhere to draw
dividends. The opportunity cost caused by this delay is monetised using the cost of borrowing
from the DMP.

Based on business population estimates from the Department for Business and Trade, using
the wholesale and retail trade industry division as a proxy, this impact assessment estimates
that approximately 28% of costs will be borne by Small and Micro businesses. This is based
on the percentage of industry turnover, where it is assumed that this is proportional to
business asset ownership.®® There is a possibility that smaller businesses may be
disproportionately impacted due to their relatively limited access to credit, however due to a
lack of data availability, it is not possible to quantify this differential. On the other hand smaller
businesses may be more likely to be sold with the assets, rather than the assets sold
separately, so their costs may be lower. Overall, these small effects are likely to cancel out,
and therefore Small and Micro businesses are unlikely to face disproportionate costs.

The way these costs have been calculated relies significantly on proxy figures, such as asset
values for opportunity costs. In the absence of more granular data, it is difficult to understand
the differential for small and micro businesses, however this impact assessment believes the
proxy measures in place are reasonable based on evidence and most significantly — that the
monetary impacts will be proportional to values where an average estimate is used. It is also
understood that costs should be proportionate to business size and turnover and therefore it
is assumed that any estimated costs would not put undue burdens on small and micro
businesses. Furthermore, the central scenario estimates an overall net value of £0 for the
opportunity cost of a delay in sales where it is assumed that independent assessment will
arrive at a value equivalent to the market price on an open market this assumption is expected
to hold equally true regardless of the size of businesses.

However, the policy could have a positive impact on micro, small and medium businesses
surrounding a listed ACV. If a vacant property is brought back into use or property is
revitalised through the policy, this may help to maintain or increase footfall for surrounding
businesses and contribute to the overall vibrancy of a high street or town centre. In this
instance, the Right to Buy policy, which will help to strengthen protections for valued assets,
will be more effective. This could create additional business and therefore contribute to the
protection of surrounding businesses.

Costs and benefits to households’ calculations

Benefits

66 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/business-population-estimates-2024
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This impact assessment does not anticipate any costs, either monetised or non-monetised to
households. Monetised benefits are outlined below.

Employment benefits

Community organisations will aim to use their assets for the benefit of the community, and
not under a profit-maximising approach as a private business would do. If businesses have
some amount of monopolistic or monopsonic power they would choose a lower than socially
optimum output to maximise profits — which is plausible as community assets are likely to be
rarer. Where positive externalities come from the services delivered from the community
assets private firms will underproduce these. Capturing the benefit from this focus on socially
optimum output is difficult, but could be proxied by the increase in output from the use of
community assets under community ownership over private businesses.

This can be estimated through the productivity associated with higher employment under
community ownership. Evidence from a Power to Change report from 2019 analysing the
economic outcomes from community ownership of assets suggests that over 6,325 assets,
community ownership contributed to an additional 7,000 FTE jobs.%” This implies that on
average, assets in community ownership on average hire an additional 1.1 FTE employees
relative to business owned assets. Measures to increase the rate of community ownership of
assets therefore should seek to benefit from an increase in local employment. This can be
measured in terms of an increase in household income per year.

In October 2024 the Government announced the National Minimum Wage rate for those 21
and over would increase to £12.21. Given the lack of data on staff pay for assets of community
value, this is employed as a conservative estimate to calculate the overall benefit to
household income. Assuming that each employee works an average of 36 hours per week,
this represents an annual wage of £22,900.

The report from Power to Change notes difficulties in measuring the additionality of any
benefits attributed to an increase in employment. In the absence of further evidence, it is
difficult to understand the extent to which these benefits would not be realised in the
counterfactual. The assumption of an additional 1.1 FTE employees relative to business
owned assets takes additionality into account, applying a standard level of additionality taken
from the Department for Business Innovation and Skills of 51%, based on observed benefits
from 'regeneration through physical infrastructure’.

Taking this wage value and applying it to the additional 1.1 FTE employees over 36 additional
assets owned under the preferred option provides an approximate estimate of £1.74m per
year in additional household income. This impact assessment then applies a further
adjustment to capture the possibility that this increase in employment is displacing people out
of other jobs. A further 50% additionality adjustment is then made to this figure to capture any
possible displacement effects, meaning overall additionality for employment benefits is
estimated at approximately 25%. This final adjustment provides a figure of £870,000 per year,
for a total discounted net present value of £5.5m over the 10-year appraisal period.

Given the difficulty to measure additionality in this instance, capturing the benefit of increased
employment becomes difficult and the overall discounted value of £5.5m is likely to be a very

87 https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Assets-Report-DIGITAL-1.pdf
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conservative estimate, however this impact assessment assumes that the benefits of
increased local employment are realised under community ownership given these groups will
operate in the interests of local communities and people rather than to maximise profit for
themselves, under which conditions employment is likely to be minimised for efficiency. The
table below aims to understand the impact this additionality assumption has on the estimation

of this benefit, and how this impacts the overall BCR for the Community Right to Buy.

Combined employment additionality assumption (over the 51% in original analysis)

Additionality Benefit BCR Impact on BCR relative to central
0% 0 0.52 -0.29
25% £434,572.45 0.67 -0.15
50% £869,144.89 0.81 0.00
75% £1,303,717.34 0.96 0.15
100% £1,738,289.78 1.10 0.29
Volunteering

Similar to the additional employment, community owned assets are also more likely to utilise
volunteers in their operations. Evidence from a Power to Change report into the economic
outcomes of assets in community ownership suggests that over 6,325 assets, there is a net
additional benefit of 151,000 volunteer hours.

The productivity benefit to local economies as a result of this increased volunteering relies
on Gross Value Added data from the ONS®8, For the estimation, the assumption is made
that the GVA per hour in the wholesale, retail, accommodation and food service activities
industry serves as a reasonable representation for the type of volunteer jobs available within
community owned assets. This is partially informed through evidence within the
aforementioned report from Power to Change, which details a survey on the most common
asset types in community ownership.

68 https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/productivitymeasures/datasets/outputperh
ourworkeduk
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Figure 3: Types of asset in community ownership
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The GVA per hour for wholesale, retail, accommodation and food service activities jobs in
2023 comes to £28.69 per hour, which is uplifted to 2025 and onwards using the average
annual increase from 1997 to 2023, approximately 3.15%.

These figures can then be applied to the average additional volunteer hours worked per week,
per asset, which are calculated using evidence from the Power to Change report, where
151,000 volunteer hours over 6,325 assets suggest an average of 23.87 weekly hours worked
per asset by volunteers. The weekly hours worked, applied to the GVA per hour figure,
adjusted to a yearly rate and annual increases in GVA per hour of 3.15% gives a 10-year
benefit of £15.75m.

Non-monetised benefits

Despite the negative monetised Net Present Social Value (NPSV) for this policy, there are
non-monetised benefits that will have significant positive impacts.

Welfare benefit

Quality of life benefits are anticipated where more assets are purchased for community
ownership under the preferred option in relation to a greater focus on providing community-
driven services and places of value to local communities as community groups will manage
assets with a focus on wider social benefits. Perceived non-monetised benefits could include
increased amenity value, an improved built environment in local areas and higher levels of
community cohesion. Although these benefits cannot be monetised due to a lack of
quantitative data, these should be considered significant benefits aligned with Government
priorities to deliver strong local communities and regenerate town centres.
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Protections from asset stripping

Bringing a greater quantity of assets into community ownership should also function to protect
against facility closures brought on by instances of asset stripping. Under the preferred
option, greater powers will be given to community groups to purchase assets that bring
benefits to local communities ahead of speculative developers who may be inclined to
repurpose these assets. This ensures the longevity and vitality of assets important to local
people.

Business environment

Impacts to the business environment are expected to be minimal given the scope of the
policy. Any implications are set out in Section 7.

Trade implications

This impact assessment does not expect any trade implications to arise from the preferred
option.
Environment: Natural capital impact and decarbonisation

This impact assessment does not expect any impacts on natural capital or decarbonisation
from the preferred option.

Other wider impacts (consider the impacts of your proposals)

N/A
Costs to local authorities

Administrative costs

The preferred option implies additional administrative costs to local authorities where an
increase in requests and therefore appeals, requires additional time spend towards
assessment and internal review.

This cost is measured in terms of the total cost relative under the preferred option relative to
the total cost under the ‘do nothing’ scenario. In the ‘do nothing’ scenario, total costs are
calculated as a matter of the time cost to local authority officers, multiplied by wage costs to
receive a figure per authority, finally multiplied by the quantity of local authorities affected.

Time costs under the ‘do nothing’ option are estimated below based on costs described under
the Right to Bid impact assessment from 2011, where the time required for each action is
assumed to be unchanged within this option.

Initial setup time for list of ACVs — 7 FTE days (annually, year 1 only)

Assessing requests for assets to be listed as ACVs — 1.5 FTE days (monthly, recurring)
Internal review of appeals — 1.5 FTE days (annually, recurring)

Publicising list — 4 FTE days (annually, recurring)

Recording intentions of sale — 1.5 FTE days (monthly, recurring)
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Total time excluding one-off setup cost: 41.5 FTE days per year

This impact assessment does not anticipate the setup time for the listing of ACVs on a local
level to have changed, or for the time spent publicising the list and recording intentions of
sale to be any different under the preferred option. However, given the anticipated increase
in uptake of the programme, and the following increase in appeals, local authorities are
expected to spend a greater amount of time towards these aspects. Assumptions for local
authority officer time spend under the preferred option are adjusted as follows: .

Initial setup time for list of ACVs — 7 FTE days (annually, year 1 only)

Assessing requests for assets to be listed as ACVs — 3 FTE days (monthly, recurring)
Internal review of appeals — 6.4 FTE days (annually, recurring)

Publicising list — 4 FTE days (annually, recurring)

Recording intentions of sale — 1.5 FTE days (monthly, recurring)

Total time excluding one-off setup cost: 64.4 FTE days per year

The assumption is made that time spent assessing requests for assets to be listed as ACVs
will double given a lack of precise evidence on the expected uplift in applications for listing.
This impact assessment understands this to be a reasonable figure given that, under
proportionality, it assumes the Right to Buy will double the quantity of applications on the
basis of greater public knowledge of the policy and higher levels of optimism in securing ACV
status upon the introduction of a Right of First Refusal and an extended moratorium. In other
costs and benefits, the assumption is made that asset purchases will increase just over 5
times relative to the ‘do nothing’ option, however this is likely to largely be due to the
increased likelihood of purchase having submitted a request, as opposed to an uplift in
requests and therefore 2 times should represent a relatively reasonable, conservative
estimate.

Furthermore, this impact assessment believes the time spent on reviewing appeals will
increase directly proportional to the increase in appeals under the preferred option. Where
1.5 FTE days represents the time cost given 7 successful appeals, given an additional 30
appeals, the time cost will therefore be approximately 4.3 times as much, where this is directly
proportional to the increase in appeals from 7 to 30. This also implies the assumption that the
quantity of successful appeals will remain as proportional to the total number of appeals under
the preferred option, as the 1.5 FTE days under the ‘do nothing’ option also considers time
spent assessing unsuccessful appeals.

As well as this, local authorities will also bear costs related to call off contracts for valuations.

Evidence provided by the Scottish Government suggests that over 36 local authorities in
Scotland, the cost was approximately £4,000 for the single valuation received in the previous
year. Once uplifted to 2025 prices, and adjusted for the quantity expected under 296 local
authorities in England, proportional to the quantity in Scotland, this figure becomes £37,900
per year.

Asset maintenance costs
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Under the preferred option, the extension of the moratorium period from six to 12 month
results in an additional delay to sales, thereby increasing the maintenance costs for the
upkeep of assets over a longer duration relative to the counterfactual. This cost is transferred
to local authorities under the compensation scheme, where authorities will make payments
to asset owners to assist in handling these additional costs.

According to the Community Right to Bid impact assessment in 2011, the average
maintenance cost for asset owners is estimated to be approximately £2,000. %°This figure is
adjusted to 2025 prices using the GDP deflator, giving an updated value of £2,860. To
estimate the expected number of successful compensation claims, reference is made to the
Community Right to Bid impact assessment, which makes the assumption that two in every
nine asset purchases result in successful compensation claims under the Community Right
to Bid. Where the delay in sales is doubled under the preferred option, it follows that the
quantity of success compensation claims will increase proportionally to four in nine.

Given the expectation within this impact assessment that the Right to Buy will deliver an
additional 36 asset purchases per year, a success rate of 4 in every 9 suggests 16 of these
purchases will receive compensation payments for their maintenance costs. At an average
cost of £2,860 per claim, this results in a total estimated financial impact on local authorities
of approximately £45,700 per year. This has been assigned as a cost to local authorities,
although under circumstances where authorities require additional assistance on costs above
£20,000, this cost could be transferred to central government. Given the anticipated average
cost of £2,000, this scenario is unlikely to occur and therefore the full cost is considered as a
cost to local authorities, although the possibility of this occurring as a cost to central
government should be noted.

Legal costs

An increase in legal costs is also anticipated under the preferred option based on data from
the Scottish Government. This data suggests that in Scotland the legal cost of appeals to
local authorities in total, when uplifted to 2025 prices represents a value of approximately
£25,600. Distributed over 36 authorities in Scotland, the cost per authority comes to
approximately £800. The total cost for England is then estimated by applying the per authority
cost over 296 lower tier authorities within England, to arrive at a final estimate of
approximately £237,000.

Costs to central government:

Tribunal costs

An increase in tribunal hearings is to be expected under the preferred option due to policy
changes that will likely lead to a higher number of listings, additional stakeholders and other
new issues that may increase the likelihood for parties to exercise their right to a hearing.
Key factors contributing to this increase are broken down below:

e Additional listings: Given the expected increase in the uptake of the programme
under the preferred option the number of tribunal hearings is likely to be impacted on
a proportionate scale. According to internal evidence, there were seven tribunal
hearings in 2024 under the Community Right to Bid. Consistent with assumptions used

69 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a78baa440f0b63247699b43/2168557 .pdf
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in the estimations of additional administrative costs to local authorities, costs as a
function of additional listings are expected to double, and therefore there would be an
additional 7 hearings based on an increase in listings under the preferred option.

e Community groups gaining the right to appeal: Under the preferred option,
community groups would have the same rights as asset owners in appealing against
decisions to not list an asset as an ACV. In the absence of further evidence, it is
assumed that community groups will have the same propensity in exercising this right
as asset owners, suggesting an increase of seven hearings.

o Asset owners appealing listings: The introduction of the Right of First Refusal under
the preferred option is likely to increase the quantity of asset owners appealing against
decisions to list their assets under ACV status, as they will no longer be able to sell
these assets on the open market. The assumption is made that approximately 1 in 5
asset owners will choose to appeal on this basis. Applying this ratio (20%) to the total
number of asset purchases per year (including both additional purchases and existing
purchases under the current Right to Bid), results in an additional nine hearings (0.2
x 43 asset purchases = 9 hearings).

e Extended moratorium period: The extension of the moratorium period from six to 12
months is expected to contribute to an increase in tribunal hearings, where asset
owners may contest delays in the sales process. The assumption is made that the
increase in hearings as a result of this, will be proportionate to the increase in the
delay. Where the delay in sales doubles from six to 12 months, the seven tribunal
hearings existent in the ‘do nothing’ option are expected to double, implying an
additional 7 hearings due to the extended moratorium and overall more involved
process.

This totals to an additional 30 tribunal hearings (7 + 7 + 9 + 7) on the basis of these factors.
Using the same data as for the tribunal hearings expected under the Community Right to Bid
in 2024, the unit cost for tribunals is estimated at approximately £1,900 (in 2025 prices).
Applying this to the additional hearings under the preferred option suggests an additional cost
of £56,900 per year.

Risks and assumptions

Asset quantity uplift

A majority of the costs and benefits are heavily dependent on an assumption regarding the
quantity of assets that will be purchased under the preferred option relative to the
counterfactual. This impact assessment assumes a figure around 36 assets per year based
on evidence from the Right to Buy in Scotland. There are key differences between the
preferred option and the Right to Buy in Scotland such as the following:

e The Scottish Minister approves applications and central government oversees the
process

e The Scottish government provide grants of up to £1 million via the Scottish Land Fund
to enable communities to purchase assets

This presents a degree of uncertainty around the asset uplift figure, most significantly where
the provision of grants would likely contribute to greater success in funding projects —
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however it is assumed that the extended moratorium under the preferred option should have
a similar effect. The Scottish Right to Buy represents the best available evidence and should
therefore provide a reasonable proxy for the success rates of applications under the preferred
option.

Tribunal costs

A number of assumptions made around the number of additional appeals to tribunals are
based on limited evidence as data is not available. In theory, this figure could vary depending
on the propensity for asset owners and community organisations to appeal based on the
nature of the changes, however, this impact assessments believes this to be a reasonable
estimate given the quantity of tribunals represents a similar proportion to the Right to Bid in
terms of estimated hearings per asset purchase. As well as this, tribunal costs represent a
relatively low proportion of the net present value of total costs, at only 1.1%, where even
significant changes in the expected quantity of appeals would have minimal impact on the
total costs of intervention.
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Final stage impact assessment — Sporting Assets
of Community Value

1. Summary of proposal

Government has made it a priority to devolve more power to local people by giving them a
greater say in the future of their local area. The replacement of the Community Right to Bid
with a strengthened ‘Right to Buy’ Assets of Community Value (ACV) aims to support this
objective by creating a more robust and streamlined pathway to bringing locally cherished
assets into community ownership.

Theoretically, the new ‘Right to Buy’ will also make it easier for communities to own sports
grounds, as they are eligible for regular ACV listing. However, since the introduction of ACV
provisions in 2011, less than 100 of over 6,000 sports grounds currently have under the
framework. The reasons for this are unclear but may reflect a lack of community knowledge
or capacity to make use of the current regime. Regardless, the low uptake leaves grounds at
an ongoing risk of loss or closure to the communities they serve, and more therefore needs
to be done to mitigate against this, recognising the exceptional contribution they make to local
wellbeing, community cohesion, and sporting heritage.

Sports grounds also have certain specific and unique characteristics — more details of which
are outlined below — that require tailored protections to safeguard their future and preserve
them for future generations. To deliver this, we will establish a new type of Asset of
Community Value — the Sporting Asset of Community Value (SACV).

The creation of a new SACV status aims to make it easier for communities to take on the
freehold ownership of local sporting assets and their associated facilities, thereby protecting
them against the risk of loss or closure due to redevelopment. The Government is committed
to delivering housing and empowering communities to protect sports grounds. SACV status
grants communities a choice to activate the right of first refusal and attempt a purchase at a
fair market price if the owner of a sports ground puts it up for sale. This does not block a
sports ground from ever being redeveloped but supports the Government's priority of
strengthening local peoples’ influence over decisions in their area.

The steps to implementing SACV are as follows:

a) facilitate the automatic registration of all sports grounds in England into the SACV
category

b) Indefinitely ascribe protected status to listed assets so long as certain conditions are
met

c) expand the eligible footprint to allow assets that support the functioning of a sports
ground to be indefinitely listed as Assets of Community Value e.g. car parks.
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2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

To date, it is estimated that fewer than 100 of over 6,000 sports grounds in England have
been listed as ACVs. The reasons for the low uptake likely reflect a lack of community
awareness and capacity to enlist grounds as ACVs, or a lack of suitability with regards to the
current ACV legislation. This leaves many grounds at an enhanced risk of loss or closure,
and makes it harder for communities to take ownership of them

Assets that support the daily functioning of sports grounds and without which they may
struggle to operate in the same way —such as car parks and access routes —have also been
vulnerable to loss. For example, in 2016, the owner of Bolton Wanderers Football Club sold
the ground’s adjacent car park to a commercial developer, whilst the owners of Worcester
Warriors sold the Sixways car park for £50,000 to a real estate company. The loss of these
adjacent facilities can pose significant challenges to the operational functionality of a ground.

The creation of a bespoke SACV category in the English Devolution and Community
Empowerment Act that accounts for some of the more specific and unique conditions of
sports grounds is therefore essential. It will help to deliver this Government’s commitment to
enhancing protections for, and increasing community ownership of, cherished community
assets. It will also help to overcome some of the limitations of current ACV legislation in
relation to sports grounds, which include the following:

a) Despite current ACV legislation stating that ‘social interests’ include ‘sporting
interests’, there are examples of local authorities refusing the granting of ACV status
to sporting assets. For example, a Judicial Review recently ruled that Leeds City
Council’s refusal to list a longstanding sports field as an Asset of Community Value
was unlawful. In situations where communities don’t have the resource or knowledge
to contest local authority decisions through judicial review, sporting assets that may
have otherwise been listed are left without protections. To mitigate against this, SACV
amendments will require that all sports grounds in England that provide
accommodation for spectators receive protections through an automatic listing
process.

b) At present, ACVs are automatically delisted after 5 years, at which point the asset
must be re-registered with the local authority.”® This places a continuous burden on
communities who are required to periodically re-submit listing applications, and on LAs
who must consider the renewal of the land. Additionally, this opens the possibility of a
sports ground being automatically delisted and sold for redevelopment without the
moratorium being triggered. Whilst this automatic delisting poses a threat to all types
of ACVs, there are often more severe implications to sports grounds due to the
heightened time sensitivity of playing in competitive leagues. Consequently, if a sports
asset becomes delisted for a short period of time, speculative developers may look to

70 87 (3) “Where land is included in a local authority's list of assets of community value, the entry for that land
is to be removed from the list with effect from the end of the period of 5 years beginning with the date of that
entry”.
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use the opportunity to displace the current tenant with a view to seeking
redevelopment which has previously led to clubs dropping out of their leagues for the
entire year. To ensure that sports grounds are protected for generations to come,
SACVs will be indefinitely listed under the regime so long as certain conditions are
met.

Existing ACV legislation relies on communities being aware of the listing provisions in
the first instance, as well as having the required capacity and knowledge to submit an
application to the LA. Stakeholders have reported having to help over 40 sports clubs
list their assets, which suggests that the current listing process is too complex, or
insufficiently known about. The current process therefore privileges those in areas with
higher levels of social infrastructure and social capital — leaving assets in more
deprived areas at a heightened risk of redevelopment and without a clear path toward
permanent ownership.

Supporting assets such as car parks are often integral to the effective functioning of a
sports ground. These facilities are ineligible for protections under current ACV
legislation, however, due to the requirement that an asset’s principal — or non-ancillary
— use furthers a community’s social well-being or social interests. Resultantly,
supporting assets crucial to the functioning of the ground are often not protected under
regular ACV listings, leaving land being sold and lost to the community. To ensure
supporting assets are protected, the new SACV status will allow supporting facilities
that support the operation of sports grounds to be permanently listed as Assets of
Community Value.
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3. SMART objectives for intervention

The objectives of the Sporting Assets of Community Value intervention are to (a) address the
historically low uptake of sporting assets under the existing Asset of Community Value (ACV)
regime; and (b) protect sporting assets against redevelopment that is misaligned with local
communities’ interests. A desired SACV outcome is therefore a reduction in the risk to
communities, particularly those with lower social capital, losing the grounds that they cherish
but may not have put forward for ACV listing. Additionally, the creation of a new SACV regime
will ensure that communities are able to purchase locally important sporting assets before
speculative developers are given the opportunity to do so, thereby protecting them from loss
from the community. redevelopment. This intervention should increase the number of
sporting assets under community ownership and reduce the number of grounds subject to
speculative takeovers. These objectives align with HMG proposals to devolve more power to
local people by giving them a greater say in the future of their local area.
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4. Description of proposed intervention options and
explanation of the logical change process whereby this

achieves SMART objectives
Preferred way forward (Option 3: Sporting Asset of Community Value)

Our preferred way forward is to create a new Sporting Asset of Community Value status to
run alongside current Asset of Community Value provisions. This option will allow us to
minimise risk and interdependencies with other land use types whilst ensuring tailored
protections can still be introduced that help to conserve sports grounds as key community
assets. Additionally, whilst this option places restrictions on landowners, it will only do so in
circumstances where the community declares an intention to acquire the asset. We think this
provides for a more balanced approach when compared to mandating security of tenure on
all new leases, which would apply blanket restrictions across all sports grounds.

This proposal is also complimentary to the intent of the Football Governance Act as both
measures look to safeguard the heritage of English football. Rather than adding complexity
to the FGB, the separate creation of an SACV status would address a recognised gap in the
upcoming legislation: specifically, protecting sports grounds that are not owned by their clubs.
This is because the FGB only protects grounds that are owned by their clubs, which means
that lower-level and grassroot-level clubs — who are less likely to own their grounds — require
additional protections under an SACV regime.

How the preferred option achieves the SMART objectives

Sporting Assets of Community Value will achieve SMART objectives through automatically
registering all sports grounds with accommodation for spectators and eligible supporting
assets as SACVs. This will increase the number of sporting assets eligible for purchase under
the Community Right to Buy, ensuring that communities have more opportunities to acquire
cherished sporting assets ahead of speculative developers, thereby increase the number of
sporting assets under community ownership. Under the preferred option, assets will also
remain indefinitely listed as SACVs, which will free up capacity in communities who would
otherwise be required to periodically re-submit listing applications, and on LAs who would be
required to consider the renewal of the land.
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5. Summary of long-list and alternatives

Option 1: Mandating that all sports ground leases have security of tenure

Security of tenure refers to a tenant’s statutory right under the Landlord and Tenant Act 1954
to be granted a new lease of their business premises once the current lease expires. Many
leases, however, are ‘contracted out’, which refers to when a tenant’s statutory right to a new
lease is excluded from the agreement. In practice, this means many sports teams who lease
a ground have limited protections from eviction, displacement, or redevelopment due to lease
termination. Therefore, one option we explored was mandating that all sports ground leases
be subject to security of tenure.

Following engagement with the Law Commission, who are conducting a review of the
Landlord and Tenant Act 1954, we decided not to pursue this option. This is because not all
football grounds have a lease in operation, many have licences (which do not provide for
exclusive use and have far fewer protections), and we would be unable to force landlords to
provide a lease where one is not in operation. Moreover, all leases with security of tenure
include a provision which allows the landlord to oppose the renewal of the lease on the basis
they intend to undertake redevelopment. This means that even with security of tenure, sports
clubs would still be at risk of displacement.

Option 2: Enhancing existing ACV protections instead of legislating for a new SACV

Another option we considered was updating the current ACV regime instead of creating a
new SACV, and automatically and indefinitely listing sports grounds as regular ACVs.

Current ACV legislation, however, has certain interdependencies with other land use types.
For example, at present, any building or land use can be nominated as an ACV, so long as
its main use furthers the wellbeing or social interests of the local community. In practice, this
means that the ACV regime encompasses a wide range of land uses, which span from
community meeting spaces like village halls, to pubs, hotels and more. Therefore, any
changes to the legislation would have far reaching implications on a variety of other land use
types beyond sports grounds, some of which may not be suitable. Therefore, whilst there are
legislative changes we could make to the ACV regime, that would be of tangible benefit to
sports grounds and stadiums, it is not guaranteed that these amendments would be
appropriate for other land uses designated as ACVs.

For example, if we expanded the eligible footprint of the current ACV to include ancillary uses
such as car parks, a significant amount of additional assets would need to be considered
under the regime. This would impose further land restrictions on small and large business
owners and would likely lead to increased compensation claims payable by the local authority
due to the delay caused by the moratorium period.

Option 3: Create a Sporting Asset of Community Value

Create a new SACV status encompassing the same fundamental rights and powers as
regular ACVs, whilst introducing new legislative provisions tailored specifically towards sports
grounds. These are as follows:
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a. Introduce an automatic registration process for all sports grounds In England into the
SACV category. We decided it would be feasible to automatically list all suitable sports
grounds, as a). there is a limited, finite number of sports grounds, b). they are already
defined in statute, and c). all are likely to have intrinsic value to their local communities.
The creation of an SACV status — with a provision for automatically listing grounds —
would therefore help to reduce the risk of disadvantaged communities — those with
lower social capital — losing the grounds that they cherish but may not have put forward
for ACV listing.

b. Replace the 5-year listing period with an indefinite listing for SACVs. Owners of SACVs
will have a right to request a review of the listing once in a 5-year period. This will
mean that if a review was requested in year 2 another listing review could not take
place until year 7. Local authorities will only be required to undertake a listing review
if requested by the owner. If no request is made, the LA would not be required to
review the listing.

c. Expand the eligible footprint to allow assets that support the functioning of a sports
ground to be indefinitely listed as Assets of Community Value e.g. car parks.

This option was developed to minimise risk and unintended adverse consequences on other
land use types, whilst providing for the introduction of specially tailored protections to protect
sports grounds as key community assets.

Preferred way forward (Option 3: Sporting Asset of Community Value)

Our preferred way forward is to create a new Sporting Asset of Community Value status to
run alongside current Asset of Community Value provisions. This option will allow us to
minimise risks and secondary unintended consequences on other land use types whilst
providing for the introduction of specially tailored protections to protect sports grounds.
Additionally, whilst this option places restrictions on landowners, it will only do so in
circumstances where the community declares an intention to acquire the asset. We think this
provides for a more balanced approach when compared to mandating security of tenure on
all new leases, which would apply blanket restrictions across all sports grounds.

This proposal is also complimentary to the intent of the Football Governance Act as both
measures look to safeguard the heritage of English football. The separate creation of an
SACV status would address a recognised gap in the upcoming legislation: specifically,
protecting sports grounds that are not owned by their clubs. This is because the FGB only
protects grounds that are owned by their clubs, which means that lower-level and grassroot-
level clubs — who are less likely to own their grounds — require additional protections under
an SACV regime.
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6. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward

After creating an initial short list of policy interventions, we conducted further engagement to
understand feasibility of proceeding each option.

Option 1: Mandating security of tenure on all new sports ground leases was not progressed
beyond the shortlisting stage due to the existence of an exemption in security of tenure rights
for redevelopment, meaning the owner of a ground would not be compelled to offer a renewed
lease to a sports club if they were seeking to redevelop the ground. This option would also
not address the low uptake of sporting assets under the current ACV regime.

Option 2: Altering the current ACV regime to provide enhanced protections for sports
grounds was not progressed beyond the shortlisting stage after engagement with lawyers
revealed that it would not be feasible to automatically and indefinitely list sports grounds as
regular ACVs. As a result, it was unlikely that we could address the significant risks posed to
sports grounds from redevelopment solely through ACV amendments.

Option 3: Creating a new SACYV status was selected as the preferred way forward. This is
because Sporting Assets of Community Value will allow Government to deliver specifically
tailored protections for sports grounds, recognising their unique vulnerability to
redevelopment and bringing more into community ownership. This measure is also aligned
with Government objectives to increase community ownership and give local people a greater
say in their local area.
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7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating

Description of | Our preferred option is expected to have significant benefits Positive

overall for individual and community wellbeing, by preventing the loss

ted of valued community assets that can provide spaces for Based on all
expecte leisure, enjoyment and community services, all of which help | impacts (incl. non-
impact to enhance the quality of life of local people. While the monetised)

monetised assessment is slightly negative, the significant
non-monetised benefits are likely to make the overall impact
on social welfare positive.

The automatic listing of sports stadia that meet the policy
definition of SACV status will enable local communities to
have the opportunity to take ownership of locally important
sports grounds under the Community Right to Buy Scheme.

With an expected increase in community ownership of sports
stadiums, households can seek benefits towards increased
levels of local employment and volunteering opportunities.

Furthermore, where sports stadia eligibility for SACV status is
clearly defined and assets meeting this definition are
automatically listed, there will be a reduction in costs for local
authorities where manual assessment of listing requests are
no longer required.

Any costs associated with the preferred option will relate to
the Community Right to Buy, where assets listed under SACV
status will be eligible under this scheme. Costs under the
preferred option within the Right to Buy will also apply to
sports stadia as a matter of an increase in asset purchases
per year. This involves costs related to the delay in sales from
an extended moratorium and potential disparities in sale price
relative to the counterfactual.

Monetised Total NPSV: -£1.27m

impacts Total costs: -£14.69m

Total benefits: £13.38m

Monetised impacts:

These are explained in the section below in more depth.

Costs:
e Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale
value for asset owners
e Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners
e Asset maintenance costs
e Tribunal costs
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Benefits:
e Employment benefits
e Volunteering uptake
e Reduction in administration costs

Non- Non-monetised impacts: Positive
_rnonetlsed e Welfare and wellbeing improvements within local
impacts communities
e Protections from asset stripping
Any The preferred option presents significant distributional impacts | Positive
significant or where powers are given to local communities to take
ownership and control over assets with significant social
adverse : . o . .
L . value. This can help reduce inequalities, particularly in
distributional | gisagvantaged areas where increasing community ownership
impacts? over SACVs is expected to enable the realisation of these

positive social impacts and drive local economic growth where
in the counterfactual a large proportion of the benefits are to
individual asset owners. Under the preferred scenario, the
social and economic benefits should be enhanced and shared
more equally among residents leading to quality of life and
social wellbeing improvements.

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of
overall
business
impact

This impact assessment expects a net cost to businesses due
to the increase in sporting assets purchased under the Right
to Buy relative to the ‘do nothing’ option.

As sports stadia are automatically listed under SACV status,
the Right to Buy empowers community groups with the Right
of First Refusal, preventing asset owners to sell their assets
on the open market. This opens up the possibility of a
disparity in price relative to the counterfactual. There will also
be an increase in the delay in sales compared to the
counterfactual, where owners of sports stadiums listed under
SACV status, should they want to sell, will have to wait
through the 12-month moratorium period while community
groups build funding. Under the ‘do nothing’ option, asset
owners would not be under obligation to wait for the release of
funds and could invest this elsewhere to draw dividends.

Monetised
impacts

Business NPV: -£13.48m

The total value reflects the opportunity cost of lost revenue for
asset owners as the disparity in fair price and counterfactual
sale value is £0 under the central scenario.

Non-
monetised
impacts

No non-monetised impacts on businesses.

Neutral
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Any It is possible that owners of sporting assets running smaller Neutral
significant or operations may see a higher impact based on the increased
delay in sales, where they have less access to credit. This
adverse . . .
s . impact is expected to be counteracted by support available
distributional | {,,ough compensation schemes.
impacts?
(3) Expected impacts on households
Description of An increase in community ownership of sporting assets is Positive
overall expected to drive employment within local communities and
the uptake of volunteering opportunities. This is anticipated to
household , - ) :
) yield productivity and welfare benefits to local economies.
impact
Monetised Household NPV: £12.49m Positive
impacts Employment benefit: £4.47m Based on likely
Volunteering uptake: £8.03m ETEED P
Non- Protections against asset stripping will represent a significant | Positive
monetised non-monetised benefit for local communities where it appears
impacts particularly prevalent among sports stadiums. For example, in
2022, the owners of the Worcester Warriors sold the club’s
training facilities with an estimated market value of £1 million
for just £350,000 to a real estate company. SACV status
would prevent instances like this by giving communities a right
to purchase these assets providing value to communities
ahead of speculative developers.
Automatic registration of assets of value to communities will
ensure the longevity of the welfare benefits provided by these
assets. This may include amenity value, improved built
environment in local areas and increased community
cohesion.
Any As mentioned within the expected impacts on welfare, positive | Positive
significant or distributional impacts of the preferred option should help
adverse reduce inequalities and bolster local economic growth
L ] especially in disadvantaged areas, assisting in the realisation
distributional | of positive social impacts to the benefit of individuals and
impacts? households residing within these communities.
Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities
Category Description of impact Directional
rating
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Business
environment:

Does the measure impact
on the ease of doing
business in the UK?

Costs to the business environment are not anticipated but
there may be minimal costs where the automatic listing of
sports stadiums under SACV status adds additional
restrictions on sales. The intention, however, is to ensure
that stadiums and facilities are adopted for a positive use
that benefits the community.

Greater levels of regulation under the preferred option Neutral
may imply an impact on attracting foreign investment,
however considering the scope of the policy and the
expectation that stadiums and facilities purchased will be
on the lower end of the spectrum in regard to market
value, this impact is expected to be minimal. Overall,
impacts to the wider business environment are expected
to be negligible.
International This policy is not expected to have any impact on
Considerations: international trade and investment.
Does the measure Neutral
support international
trade and investment?
Natural capital and This policy is not expected to have any impact on natural
Decarbonisation: capital and decarbonisation.
Does the measure Neutral

support commitments to
improve the environment
and decarbonise?
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8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

This intervention once introduced will sit alongside the Community Right to Buy. It is therefore
appropriate for this intervention to be monitored in a similar way and frequency to the
proposed monitoring system for the community right to buy. The proposed monitoring plan
would be:

e The availability of local authority Registers of Assets of Community Value, their status
(whether they are up to date) and accessibility (are they online or hardcopy available
in Councils) at the time the intervention comes into effect

e The number and type of sporting assets of community value listed since the new
category is introduced.

e The number and type of assets of sporting assets of community value which are
purchased by communities (or consortia of community and partner organisations)

We will need to explore whether we need to undertake a Post Implementation Review (PIR)
and what form it would take. If we do need to undertake a PIR we would intend to take a
proportionate and light touch impact evaluation of implementation and effectiveness of the
intervention is proposed in year 2 or 3 after the introduction of this intervention. This
timeframe is suggested so that sufficient time has lapsed for the new asset category and
come into effect. The evaluation is likely to involve the use of a process evaluation
methodology involving local authorities, community groups/consortia seeking to purchase the
asset and the sports asset owner, focusing on the location and types of sports asset
acquisitions since the introduction of this intervention. We anticipate a qualitative, case study
evaluation approach may be more suited to this intervention, but fuller details of the approach
will need to be developed in due course once the intervention is rolled out and with further
steers from Ministers.

208



9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

Guidance will be provided for local authorities, community groups and asset owners to ensure
that the Sporting Asset of Community Value process is clear and easy-to-follow. The wider
Community Right to Buy legislation will also include a compensation scheme to compensate
SACV owners for costs or expenses incurred due to the delay to sale caused by the
moratorium period, as well as for legal costs of a successful appeal to the first-tier tribunal.
Community groups will be entitled to claim compensation to cover the legal costs of a
successful appeal to the first-tier tribunal. This will help to absorb the costs of successful
appeals to the first-tier tribunal but also act as a deterrent for illegitimate or frivolous appeals.
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year: 2025
PV base year: 2025
1. Business 3. Preferred way forward
as usual (if not do-minimum)
(baseline)
Net present social | £0 NPSV: -£1.27m

value

(with brief description,
including ranges, of
individual costs and
benefits)

Net costs: -£14.64m

Local authorities: -£0.82m
- Asset maintenance costs: -£0.82m

Central government: -£0.34m
- Tribunal costs: -£0.34m

Asset owners: -£13.48m
- Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value: -£0
- Opportunity cost of lost revenue: -£13.48m

Net benefits: £17.84m

Households: £12.49

- Employment benefit: £4.47m
- Volunteering uplift: £8.03m

Local authorities: £0.88m
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- Reduction in administration costs: £0.88m

Public sector

financial costs (with
brief description,
including ranges)

This option is
expected to have
no additional
impact on public
sector finances.

Local authorities: -£0.82m

- Asset maintenance costs: -£0.82m

Central government: -£0.34m
- Tribunal costs: -£0.34m

Significant un- None. Protection from asset stripping - Protections against asset stripping will represent a significant non-
quantified benefits monetised benefit for local communities where it appears particularly prevalent among sports stadiums.
and costs For example, in 2022, the owners of the Worcester Warriors sold the club’s training facilities with an
(description, with scale estimated market value of £1 million for just £350,000 to a real estate company. SACV status would
where possi,ble) prevent instances like this by giving communities a right to purchase these assets providing value to
communities ahead of speculative developers.
Welfare benefit - Automatic registration of asset of value to communities will ensure the longevity of the
welfare benefits provided by these assets. This may include amenity value, improved built environment in
local areas and increased community cohesion.
Key risks N/A Key risks surround assumption made around the uplift in asset purchases and tribunal hearings. This is
(and risk costs, and described in more detail under the 'Risks and Assumptions’ heading below.
optimism bias, where
relevant)
Results of N/A NPV projections under scenario testing are listed below. More detail is available under the ‘NPSV:
sensitivity monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits’ header.
analysis Costs:
Total Discounted Costs
Local Central
Scenario  |Asset owners  authorities government TOTAL
Low -£13.5m -£0.4m -£0.3m -£14.2m
Central -£13.5m -£0.8m -£0.3m -£14.6m
High -£23.4m -£1.9m -f0.3m -£25.6m
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Total Discounted Benefits
Local
Scenario |Households authorities TOTAL
Low £8.0m £0.9m £8.9m
Central £12.5m £0.9m £13.4m
High £21.8m £0.9m £22.7m

Net present value:

NPV:

Lower: -£16.69m
Central: -£1.27m
Higher: £8.57m
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Evidence base

Problem under consideration, with business as usual, and rationale for intervention

As discussed within the strategic case, less than 100 of over 6,000 sports grounds in
England have been listed as ACVs. Currently a lack of community awareness and capacity
to enlist grounds is delivering a low uptake of sports stadiums under ACV status. The
introduction of the Sporting Asset of Community Value (SACV), alongside the automatic
registration of around 6000 sports grounds will provide a pathway for community ownership
of these assets. At present, ACVs are delisted after 5 years, at which point the asset must be
re-registered with the local authority. This places a continuous burden on communities who
are required to periodically re-submit listing applications and on local authorities who must
consider the renewal of the land, not only does this pose a threat to the protection of sporting
assets from asset stripping but also presents economic inefficiencies. In addition to this,
existing legislation relies on communities being aware of listing provisions in the first instance
which privileges those in areas with higher levels of social infrastructure and capital — leaving
assets in more deprived areas at risk of redevelopment and without a clear path toward
permanent ownership.

A Power to Change report from 20197" evidenced in detail the clear benefits provided by
community-owned assets, including economic growth, local economic resilience and general
wellbeing. Protecting these assets from being stripped down and redeveloped prevents the
loss of social welfare and health benefits within local communities and ensure the longevity
of assets that offer significant value to the local environment. Local community ownership
over assets that provide them value ensures that they are being run in the best interests of
local people. Government intervention is best placed to deal with the market’s failure to
guarantee protections on assets that deliver positive social impacts and without action these
impacts may be reduced.

Policy objective

The intended outcome of the policy is to address shortcomings within current ACV legislation
that inadequately protect sports grounds and limit the number of them that are owned by the
local community. Clear definitions will mitigate against issues whereby local authorities refuse
the granting of ACV status to sporting assets despite them providing significant benefits to
the surrounding local community.

This policy aims to reduce the number of facility closures to ensure the long-term stability and
sustainability of sports stadiums, which provide significant value to local communities in the
form of amenity value, community cohesion and a built local environment. Protections for
supporting assets such as car parks will mitigate against asset stripping of clubs such as
where the Worcester Warriors sold £1 million in training facilities for just £350,000 to a real
estate company and ensure assets of this type can continue to provide value to their local
communities. Automatic registration of sports grounds will ensure that any lack of awareness

71 Assets-Report-DIGITAL-1.pdf
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of currently available protective mechanisms — such as regular ACV listing — does not serve
as a barrier to protecting these assets from redevelopment.

Description of options considered

The options considered are the preferred option, Option 3 as detailed within Section 5 above,
where analysis considers the benefits alongside the preferred option within the Community
Right to Buy Impact Assessment.

The ‘do nothing’ option is modelled as the counterfactual to show the relative impacts of the
proposed intervention. The net present value of this option is set at zero, where continuing
as usual would yield no additional costs or benefits.

Option 3 is monetised in terms of the relative costs and benefits where the impacts of this
option are considered alongside the impacts of the Community Right to Buy as opposed to
the currently operating Community Right to Bid.

Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

Option 3 — (preferred option): Create a Sporting Asset of Community Value

As discussed within Section 4, the preferred option describes creating a new SACV status to
encompass the same fundamental rights and powers as regular ACVs for sports stadiums.
This includes introducing an automatic registration process for all sports grounds in England
that are defined in statute into the SACV category. This would help to reduce the risk of
communities losing grounds that they cherish but may not have put forward for ACV listing
due to a lack of awareness. SACVs will be indefinitely listed, where previously they would
have to apply to be relisted every 5 years. Owners of SACVs will have the right to request a
review of the listing once in a 5-year period. This will mean that if a review was requested in
year 2, another listing review could not take place until year 7. As well as this, facilities that
support the functioning of sports grounds such as car parks will be eligible for indefinite listing
as Assets of Community Value

This option minimises risk and unintended secondary consequences on other land use types
whilst ensuring tailored protections can still be introduced that help to conserve sports
grounds as key community assets. This measure received the strongest support from OGDs
and stakeholders. DCMS were engaged extensively and considered the creation of an SACV
categorisation as a highly necessary addition to the Football Governance Act as this only
serves to protect grounds owned by their clubs, which means that lower-level and grassroot-
level clubs — who are less likely to own their grounds require additional protections under an
SACV regime.

Implementation Plan

Within 6 months of commencement, local authorities will be required to consider any
information they have about sports grounds in their area that should be included in the
register. Each time a nomination for an ACV is made, local authorities will be required to
consider each time an ACV is nominated whether it should be included in the SACV category
of the ACV register. Local authorities will also reconsider every 5 years if there are any other
assets that should be included in the SACV category of the ACV register.
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Local authorities will also be responsible for:

Triggering the 12-month moratorium period for SACVs

Conducting a review after 4 months and 6 months if requested by asset owners to
determine whether the prospective buyer has met the progress requirements to take
on ownership of the asset.

Overseeing price negotiations between asset owners and community groups

e Paying compensation to asset owners if there is a legal case

The First-Tier Tribunal service will be responsible for addressing additional appeals from
community groups, who will have the right to challenge a local authority’s decision to not list
an asset as a Sporting Asset of Community Value.

The Valuation Office Agency will carry out the independent valuation of Sporting Assets of
Community Value, should negotiation between the two parties fail. The valuer shall use
standard valuation practice in line with RICS guidance. The “market value” of land must take
into account the value it would have on the open market as between a seller and a buyer
both of whom are willing.

NPSV: monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each shortlist option
(including administrative burden)

As per the Green Book, all future monetised impacts are deflated to 2025 prices, using HMT’s
projections of the UK GDP Deflator. Future impacts are also discounted at an annual rate of
3.5%, as per the Green Book’s Social Discount Rate. Discounted and deflated impacts are
referred to as being net present value (NPV).

Monetised costs and benefits:
Costs:

- Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value for asset owners: where
assets are automatically listed under SACV status, asset owners are obligated to sell
to community groups under the Right to Buy and could potentially lose out on a greater
sale value on the open market.

- Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners: automatic listing of assets under
SACYV status subjects asset owners to greater delays in sales under the Right to Buy
and therefore a delay in the release of funds which could be invested elsewhere.

- Asset maintenance cost: longer delays in the sales of sports stadiums under the Right
to Buy imply an extension to asset maintenance burdens for asset owners. This cost
is taken on by local authorities in the form of compensation payments.

- Tribunal costs: A greater quantity of annual tribunal hearings driven by increases in
listings as well as appeals against a more involved process with longer delays in sales
and sale obligations for asset owners.

Monetised cost values under the central scenario are displayed below.
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Discounted Costs

Affected group Description NPV (£m)
Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale

Asset owners value )
Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners | -£13.48

Local ~ authorities —/ Asset maintenance cost -£0.82

Central Government

Central Government Tribunal costs -£0.34

Total Discounted Costs

Asset owners -£13.48
Local authorities -£0.82
Central government -£0.34
Total -£14.64

Benefits:

- Employment benefits: an uplift in community owned assets should provide more local

employment opportunities at the benefit of local economies and household income

- Volunteering uptake: an uplift in community owned assets should provide more

volunteering opportunities

- Reduction in administration costs: the automatic registration of assets under SACV
status saves time spent by local authorities, where previously assets would have to be

manually assessed

Monetised benefit values under the central scenario are displayed below.

and listed.

Discounted Benefits
NPV

Affected group Description (Em)
Households Employment benefits £4.47

Volunteering uptake £8.03
Local authorities Reduction in administrative costs £0.88
Total £13.38

Sensitivity analysis:

There is a level of uncertainty to some of the costs and benefits associated with this policy.
Lower and higher scenarios have been produced for costs and benefits based on possible
disparities from the expected central scenario. The results of the scenario testing are outlined

below:
Costs:
Local Authorities Asset Owners
Lower -£0.41m -£13.48m
Central -£0.82m -£13.48m
Higher -£1.85m -£23.40m
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As per the Green Book, all future monetised impacts are deflated to 2025 prices, using HMT’s
projections of the UK GDP Deflator. Future impacts are also discounted at an annual rate of
3.5%, as per the Green Book’s Social Discount Rate. Discounted and deflated impacts are
referred to as being net present value (NPV).

Monetised costs and benefits:

Costs:

Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value for asset owners: where
assets are automatically listed under SACV status, asset owners are obligated to sell
to community groups under the Right to Buy and could potentially lose out on a greater
sale value on the open market.

Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners: automatic listing of assets under
SACYV status subjects asset owners to greater delays in sales under the Right to Buy
and therefore a delay in the release of funds which could be invested elsewhere.
Asset maintenance cost: longer delays in the sales of sports stadiums under the Right
to Buy imply an extension to asset maintenance burdens for asset owners. This cost
is taken on by local authorities in the form of compensation payments.

Tribunal costs: A greater quantity of annual tribunal hearings driven by increases in
listings as well as appeals against a more involved process with longer delays in sales
and sale obligations for asset owners.

Monetised cost values under the central scenario are displayed below.

Discounted Costs

Affected group Description NPV (£m)
Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale |
Asset owners value
Opportunity cost of lost revenue for asset owners | -£13.48
Local ~ authorities ~/ Asset maintenance cost -£0.82
Central Government
Central Government Tribunal costs -£0.34
Total Discounted Costs
Asset owners -£13.48
Local authorities -£0.82
Central government -£0.34
Total -£14.64
Benefits:

Employment benefits: an uplift in community owned assets should provide more local
employment opportunities at the benefit of local economies and household income
Volunteering uptake: an uplift in community owned assets should provide more
volunteering opportunities

Reduction in administration costs: the automatic registration of assets under SACV
status saves time spent by local authorities, where previously assets would have to be
manually assessed and listed.

Monetised benefit values under the central scenario are displayed below.
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Discounted Benefits
NPV
Affected group Description (Em)
Households Employment benefits £4.47
Volunteering uptake £8.03
Local authorities Reduction in administrative costs £0.88
Total £13.38
Sensitivity analysis:

There is a level of uncertainty to some of the costs and benefits associated with this policy.
Lower and higher scenarios have been produced for costs and benefits based on possible
disparities from the expected central scenario. The results of the scenario testing are outlined
below:

Costs:
Local Authorities Asset Owners Central Government Total
Lower -£0.41m -£13.48m -£0.34m -£14.23m
Central -£0.82m -£13.48m -£0.34m -£14.64m
Higher -£1.85m -£23.40m -£0.34m -£25.60m

Differences in cost scenarios for local authorities can be attributed to changes in the
assumptions for asset maintenance costs. The higher figure represents a scenario where all
compensation claims are successful as opposed to the 4 in 9 figure influenced through
evidence. This is not considered a likely scenario and, would bear minimal extra costs
nevertheless.

Asset owners may see higher costs where in the higher scenario, a disparity between the fair
price from independent assessment and the sale value in the counterfactual is assumed. In
this scenario, an average disparity of 5% is assumed, which would in turn cost asset owners
an additional £9.92m over 10 years. This scenario is considered less likely under the
assumption that independent assessment is able to arrive at a fair price that matches the

market value of the asset.
Benefits:
Local Authorities Households Total
Lower £0.88m £8.03m £8.91m
Central £0.88m £12.49m £13.38m
Higher £0.88m £21.82m £22.70m

Since the assumptions driving the benefit figure are relatively conservative, this impact
assessment would not anticipate a scenario where benefits are lower than in the central
scenario. It is however possible that the expected employment benefit may be significantly
larger than anticipated, contingent on wage rates. The central scenario conservatively
estimates the average additional employee at ACVs to yield benefits equivalent to the
National Living Wage. The higher figure presents a scenario where employees yield greater
benefits based on Gross Value Added (GVA) data within the wholesale, retail,

accommodation and food service activities industries.
NPV:
Lower: -£16.69m
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Central: -£1.27m
Higher: £8.47m

Non-monetised costs and benefits:

Analysis of the preferred option does not suggest any non-monetised costs but there are
significant non-monetised benefits to consider including:

- Protections from asset stripping: Protections against asset stripping will represent a
significant non-monetised benefit for local communities where it appears particularly
prevalent among sports stadiums. For example, in 2022, the owners of the Worcester
Warriors sold the club’s training facilities with an estimated market value of £1 million
for just £350,000 to a real estate company. SACV status would prevent instances like
this by giving communities a right to purchase these assets providing value to
communities ahead of speculative developers.

Welfare benefits: Automatic registration of asset of value to communities will ensure the
longevity of the welfare benefits provided by these assets. This may include amenity value,
improved built environment in local areas and increased community cohesion.

Costs and benefits to business calculations

Cost calculations:

This impact assessment does not foresee any benefits, monetised or non-monetised to
businesses. Monetised costs are outlined below.

Disparity between fair price and counterfactual sale value

Under the preferred option, where assets are automatically listed under SACV status, asset
owners will be obligated to sell to community groups where there is intention to buy and will
no longer be able to sell on the open market. This is estimated as the expected average
difference in sale value of sporting stadiums relative to the counterfactual in terms of the
number of additional asset purchases made each year.

Within the central estimate, a disparity between the value procured during independent
assessment is not anticipated and therefore no cost is applied. This is under the assumptions
that independent assessment works as intended and the sale value under these scenarios
represents a fair market value as well as assuming that offers on the open market would not
significantly exceed the market value of the asset.

This impact assessment does however consider a higher cost scenario where on average
the disparity in the fair price and sale value in the counterfactual is assumed at 5% of the
asset value. The Right to Bid impact assessment from 2011, describes data from the Scottish
Land Fund Programme and the Growing Community Assets Programme which awarded
grants to community groups to assist in purchasing assets of community value. The range of
average asset values across these two schemes suggests values between £100,000 and
£310,000 per project. Sporting assets on average are understood to have a greater average
value than the majority of assets of community value, assuming a figure of around £750,000
per project. Given this assumption is made based on the data from 2011, this figure is uplifted
using the GDP deflator, to arrive at an average value of £1.07 million.
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For the Community Right to Buy impact assessment, an assumption is made on the annual
frequency of successful bids based on differences in success rates of the current Community
Right to Bid in England and the Community Right to Buy in Scotland, using Scotland’s
success rate as a proxy for the impact to be expected from the preferred option. Data from
Plunkett suggests that of 268 applications, the Right to Buy has been triggered on 24 assets,
representing a convergence rate of 9.0%. It is expected that given the higher average asset
value, the quantity of successful purchases for Sports Stadium is likely to be lower than the
average asset of community value under the rationale that it will be more difficult to deliver
funding for these projects. In the absence of more detailed evidence, we make the
assumption that this difference will be directly proportional to the differences in asset values
which give us an assumed success rate of approximately 3.6% using the formula below.

(RtB uplift in ACVs + RtB uplift in SACVs) x RtB ACV purchase success rate = RtB SACV
purchase success rate. Applying the assumed figure of 3.6% of assets to trigger purchases
each year to the total quantity of sports stadiums covered under the definition of SACV
(6,000), suggests an average annual increase in purchases of 21.5 assets. This does not
include supporting facilities such as car parks and training grounds due to a lack of data and
therefore this figure is likely to be greater in practice.

It is also worth noting that the success rate for sports grounds over 10,000 capacity will have
a lower success rate relative to the assumptions made from the Community Right to Bid and
Scotland’s Right to Buy, as these assets require evidence to be submitted after four months
as opposed to six. This is likely to result in a reduction in costs to businesses in terms of
opportunity costs, as fall throughs in sales would occur earlier. Without further evidence on
how many sports stadiums meet the 10,000 capacity threshold, or how the shortened
timeframe may affect fall-through rates, it is not possible to estimate the impact, although it
would likely be negligible. For costing the disparity in the price determined by independent
assessment and the counterfactual sale value, assuming a margin of loss of 0% in the central
scenario, meaning the overall cost will be nothing. If a margin of loss of 5% is assumed, as
in the higher scenario and apply this to the asset value of £1.07m, the average asset owner
will bear a cost of approximately £53,000 on their properties relative to the counterfactual.
When applied to the additional 21.5 assets purchased on average each year under the
preferred option, the total cost becomes £1.15m per year for the higher cost scenario.

Opportunity cost

Where sporting assets of community value are purchased under the preferred policy option,
asset owners will be obligated to give community groups 12 months to build and deliver
funding for these projects. This delay could incur an opportunity cost, where an earlier release
of funds could be invested elsewhere to yield dividends to asset owners.

This cost is calculated in terms of the equivalent borrowing cost to businesses for the amount
over the 12-month period. The full cost is estimated over the full 12-month period, as the
Right of First Refusal does not exist within the counterfactual, and therefore asset owners no
longer hold the right to sell on the open market and the delay to the sale is unavoidable. The
assumption is also made that the full 12-month moratorium period will be used in the majority
of purchases, given the rationale that the 6-month moratorium under the Community Right to
Bid was often not enough for community groups to build funding. Although there may be
instances where community groups do not need to use the full 12-month period, there is no
evidence to support this and therefore the full 12 months provides a conservative estimate
on the cost of delays on sales.
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Data from the DMP suggests the most recent borrowing rate for businesses (November 2024
to January 2025) is 6.8%. This impact assessment assumes on average over the 10-year
costing period, this value will remain relatively stable. Forecasts from the OBR suggest that
bank rates, of which the borrowing cost is largely derivative, will decrease by approximately
3.9% per annum between 2025 and 2029. Given this, costs can be estimated under the
assumption that a 6.8% average borrowing cost over 10 years is a relatively conservative
estimate. Using the average asset value of £1.07m, the average cost to businesses of
borrowing their asset value for investment over the 12-month moratorium period while funding
is still being delivered is approximately £72,000. Across the additional 21.5 successful asset
purchases each year, this value comes to a total of £1.57m.

Total net direct costs to businesses:

The Equivalent Annual Net Direct Cost to Business (EANDCB) is an estimate of the average
annual net direct costs to business in each year that the measure is in force. It is calculated
as the present value (PV) of the net direct cost to business divided by the sum of the discount
factors appropriate for the length of time the measure is in force (10 years).

Opportunity cost for asset owners as a result in an increased delay in sales is estimated to
be -£15.66m before discounting. After discounting, the total present value of this cost is
estimated at -£13.48m

The EANDCB is therefore estimated as £1.35m (2025 prices, 2025 present value (PV)) which
is the expected cost to asset owners from this policy change over the ten-year period.

This impact assessment does not foresee any non-monetised costs to businesses.

Impact on small and micro businesses

As the preferred option considers the impacts of this policy in conjunction with the introduction
of the Community Right to Buy, the impact of a delay in sales to small and micro business
owners must be considered. This impact is understood to be minimal given that under the
preferred option; assets being sold together with a business carried out on the land are
exempt from the policy.

If an asset is not being sold together with a business, the delay in sales may incur an
opportunity cost whereby an earlier release of funding could be invested elsewhere to draw
dividends. The opportunity cost caused by this delay is monetised using the cost of borrowing
from the Decision Maker Panel (DMP).

The business population data from the Department for Business and Trade contains
estimates of the size of sports activities industries. Using this proxy for affected businesses
it can be estimated that approximately one third of businesses affected by the policy will be
Small and Micro businesses based on turnover percentages (assuming turnover is
proportional to asset ownership). Although it is unlikely that larger businesses would own
additional sports stadiums, given supporting facilities are covered within policy scope, this
impact assessment considers turnover percentage is more likely to reflects a stronger
representation of overall asset ownership within the industry.”? There is data missing for
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turnover percentages for small businesses (employing 10 to 49 employees) but one third is
taken as an upper bound given 61.3% of total turnover in the sports activities industry is
contributed by large businesses.”

Broadly costs should scale with sporting assets. There is a possibility that smaller businesses
may be disproportionately impacted due to their relatively limited access to credit, however
due to a lack of data availability, it is not possible to quantify this differential.

The way these costs are calculated relies significantly on proxy figures, such as asset values
for opportunity costs. In the absence of more granular data, it is difficult to understand the
differential for small and micro businesses, however this impact assessment believes the
proxy measures in place are reasonable based on evidence and most significantly — that the
monetary impacts will be proportional to values where an average estimate is used and
furthermore, that costs would be proportionate to business size and turnover. Therefore any
estimated costs should not put undue burdens on small and micro businesses. Additionally,
the central scenario estimates an overall net value of £0 for the opportunity cost of a delay in
sales where it is assumed that independent assessment will arrive at a value equivalent to
the market price on an open market and this assumption is expected to hold equally true
regardless of the size of businesses.

However, the policy could have a positive impact on micro, small and medium businesses
surrounding sports stadiums. If a vacant property is brought back into use or a property is
revitalised through the policy, this may help to maintain or increase footfall for surrounding
businesses and contribute to the overall vibrancy of local areas.

Costs and benefits to households’ calculations

Benefit calculations:

This impact assessment does not anticipate any costs, either monetised or non-monetised to
households. Monetised benefits are outlined below.

Employment benefits

Community organisations will aim to use their assets for the benefit of the community, and
not under a profit-maximising approach as a private business would do. If businesses have
some amount of monopolistic or monopsonic power they would choose a lower than socially
optimum output to maximise profits — which is plausible as community assets are likely to be
rarer. Where positive externalities come from the services delivered from the community
assets private firms will underproduce these. Capturing the benefit from this focus on socially
optimum output is difficult, but could be proxied by the increase in output from the use of
community assets under community ownership over private businesses.

This can be estimated through the productivity associated with higher employment under
community ownership. Evidence from a Power to Change report from 2019 analysing the
economic outcomes from community ownership of assets suggests that over 6,325 assets,
community ownership contributed to an additional 7,000 FTE jobs.”* This implies that on
average, assets in community ownership on average hire an additional 1.1 FTE employees

3 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/business-population-estimates-2024
74 https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/Assets-Report-DIGITAL-1.pdf
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relative to business owned assets. . Measures to increase the rate of community ownership
of assets therefore should seek to benefit from an increase in local employment. This can be
measured in terms of an increase in household income per year.

In October 2024 the Government announced the National Minimum Wage rate for those 21
and over would increase to £12.21. Given the lack of data on staff pay for assets of community
value, this is employed as a conservative estimate to calculate the overall benefit to
household income. Assuming that each employee works an average of 36 hours per week,
this represents an annual wage of £22,900.

The report from Power to Change notes difficulties in measuring the additionality of any
benefits attributed to an increase in employment. In the absence of further evidence, it is
difficult to understand the extent to which these benefits would not be realised in the
counterfactual. The assumption of an additional 1.1 FTE employees relative to business
owned assets takes additionality into account, applying a standard level of additionality taken
from the Department for Business Innovation and Skills of 51%, based on observed benefits
from 'regeneration through physical infrastructure’.

Taking this wage value and applying it to the additional 1.1 FTE employees over 21.5
additional assets owned under the preferred option provides an approximate estimate of
£1.04m per year in additional household income. This impact assessment then applies a
further adjustment to capture the possibility that this increase in employment is displacing
people out of other jobs. A further 50% additionality adjustment is then made to this figure to
capture any possible displacement effects, meaning overall additionality for employment
benefits is estimated at approximately 25%. This final adjustment provides a figure of
£520,000 per year, for a total discounted net present value of £4.5m over the 10 -year
appraisal period.

Given the difficulty to measure additionality in this instance, capturing the benefit of increased
employment becomes difficult and the overall discounted value of £4.5m is likely to be a very
conservative estimate, however this impact assessment assumes that the benefits of
increased local employment are realised under community ownership given these groups will
operate in the interests of local communities and people rather than to maximise profit for
themselves, under which conditions employment is likely to be minimised for efficiency. The
table below aims to understand the impact this additionality assumption has on the estimation
of this benefit, and how this impacts the overall BCR for the Community Right to Buy.

Combined employment additionality assumption (over the 51% in original analysis)
Additionality Benefit BCR Impact on BCR relative to central
0% 0 0.61 -0.31
25% £259,536.32 0.76 -0.15
50% £519,072.64 0.91 0.00
75% £778,608.97 1.07 0.15
100% £1,038,145.29 1.22 0.31
Volunteering

Similar to the aforementioned additional employment, community owned assets are also
more likely to utilise volunteers in their operations. Evidence from a Power to Change report
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into the economic outcomes of assets in community ownership suggests that over 6,325
assets, there is a net additional benefit of 151,000 volunteer hours.

Given a lack of additional data in this area, the productivity benefit for increased volunteering
uptake takes the same assumption from the Right to Buy impact assessment for productivity
delivered by volunteers in terms of Gross Value Added. This uses the GVA per hour in the
wholesale, retail, accommodation and food service activities industry as a reasonable
representation for the type of volunteer jobs available within community owned assets based
on an understanding of the most common jobs available within asset types. Although this
could vary within sports stadiums, this impact assessment understands this to be the best
possible data to represent volunteering productivity where no other data is available within
this area.

The GVA per hour for wholesale, retail, accommodation and food service activities jobs in
2023 comes to £28.69 per hour, which is uplifted to 2025 and onwards using the average
annual increase from 1997 to 2023, approximately 3.15%.

These figures can be applied to the average additional volunteer hours worked per week, per
asset, which are calculated using the Power to Change figures above, where 151,000
volunteer hours over 6,325 assets suggests an average of 23.87 weekly hours worked per
asset by volunteers. The weekly hours worked, applied to the GVA per hour figure adjusted
to a yearly rate and annual increases in GVA per hour of 3.15% gives a 10-year benefit of
£8.03m.

Non-monetised benefits:

This impact assessment anticipates non-monetised benefits that will have significant impacts
towards in line with Government priorities.

Welfare benefit

Automatic registration of asset of value to communities will ensure the longevity of the welfare
benefits provided by these assets. This may include amenity value, improved built
environment in local areas and increased community cohesion.

Protections from asset stripping

Protections against asset stripping will represent a significant non-monetised benefit for local
communities where it appears particularly prevalent among sports stadiums. For example, in
2022, the owners of the Worcester Warriors sold the club’s training facilities with an estimated
market value of £1 million for just £350,000 to a real estate company. SACV status would
prevent instances like this by giving communities a right to purchase these assets providing
value to communities ahead of speculative developers.

Business environment

Impacts on the wider business environment are expected to be minimal given the scope of
the policy. Any implications are set out in Section 7.

Trade implications

This impact assessment does not expect any trade implications to arise from the preferred
option.
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Environment: Natural capital impact and decarbonisation

This impact assessment does not expect any impacts on natural capital or decarbonisation
from the preferred option.

Other wider impacts (consider the impacts of your proposals)

Costs to local authorities

Asset maintenance costs

Under the preferred option, the extension of the moratorium period from six to twelve months
under the Right to Buy results in an additional delay in sales of sporting assets, thereby
increasing the maintenance costs for the upkeep of assets over a longer duration relative to
the counterfactual. This cost is transferred to local authorities under the compensation
scheme, where authorities will make payments to asset owners to assist in handling these
additional costs.

The assumption for the per asset maintenance cost of sporting assets is made based on
estimations under the Right to Buy Impact Assessment. Here it is assumed that the
maintenance cost for an average asset of community value is £2,000 based on evidence from
the Community Right to Bid Impact Assessment from 20117°. Under the assumption that
maintenance costs increase proportionally with asset value, the estimation of £2,000 is
uplifted by the estimated difference in value between an average asset of community value
to sporting assets, which is anticipated to be higher value ACVs. The asset maintenance cost
is therefore uplifted using the following formula:

] , Avg. ACV value (£300k)
ACV maintenance cost (£2,000) + (ACV maintenance cost (£2,000) X

Avg. SACV value (£750k)
This provides an estimation of £7,000 per asset for the average maintenance costs of sporting
assets of community value, which becomes £10,000 when uplifted to 2025 prices using the
GDP deflator.

To estimate the expected number of successful compensation claims, Reference is made
back to the Community Right to Bid impact assessment, which makes the assumption that
two in every nine asset purchases result in successful compensation claims under the
Community Right to Bid. Given that the delay in sales is doubled under the preferred option,
it is reasonable to assume that the quantity of success compensation claims will increase
proportionally to four in nine. Although the Community Right to Bid impact assessment
references all asset types, the quantity of compensation claims is not expected to change
dramatically for sporting assets.

Given our expectation that the preferred option will deliver an additional 21.5 asset purchases
per year on average, a success rate of 4 in every 9 suggests approximately 9.5 of these
purchases will receive compensation payments for their maintenance costs per year. At an
average cost of £10,000 per claim, this results in a total estimated financial impact on local
authorities of approximately £95,000 per year. Although it is possible for central government
to bear some of this cost where compensation claims exceed £20,000, the entirety of this

75 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a78baa440f0b63247699b43/2168557 .pdf
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cost is assigned to local authorities given the lack of evidence for cases where central
government has been required to provide this assistance.

Costs to central government

Tribunal costs

An increase in tribunal hearings is expected due to policy changes under the preferred option
that will likely lead to a higher number of listings, additional stakeholders and other new issues
that may increase the likelihood for parties to exercise their right to a tribunal hearing. Key
factors contributing to this increase are broken down below:

e Additional listings: An increase in the uptake of the programme is expected under
the preferred option which assumedly will impact the number of tribunal hearings on a
proportionate scale. According to internal evidence, there were seven tribunal
hearings in 2024 under the Community Right to Bid. Where an additional 6000 sports
stadiums are anticipated to be listed over the 10-year period, this represents a rate of
600 additional listings per year, an approximate 124% increase on current listings per
year under the Community Right to Bid. Assuming an increase proportional to the
quantity of listings, this results in an additional 8.7 hearings per year.

e Asset owners appealing listings: The introduction of the Right of First Refusal under
the preferred option is likely to increase the quantity of asset owners appealing against
decisions to list their assets under ACV status, as they will no longer be able to sell
these assets on the open market. On this basis, it is assumed that approximately 1 in
5 asset owners will choose to appeal. Applying this ratio (20%) to the total number of
asset purchases per year, results in an additional nine hearings (0.2 x 21.5 asset
purchases = 4 hearings).

e Extended moratorium period: The extension of the moratorium period from six to
twelve months is expected to contribute to an increase in tribunal hearings, where
asset owners may contest delays in the sales process. As a result of this, the
assumption is made that the increase in hearings will be proportionate to the increase
in the delay. In the Community Right to Buy Impact Assessment is it estimated that
the increase for assets of community value (excluding SACVs), where the delay in
sales doubles from six to twelve months. The seven tribunal hearings existent in the
‘do nothing’ option are estimated to double, implying an additional 7 hearings due to
the extended moratorium and overall more involved process. Therefore, this impact
assessment believes that for SACVs, this figure will remain proportional to the quantity
of listings and thus uplift this figure by the increase in listings per year for SACVs
relative to under the Community Right to Buy. Uplifting the ACV figure by 124%
provides an estimation for SACVs of 8.7 hearings per year.

In total, this impact assessment anticipates a rounded figure of 21 additional tribunal
hearings (8.7 + 4 + 8.7 = ~21) on the basis of these factors. Using the same data as for the
tribunal hearings expected under the Community Right to Bid in 2024, a unit cost for tribunals
of is estimated at approximately £1,900 (in 2025 prices). Applying this to the additional
hearings under the preferred option suggests an additional cost of £39,800 per year.

Benefits to local authorities

Reduction in administrative costs
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This impact assessment anticipates a decrease in administrative costs for local authorities
given the automatic listing of all assets described as sporting assets of community value
under the given definition. This is represented as a saving on the costs for local authorities
to asset requests on these assets every year. This cost is calculated for the average authority
in terms of the time cost for LAs multiplied by the wage cost for the average local authority
officer. The time currently spent assessing requests under the ‘do nothing’ option is derived
from the Community Right to Bid Impact Assessment, which suggests a time cost of 1.5 FTE
days per month. Assuming this cost is relatively equal each month across a year, this comes
to 8 FTE days per year.

Using SEO grade civil service pay (including National Insurance) as a proxy for average local
authority wages, a monthly wage cost of £4,610 is established. when uplifted to 2025 price
using the GDP deflator. Assuming 36 weekly hours worked, the daily wage cost for the
average local authority officer is estimated around £230. Given the 1.5 FTE days required
per month under the ‘do nothing’ option, the overall wage cost savings per authority is
estimated at £345 (£230 x 1.5 FTE days). This is then applied the per authority average to
all 296 authorities to arrive at a final overall cost saving of £102,000 per year on average.
Although it is possible that some authorities do not bear this cost where they may not receive
any listings for a given year, The 1.5 FTE day requirement is to be understood as an average
across all LAs so this should equally capture any authorities that are required to spend a
greater amount of time assessing listings, where they may receive more than the average.

Risks and assumptions

Asset quantity uplift

A majority of the costs and benefits are heavily dependent on an assumption regarding the
quantity of assets that will be purchased under the preferred option relative to the
counterfactual. This impact assessment assumes a figure around 21.5 assets per year on
average based on the assume asset value and evidence from the Right to Buy in Scotland.
There are key differences between the preferred option and the Right to Buy in Scotland such
as the following:

« The Scottish Minister approves applications, and central government oversees
the process

e The Scottish government provide grants of up to £1 million via the Scottish Land
Fund to enable communities to purchase assets

This presents a degree of uncertainty around the asset uplift figure, most significantly where
the provision of grants would likely contribute to greater success in funding projects —
however this impact assessment assumes that the extended moratorium under the preferred
option should have a similar effect. The Scottish Right to Buy represents the best available
evidence and should therefore provide a reasonable proxy for the success rates of
applications under the preferred option.

Tribunal costs

A number of assumptions made around the number of additional appeals to tribunals are
based on limited evidence as data is not available. In theory, this figure could vary depending
on the propensity for asset owners and community organisations to appeal based on the
nature of the changes, however, this impact assessment believes this to be a reasonable
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estimate given the quantity of tribunals represents a similar proportion to the Right to Bid in
terms of estimated hearings per asset purchase.
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Final stage impact assessment — Upwards Only
Rent Review Ban

1. Summary of proposal

Upwards Only Rent Review (UORR) sections are common sections in commercial leases. At
pre-agreed points within a lease (normally every five years), the rent will be reviewed, and
UORR sections ensure the new rent can only increase or stay the same, even if the market
has declined. UORR sections ensure rent changes always favour landlords, regardless of
market conditions.

UORR sections lead to a number of market inefficiencies including higher rents during
economic downturns leading to lower profits for tenants; supernormal profits for landlords
which do not reflect innovation on their part causing property price and rent inflation; and
potentially higher consumer prices.

The sector has historically regulated itself via industry-approved Codes of Practices76.
However multiple research studies have found this self-regulation approach to commercial
leasing in England and Wales is not working well77 and stakeholders report that UORR
sections are having a disproportionately negative impact on small businesses and hospitality
venues.

Our preferred option aims to use the Act to ban UORR sections in new commercial leases
in England and Wales. The ban will also apply to renewal leases where the tenant has
security of tenure under Part Il the Landlord and Tenant Act 1954.

The UORR ban will help to remove landlord manipulation of the market, with the aim of
making commercial leases fairer for tenants, the market more efficient, and ultimately
contribute to thriving highstreets and economic growth.

76 Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors, Code of Practice for Commercial Leases (RICS, 1995); (RICS, 2002); (RICS,
2007); (RICS, 2020; reissued as a professional standard 2023).

7 Crosby, N., (2006) Small business lease reform - can the UK learn from the Australian experience? Working Papers in
Real Estate & Planning. 14/06. Working Paper. University of Reading, Reading.

Adams, J.E. (2000) ‘Failure of Commercial Leases Code?’, Conv., pp. 372-375.

Reading University (2005) Monitoring the 2002 Code of Practice for Commercial Leases. Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister, February.
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2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

Upwards Only Rent Review (UORR) sections artificially manipulate the market to ensure rent
prices always favour landlords, regardless of market conditions. This is not only unfair to
tenants, but the manipulation of the market creates market inefficiencies which may have
wider macroeconomic impacts, including:

e Tenants are paying higher rents, especially during economic downturns, leading to
more vacant units, lower number of tenants and/or lower profits. We expect the lower
profit by tenants to have caused lower investment by these firms;

e Landlords are obtaining supernormal profits which do not reflect innovation on their
part. We expect a proportion of these supernormal profits are reinvested and used to
improve the UK commercial property stock but, ultimately believe that they have
caused property price and rent inflation; and

e High rent cost may be passed onto consumers in the form of higher prices.

UORR sections are a tangible example of the broader problem of power imbalances and
information asymmetry between tenants and landlords during lease negotiations. These
power imbalances are especially pronounced for small businesses who typically have less
knowledge of commercial leasing and are less likely to be represented by specialist lawyers.

In 1995, the first voluntary Code of Practice was issued by the property industry to regulate
itself.”® . The 1995 Code was a response to a Government call to negotiate a Code of Practice
on business leases to deal with three key issues in leasing, one of which included UORR
sections. The then Government asked the industry to ensure that business tenants were
better informed about their rights and obligations and to commit itself to openness in lease
negotiations. The monitoring of the 1995 Code showed that it was ineffective.”®

In response to this failure, representatives from all sides of the property sector worked on
revisions to the 1995 Code. A new updated Code was published in 20028, and the
Government commissioned research to monitor this Code. The monitoring of the 2002 Code
again found that it was having little impact on lease negotiations, or the use of UORR
sections.?' It was found that only 18% of small business tenants who had recently negotiated
a lease were aware of the 2002 Code.?? Given little has been done in the resulting years to
further publicise the 2002 Code, we would not expect levels of awareness to have increased
significantly since this study.

A further Code was published in 200783 with a study finding that awareness and advice on
the 2007 Code was limited, and it had little to no impact on lease negotiations in 2009.84
Again, in 2011, work was undertaken to publicise the 2007 Code. In response to the Portas

8 (RICS, 1995)

79 Adams, J.E. (2000) ‘Failure of Commercial Leases Code?’, Conv., pp. 372-375.

80 (RICS, 2002)

81 Reading University (2005) Monitoring the 2002 Code of Practice for Commercial Leases. Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister, February

82 Crosby, N., (2006) Small business lease reform - can the UK learn from the Australian experience?, p. 9
83 (RICS, 2007)

84 Reading University (2009) Monitoring the 2007 Code for Leasing Business Premise. Communities and
Local Government, June

230



Report into the state of the high street, the Government confirmed it had written to local
authorities encouraging them to adopt the 2007 Code, as well as to the industry encouraging
them to promote it t0o.8°

However, research has found this approach has been ineffective and these Codes have been
largely ignored.86-87:88 The failure of these Codes to regulate the use of UORR sections is best
exemplified by the fact that UORR sections remain standard in commercial leases that
exceed 5 years (we do not have quantitative data on the prevalence of UORR sections,
however stakeholders agree it is a standard section). Although stakeholders report that
UORR sections are not as significant a problem as they was in the early 2000s, stakeholder
representatives of hospitality and small business still consider UORR sections a key issue. It
is thought that UORR sections are artificially inflating commercial rents, and ultimately pricing
out small businesses from the town centre.

85 High streets at the heart of our communities: government response to the Mary Portas review
86 Adams, J.E. (2000) ‘Failure of Commercial Leases Code?’, Conv., pp. 372-375.

87 Reading University (2009) Monitoring the 2007 Code for Leasing Business Premise. Communities and
Local Government, June

88 Crosby, N., (2006) Small business lease reform - can the UK learn from the Australian experience?, p. 9
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3. SMART objectives for intervention

There is one objective for this intervention:

All new commercial leases in England and Wales should have provision for rent
reviews to be both upwards and downwards. \We note that many rent reviews will result
in upwards rent (given that property and rental prices generally increase over time in the UK).
As part of this objective, we have a sub-objective that no new commercial leases will contain
loopholes that have the effect of circumventing the UORR ban.
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4. Description of proposed intervention options and
explanation of the logical change process whereby this
achieves SMART objectives

Our preferred option is to use the Act to ban UORR sections in new (and renewal) commercial
leases in England and Wales. In this option, the legislation would be designed in a way which
aims to close potential loopholes and offset unintended consequences as far as is possible
and reasonable.

By banning UORR sections in new contracts, rents will be able to adjust to market conditions.
In areas of the country where wider rents are decreasing, this is likely because demand,
footfall, business turnover and profits are likely to be decreasing. Yet in this situation, due to
UORR sections, rents for some businesses are likely to remain high — and not adjust to the
prevailing market conditions. By having rents that reflect market conditions, this helps to
reduce the likelihood of businesses closing down or cutting investments in adverse situations.
Lower investment or increased business closures could cause negative self-reinforcing
cycles in these areas.

Further to this, in the counterfactual, there are inefficiencies in the commercial rental market.
Some firms may be better suited in large commercial units, however, in order for the business
to protect themselves from high rents during adverse economic conditions, they may opt for
a smaller unit. By banning UORR sections, businesses may be inclined to spaces that are
better suited for the size of their operation.

Both points above could lead to a reduction in the amount of time a unit is vacant for especially
large commercial units. This would support local authorities in reducing the blight of vacant
buildings in their high streets and town centres. Blight of empty property units reduces a local
community’s pride in place and can lead to further negative sentiment that may be damaging
to the wider town centre and reduce the chance of filling other units. As such, by reducing
vacancy and reducing blight — banning UORR sections could have a positive social impact in
reducing negative sentiment surrounding the town centre. This is consistent with a 2018
MHCLG commissioned survey from Walnut Unlimited (an external survey company) on the
views on high streets. Of those who had negative views of their high street, the most cited
reason was empty shops (33% of those with negative views). This suggests the existence of
empty units does indeed impact people’s pride. It is also reasonable to suggest lower levels
of blight, will boost the brand image of an area. This will attract increased levels of investment
in the area, as investors see it as a more attractive destination for consumers and residents,
and therefore more profitable for new property and consumer business investments.
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5. Summary of long-list and alternatives

We have considered the following options:

Option 1 — Do nothing

A ‘do nothing’ approach would continue with the industry self-regulating itself using voluntary
Codes of Practice. These Codes generally contain a line that encourage landlords to ‘explore
other options’ to UORR sections.

This approach was disregarded as it has been found to be ineffective at reducing the
prevalence of UORR sections, despite several attempts to improve the Code. This option
would therefore allow the problem to persist unnecessarily, with no end date to addressing
the problem.

Option 2 — Communication campaign of current industry Code of Practice

This option would create a new communication campaign to increase the awareness of the
industry Codes of Practice. The Government could ask the sector and its networks to re-
publicise the Code to its members. The aim would be to empower tenants with information
so they can negotiate out of UORR sections and ultimately secure better terms. This is a
light-touch option that would go slightly further than the ‘do nothing’ approach. It would aim
to solve the policy problem via communication campaigns.

This option was disregarded as it has been tried multiple times before and research has found
that despite communication pushes, awareness of the Code amongst business owners
struggles to get close to the critical level needed to make an impact.8® Further, even where
awareness of the code exists, it is possible and likely that its recommendations are simply
ignored due to the power imbalance between small businesses and commercial property
owners. Despite these Codes of Practices encouraging landlords to look for alternatives to
UORR sections, UORR sections are still a standard section in commercial leases that have
a term over five years.

Although it is possible that some small businesses may benefit from this option (e.g., a
communication campaign for the current Codes of Practice may result in more small
businesses being aware of the current Codes, and this may result in more businesses asking
landlords to remove the UORR section in their lease), we would expect the positive impact to
be limited, giving that research has previously found voluntary Codes of practices are
ineffective at solving the problems.

Option 3 — A simple UORR ban

Ban UORR but do not design out loopholes, and do not explore additional policy interventions
to rebalance power between landlords and tenants (e.g., the mandatory issuing of guidance
from landlords to tenants at the start of lease negotiations). This option would effectively be
a symbolic ban where legislation outlaws UORR sections, but does not outlaw other sections
that have the same effect as a UORR (i.e. ‘loopholes’). For example, in the absence of a
UORR section, landlords may instead insert a ‘rent collar section’ whereby the rent cannot
go lower than one pence below the original rental price.

89 Ibid.
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This option was disregarded as it will do little to address the policy problems of artificial
manipulation of the market by landlords, or the power imbalance between landlords and
tenants during lease negotiations. If the legislation does not design out loopholes, there is a
high likelihood that landlords will find new ways of creating the effect of a UORR, without
needing to input this specific UORR section.

We would expect that a simple UORR ban would have very little-to-no positive impact on
small businesses, as in this scenario landlords would have numerous loopholes they could
exploit to achieve the same effect as an UORR section. This option also does nothing to
address the current information issue.

Option 4 - Comprehensive UORR ban (preferred option)

Use the Act to ban UORR sections for new (and renewal) leases in England and Wales. In
this option, the legislation would be designed in a way which aims to close potential loopholes
and offset unintended consequences as far as is possible and reasonable.

More details of the preferred option are outlined in the “summary and preferred option with
description of implementation plan” section in the Evidence Base.

Option 5 — Comprehensive UORR ban, plus additional measures to rebalance power
between tenants and landlords

This would be the same as option 4, but with an additional legislation measure to help
rebalance power between landlords and tenants. Specifically, this would include a new
requirement on landlords to provide government-issued guidance to tenants at the outset of
negotiations, as research suggest this will ensure tenants are better informed and will seek
legal advice earlier.

This option was shortlisted but later ruled out as excessive at this time. The measure would
provide a greater burden for landlords and require enforcing. Non statutory guidance may
also provide an alternative to mandating the provision of guidance if promoted adequately.
This option may be kept under review for future introduction.
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6. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward

Three options were considered at the short-listing stage: option 1 (do nothing), option 4 (the
preferred option) and option 5 (UORR ban, plus mandating guidance). All other suggested
changes were ruled out at the strategic case stage. This is because the changes we are
proposing are smaller changes within existing legislation and frameworks. Therefore, non-
regulatory solutions were not found to be appropriate to the issues here as they have had
limited success in the past. Moreover, as the changes are within the broad scope of existing
regulations and are believed to be adequate to meet the strategic policy aims, more
fundamental changes were felt to be excessive.
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7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating

Note: Below are
examples only

Description of The costs landlords are expected to face are a reduction in Positive
overall rents and familiarisation costs. The bengfits to tenants is they
expected experience a cost saving in the form of lower rents and there
) P is reduced information asymmetry when it comes to lease
impact negotiations.
Monetised Total -£1.6m (Benefits of £61.1m — costs of £62.7m) Negative
impacts Monetised impacts:
e Familiarisation costs to landlords;
e Loss in rental revenue to landlords; and
¢ Rental saving to tenants.
Non- The key non-monetised benefit is that the commercial rental Positive
monetised market becomes more efficient and competitive resulting in
impacts thriving high streets. There would be improvements to the
P power imbalance between landlords and tenants.
Any We believe that small independent business tenants and Positive
significant or hospitality tenants will benefit the most from the intervention
adverse as they are more likely to have UORR sections in their
L . contracts.
distributional
impacts?

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of Neutral
overall o Familiarisation costs to landlords to understand the
business changes to commercial leases;

e Loss of rental revenue to landlords as their rents can
now fluctuate and are dependent upon market
conditions; and

e Benefit to tenants in the form of lower rents.

¢ Improved market flexibility to respond to changing
circumstances.

impact
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Monetised Business NPV -£1.6m (central estimate) Negative
impaCts This is through familiarisation costs of £1.6m, and rent
transfers of £61.1m
Non- A UORR ban may reduce the likelihood of a business going Positive
monetised into insolvency due to high rents. This would reduce the
impacts number of vacant commercial leases and result in a thriving
P high street.
Any We believe that small independent business tenants and Positive
significant or hospitality business tenants will benefit the most from the
intervention as they are more likely to have UORR sections in
adverse .
s . their contracts.
distributional
impacts? Landlords, who tend to be large firms, would see a reduction
in their rents, but we believe that allowing tenants to pay
market rents will be out weight the negative impact landlords
will face.
(3) Expected impacts on households
Description of | There are likely to be positive non-monetised impacts. Neutral
overall
household
impact
Monetised No impacts were monetised Neutral
impacts
Non- There are likely to be positive wellbeing impacts from less Positive
monetised vacant high-streets improving the lived environment.
impacts
Any None Neutral
significant or
adverse
distributional
impacts?
Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities
Category Description of impact Directional
rating
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Business
environment:

Does the measure impact
on the ease of doing
business in the UK?

We would expect there to be economic growth as it
becomes easier for tenants to set up their business and
there will be more competition in the market.

UORR sections may result in investors becoming less
willing to invest in the UK as they are no longer
guaranteed an increasing cash-flow over time.

International
Considerations:

Does the measure
support international
trade and investment?

None

Neutral

Natural capital and
Decarbonisation:

Does the measure
support commitments to
improve the environment
and decarbonise?

None

Neutral
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8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

This intervention will require further work to determine what a suitable and appropriate
approach to monitoring and evaluation is, what questions the approach will answer and the
evidence that it will aim to generate. A feasibility and scoping study is required to understand
data availability and develop a plan that is proportionate. The Monitoring and Evaluation of
the intervention may include: adherence to the ban in new leases measured through court
cases and surveys or stakeholder testimonies; light touch engagement with stakeholders
(tenants, property owners, etc) about the impact of the ban including on rent prices, business
activity and views on bargaining power. Quantitative evidence may include reviews of rent
changes — but scoping is required to identify data sources. On reviewing this, a decision will
be taken on whether it is necessary to gather further evidence about the intervention or its
effectiveness.
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9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

We have determined that if a UORR section is in place it will simply be unenforceable. This
ensures no reporting or administration is required.

Landlords and their solicitors will need to get up to speed with the new rules and there will be
some element of familiarisation which cannot be avoided. However, the Government will
engage the sector and consult on some details to ensure that the changes are as simple as
possible.
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year: 2025

PV base year: 2025

This table may be reformatted

Business as

Preferred way forward -

Alternative option — A comprehensive ban

provided the side-by-side | usual A comprehensive ban on UORR (Option 4) on UORR plus guidance measure (Option
comparison of options is retained | (baseline) 5)
Net present social value 0 Total -£1.6m (£61.1m — £62.7m) Same as preferred way forward
(with brief description, including
ranges, of individual costs and e Familiarisation costs to landlords £1.6m (£1.6m - £1.2m) ;
benefits) e Loss in rental revenue to landlords £61.1m (£67.2m -
£55.0m); and

e Rental saving to tenants £61.1m (£67.2m - £55.0m).
Public sector financial costs | 0 None Same as preferred way forward
(with brief description, including
ranges)
Significant un-quantified | 0 As a result of business tenants paying market rents, it could help to | In addition to the un-quantified benefits

benefits and costs (description,
with scale where possible)

improve the high street experience in local areas. This allows
businesses to lease commercial spaces that are reflective of the size
of their operation rather than using a smaller space in order to protect
themselves from high rent costs that are not reflective of the
economy. This could lead to a more efficient use of commercial units
and also reduce the likelihood of a business going insolvency ,
especially during economic downturns, resulting in less vacant units
on the high street.

mention in the preferred way forward,
mandating guidance would help to reduce
information asymmetry and power
imbalances between tenants and landlords
during lease negotiations. This could result in
fairer lease terms being negotiated for
tenants.

242




Key risks
(and risk costs, and optimism bias,
where relevant)

Unsure when landlords will first incur costs as a result of the
intervention and the number of businesses that will be affected. Both
of these feed into our calculations to estimate how much rental
revenue landlords could lose as a result of this intervention. For our
sensitivity analysis, we increased the number of years where
landlords experience rental loss from 2 years to 3 and increased the
number of businesses that could be affected by 20% relative to the
central scenario.

Same as preferred way forward

Results of sensitivity analysis

Rental loss to landlords could increase to £203m (NPV) and their
total costs over the appraisal period could be £204m
The benefit to tenants would also increase to £203m (NPV)

Same as preferred way forward
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Evidence base

Problem under consideration, with business as usual, and rationale for intervention

As outlined in the Strategic case for proposed regulation section above, UORR sections create negative impacts to the market. They are
also an example of a problem within the commercial rental market whereby there is information asymmetry and power imbalances between
tenants and landlords during lease negotiations. These power imbalances are especially pronounced for small businesses who typically
have less knowledge of commercial leasing and are less likely to be represented by specialist lawyers. Similarly, hospitality venues are
more likely to have longer lease lengths, which means they are more likely to have UORR sections in their leases than other sectors.

Furthermore, we believe there is inefficiency in the commercial rental market. Landlords are exposed to less risk during economic
downturns as rents do not reflect the market conditions and are artificially high. This could mean that there is an inefficient use of commercial
space as businesses use smaller premises than they require in order to avoid paying high rents when their revenue is low during economic
downturns.

A ban on UORR sections has been considered by Government on a number of occasions, but self-regulation through the use of voluntary
Codes of Practices has been the historical solution to the use of UORR sections. However, research has found this approach has been
ineffective and these Codes have been largely ignored.®® ® The failure of these Codes to regulate the use of UORR is best exemplified by
the fact that UORR sections remain standard in commercial leases that exceed 5 years. We do not have quantitative data on the prevalence
of UORR sections, however stakeholders agree it is a standard section. Stakeholders report that UORR is not as significant a problem as
it was in the early 2000s, however, stakeholder representatives of hospitality and small business still consider UORR sections a key issue.
It is thought that UORR sections are artificially inflating commercial rents, and ultimately pricing out small businesses from the town centre.

Our proposed intervention is a comprehensive ban of UORR sections from new (and renewal) commercial leases in England and Wales.

Policy objective

The obijective for this intervention is:

90 Reading University (2005) Monitoring the 2002 Code of Practice for Commercial Leases. Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, February
91 Reading University (2009) Monitoring the 2007 Code for Leasing Business Premise. Communities and Local Government, June
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All new (and renewal) commercial leases in England and Wales should have provision for rent reviews to be both upwards and
downwards. We note that many rent reviews will result in upwards rent (given that property and rental prices generally increase over time
in the UK). As part of this objective, we have a sub-objective that no new commercial leases will contain loopholes that have the effect of
circumventing the UORR ban.

Description of options considered

As outlined above in Section 5 and 6, we considered the do nothing (Option 1), UORR ban and guidance provision (Option 5) and our
preferred option (Option 4).

The do nothing is considered as that is the counterfactual and we use this to show the relative impacts of the intervention. Therefore, we
have not monetised and assume all costs are zero.

Options 2 and 3 were not considered past the strategic case because they were not thought to be sufficient in achieving the desirable
outcomes. The communication campaign (Option 2) has been tried in the past with limited success and Option 3 was thought to do little to
address problems in the commercial rental market.

We consider and monetise Option 4 and 5, the comprehensive ban on UORR (Option 4) and the UORR ban plus guidance measure (Option
5), as the only options going forwards as they are thought to have the greatest impact on society and achieve the policy objectives. Option
5 was ultimately dropped as it was deemed to excessive at this time.

Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

Our preferred option is to use the Act to ban UORR sections for new (and renewal) commercial leases in England and Wales. In this
option, the legislation would be designed in a way which aims to close potential loopholes and offset unintended consequences as far as
is possible and reasonable.

We will also use secondary legislation to ensure that loopholes are covered so that landlords are unable to circumventing the UORR ban
in new leases going forwards. The ban will not be retrospective in effect and will be commenced via secondary legislation, notice will be
given prior to it taking effect.

The ban will apply to all commercial leases, except for agricultural leases. This decision has been based on engagement from stakeholders
including businesses, membership bodies of landlords and tenants, surveyors, legal representatives, agents, researchers, academics and
government officials amongst other stakeholders.
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The removal of UORR sections will allow the market to operate more efficiently, in turn acting to address the potential for exploitation
through information asymmetry.

The courts will ultimately act to enforce the new provisions, however, the ban on UORR sections has been designed so that once raised
by a party there is a clear position for rent, this means that once a tenant raises a complaint it is likely that the court will not be required in
most instances.

The measures will not be trialled and will be introduced in one go as we have been able to look at other countries who have already
undertaken similar bans for comparison.

NPSV: monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each shortlist option (including administrative burden)

As per the Green Book, all future monetised impacts are deflated to 2025 prices, using HMT’s projections of the UK GDP Deflator®?. Future
impacts are also discounted at an annual rate of 3.5%, as per the Green Book’s Social Discount Rate. Discounted and deflated impacts
are referred to as being net present value (NPV).

Preferred Way Forward (Option 4)

We have been able to monetise two costs and one benefit associated with the policy intervention. The NPV of the costs and benefits over
the appraisal period are as follows:

e The familiarisation costs to landlords, estimated at £1.6m;
e Transfer of rental revenue from landlords to tenants;
o Cost to landlords as they collect lower rents, estimated at £61.1m; and
o The benefit to tenants in the form of paying lower rents, estimated at £61.1m.

As both the landlords and tenants are both businesses that operate in the private sector, we believe the cost to landlord and savings to
tenants will net off as this is a transfer of money within the same sector.

92https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/qdp-deflators-at-market-prices-and-money-gdp-december-2024-quarterly-national-accounts
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The total cost and benefit to businesses is estimated at £62.7m and £61.1m respectively. The monetised costs are greater than the
monetised benefits, resulting in a negative Net Present Social Value (NPSV) of -£1.6m. However, we were unable to monetise the benefits
associated with a more efficient market resulting in more competition in the commercial rent space which could lead to a thriving high street.

We are of the opinion that the non-monetised benefits will have significant positive impacts to society and will outweigh any costs associated
with the planned intervention. We also believe that if they were to be considered, the overall NPSV will be positive.

Alternative Option (Option 5)

The only difference between this and our preferred option is that Option 5 includes an additional mandatory requirement for commercial
landlords to provide prospective tenants with government-issued guidance at the start of lease negotiations. This means that the costs and
benefits associated with Option 4 are the same as Option 5.

We are unable to monetise the benefits associated with the issuing of guidance, however, we believe that it will help to reduce the power
landlords have during lease negotiations which could lead to fairer and better deals for tenants. Similar to Option 4, when we account for
this non-monetised benefit, we expect that the overall NPSV will be positive.

Costs and benefits to business calculations

Costs

There are two direct monetised costs from the intervention and they are the familiarisation costs and a loss in rental income, which both
fall on landlords. These costs are direct because they will be universally incurred by all landlords affected by the policy. It is estimated that
the total NPV for the familiarisation costs is £1.6m and the loss in rental revenue is estimated at £61.1m.

In this section, we explain how these estimates were calculated.

Familiarisation costs to landlords

It has been assumed that for every commercial real estate/landlord in England and Wales, one member of staff will be required to
understand the changes to the policy. The formula below is used to estimate the total familiarisation cost:

Total familiarisation cost = (familiarisation time x representative cost per landlord) x number of commercial landlords

The expected familiarisation time is based on the number of minutes required to read and understand the changes to the policy. This
estimate is calculated based on the estimated word count of the document, 3,000 words. The time is then calculated at an average reading
pace of 200 words per minute which produces a reading time of 15 minutes. An assumption of 30 minutes is added for other time costs
(e.g., finding, acquiring, understanding, communication, etc.), leading to a total familiarisation time of 45 minutes per landlord.

247



The familiarisation time per landlord is multiplied by the relevant representative wage. Data for the average wage of a landlord was not
available. As a proxy, the mean hourly wage for property, housing, and estate managers was used per Annual Survey of Hours and
Earnings (ASHE) provisional 2024 data as of October 2024 and adjust to 2025 prices (£24.18)%. The wage estimates are then uprated by
1.3 to reflect non-wage costs, as per the Green Book.

Per unit familiarisation costs is then multiplied by the number of commercial landlords in England and Wales which is estimated at 70,169
by Business Data Prospects® as of February 2025. The table below outlines the methodology used for this cost calculation:

Words Reading time | Additional Cost per landlord (£ | Total cost to
(minutes) 30 minutes | in 2025 prices) Landlords (£Em)
3,000 15 45 2417 1.7

It is estimated that the total familiarisation costs to landlords is £1.7m which will be incurred in the first year of implementation which is
2027/28. When we account for discounting, the total NPV is £1.6m.

Loss in rental revenue to landlords

The second cost to landlords is the loss in rental revenue they will face as a result of the changes to this policy. The policy seeks to ban
upwards only rents at the time of review for new leases as the ban does not retrospectively apply to existing leases. If a lease has a UORR
section and was signed before the ban was implemented, the UORR section will apply as usual until the end of the lease.

There is no cost to landlords if they sign a new rent agreement with a new tenant as the UORR section will not be valid. There is however,
a cost to landlords when their current tenant renews their contract. This is because, the lease agreement is likely to still have a UORR
section in it but it is no longer enforceable post ban. It is this cost we monetise.

We use the following formula to estimate the number of businesses that renew their lease each year:

Number of commercial lease renewals (per year) = Number of businesses affected by policy x proportion of leases that expire per year x
proportion of leases that are renewed each year x proportion of leases that are at least 5 years long

93 https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupation4digitsoc2010ashetable14
% https://www.businessdataprospects.com/business-lists/commercial-landlord-database/
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Based on the Valuation Office Agency’s dataset of the number of non-domestic stock by sector®®, we estimate the number of businesses
who could be affected by the policy which is 1.09m. This figure is comprised of the sectors the ban will be applicable to, namely the
commercial, industrial and leisure sectors. This is then multiplied by 55% as that is the proportion of businesses who rent®. We apply a
10% margin of error around this figure to account for uncertainty with these estimates. Therefore, we estimate that between 1.20m and
0.98m businesses could be affected by this change in policy.

To estimate how many leases are renewed annually, we multiply this figure by the proportion of leases that expire each year and the
proportion that then go on to be renewed. The average lease length is between 3 - 5 years®’. We use the upper estimate of 5 years and
assume that an equal proportion of leases expire each year meaning that 20% of leases expire per annum. MSCI reported that in 2018,
23% of expired leases were renewed and this is the figure we use.

UORR sections only apply to leases that are over 5 years in length so we consider the length of lease for this analysis. The Property
Industry Alliance reported that in 2023, 49.6% of new commercial leases were over 5 years.

The UORR section is a standard section in commercial contracts, therefore, when applying the numbers to the formula set out above, it is
estimated that there are between 27,200 and 22,300 commercial lease renewals taking place each year and have a UORR section in them,
with our central estimate being approximately 24,800.

It is estimated that for every renewal that takes place after the ban, £1,107 will be lost per property. Analysis by the Investment Property
Forum estimated that relative to the counterfactual, landlords’ incomes reduced by 3.8% as a result of banning UORRs. We then used the
rateable value provided by the Valuation Office Agency’s non-domestic stock®. The average rent is calculated by using the weighted
average of ratable values for the commercial, industrial and leisure sector based on the number of businesses in each sector and its ratable
value which is estimated at £29,000. We were unable to estimate average commercial rents in England and Wales so have used rateable
value as a proxy given it is a function of rent.

Annually, the total loss in rental revenue to landlords as a result of the UORR ban is estimated at £27m (central scenario).

As noted above, it is only landlords whose tenants decide to renew their leases who will experience a loss in rental revenue. This means
that we need to consider the amount of time left on the existing lease to know when the loss in rental revenue will be incurred.

9 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/non-domestic-rating-stock-of-properties-2024
9% https://propertyindustryalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/pia-2023-final-150124.pdf
97 https://shepcom.com/averageleaselengthforcommercialproperty/
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In the case where an existing lease has one year left, rents apply as usual. We then assume that the tenant renews their lease the following
year for at least 5 years and is subject to a rent review in year five which is standard for long leases.

For the first five years, i.e. before the rent review, there is no change to the rent paid to the counterfactual, thus no change to the rental
revenue landlords would have expected. At the end of the five years, there is a rent review whereby rents can either increase or decrease.
In the case where rents are downwards, landlords face a loss as their rental revenue is no longer guaranteed to be upwards only for the
duration of the lease. It is from this point onwards (six years after the lease is renewed) that the cost to landlords will apply and would apply
for every year of the duration of the contract.

Due to the ban scheduled to be implemented in 2027/28 and the six years where there is no change to rents received by landlords, it is
only leases that expire one year and two years after the ban that will have costs captured within the appraisal period. The table below
summarises the total costs to landlords as a result of the ban based on how many years the current lease is valid for post ban.

Totals in 2025/26 prices (Em)

Years left on current lease post ban One year Two years Total cost
High 60.4 30.2 90.6

Central 94.9 27.4 82.3
Low 494 24.7 741

When a current lease is valid for one year, landlords lose out on 2 times the rental income whereas, when current lease is valid for two
years after the ban, they landlords only lose out for one year. We estimate that the total revenue lost over the appraisal period is between
£91m and £74m with £82m being the central estimate when using 2025/26 prices. The NPV for the rental loss to landlords is between
£55.0m - £67.2m with the central estimate being £61.1m when discounting is applied.

Benefits

One of the benefits associated with banning UORR is that business tenants pay market rents once a review has taken place. Post the
UORR ban, rents will be lower than in the counterfactual. This means that the loss in rental income landlords face is equivalent to the
savings for tenants.

We follow the same method outlined for the landlords, assuming that the 3.8% loss that landlords face will be the average saving to tenants.
Therefore, we estimate that the total benefit for the high, central and low scenarios are £67.2m, £61.1m and £55.0m respectfully (NPV).
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Another benefit to businesses is that it could reduce the number of vacant units in an area. UORR sections may discourage prospective
tenants from taking up leases as it imposes financial strain on them®, especially during economic downturns and when the local area is in
a decline. During these times, businesses are likely to have lower rental revenue, however, in the counterfactual, their rents remain
artificially high. This could increase the likelihood of businesses closing down as they are unable to cover their costs. As more businesses
leave the market, the number of vacant units increases which in turn reduces footfall and spend in an area®. This can lead to further
business closures, a downward economic spiral and deter investment in the local area.

Banning UORR means that rents are more reflective of local market conditions which in turn could lead to a reduction in the number of
unoccupied commercial units. This would allow areas, especially highstreets, to be attractive spaces for businesses.

We were unable to quantify the impact banning UORR could have on reducing vacancy rates, however, we are of the opinion that these
benefits would have been significant.

Total net direct costs to businesses:

The Equivalent Annual Net Direct Cost to Business (EANDCB) is an estimate of the average annual net direct costs to business in each
year that the measure is in force. It is calculated as the present value (PV) of the net direct cost to business divided by the sum of the
discount factors appropriate for the length of time the measure is in force (10 years).

The table below summarises all the costs and benefits we have monetised in association with banning the UORR section. We show the
totals costs/benefits over the appraisal period in both PV and NPV. The table also includes the year we expect the cost/benefit to be
realised.

Total costs and benefits in PV and NPV and the year in which they arise

Item PV (Em) NPV (£m) Year

Familiarisation costs to landlords -1.7 -1.6 Third year only
Landlord’s rental loss -82.3 -61.1 Ninth and tenth year
Lower rents for tenants +82.3 +61.1 Ninth and tenth year
Net Direct costs to business 1.7 -1.6 -

The total cost and benefit to businesses is estimated at £62.7m and £61.1m respectively in NPV and the net cost to business is -£1.6m.
The EANDCB is therefore estimated as £0.2m (2025 prices, 2025 present value (PV)) which is the expected cost to landlords from this

Bhttps://www.mcgarrigle.co.uk/post/the-impact-of-lease-length-and-rent-review-mechanisms-on-high-street-retail-an-analytical-perspecti
9 https://www.powertochange.org.uk/evidence-and-ideas/news-and-events/britains-high-street-crisis-reaches-tipping-point/
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policy change over the ten-year period. However, there are significant benefits to businesses that we were unable to quantify. When
accounting for these non-monetised benefits, they would outweigh the costs and result in a positive net impact to businesses.

As mentioned above, these costs and benefits apply to both Option 4 and Option 5.
Sensitivity Analysis

Familiarisation costs

It is assumed that businesses will read all relevant areas of the notice document (3,000 words). However, a low estimate for familiarisation
cost is estimated to account for a scenario where businesses will only read the first initial section explaining the changes to review sections
which is estimated at 500 words.

The familiarisation cost is estimated for the low scenario following the same methodology used previously but with a different estimated
word count (500 words).

Scenario Words Cost per landlord (£) | Total cost to Landlords (PV, £m)
High 3,000 2417 1.7
Low 500 17.45 1.2

Costs to landlords and savings to tenants

We are uncertain about the number of businesses that could be affected by the policy and the costs incurred by landlords. We have
considered how using higher assumptions could impact rents. The higher assumptions will result in a greater loss to landlords in the form
of reduced rental revenue collected. However, the reduced rents will be a benefit to tenants as they pay lower rents. The costs to landlords
and benefits to tenants are equivalent given that this is a transfer of money between private businesses.

To calculate the costs to landlord/benefit to tenants, we have made 3 key assumptions which are that rent reviews happen every 5 years;
20% of leases expire each year; and rents will reduce by 3.8%.

If we were to assume that lease renewals take place every 4 years rather than 5, this would bring forward the year in which costs are first
realised to landlords from six years to five years after the ban is imposed. As a result, landlords would face more costs over the appraisal
period (an additional one year worth of costs).

If we were then to assume that on average, 25% of businesses renewed their lease each year and relative to the central estimate, there
were 20% more businesses who are affected by the policy, the number of lease renewals would be approximately 31,000 per year.
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Furthermore, if we were to assume that landlords face a loss of 5% in rental income, the average loss to a landlord per property is £1,450
(2025 prices).

The overall result of adding these sensitivities is that over the appraisal period, landlords costs could increase to £202.9m (NPV). Similarly,
the benefit to tenants will also be £202.9m (NPV).

Impact on small and micro businesses

We expect our preferred option to have the largest positive impact on small, micro and medium businesses. This is because in the
counterfactual, they are more likely to have UORR sections in their leases because they may have limited knowledge about commercial
leases. Data from the Inter-Departmental Business Register'% shows that in 2024, more than 75% of businesses in the commercial, leisure
and industrial sectors had less than 9 employees. For each sector, this figure increased to at least 90% when including small and medium
businesses. Therefore, it is likely that the vast majority of benefits will be towards these businesses.

All landlords in the affected sectors will incur losses as a result of the intervention, including small and micro landlords. However, the
amount of rental revenue they lose will depend on the number of properties in their portfolio. A small landlord with many commercial units
will experience more of a loss compared to a small landlord who has few commercial units. This is because the loss in rental revenue
occurs to each property they own.

The alternative option would have the same impact on small and medium businesses as above but the issuing of guidance would also
benefit small landlords. In instances where a large business tenant may have better knowledge of the sector, the mandatory guidance will
help to empower the small landlord with information and could result in fairer lease terms being agreed.

Costs and benefits to households’ calculations

We do not consider that our preferred way forward or the alternative option would have any significant costs to households. Conversely,
we believe both options will be beneficial to households. The more frequent rebasing of rents reduces costs for businesses and therefore
may help to keep consumer prices low. In doing this, the UORR ban may increase the number and diversity of businesses, achieve a
strong local high street, and ultimately growing the economy and increasing individual job prospects and household income.

100 hitps://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/activitysizeandlocation/datasets/ukbusinessactivitysizeandlocation
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Business environment

Landlords argue that UORR helps to attract investment into UK commercial property (including substantial foreign direct investment)
because it generates predictable long-term cash flow. Landlords say that this predictable and long-term cash flow makes new developments
easier to finance.

To test this, we used house prices due to data availability but are assuming that commercial property prices and house prices are closely
linked, as the value of one is the opportunity cost for the other 1°'. We found that there is no evidence of investment in UK commercial
properties being above average for a G7 country, whilst there is of UK property prices being considerably above average. This data is not
very consistent with the argument made by landlords.

A UORR ban guidance should help rebalance power between tenants and landlords during lease negotiations, resulting in fairer leases
that better cater to the needs of businesses. We hope this will lead to a stronger and fairer commercial property market where businesses
are better able to prosper.

This, in addition to lower and fairer rents, may lead to greater high street occupation and greater reinvestment from high street businesses,
which in turn may lead to economic growth. Although we believe the impact on economic growth will be more positive than negative, given
the limited data available there is a risk that a UORR ban may negatively impact economic growth if investors to decide not to refurbish
and build new commercial property due to the loss of the predictable cash-flow.

Trade implications

None

Environment: Natural capital impact and decarbonisation

None

101 The Size & Structure of the UK Property Market Year-end 2020 (January 2022) Report
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Other wider impacts (consider the impacts of your proposals)

The main benefit associated with the policy intervention is that the commercial property market becomes more efficient. Leases would
become more reflective of market conditions which could reduce the likelihood of a business going bust and the length of time commercial
units are vacant. This could result in a thriving high street. Thriving high streets are beneficial to local areas because they create jobs locally
which increases economic activity. In turn, there is a reduction in crime and anti- social behaviours and a stronger sense of pride in place'%2.

A more efficient and competitive market could result in lower rents for businesses. As rents are rebased more frequently, they may pass
this onto consumers in the form of lower prices. This, however, will not be the case for all households as rents in some areas may be sticky
and commercial rents generally increase over time.

Under the alternative option, tenants, especially small and independent businesses, would benefit from the mandatory issuing of guidance
ahead of lease negotiations. This will help to restore the power balance between tenants and landlords.

Risks and assumptions

Averaqe rental loss to landlords

The estimate of a 3.8% loss per landlord is likely to be overstated. Rents in the UK are generally upwards. It is mainly during economic
downturns and times when an area is deemed as less attractive for businesses is when there will be downwards pressure on rents. This
means that, after the ban is in imposed, it is only during these times when we would expect landlords to make a loss. Also, there may be
some biases surrounding the 3.8% figure. The analysis was conducted by an organisation whose members operate in the UK commercial
real estate investment market. These members are likely to incur additional costs as a result of the policy intervention thus are likely to be
against the removal of the UORR section.

Initial spike in rents

There is a possibility that market rents will increase as landlords raise prices in an attempt to counter the increased risk they have due to
rents no longer being guaranteed to be upwards only. We do, however, think that this behaviour will not last long as we believe that the
market forces will restrict this behaviour. New tenants entering the market will be less inclined to go to a commercial unit that is more costly
than the market rate, therefore, landlords would have to set their rents at a competitive level.

102 hitps://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Take-Back-the-High-Street-report.pdf
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Final stage impact assessment - Gambling Impact
Assessments

1. Summary of proposal

We are strengthening the ability of licensing authorities to introduce Gambling Impact
Assessments (GIAs). This will allow local authorities to create a policy presumption that it
will reject a licence application in a specified area unless the gambling operator can prove —
with evidence — that the grant of its licence would be reasonably consistent with the
gambling licensing objectives.

The introduction of gambling impact assessments was first recommended in the 2023
Gambling White Paper, and would provide councils with greater powers to control the
number of gambling premises in their local area. Cumulative Impact Assessments (CIAs)
are currently used by local authorities to regulate alcohol premises under the Licensing Act
2003, and give councils greater scope to refuse an application for an alcohol licence in
areas where the density of premises is a cause for concern. It also grants a presumption
against granting new licences in areas where the density of premises is having a negative
impact on licencing objectives.

While in some ways different to cumulative licences we expect the proposed gambling
impact assessments to have a similar impact. Licencing authorities are already familiar with
using ClAs when it comes to regulating alcohol premises, and we anticipate that this will
have a positive effect on policy implementation.
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2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

Gambling outlets, such as betting shops, casinos and gaming arcades tend to be
concentrated in more socio-economically deprived areas in the UK, with 21% of gambling
premises based within the most deprived decile of areas in the country as of November 2020.
Studies have found that people living within close proximity of these outlets are at higher risk
of developing gambling problems, whilst there is a documented correlation between the
concentration of betting shops and higher incidents of crime and anti-social behaviour. A
2023 study carried out by Nottingham Trent University and Bournemouth University found
that with every one unit increase in betting shops, shoplifting counts increased by
approximately 16%, theft from person by 10%, antisocial behaviour by 7%, public disorder by
7% and bike thefts by 6%.

What’s more, gambling-related harms are now widely recognised as a public health issue,
with Public Health England publishing a comprehensive evidence review in 2021. This review
joins a growing evidence base on harmful gambling, which clearly sets out harms not only to
individual problem gamblers, but to their families, local communities and wider society.

In theory, licensing authorities have the power to reject applications for new gambling
premises if they do not align with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act (2005) or are
in breach of the licensing authorities’ own licensing principles. In practice, however, the “aim
to permit” requirement of existing legislation means that applications are rarely refused.

At present, local authorities do not have the powers that they need to effectively manage the
proliferation of gambling premises in areas of existing saturation or vulnerability. Therefore,
Government intervention is needed. While councils do have some mechanisms to try to
reduce gambling-related harm, including their statement of licensing principles, the statutory
“aim to permit” principle makes it extremely difficult to prevent new premises from opening,
even in areas of concern.

The Government published its Gambling Act Review in 2020, and collected around 16,000
responses as part of its call for evidence. These responses informed the 2023 Gambling
White Paper, and demonstrated a desire for enhanced powers for licensing authorities. Some
licensing authorities, as well as the Local Government Association, specifically suggested
that ClAs should be introduced for gambling premises licenses. This is a feature of the alcohol
licensing process that captures a wide range of evidence to inform licensing decisions.

Extending the IA regime to cover gambling would enable licensing authorities to take more
account of evidence-based local considerations in their decision-making process. With the
introduction of impact assessments for gambling licensing, if a local authority can provide
evidence that a new premises would be inconsistent with the licensing objectives, this will
create a presumption against granting new licenses in that area.

A House of Lords Select Committee on the Social and Economic Impact of the Gambling
Industry recommended that the Gambling Act 2005 be amended to “give licensing
committees deciding on the licensing of premises for gambling the same powers as they
already have when deciding on the licensing of premises for the sale of alcohol.”

Similarly, the 2023 Gambling white paper “call for evidence” responses suggested that
cumulative impact assessments be introduced for gambling premises licenses. The White
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Paper itself committed to bringing the gambling licensing regime “into line with that for alcohol
by legislating to introduce a formal system of cumulative impact assessments.”

3. SMART objectives for intervention

Gambling impact assessments (GlAs) strengthen the ability for licensing authorities to
control the location and concentration of gambling premises in their local areas, particularly
in areas where there may be evidence of harmful gambling activity. It is therefore specific to
the gambling industry and to places where gambling activity will be harmful.

We expect that GlAs will support evidence-backed decision making by licensing
authorities, allowing them to designate areas as gambling impact areas where appropriate.
Within these areas licensing authorities would be afforded the presumption against granting
new premises licensing on a case by case basis.

The number of gambling impact areas will be determined by local decision making.

In the longer term, the policy is intended to contribute to a reduction in gambling-related
harms, particularly in vulnerable areas. These impacts may include reductions in anti-social
behaviour and crime, and improvements to the local environment. These outcomes may be
difficult to measure, so we have avoided SMART objectives, but they could be assessed
using indicators of harm and place-based measures.

4. Description of proposed intervention options and
explanation of the logical change process whereby this
achieves SMART objectives

Option 1: Do nothing

Option 2: Introducing gambling impact assessments (GlAs) for gambling premises
licensing:

Specific: This measure is specific as it targets the granting of land-based gambling
licenses through the introduction of Gambling Impact Assessments (GIAs). This measure is
explicitly focused on giving licensing authorities greater discretion over premises licensing
in areas where there is evidence of negative community impact due to density, saturation or
local vulnerabilities.

Measurable: Similarly to alcohol ClAs, we expect that once implemented, GlAs will enable
licensing authorities to designate specific areas as “gambling impact areas”, based on
evidence of vulnerability or potential for gambling-related harm. Once an area has been
designated as a “gambling impact area”, licensing authorities would operate on the basis of
presumption against granting new premises licenses in GlAs. Recording the number and
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location of designated gambling impact areas could allow the government to measure the
how this policy is being adopted locally.

Achievable: We believe this measure to be achievable and relatively simple to implement,
as local authorities are already familiar with CIAs in regard to alcohol licensing. The
measure also has the support of key stakeholders such as the Local Government
Association.

Realistic: While the existing statutory “aim to permit” principle will remain a challenge
despite the introduction of CIAs, this measure gives local authorities another tool with which
to manage the number and location of gambling premises and to seek to reduce gambling-
related harm.

Time-limited: GlAs to be introduced as part of the upcoming English Devolution Act
package of community-focused measures

5. Summary of long-list and alternatives

We have considered the following options:

Option 1 — Do nothing

A ‘do nothing’ approach would mean that licensing authorities would continue to have
limited statutory powers to apply local consideration to licensing decisions. Current
legislation enables licensing authorities to create policy statements and apply them to their
decision-making process. However, submissions to the Gambling White Paper call for
evidence suggest that policy statements have “limited significance”, with licensing
authorities expressing concern that these existing powers are not sufficient to shape the
nature of land-based gambling in their areas.

Option 2 — Introduce gambling impact assessments in land-based gambling licensing
(preferred option)

Use the English Devolution Act to introduce gambling impact assessments (GlAs) in land-
based gambling licensing. In this option, licensing authorities will be empowered to use a
local evidence base in their decision-making process, and can establish a presumption
against granting a premises licence in areas where the number, location or density of
gambling premises is undermining the established licensing objectives. The introduction of
GlAs will also bring land-based gambling licensing into line with that for alcohol, and
honours the commitments made in the 2023 Gambling White Paper.

In terms of differential impacts on small and micro businesses we think that the impact will
be similar (as a proportion of turnover/profits across all firms). While administration costs as
part of the applications are possibly larger — as a proportion of turnover — for smaller firms
we think the major costs will be via lower profits.

Once an area has been designated as a “gambling impact area”, future applicants would
be expected to reference the GIA in their application, and demonstrate that their proposed
premises would not exacerbate issues identified in the GIA. This greater administrative
burden would potentially not scale with size and therefore smaller businesses would
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potentially have to factor more time and resource into preparing their application to open a
new premises.

However, the overarching aim of introducing GlAs is to encourage a diversity of premises
which complement, enhance and support the communities in which they are situated.
Therefore, this measure may also encourage tenancy applications from a wider range of
outlets and small businesses, thereby changing the tone and make-up of an area. Greater
availability of commercial property could benefit small businesses from other industries.

Option 3 — Remove the “Aim to Permit” gambling licences from the Gambling Act 2025

We have considered other options. Some submissions received as part of the 2023 White
Paper “call for evidence” suggested that the “aim to permit” provision be removed altogether
from the Gambling Act 2005. These suggestions came primarily from licensing authorities
who have identified the “aim to permit” as the primary reason why they have not been able
to limit the number of gambling premises in areas of concern.

Removing this provision would challenge a core principle of the Gambling Act — that
gambling should be permitted where it is consistent with the licensing objectives and the
rules set by the regulators to prevent harm. We are considering whether more reforms in
this space are required as part of upcoming High Streets Strategy.

6. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward

®  Only the Option 2 listed above has been taken forward.
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7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Click or tap here to enter text.

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare

Directional rating

Description of overall expected
impact

The preferred option has a monetised
NPSV of -£58.7m. This is contributed to
almost entirely by the opportunity cost
of lost profits, with the addition of
familiarisation costs.

Despite this, we believe the overall
expected impact to be positive due to
significant non-monetised benefits.
These benefits are related to the
reduction in harmful gambling, which
although not monetised, presents strong
evidence for large societal benefits.

Monetised impacts

Total NPSV: -£58.7m

Monetised impacts:

e Loss of potential profits due to
gambling-related businesses
being rejected licensing
(£58.7m)

e Familiarisation costs for
understanding new rules around
licensing (£0.0m)

Non-monetised impacts

We anticipate significant positive non-
monetised impacts, mostly related to a
reduction in externalities associated
with gambling overconsumption.

e Reduction in financial harms
experienced by individuals and
families related to gambling
consumption

e Potential reduction in the
mental and physical health of
those at risk of gambling-related
harm.

e Improvements in family life and
relationships and associated
benefits

Positive

Based on all impacts
(incl. non-
monetised)

Negative

Based on likely
£NPSV

Positive
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e Improvements in employment
and educational outcomes

e Reduction in crime and anti-
social behaviour

e Improved perceptions of high
streets

Any significant or adverse
distributional impacts?

Potential distributional impacts on
businesses and vulnerable regions
noted below.

Positive

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of overall
business impact

. Loss of potential profits
due to gambling-related
businesses being rejected
licensing. (£58.7m)

e  Familiarisation costs to
businesses to understand
new rules around
licensing. (£0.0m (estimated
¢.£58,000))

Monetised impacts

Business NPV: £58.7m

Based on loss of potential profits.
Familiarisation costs to
businesses considered to be
minimal and are rounded out of
the final figure.

Non-monetised impacts Potential reduction in anti-social Positive
behaviour and crime in the local
vicinity if fewer 24-hour gambling
premise licenses are granted.

Any significant or adverse | This measure is focused on Positive

distributional impacts?

gambling and betting
establishments, and therefore
negative impacts will be
concentrated within this industry.
This is however, likely to help
balance out the negative impacts
that gambling premises have on
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particularly vulnerable areas,
reducing the externalities that
these places suffer to a
disproportionate degree relative to
less vulnerable places.

(3) Expected impacts on households

Description of overall We anticipate significant impacts
household impact on households from the preferred

option. Giving licensing authorities
local powers to control the
concentration of gambling
premises will likely lead to a
reduction in these sites and
reduced household consumption.
Given the significant negative
externalities associated with
gambling overconsumption, we
believe the impact should be
equally significant.

Monetised impacts No monetised impacts.

Non-monetised impacts Households are likely to benefit
from a reduction in harmful

gambling, where fewer gambling
premises suggests less
accessibility.

e  Reduction in financial
harms experienced by
individuals and families
related to gambling
consumption

e Potential reduction in the
mental and physical
health of those at risk of
gambling-related harm.

e Improvements in family
life and relationships and
associated benefits

e Improvements in
employment and
educational outcomes

e  Reduction in crime and
anti-social behaviour

e Improved perceptions of
high streets
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Any significant or adverse | No. Neutral
distributional impacts?

Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities

Category Description of impact Directional
rating

Business While the preferred option is targeted at addressing a
environment: higher cqncentration of gamblling premises in local argas,
it is possible there could be wider impacts on the business
Does the measure impact [environment in the UK.

on the ease of doing

business in the UK? Increasing regulations may discourage foreign investment

into gambling-related premises, as the preferred option is
likely to create uncertainty for investors to acquire
licenses. May work

against

This impact is likely to be fairly modest given the
relatively low rejection rate estimated, however it could
create a perception that entry into the gambling market is
subject to local regulations, which could present itself as a
potential barrier. Despite this, we do not believe the
impact on foreign investment will outweigh the benefits of
decreasing the concentration of gambling premises, and
lowering the impacts of harmful gambling on households.

International Unlikely to impact imports/exports as only applies to
Considerations: land-based gambling in the UK.

Does the measure Neutral

support international
trade and investment?

Natural capital and No impact on natural capital and decarbonisation.
Decarbonisation:

Does the measure Neutral
support commitments to
improve the environment
and decarbonise?
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8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

This impact assessment does not consider monitoring and evaluation.

9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

We anticipate administrative and compliance costs to be minimal for businesses and local
authorities, with the major costs regarding fewer premises opening. We estimate a total one-
time cost to businesses of £58,000 and a cost to local authorities of £2,800.

To ease with familiarisation, we have aligned aspects of this policy with that of Cumulative

Impact Assessments, used in the alcohol licensing regime. Licensing officers will be familiar
with this policy and we expect this will ease the introduction of GlAs.
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full

evidence base.

2025

year:

2025

year:

Price base

PV base

This table may
be reformatted
provided the

1. Business as usual
(baseline)

2. Preferred way forward
(if not do-minimum)

benefits and
costs
(description,
with scale
where possible)

side-by-side

comparison of

options is

retained

Net present | £0.0 Total NPSV: -£58.7m

social value

(with brief Monetised impacts:

description,

'rr;(:;g'sn%f * Loss of potential profits due to gambling-related

individual costs businesses being rejected licensing (£58.7m)

and benefits) » Familiarisation costs for understanding new
rules around licensing (£0.0m)

Public £0.0 £0.0m — Familiarisation costs to local authorities

sector to understand new rules around licensing.

financial

costs (with

brief

description,

including

ranges)

Significant - We anticipate significant positive non-monetised

un- impacts, mostly related to a reduction in

quantified externalities associated with gambling

overconsumption.

* Reduction in financial harms experienced by
individuals and families related to gambling
consumption

* Potential reduction in the mental and physical
health of those at risk of gambling-related harm.
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» Improvements in family life and relationships
and associated benefits

* Improvements in employment and educational
outcomes

* Reduction in crime and anti-social behaviour

Key risks

(and risk costs,

and optimism
bias, where
relevant)

License application rejection rate is taken from
health objective licensing IA, which notes
uncertainty surrounding the rejection rate of
licensing applications. Given this assumption
cannot be observed prior to implementation,
uncertainty is inevitable, with the key risk being
that considerably more or fewer authorities utilise
the powers, leading to greater costs to
businesses or reduced benefits from less harmful
gambling activity.

In the estimation of potential profits lost, the
assumption of gambling profits relative to
baseline profits is sourced as a range between 7
and 15%. Given this, we take a midpoint of 11%,
although acknowledge this opens the estimate up
to relative uncertainty, where it is possible that
gambling profits could potentially be higher or
lower than expected. This could potentially
deviations in expected costs and benefits to
businesses and households. A specific value for
net profits in for gambling-related businesses is
difficult to derive, but alternative sources appear
to align reasonably with the range provided.
Another source quotes a range between 7 and
18% depending on the size of the betting shop™.

Results of
sensitivity
analysis

Higher and lower estimates for profits lost to
businesses are provided below based on a
deviation in expected gambling profits, where this
is evidenced as a range between 7% and 15%.

Lower estimate (7% gambling profits): £10.8m
Higher estimate (15% gambling profits): £106.6m
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Evidence base

Problem under consideration, with business as usual, and rationale for intervention

The market failure considered here relates to the negative externalities created by Gambling
establishments. Particularly when there is a density of them, or they are near to vulnerable
populations.

Problematic gambling behaviour imposes costs on society. Gambling-related harms are a
public health issue. Public Health England published a comprehensive evidence review in
2021 while NICE recognise harmful gambling in their guidance. Harms apply to individual
problem gamblers as well as their families, communities and to society.

Evidence suggests that people living within close proximity of gabling outlets are at higher
risk of developing gambling problems. Concentration of betting shops is correlated with
higher incidents of crime and anti-social behaviour (Analysing the effect of betting shops on
crime in England). Every one unit increase in betting shops is associated with an increase in
shoplifting of approximately 16%, theft from person of 10%, antisocial behaviour of 7%, public
disorder of 7% and bike thefts of 6%. Work by the University of Bristol showed how gambling
outlets, such as betting shops, casinos and gaming arcades tend to be concentrated in more
socio-economically deprived areas in the UK, with 21% of gambling premises based within
the most deprived decile of areas in the country (Geography of gambling premises). This
suggests that areas of high gambling establishment density overlap with areas with
vulnerable people.

Under the business as usual we anticipate that some Local Authorities will continue to face
difficulties in managing the levels and densities of gambling establishments. While currently
licensing authorities have, in theory, the power to reject applications for new gambling
premises if they do not align with the licensing objectives of the Gambling Act (2005) or are
in breach of the licensing authorities’ own licensing principles. In practice, however, the “aim
to permit” requirement of existing leqgislation, and the individual consideration of each
application, means that applications are rarely refused.

Therefore, Government intervention is needed. At present, local authorities do not have the
powers that they need to effectively manage the proliferation of gambling premises in areas
where there is a saturation of premises or vulnerability in the local population.

Policy objective

e The intended outcome of this change will be for local authorities to better manage
the premises in their area. This will involve approving fewer licences in the areas where
there is a saturation of premises or local vulnerability. This is for Local Authorities to
determine and therefore we lack clear SMART objectives for this policy. We-would
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Description of options considered

There are two options considered here: do nothing — business as usual; and introducing
cumulative impact assessments in land-based gambling licensing (the preferred option).
Introducing Cumulative Impact Assessments represents a small change to the existing
regulations to enable Local Authorities to consider more information in their existing process
for licencing premises. Not making fundamental changes to the way licencing works limits
the number of options considered in the policy formation.

The other long-listed option was a larger change by removing the “Aim to Permit” of gambling
licences. This was not taken forward to shortlisting as removing this provision would
challenge a core principle of the Gambling Act. This would change the decision making of
councils to a larger extent than the proposed change — and therefore would move further
away from a free-market and impose larger costs on businesses.

Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

Strengthening the ability for Licencing Authorities to issue a gambling impact assessment in
their area will enable them to consider where there is evidence showing that the number,
location or density of premises in an area is having a cumulative negative impact, and leading
to problems which undermine the gambling licensing objectives, as set out in the 2005
Gambling Act. Therefore, they will be able to take decisions to limit the spread of premises in
these areas — reducing the harms created by the number or density of premises. As Licencing
Authorities will be able to choose whether to introduce gambling impact assessments there
will be some scope for areas to use the powers flexibly.

NPSV: monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each shortlist option
(including administrative burden)

As per the Green Book, all future monetised impacts are deflated to 2025 prices, using
HMT’s projections of the UK GDP Deflator. Future impacts are also discounted at an annual
rate of 3.5%, as per the Green Book’s Social Discount Rate. Discounts and deflated impacts
are referred to as being net present value (NPV).

We anticipate significant benefits under the preferred option related to the reduction in
harmful gambling and its related externalities. We have not monetised these, given the lack
of evidence for the extent to which the preferred option will reduce harmful gambling activity,
but we have estimated two monetised costs:

e A reduction in profits from gambling-related businesses being rejected licenses
(£58.7m)

e Familiarisation costs for local authorities and businesses to understand new rules
(£0.0m)

The ‘do nothing’ option is used as the counterfactual and therefore has a Net Present Social
Value (NPSV) of £0.
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The preferred option has a negative NPSV as the costs to businesses are monetised, but
this does not consider the social benefits from lower gambling related harms that we have
been unable to monetise.

We anticipate that gambling impact assessments will be used most in areas vulnerable to
gambling-related harms. These could be areas that licensing authorities feel to be vulnerable
due to levels of deprivation, worklessness, homelessness or proximity to gambling treatment
centres or other addiction treatment centres. In areas covered by a gambling impact
assessment, communities may experience the following non-monetised benefits:

A reduction in financial harms experienced by individuals and families: There is
considerable evidence that gambling directly causes financial harms to gamblers and
their close relatives, particularly intimate partners. The Government has identified
gambling-related debt as a crucial harm that can lead to other harms such as
relationship problems, physical and mental health problems and crime. One high
quality study, cited as part of the government’s evidence review into gambling related
harms, reports that an increase in the number of electronic gaming venues in a local
area increased the number of personal bankruptcies in that area. Financial difficulties
and debt experienced by gamblers and affected others are often severe, including
leading to bankruptcy and housing problems including homelessness. Research
shows that financial harms also affect the children of gamblers.

Potential improvements in the mental and physical health of those at risk of gambling

-related harm: A government led evidence review spotlighted that people with
gambling disorder have an increased risk of dying from any cause, in a given time
period, relative to the general population. The same evidence review found studies
reporting that deaths from suicide were significantly higher among adults with
gambling disorder compared to the general adult population. Those at-risk of problem
gambling also have a higher prevalence of poor health, low life satisfaction and
wellbeing. A government evidence review found a clear association between gambling
at all levels and increased alcohol consumption.

Improvements in family life and relationships: According to studies, people engaging
in moderate-risk or problem gambling experience lower levels of family functioning and
social support compared to people engaging in low-risk gambling or non-gamblers.
Qualitative evidence assessed as part of a government evidence review described
how gambling directly causes relationship problems affecting the gambler and their
close associates, including their children. Examples of harms included arguments,
relationship strain or domestic abuse. The impact of gambling on relationships ripples
outwards, negatively affecting wider family and friendship networks.
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e Improvements in employment and educational outcomes. Studies have shown
gambling to be linked to a loss of concentration on work activities, persistent lateness
and absence at work. Qualitive studies assessed as part of a government evidence
review also reported job losses associated with gambling. Absenteeism, job turnover,
withdrawal from education or reduced educational attainment represent further
societal harms.

¢ Reduction in crime and anti-social behaviour: A government evidence review of
gambling-related harms found that Gambling-related financial difficulties were
associated with crimes by adult gamblers, including theft and selling drugs. This
criminal activity affected close associates and wider society. For example, gamblers
took out loans in other people’s names, stole from friends and family and committed
fraud.

Research from 2016 by the Institute for Public Policy Research on the economic costs of
gambling in England estimated the excess cost of harmful gambling (direct financial cost to
government plus societal value of health impacts) to be between £200m and £570m for
England. These estimates are likely to have grown since 2016, and the true cost is expected
to be a lot higher where a lack of evidence meant it was not possible to cost all types of harms
to individuals and society. We believe a reduction in the impacts of harmful gambling from
the preferred option is likely to help reduce these effects and provide benefit to those who
would be vulnerable to harmful gambling in the counterfactual.

Further evidence towards these benefits can be found in the strategic case in Section 2.

Costs and benefits to business calculations

Benefits

We anticipate a potential reduction in anti-social behaviour and crime in the local vicinity if
fewer 24-hour gambling premise licenses are granted. Evidence within the literature suggests
there is a relationship between the density of betting shops in local areas and higher levels
of crime?. A reduction in crime and improvements to the local environment could generate
positive spillover effects for nearby businesses that may be affect by crime and disorder in
the counterfactual. Over time improved perceptions of safety and the quality of the local
environment may help to support footfall and economic activity within these areas that would
have previously been vulnerable to anti-social behaviour and crime.

Costs

Loss of potential profit
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Two direct cost to businesses has been monetised within this impact assessment. We are
anticipating potential lost profits where gambling-related businesses are rejected licensing.
The total NPV for lost profits is estimated at £58.7m over the ten year costing period.

The preferred policy option is to introduce GIAs in land-based gambling licensing. In doing
so, licensing authorities will be able to establish a presumption against granting premises
licenses in areas where the number or density of gambling premises is undermining the
established licensing objectives.

We believe this will lead to some gambling premises having their premises licence
application rejected, as is estimated for the health cumulative impact assessment for alcohol
licensing rejections®. We have no strong reason to believe that a similar impact would not
apply to gambling premises. Without further evidence to suggest significant difference in
licensing decisions for alcohol-based reasoning — we assume the same rate of rejection of
13%*.

The total quantity of expected applications for licensing is derived from the Gambling
Commission’s register of premises®. This data acknowledges 1,469 in-scope premises,
spanning across adult gaming centres, betting shops, bingo, casinos and family
entertainment centres. To understand how many of these applications will occur in any given
year, we take a turnover rate consistent with applications for alcohol licensing from the policy
impact assessment and most recent data.® Similar to the rate of rejection, there is no reason
for any difference between the two on the grounds of the premises type. The number of
cumulative rejections per year is summarised in the table below.

Assumed cumulative increase in number of rejections

Adult Family
Gaming Entertainment

Year Centre Betting Bingo Casino Centre
2026 2 6 1 0 0
2027 4 12 1 1 1
2028 6 18 2 1 1
2029 8 24 3 2 2
2030 10 31 3 2 2
2031 12 37 4 2 2
2032 15 43 5 3 3
2033 17 49 5 3 3
2034 19 55 6 4 4
2035 21 61 7 4 4

To then understand the potential lost profits from these rejections, we take the gross-
gambling vyield per establishment, for each establishment type, from the Gambling
Commission industry statistics (November 2024). These vary significantly between
establishment types, with a range from £614k to £17.3m in average annual gross income,
with casinos taking in the largest quantity by a significant margin.

To account for the proportion of profit loss which is additional, it is important to understand
profits relative to another business taking the license and using it to operate a premise. To
do this, average gambling profits are understood from Mohio’, claiming profit rates between
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7% and 15%. As a midpoint, we take 11%, and consider it against a baseline profit rate of
6.1%, taken from Deloitte’s Consumer Products Industry Outlook (2025)8. We can therefore
subtract this from average gambling profits to understand the difference.

Taking the annual estimations on rejections and multiplying them by the income amount
gives us the estimated profit that gambling businesses of different types would make if they
were licensed. The gaming duty of 15% is applied to all profits, as this is not considered within
base income. We then apply the proportion of profits, considering additionality by subtracting
the baseline profit rate, to arrive at estimates of annual lost additional profits across the
different types of premises. This has been discounted in line with Green Book guidance.
Since the revenue assumptions used are from 2023 / 24, one final adjustment is made to
adjust the figure to 2025 prices, using a GDP deflator.

Real, discounted profit loss estimations
Adult Family
Gaming Entertainment
Year | Centre Betting Bingo Casino Centre
2026 £167k £653k £160k £272k £10k
2027 £323k £1,261k £308k £525k £19k
2028 £468k £1,828k £447K £761k £27k
2029 £603k £2,355k £575k £980k £35k
2030 £729k £2,844k £695k £1,184k £42Kk
2031 £845k £3,297k £806k £1,373k £49Kk
2032 £952k £3,717k £908k £1,548k £55k
2033 £1,052k £4,104k £1,003k £1,709k £61k
2034 £1,143k £4,461k £1,090k £1,857k £66k
2035 £1,227k £4,789k £1,170k £1,994k £71k
Total £7.5m £29.3m £7.2m £12.2m £.4m
Overall £56.6m

Note: The overall total is subsequently adjusted to 2025 prices to reach the final figure of £58.7m

Familiarisation Costs

This cost describes the burden placed on businesses to understand the new regulations. In
line with the Health Cumulative Impact Assessment for Alcohol Licensing Objectives, we
assume a time requirement of 30 minutes.

We have measured the impact of time lost for relevant businesses based on median wages
within the gambling and betting activities industry categorisation. Taking provisional hourly
rate data from ONS’ ASHE 2025 release, we understand the median hourly rate to be £13.95.
This median does not include overtime pay, as we would expect administrative tasks to be
completed during contracted working hours.

Assuming that one manager at each gambling-related premise will be required to understand

the new regulations, according to the Gambling Commission data, this amounts to
approximately 8,329 managers. Taking 30 minutes from the hourly rate (£6.98), and applying
it to quantity of managers at gambling-related premises, provides a total cost value of
£58,095.
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Impact on small and micro businesses

We believe that the impacts on small and micro businesses will not be significantly differential
to larger firms. It is possible that familiarisation costs may be larger proportionally but these
are relatively small compared to the cost of lost profits.

Profit loss is calculated proportionally to turnover, and therefore the impact will match the
size of the business — however it is possible that the impact of being rejected licensing for a
new premise may impact smaller businesses more, as they may rely more heavily on fewer
establishments, and one licensing rejection may bare greater costs than for larger businesses
with a lot more establishments and a greater resistance to sunk costs.

Costs and benefits to households’ calculations

We do not consider the preferred option to have any costs to households. Despite not being
monetised, we do anticipate potential benefits, in the form of a reduction in the externalities
from gambling addiction, where fewer licenses for gambling premises should make gambling
less accessible and visible to the public. More detail can be found on this in lines under the
NPSV section.

Business environment

While the preferred option is targeted at addressing a higher concentration of gambling
premises in local areas, and in areas of identified vulnerability, it is possible there could be
wider impacts on the business environment in the UK.

Increasing regulations could have the potential to decrease foreign investment into
gambling-related premises, as the preferred option is likely to create uncertainty for investors.

The impact is likely to be fairly modest given the relatively low rejection rate estimated,
however it could create the perception that entry into the gambling market is subject to local
regulations, and could be a potential barrier. Despite this, we do not believe the impact on
foreign investment will outweigh the benefits of decreasing the concentration of gambling
premises, and lowering the impacts of harmful gambling on households.

Trade implications

This Impact assessment does not anticipate any trade implications from the preferred
option.

Environment: Natural capital impact and decarbonisation

This impact assessment does not anticipate any environmental impacts from the preferred
option.
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Other wider impacts (consider the impacts of your proposals)

The reduction in externalities associated with harmful gambling activity are discussed in
greater length in lines under the NPSV section.

Costs to local authorities

Familiarisation Costs

This cost describes the burden placed on local authorities to understand the new regulations.
In line with the Health Cumulative Impact Assessment for Alcohol Licensing Objectives, we
assume a time requirement of 30 minutes.

We have measured the impact of time lost for local authorities based on median wages for
‘inspectors of standards and regulations’ occupational categorisation. Taking provisional
hourly rate data from ONS’ ASHE 2025 release, we understand the median hourly rate to be
£19.42. This median does not include overtime pay, as we would expect administrative tasks
to be completed during contracted working hours.

From the Gambling Commission register of premises, we understand that 295 of 296 local
authorities contain active gambling premises, and are therefore expected to receive licensing
applications in the future. Assuming that one individual at each local authority will be required
to understand the new regulations, and this takes 30 minutes of a local authority agent’s time,
30 minutes is taken from the hourly wage (£9.71), and applied to the quantity of authorities.
This results in a total cost to local authorities of £2,864.

Risks and assumptions

Increase in rejection rate

License application rejection rate is taken from health objective licensing IA, which notes
uncertainty surrounding the rejection rate of licensing applications. Given this assumption
cannot be observed prior to implementation, uncertainty is inevitable, with the key risk being
that considerably more or fewer authorities utilise the powers, leading to greater costs to
businesses or reduced benefits from less harmful gambling activity.

Gambling profits

In the estimation of potential profits lost, the assumption of gambling profits relative to
baseline profits is sourced as a range between 7 and 15%. Given this, we take a midpoint of
11%, although acknowledge this opens the estimate up to relative uncertainty, where it is
possible that gambling profits could potentially be higher or lower than expected. This could
potentially deviations in expected costs and benefits to businesses and households. A
specific value for net profits in for gambling-related businesses is difficult to derive, but
alternative sources appear to align reasonably with the range provided. Another source from
2026 quotes a range between 7% and 18% depending on the size of the betting shop?®.
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Final stage Impact Assessment — Powers to
Prohibit Pavement Parking

1. Summary of proposal

Pavement parking is when a vehicle is parked wholly or partly on the footway (pavement)
rather than fully on the carriageway (road). Footways, naturally, are p for pedestrians, not
vehicles.

Pavement parking is an issue that resonates deeply with communities across our country.
From bustling city centres to quiet residential streets, the impact is felt by many, particularly
people living with sight-loss, mobility or sensory disabilities, older adults, parents with young
children and anyone who relies on safe, accessible pavements to move around
independently.

In 2020, the Government held a public consultation entitled “Pavement parking: options for
change” to address the long-standing problem of pavement parking.

The consultation assessed a range of options: improving the existing traffic regulation order
process, enabling local authorities to enforce against ‘unnecessary obstruction’ of the
pavement and introducing a national prohibition on pavement parking, with local exemptions.

Since the consultation, there has been a change in administration and significant changes to
bring greater devolution in England. As a result, a new option was considered, to give local
leaders the power to tackle pavement parking through local prohibitions where they believe
it is appropriate to do so in their area.

The Government is therefore introducing new devolved powers allowing Local Transport
Authorities (LTAs) outside Greater London working with their constituent Local Authorities,
and the Council of the Isles of Scilly, to prohibit pavement parking in their local areas (Option
5). This reflects the Government’s commitment to devolving decision-making closer to the
communities they affect and aligns with the overarching objective of making pavements safe
and accessible for all pedestrians.

With a devolved approach, we expect that not all LTAs will decide to introduce prohibitions
or may do so in a more phased manner. Whilst they may not all introduce a full prohibition,
we expect that many will want to tackle the worst cases of pavement parking. It is already an
offence to unnecessarily obstruct the highway and this extends to pavements. Currently, this
is only enforceable by the police as a criminal matter. The Government will, therefore, bring
forward secondary legislation allowing Local Authorities in England with civil parking
enforcement powers, which is the vast majority of them, to tackle the most antisocial
instances of pavement parking, where there is an unnecessary obstruction of the pavement.
This secondary legislation is entirely separate from the prohibition powers in this Bill and is
not part of the measure being assessed here.

The new devolved powers will be exercised by LTAs in England outside London to prohibit
parking on footways and verges (the “pavement”) across their areas by means of an
administrative order. Regulations will be made to exempt certain classes of vehicles, and to
permit pavement parking in certain specific circumstances. LTAs are defined under section
108 of the Transport Act 2000 and include Strategic Authorities (SAs) and non-SAs, as
follows:

e acombined authority — a SA under the English Devolution and Community Empowerment
Bill (“EDB”),
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e combined county authority established under section 9(1) of the Levelling-up and
Regeneration Act 2023 - or SA under the EDB,

e county councils, which may eventually be designated as a SA under regulations to be
made under the EDB,

¢ non-metropolitan district council in an area where there is no county council —i.e. a unitary
authority, which may eventually be designated as a SA under regulations to be made
under this Act.

These powers are also being made available to the Council of the Isles of Scilly, as the Isles
of Scilly are not covered by an LTA. For the purposes of the remainder of this document,
references to LTAs refer also to the Council of the Isles of Scilly. Under the new powers being
introduced, it will be a matter for the LTA to formally decide whether to introduce a pavement
parking prohibition covering their area, and on any exemptions. However, we expect that
LTAs will work closely with their constituent authorities (LAs), to ensure exemptions work in
the local interest. Moreover, it will be for LAs to undertake any enforcement activity, and to
erect any signage or bay markings, if required by secondary legislation.

Secondary legislation (regulations) will be introduced which will include exemptions to the
pavement parking prohibitions, such as certain classes of vehicles and circumstances where
pavement parking will be permitted and will also enable LTAs to exclude locations where the
prohibition would not be appropriate. The excluded locations are expected to be mainly along
narrow streets where pavement parking would remain necessary to maintain traffic flow.

No immediate changes will occur as a direct result of this legislation. Changes to enforcement
of pavement parking rules will only take effect once secondary legislation is introduced under
these measures which will empower LTAs to prohibit pavement parking across their area and
direct constituent LAs holding designated Civil Parking Enforcement powers to issue
applicable Penalty Charge Notices.
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2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

(see Green Book Ch 3.2, 4)

Description of policy problem and overall rationale for intervention:

e What market failures currently exist that regulation would resolve? (see Green Book Ch
4.3 for market failure examples)

e What gaps or harms would occur if government doesn’t intervene?

e Have there been any similar policy problems requiring regulation, domestically or
internationally?

e |If applicable, has a post-implementation review of the existing regulation been
undertaken. If so, what were its findings and how does the information the rationale? If
not, why not? Has there been evaluation of any previous regulation in this area?

What is the problem under consideration?

Pavement parking carries inherent dangers for all pedestrians. It may force people onto the
carriageway and into the flow of traffic and damage pavements and verges, resulting in trip
hazards. This is particularly difficult for people with sight or mobility impairments, wheelchair
users and those using prams or buggies.

However, many towns and cities were not designed to accommodate today’s high traffic
levels and at some locations the pavement may be the only place to park without obstructing
the carriageway.

Currently, local authorities in England (outside London) can enforce against pavement
parking where:

e vehicles are parked in contravention of existing waiting restrictions (for example,
yellow lines, which also apply to the pavement and verge)

o a designated prohibition has been implemented through a Traffic Regulation Order
(TRO) and prescribed, or authorised, traffic signs and bay markings

« the vehicle parked is a ‘heavy commercial vehicle’ with an operating weight of over 7.5
tonnes

Despite these tools, 92% of local authorities, 80% of commercial businesses, 96% of other
organisations and 82% of individuals that responded to our consultation said that pavement
parking was a problem in their area. Furthermore, 41% of individuals said they would leave
home more often if there was no pavement parking.

There is an existing offence of obstruction of the highway, which extends to pavements, but
only the Police can enforce it. Given other priorities, they rarely do so.

Vehicles parked on the pavement can also necessitate costly pavement repairs and possible
personal injury claims against the LA.

Why is government intervention necessary?

LAs are responsible for implementing and enforcing parking restrictions and rely upon
legislative tools provided by government. Existing legislation allows local authorities to
introduce Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) to manage traffic; the requirements of which must
be conveyed to the motorist via prescribed or authorised traffic signs and road markings.

280


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-government/the-green-book-2020#the-overarching-policy-framework
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-government/the-green-book-2020#generating-options-and-long-list-appraisal
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-government/the-green-book-2020#generating-options-and-long-list-appraisal

Local authorities make TROs for many reasons, for example, to restrict traffic manoeuvres
(one-way or banned turns) or to set speed limits. TROs also allow local authorities the
freedom to decide if and how they wish to restrict or prohibit pavement parking in their local
area. The combination of a TRO with the necessary traffic signs and road markings creates
a pavement parking restriction, which local authorities with CPE powers can enforce against
by issuing Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs). LAs have had these powers for many years but
TROs are costly as the process includes legal drafting, consultation, costly publishing of
notices in local newspapers and dealing with objections.

Among LA respondents to the DfT’s 2020 consultation on pavement parking, just 35 out of
100 responding authorities outside London with powers to implement TROs had used a TRO
to restrict pavement parking (and, typically, they made no more than one TRO per year per
council). Reasons for not making TROs included cost and resource constraints. It is clear that
the current TRO powers are not addressing the problem. Only 8% of individuals and 4% of
organisations responding to the Department’s consultation thought that TRO reform alone
would be sufficient.

Furthermore, TROs are not available to LTAs which are not also Highways Authorities,
making it impossible for LTAs to tackle pavement parking across their entire area in many
cases, and even when theoretically possible, it the process for an area wide prohibition using
TROs is too cumbersome to be used in practice.

Some motorists cause difficulty for other road and users by parking on the pavement.
Vehicles parked on pavements can cause external costs to wider society rather than just the
driver of the vehicle, for example, forcing pedestrians onto the carriageway or limiting footfall
on the pavement. In addition, parking on the pavement causes damage to the pavement
which presents a financial burden to local authorities, both in terms of maintenance and
responding to personal injury claims.

Outside London, the Police are responsible for enforcing against ‘unnecessary obstruction’
of the road, which includes the pavement. Non-endorsable Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN)s
issued by the Police as a criminal matter attract a fine between £30-£50 compared £60-£70
PCN levels issued civilly by local authorities outside London for higher level parking
contraventions. Existing levels suggest low levels of police enforcement. In 2023 the police
issued 14,189 FPNs for obstruction, waiting and parking offences in the whole of England,
excluding London, according to government motoring-offence data'®. Compared to
2012/2013, there is a 72% fall in the levels of FPNs issued. The 2023 figure would amount
to around 50 FPNs per LA per year in England. However, the exact level of FPNs issued due
to pavement parking is likely to be even lower given that it is a subset of the obstructions
penalised in this offence type and the data includes Wales. For comparison, around 5.5
million parking PCNs were issued in England (outside London) in 2023/24, about 19,643 per
LA The ‘unnecessary obstruction’ of the road offence also does not allow keeping the
pavement completely clear for pedestrians.

Due to these externalities, pavement parking will not be resolved through any market or
stakeholder-led changes. It is a long-standing problem that will not resolve itself without
government intervention to provide an inclusive solution to a problem which has left some of
England’s most vulnerable road users unable or less able to leave their homes safely and
make the journeys they need.

103 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/police-powers-and-procedures-roads-policing-to-december-
2023#documents tab FPN_02
104 hitps://www.trafficpenaltytribunal.gov.uk/appeals-data/parking-england/
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What evidence is there to support the problem statement?

No previous evaluation has been carried out. A Baseline Evaluation Study is underway and
expected to conclude by Autumn 2026. The study will include direct measure of the prevalence
of pavement parking, and surveys exploring the perspectives of and impacts on the public. We
are seeking to report findings on key sub-groups of ‘vulnerable pedestrians’ such as people with
visual impairments, mobility aid users, and people using buggies and push chairs. These
measures will be repeated delivery after the devolution of new powers, providing insight into how
well the policy has been implemented and the success of the policy against its objectives.

Of the 15,381 responses to the Department’s 2020 consultation, the vast majority (93% of
organisations and 81% of individuals) said that pavement parking was a problem in their area.
41% of individuals said they would leave home more often if there was no pavement parking.

The November 2025 research briefing (published in the House of Commons Library) ‘UK
Disability Statistics: Prevalence and Life Experiences’'% estimates that in 2023/24 16.8
million people in the UK have a disability, equivalent to 25% of the total population. Since
2013/14, the estimated number of disabled people has increased by 4.9 million (+41%);
although it is noted that while an aging population explains some of this rise, recent increases
are also driven by higher reporting among children and working age adults, particularly linked
to mental health conditions.

A September 2025 ‘In My Way: New Royal National Institute of Blind People (RNIB) report
on walking reveals the unnecessary and dangerous barriers on our streets’'% survey of nearly
1,200 UK wide respondents, along with focus groups found that 82% of blind and partially
sighted people identified cars or other vehicles parked on pavement as a barrier to pedestrian
journeys, with 71% citing cracked, uneven or otherwise poor quality pavement.

A 2020 RNIB report ‘Blocked In: The Impact of Pavement Parking' %’ found that, of the 1,876
pedestrians surveyed on line in 2019 by Guide Dogs, the following reported problems with
pavement parking: 508 blind and partially people (95%) 164 people with hearing loss (92%),
131 wheelchair / mobility scooter users (99%) 322 people with other disabilities (89%) 99
people with buggies / prams (98%) 464 pedestrians with no disability or children (75%). It
should be noted that 174 responses were from London where pavement parking is already
prohibited. To reflect the overlapping nature of these groups, participants were able to identify
themselves in up to two groups.

Similarly, written evidence provided by Sustrans to the Transport Select Committee
referenced a 2014 YouGov poll'® of people aged 65 and over, commissioned by the UK
charity Living Streets, found that pavement parking was a problem for 73% of older people in
their local area: 50% of respondents said that they would be more likely to walk outside if the
pavements were clear of vehicles parked on them.

Vehicles parked on pavements also cause damage. This increases trip hazards (particularly
for pedestrians with additional vulnerabilities) causing injuries due to poor pavement condition
worsened by pavement parking, and is a financial burden to LAs, both in terms of highway
maintenance and possible personal injury claims. The estimated social cost of these claims

105 hitps://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-9602/CBP-9602.pdf

106 hitps://www.rnib.org.uk/news/in-my-way-new-rnib-report-on-walking-reveals-the-unnecessary-and-
dangerous-barriers-on-our-streets/

107 https://gd-prod.azureedge.net/-/media/project/quidedogs/quidedogsdotorg/files/how-you-can-help/j0525-
quide-dogs---pavement-parking-report-2020.pdf

108 PPA0311 - Evidence on Pavement parking
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is expected to be significantly higher. Using Transport Appraisal Guidance values of slight
injuries suggests current injuries caused by pavement parking cost society £16m per year.

These negative externalities (i.e. costs to wider society rather than just the driver of the
vehicle) mean change is appropriate.

A pavement parking ban has also been implemented in Scotland. While not all Scottish Local
Authorities have enforced against pavement parking, and while there is a lack of evaluation
of the effectiveness of the policy, anecdotal evidence suggests that pavement parking has
reduced significantly in areas where the prohibition is enforced, e.g. in Dundee. This suggests
that a pavement parking prohibition accompanied by enforcement is an effective measure for
tackling pavement parking.

3. SMART objectives for intervention

The SMART objectives below describe the outcomes the policy is intended to achieve,
together with the criteria against which success will be assessed. These objectives differ from
those originally set out in the Options Assessment to align with the Government’s devolved
approach to traffic management. It is essential that the approach to pavement parking reflects
local discretion, proportionality, and alignment with the Government’s wider devolution
framework.
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Objective Specific Measurables Achievable Realistic Time-limited
Safety: Enabling safe | Reduced parking on | Reduction in % of | Achievable  through | Supported by | The implementation of
use of the pavement | pavements and verges | pedestrians reporting | this legislation, clear | stakeholder evidence, | these powers is
by all pedestrians, in | in England outside of | having to step into the | communication of | consultation dependent on
particular people | London, leading to | carriageway due to | exemptions, and | responses and | secondary legislation
with sight or mobility | pedestrians being able | pavement parking. | enforcement. experience from | — the timing for
impairments or those | to use the pavement | * Reduction in London where bans | implementation is to
with buggies and | safely accidents and injury have worked | be confirmed. This
prams claims attributable to effectively. objective  will start
pavement parking or materialising
footway damage immediately following
caused by vehicles. commencement  with
improved compliance
and hence increased
safety benefits
expected over time.
Equality and | Reduced parking on |+ Increase in people | Achievable as | Evidence from | Expected
inclusion: pavements and verges | reporting they can | prohibitions are clearly | consultation and | improvements  from
Preventing social | in England outside of | make journeys on foot | communicated and | research (e.g. Guide | Year 1 from
exclusion by | London with | without encountering | with enforced, making | Dogs, Living Streets) | commencement and
enabling all | appropriate pavement-parked pavements shows large latent | clearer
pedestrians but, in | exemptions where | vehicles. accessible. demand for safer | population-level
particular, those with | appropriate, . Increase in pavements, which the | effects by Years 2-3
disabilities, the | leading to  better | self-reported  safety powers enable. | following
elderly, very young | access to pavements | and confidence in Relevant  authorities | implementation of the
and those using | for road users, leading | using pavements. will be able to raise | powers.

prams/buggies to
make the journeys
necessary to live
their lives.

to equality and

inclusion benefits.

awareness of the
measure as they do
with other policies.
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Proportionality: Pavement parking | « Number and quality | Achievable  through | Aligns with LTA | Flexibility becomes
Enabling an | prohibited in a flexible | of pavement parking | legislation and | responsibilities and | available immediately
appropriate degree | way allowing suitable | prohibitions, including | statutory guidance | local knowledge; | on commencement of
of flexibility to | exemptions where [ the use of any|with clearly defined | exemptions are | legislation;
address local | appropriate, balancing | exemptions. criteria around | already standard tools | proportionality impacts
circumstances so | the needs of | » Appeal rates and | exemptions, and using |in  TRO  regimes. | measurable from Year
that the needs of | pedestrians and | outcomes for PCNs | local enforcement | Relevant  authorities | 1 onwards.
pedestrians and | motorists indicating fairness and | frameworks. can ensure a
motorists are proportionality. proportionate
appropriately approach is taken to
balanced identifying where

exemptions should

apply, e.g. seeking

information  through

surveys.
Efficient use of | Reduced pavement |« Reduction in highway | Achievable  through | Supported by LA | Reductions expected
public money: | parking leading to | repair costs linked to | reduced pavement | evidence of current | progressively over
Reduce reduced pavement | vehicle overrun. | loading where | high  repair  costs | Years 1-3.
consequential costs | repair costs and |- Reduction in | pavement parking | (£280k per year) and
to local authorities | personal injury claims | personal injury claims | prohibitions are | expected reductions
arising from | arising from pavement | and settlement costs. | implemented and | when vehicle access is
damaged pavements | parking, enabling more | « Enforcement income | enforcement  activity | controlled.
and personal injury | effective use of public | compared to | undertaken when

claims.

money with funding
diverted to other.

operational costs.

vehicles are parked on
the pavement.
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Local accountability:
Enable the
prohibition of
pavement parking in
local areas, based on
local knowledge and

priorities, with
strong local
democratic

accountability.

Decisions on
implementing
pavement parking

prohibitions are made
in the interests of
individual areas, with
strong democratic
accountability.

Proportion of England
outside of London,
where pavement
parking  prohibitions

are implemented.

Achievable  through
primary and secondary
legislation.

Devolution of powers
is realistic as it relies
on legislative changes,
aligns with existing
devolution policy, and
reflects LTAs have the
capability to introduce
the powers once
available, with LAs
being able to
undertake
enforcement alongside
existing parking
enforcement activity.

Authorities able to
adopt powers as soon
as powers
commenced by
secondary legislation.

Sufficient
geographic coverage
in prohibition areas:
Maximising clarity
for motorists and
pavement users in
terms of where the
prohibition applies

Pavement parking
prohibitions are
applied across
sufficiently large,
clearly defined
geographic areas,
providing clarity for
motorists and

pavement users about
where a prohibition
applies.

» Geographic extent
(area/population

coverage) of
pavement parking
prohibitions.

Achievable  through
primary legislation.

Ensuring prohibitions

are applied at an
appropriate
geographic level
supports clarity for
road users.

Clear geographic
coverage achieved
upon implementation

of prohibitions.
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Critical Success Factor

Description

1. Objective and
strategic fit

Improving safety, accessibility, local traffic management, equality and
inclusion by tackling pavement parking, in a way that is suited to the
circumstances of local areas.

2. Value for money

Intervention represents value for money with excessive or
disproportionate costs avoided..

3. Supplier capacity and
capability

Ability of the supply chain to erect any necessary signage or bay
markings if required by secondary legislation.

4. Affordability

Ensuring relevant administrative processes and infrastructure is
affordable, including through savings arising from the policy.

5. Achievability

Parking on the pavement tackled effectively in practice.
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4. Summary of long-list and alternatives

Long-list Options Considered

Option 1 — Do Nothing
No new action is taken. Pavement parking remains a Police matter, with limited
enforcement due to being deprioritised by the Police over time.

Rationale for inclusion: Provides the counterfactual required by the Green Book.

Issues:

« Does not address pedestrian safety risks or negative externalities.

o Does not reduce footway damage or LA liability costs.

« Fails to improve equality outcomes and HMG priorities (growth, decarbonisation,
anti-social behaviour strategy).

« The consultation responses demonstrated that pavement parking is a significant issue in
England outside of London, with many pedestrian journeys negatively impacted as a
result, especially for vulnerable road users including young children, parents with
pushchairs, wheelchair users and guide dog users.

« Does not meet the “objective and strategic fit” Critical Success Factor as there would be
no meaningful improvement in improving safety, accessibility and equality and inclusion
for pavement users.

Conclusion: Not viable, shortlisted as the counterfactual.

Option 2 — Rely on TRO Reform Alone
Proceed with a TRO reform programme to simplify the process for making TROs to tackle
pavement parking but take no further action.

Rationale: Minimal-intervention alternative.

Benefits:

e A proportional approach which allows for local decision making and flexibility.

e Easier to implement TROs allowing local authorities to tackle pavement parking locally
in a more streamlined way.

Limitations

« Does not contribute to increased safety or social equality and inclusion as essentially
maintains the current status quo.

o Cost and administrative burden remain significant even after reform.

e Leads to a patchwork of rules and low enforcement coverage, as TROs, even after
reform, would be very difficult to apply at scale to cover large areas, which would not
meet the objective of the measure covering sufficient geographic areas.

« Societal acceptability as long-awaited measures have wide public and sector support.

Conclusion: Insufficient to meet objectives.

Option 3 — National Pavement Parking Prohibition (London-style ban across England
outside London)
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Introduce a uniform national ban on pavement parking across England, unless an
exemption applies permitting pavement parking on a specific street.

Benefits:

« Enables responsive and inclusive transport planning in the interests of local
communities.

« Reduces patchwork (compared with giving powers to individual LAs).

o Strong safety and equality outcomes arising from national consistency where a
prohibition applies (shared legal framework and exemptions set out in secondary
legislation).

« Allows proportionate application, e.g., exemptions on narrow streets where
necessary.

o Clear and simple rule throughout England that a prohibition exists unless traffic signs
and white bay markings indicate where pavement parking is permitted, strong safety and
equality outcomes.

o The supply chain can erect necessary traffic signing, and local authorities have the
capability to identify where exemptions are appropriate.

o Maximum geographic coverage, with maximum clarity for road users as pavement
parking prohibited by default across England.

Limitations:

o A “one size fits all” prohibition will not suit some rural, narrow, or historic streets.

« Not aligned with making sure the powers work in the interests of local areas, with strong
local democratic accountability, leading to a lack of local flexibility to do what is right for
local areas, with limited alignment with the ‘objective and strategic fit’ critical success
factor.

« Introducing a national ban by default which would then necessitate locations to be
exempted for traffic management reasons creating additional consequential costs, which
would be less aligned with the ‘value for money’ Critical Success Factor.

o May lead to a significant burden on the supply chain, driving increased costs.

Conclusion: Technically feasible but not aligned with the objective of the prohibition
working in the interests for local communities, with strong local democratic
accountability.

Option 4 — Devolve Pavement Parking Prohibition Powers to Strategic Authorities
(SAs)

Primary legislation enabling SAs to prohibit pavement parking across their areas using
administrative orders, with built-in flexibility to exempt locations.

Benefits:
o Strong safety and equality outcomes in SA areas that implement the prohibition
appropriately.
« Enables responsive and inclusive transport planning in the interests of local
communities.

« Strong alignment with devolution commitments and local decision-making.

e Reduces patchwork (compared with giving powers to individual LAs).

« National consistency where a prohibition applies (shared legal framework and
exemptions set out in secondary legislation).

o Allows proportionate application, e.g., exemptions on narrow streets where
necessary.
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o SA areas provide coverage through a large geographic area, aligning with the
sufficient geographic area objective.

Limitations:

« Requires primary legislation; longer implementation time as detailed secondary
legislation and guidance are needed to implement the policy in practice, slowing
down implementation.

e Some areas in England do not have a Strategic Authority, and while more Strategic
Authorities will be created over time, this would mean some areas would not have
access to the powers in the foreseeable future, leading to inequality between
different geographical areas, reducing alignment with the ‘objective and strategic fit’
Critical Success Factor. We currently anticipate that 77% of England’s population
will be covered by an SA by autumn 2026.

Conclusion: Making powers to prohibit pavement parking available to Strategic
Authorities does not achieve the objectives as fully as possible as not all areas are
covered by an SA.

Option 5 — Devolve Pavement Parking Prohibition Powers to LTAs
Primary legislation enabling LTAs to prohibit pavement parking across their areas using
administrative orders, with built-in flexibility to exempt locations.

Benefits:
e Strong safety and equality outcomes in LTA areas that implement the prohibition
appropriately.

o Enables responsive and inclusive transport planning in the interests of local
communities.

e Strong alignment with making prohibitions work for local communities, with strong
democratic accountability.

e Reduces patchwork (compared with giving powers to individual lower-tier local
authorities).

« National consistency where a prohibition applies (shared legal framework and
exemptions set out in secondary legislation).

« Allows proportionate application, e.g., exemptions on narrow streets where
necessary.

o As all parts of England (apart from the Isles of Scilly, with the Council of the Isles of
Scilly being given the same powers as LTAs) have a LTA, this option will allow all
areas who want to prohibit pavement parking in their local area to go ahead.

o Likely to lead to increased value for money, affordability and better ability for the
supply chain to implement as uptake is likely to happen over time.

e The powers can be introduced through this Bill and secondary legislation enabled by
it.

o We currently anticipate that 77% of England’s population will be covered by an SA
by autumn 2026, and this option is therefore expected to provide coverage across
reasonably large geographic areas, in alignment with the geographic coverage
objective.

Limitations:
e Requires primary legislation; longer implementation time as detailed secondary
legislation and guidance are needed to implement the policy in practice, slowing
down implementation.
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Conclusion: Shortlisted.

Option 6 — Devolve Pavement Parking Prohibition Powers to LAs
Primary legislation enabling LAs to prohibit pavement parking across their areas using
administrative orders, with built-in flexibility to exempt locations.

Benefits:
o Strong safety and equality outcomes in LA areas that implement the prohibition
appropriately.

« Enables responsive and inclusive transport planning in the interests of local
communities.

o Strong alignment with ensuring prohibitions work for local communities.

« National consistency where a prohibition applies (shared legal framework and
exemptions set out in secondary legislation).

o Allows proportionate application, e.g., exemptions on narrow streets where
necessary.

e As all parts of England have an LA, this option will allow all areas who want to
prohibit pavement parking in their local area to go ahead.

o Likely to lead to increased value for money, affordability and better ability for the
supply chain to implement as uptake is likely to happen over time.

e The powers can be introduced through this Bill and secondary legislation enabled by
it.

Limitations:

o Creates patchwork, increasing confusion about where a prohibition applies,
compared to introducing a prohibition over a larger area. This does not align with the
geographic coverage objective.

« Requires primary legislation; longer implementation time as detailed secondary
legislation and guidance are needed to implement the policy in practice, slowing
down implementation.

Conclusion: Devolving powers to LAs does not achieve objectives as fully given the
limited geographic coverage of each individual prohibition, leading to patchwork
effect and makes it harder for road users to have clarity as to where a prohibition
applies within their local area.

Alternatives Discounted Early

The following were assessed and discarded as non-viable:

o Street-by-street TROs mandated nationally: Impractical, expensive, and
administratively burdensome; likely to generate major delays.
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Option

Retained?

Reasoning

1. Do nothing

No

Does not address issues with pavement parking;
fails equality and safety objectives; not aligned
with HMG devolution priorities including allowing
local leaders to ensure pavements are for
pedestrians if they choose to.

2. TRO reform only No Insufficient coverage — very time consuming and
expensive to implement across large areas
including consultation requirements;
administratively heavy; consultation shows low
uptake indicating the SMART objectives would be
largely unmet were this option to be selected.

3. National Pavement | No Does not fit with Devolution objective as a

Parking Prohibition pavement parking prohibition would be mandatory
across the entire LA area subject to exemptions
rather than allowing local leaders to decide
whether to prohibit pavement parking in the
interests of their local communities.

4. Devolved SA No Effective at tackling pavement parking in SA areas

prohibition but does not provide coverage in non-SA areas so
would not meet any SMART objectives in non-SA
areas

5. Devolved LTA Yes Best balance of safety, equality, flexibility, and

prohibition devolution, meeting all SMART objectives.

6. Devolved LA No Balance of safety, equality, flexibility, and

prohibition devolution, meeting SMART objectives, but not as

effective as Option 5 in avoiding patch work, and
does not meet the geographic coverage objective.
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5. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward

e Summary of shortlisting appraisal; use the Green Book's OFF to show how SMART
Objectives and Critical Success Factors have been used to reduce long-list to short list

e SaMBA and medium-sized business impact: does the preferred way forward have an
especially high impact on small and micro businesses? Separately, the same question for
medium sized businesses with between 50 and 499 employees?

e SaMBA and medium-sized business mitigations: If SMBs are in scope and the impacts
on them are expected to be disproportionate please indicate the planned mitigations.
Likewise for medium-sized businesses.

e To avoid duplication, you do not need to include the preferred option as it should be
covered in the next section

Two policy options have been shortlisted for detailed appraisal. One of the options is to
devolve powers to prohibit pavement parking to LTAs, which has been shortlisted as a result
of parliamentary support as the English Devolution and Communities Empowerment Bill has
been progressing through Parliament, and because it aligns with Government policy, and the
policy objectives and Critical Success Factors. The other option is the ‘Do Nothing’ option.
While not a viable way to meet the Government’s objective of allowing local communities to
tackle pavement parking, it is included for appraisal as it represents the counterfactual to the
policy we are legislating for. The preferred option represents the most effective, proportionate
and deliverable means of addressing the negative externalities and public-goods failure
associated with pavement parking, while aligning with wider Government commitments to
devolution, safer streets, social mobility, and decarbonisation.

The shortlisted options are:
1. Option 1: Do nothing.
2. Option 5: Devolving Powers to LTAs to Prohibit Pavement Parking through
Area-Wide Administrative Orders (primary legislation).

Option 1: Do Nothing

Description

No change to the current legal framework for tackling pavement parking. The Police would
retain the power to enforce obstructive pavement parking. Local Authorities could also make
TROs to prohibit pavement parking locally.

Rationale

The counterfactual — we are assessing the preferred option against what would happen if we
did not go ahead and legislate. The “Do Nothing” option is not suitable for meeting the
Government’s objective of allowing pavement parking to be tackled locally and is not
consistent with the Government’s policy to devolve powers to tackle pavement parking. The
“Do Nothing” option would mean that pavement parking would almost certainly continue, with
the issues identified in the consultation response remaining unaddressed.

Intended Effects
Included as the counterfactual to allow appraisal of the preferred option against a decision
not to legislate.

Strengths
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No change including no burdens associated with implementation. Obstructive pavement
parking would remain a criminal offence, alongside the offence of driving on the pavement,
which can be enforced by the Police. Local Authorities can tackle pavement parking locally
using TROs.

Limitations

Police enforcement in relation to pavement parking is extremely limited due to it being
deprioritised over time and insufficient in tackling problematic pavement parking, as
evidenced by the consultation responses and other survey data. TROs do not allow pavement
parking to be prohibited in a streamlined way across a larger geographical area, and will still
involve a considerable administrative burden.

Why shortlisted
Included as the counterfactual to allow appraisal of the preferred option against a decision
not to legislate.

Option 5: Devolving Pavement Parking Prohibition Powers to LTAs

Description

This option introduces primary legislation enabling LTAs in England (outside London) to
prohibit pavement parking across their areas using a single administrative order, rather than
multiple Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs). LTAs would apply the prohibition authority-wide
while retaining the ability to designate locally justified exemptions, in line with the procedure
set out in regulations. The primary legislation will allow the Secretary of State to commence
the powers by secondary legislation, and secondary legislation will also address exemptions,
the order making process, traffic signing and include a power to issue statutory guidance.
The system includes:

o« Exemptions for classes of vehicles to which the prohibition applies, and the
circumstances in which pavement parking may lawfully occur, provided for in
regulations.

« Statutory guidance regarding the implementation, enforcement and operation of the
pavement parking prohibition.

Rationale
« Provides a consistent legal framework while preserving local flexibility.
« Reduces the potential “patchwork effect” that would occur if powers were devolved to
each lower-tier local authority or retained under existing TRO powers.
e Supports Government’s broader devolution and safer streets agendas.

Intended Effects
o Provide safe, accessible pavements for all users, especially disabled people, older
adults and children.
o Reduce damage to footways and associated LA costs.
e Improve walking conditions, supporting active travel and reducing social isolation.
« Aligns with wider transport and public health objectives.

Strengths
e Provides a comprehensive, long-term solution to pavement parking across LTA
boundaries.

« Balances national consistency with local autonomy, while ensuring prohibitions and
exemptions are applied in a uniform manner in LTA areas where they are adopted.

o Reduces future administrative burdens compared with TRO-by-street approaches.

e Strong alignment with HMG’s devolution mission.
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e Limited impact on SaMBA businesses — any limited impacts for example for
businesses trading on the street can be mitigated through exemptions.

« Strong safety and equality outcomes in LTA areas that implement the prohibition
appropriately.

« Enables responsive and inclusive transport planning in the interests of local
communities.

e Reduces patchwork (compared with giving powers to individual lower-tier local
authorities).

« National consistency where a prohibition applies (shared legal framework and
exemptions set out in secondary legislation).

« Allows proportionate application, e.g., exemptions on narrow streets where necessary.

o As all parts of England have a LTA, this option will allow all areas who want to prohibit
pavement parking in their local area to go ahead.

Limitations
o Requires primary and secondary legislation to implement, adding time before full
implementation.
e LTAs will need lead-time to assess exemptions and carry out stakeholder
engagement.
« Requires adequate resourcing and coordination across tiers of local government

Impact on SaMBA businesses

The powers conferred by this primary legislation will only take effect following the laying of
secondary legislation. As such, there are no immediate impacts on small and micro
businesses (SaMBA) arising from this measure. The secondary legislation will set out the
detailed operational framework, including exemptions for specific classes of vehicles and
defined circumstances in which pavement parking may be permitted despite a prohibition
being in force.

Once implemented through secondary legislation, there may be impacts on some SaMBA
businesses, particularly those that rely on parking close to a destination, such as businesses
that trade from vehicles or provide mobile services. Potential impacts could include reduced
parking availability or the need to park further from a customer’s premises. In addition, where
a pavement parking prohibition is in force, any Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs) incurred for
non-compliance would have a financial effect on affected businesses.

However, these impacts can be mitigated. The secondary legislation will allow for appropriate
exemptions and exceptions. Decisions on the use of exemptions will help to balance the
requirements of businesses with the primary objective of improving pedestrian safety and
accessibility.

Given that the nature and scale of any impacts will depend on decisions taken through
secondary legislation, it is not possible to quantify impacts on SaMBA businesses at this
stage. A further Impact Assessment will be developed alongside the secondary legislation, at
which point impacts on businesses will be assessed in detail.

Why shortlisted

Option 5 is shortlisted because it provides the most complete and locally responsive solution
for England outside London. It aligns with Government priorities on devolution and active
travel, and it delivers a clear, comprehensible rule for road users. All areas with a prohibition
will have a consistent framework in place, and the policy allows for the pavement parking to
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be tackled in ways that work for local road users, rather than imposing a national ban on all
areas. This will ensure that areas where an area-wide prohibition is not the most appropriate
option can take decisions that work in the local interest, for example, through exemptions, or
choosing not to implement the prohibition.
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6. Description of preferred option and explanation of the
logical change process whereby this achieves SMART
objectives

e Set out a description of the preferred option and explain how it achieves the SMART
objectives and Critical Success Factors.

e |s this an extension of an existing regulation, or otherwise applies tried-and-tested
methods?

e Please provide a logic model, theory of change, or similar process map showing how this
intervention will achieve the objectives. Preferred Option: Option 5)

The preferred option is devolving powers to LTAs to prohibit pavement parking across their
areas through a single administrative order, with appropriate national and local exemptions
set out in regulations (Option 5). Separately, Government also intends to make secondary
legislation, as an additional measure to tackle the most problematic instances of pavement
parking through civil enforcement. That will address the different objective of tackling
obstructive pavement parking, covering the most egregious instances of vehicles parked on
the pavement.

The preferred option addresses the identified market failures, negative externalities,

and lack of incentive for motorists to consider impacts on others, while supporting
Government commitments to devolution, safer streets, social mobility, decarbonisation, and
efficient public spending.

How the Preferred Option Works (Narrative)

By devolving powers to LTAs to introduce area-wide prohibitions on pavement parking:

e LTAs can introduce a clear, simple default rule: parking on pavements is not permitted
unless specifically exempted.

« Exemptions can be tailored to local circumstances as set out in regulations. This could
include maintaining traffic flow and fairness, including ensuring there is adequate parking
provision.

e A simple order making process avoids the administrative burdens of multiple TROs,
enabling efficient, network-wide action.

« A consistent national framework of exemptions and guidance ensures clarity for motorists,
while local flexibility ensures proportionality.

« Area-wide prohibitions create a stable, long-term basis for compliance.

This approach reduces costs to LAs, improves accessibility, and supports active travel.

Inputs

« Primary legislation devolving pavement parking prohibition powers to LTAs.

o Secondary legislation covering the LTA order making process, exemptions, traffic signing
and consultation requirement associated with the devolved powers.

o Statutory guidance regarding the implementation, enforcement and operation of
pavement parking prohibitions.

o Operational readiness of Civil Enforcement Officers (CEOs), adjudication systems, and
LTA traffic teams.

« Communicating new prohibitions to the public.

Activities
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e LTAs prepare area-wide administrative orders, map exemptions, and designate
necessary locations.

« Consultation, engagement with disability groups, and publication of exemptions.

o Communications explaining new rules.

« Ongoing enforcement of prohibitions once LTA orders in force.

e Monitoring and evaluation.

Outputs

e Increased visibility of CEO enforcement.

« Publication of exemptions maps and guidance.

e Area-wide prohibitions introduced by LTAs.

e Reduced incidence of pavement parking.

« Standardised application of exemptions and footway accessibility requirements.

Expected Medium-Term Outcomes

Driven by full implementation of Option 5:

« Significant reduction in all pavement parking except at formally exempted locations.

« Improved accessibility for disabled people, older people, parents with buggies, and
children.

« Greater walking confidence and participation, supporting active travel.

o Improved safety outcomes, with fewer injuries linked to pavement condition or vehicle
obstruction.

o Reduced maintenance and personal injury claim costs for local authorities.

« Consistent, locally appropriate enforcement supported by statutory guidance.

Expected Long-Term Impacts

Strategic benefits aligned with Government missions:

« Improved social mobility through better access to transport, services and employment.
Reduced health inequality, especially for disabled and older people.

Growth in active travel, supporting decarbonisation and better population health.

Safer streets and reduced antisocial behaviour associated with inconsiderate parking.

A consistent, devolution-aligned national framework for pavement safety outside London.

How the Preferred Option Achieves the SMART Objectives

This maps directly to our five objectives, which will be achieved through the following
activities:

Objective 1 — Safety

e CEO enforcement will reduce hazards.

o Along-term prohibition will remove widespread obstructions of pavements in areas with a
pavement parking prohibition.

o This will lead to fewer injuries, fewer near-misses and improved perceived safety.

Objective 2 — Equality & Inclusion

 Reduced street-level barriers will be enabled by introducing and enforcing LTA-wide
pavement parking prohibitions, subject to exemptions. This in turn will allow ‘vulnerable
pedestrians’ such as people with visual impairments, mobility aid users, and people using
buggies and push chairs to travel safely.

o This is expected to lead to more people leaving home, walking locally, and accessing
services, in alignment with the Equality & Inclusion objective.

Objective 3 — Proportionality
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Exemptions provided for in regulations will allow fair, context-sensitive implementation
in LTA areas with a pavement parking prohibition, taking into account the interests of
all road users, including pedestrians and motorists.

Statutory guidance will facilitate consistent, transparent decision-making as LTAs
implement a prohibition.

This will lead to a system that balances pedestrian needs with operational and traffic
needs.

Objective 4 — Efficient Use of Public Money

Introducing LTA-wide pavement parking prohibitions, subject to exemptions, will
reduce instances of pavement parking. This will contribute to reduced footway
damage, lowering LA repair and injury claim costs, enhancing value for money by
allowing LAs to divert funds to other priorities.

Enforcement income will offset operational costs over time.

The policy will therefore result in a net financial benefit to the public sector over time.

Objective 5 — Devolution

LTAs will be able to decide whether to adopt a pavement parking prohibition in their
area, and exemptions will be included in regulations.

This will lead to a coherent, devolved approach aligned with Government priorities,
where decisions on how to address pavement parking can be made in alignment with
local interests.

Figure 1: Logic model for regulating pavement parking
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NB: this model was developed in 2025 and designed to account for options proposed in the
2020 consultation, specifically option 2 (powers to enforce against unnecessary obstruction)
and option 3 (a full national ban with local exemptions). This model remains applicable to the
modified legislation proposed in 2026 (devolving the power to ban pavement parking from
national to strategic authority level).

7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

We are not monetising any impacts at this stage as all potential impacts will be subsequently
addressed in the options assessment and impact assessment for the secondary legislation
as this is when the impacts will arise. In line with the Better Regulation Framework, where
impacts cannot be monetised, we have provided a narrative-based |A that describes the
impacts of the entirety of the policy, covering the primary, and related, secondary legislation.

The scorecard below assumes that the counterfactual is the current situation. That is, where
civil enforcement of obstructions is not implemented. It evaluates the impacts of the preferred
option relative to today as the baseline. However, it is uncertain whether this is the most
appropriate counterfactual.

If instead we assume that the counterfactual assumes that making unnecessary obstruction
of the pavement civilly enforceable is already in place, both the nature and scale of the
impacts may change. This depends on how effective this policy is.

For instance, if making unnecessary obstruction of the pavement civilly enforceable
substantially reduces pavement parking, there would be less opportunity for the preferred
option (option 5) to generate further improvements, therefore some impacts outlined below
could be smaller. On the other hand, if making unnecessary obstruction of the pavement
civilly enforceable has a limited effect, the preferred option could deliver greater additional
reductions in pavement parking, leading to larger overall impacts.

The impacts between the two options are similar as both have the policy goal of reducing
pavement parking but take different approaches. The impacts of making unnecessary
obstruction of the pavement civilly enforceable are mostly around enforcement and the
benefits of improved accessibility that could arise from this as people are deterred from
obstructing the pavement. These could include:

- Change enforcement costs for LAs and increase PCN revenue

- Change in journey times and congestion for motorists and business

- Change in passing trade for business

- Additional LA software and backroom costs including familiarisation costs

- Improved accessibility for pedestrians

- Health benefits from increased walking for pedestrians and potential mode shift from
cars

- Improved townscape

- Decrease in injury claims

- Decrease in repairs to pavement

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating
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Description of At primary legislation stage we anticipate there to be
overall expected no impacts. This is because the primary legislation
impact does not allow LTAs to prohibit pavement parking yet.

The primary legislation creates the powers to be
exercised by LTAs in England once the secondary
legislation has been laid.

Since we do not know at this time how or how many
LTAs plan to introduce a pavement parking
prohibition, all impacts illustrated below are indicative
of a situation post-secondary legislation where an LTA
implements a pavement parking prohibition with
minimal exemptions.

While at this stage we have not monetised any
impacts, the preferred option could have a significant
impact on social welfare.

The benefits are likely to be mostly felt by
pedestrians, if a pavement parking prohibition is
introduced in an LTA. Particularly those who have
accessibility issues and who are vulnerable. The main
expected benefits are safer pavements, greater social
inclusion, a reduction in pavement repair costs and
increase in PCN revenue for local authorities.

The potential costs are likely to fall largely to the
LTAs/LAs. The main expected costs include,
familiarisations costs, software updates and the costs
of implementing exemptions — including road network
assessments and the installation of traffic signing and
road markings.

A pavement parking prohibition could lead to road
users being unable to park where they previously
could, increasing journey times and congestion and a
reduction in passing trade for businesses dependent
on pavement parking — this impact is uncertain. Any
potential increase in journey times is expected to be
small and the net impact of passing trade is uncertain
due to increased footfall as a result of a pavement
parking prohibition. These costs could be outweighed
by benefits associated with improved accessibility,
townscape, increased footfall and mode shift to cycle
or public transport modes.

The impact of this would be, again, uncertain and
would depend on the extent to which pavement
parking is reduced. This depends on the following:

- LTAs decisions on uptake and exemptions

- LTAs decisions on enforcement

- Driver behaviour in response to the
prohibition

At secondary legislation stage we plan to further fill
these evidence gaps to better inform future policy.
This is outlined in the monitoring and evaluation
section (section 8).
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Monetised Since there are no impacts at the primary legislation
impacts stage, no monetisation has been undertaken.
However, we do, from existing analysis, have some
indicative analysis of impacts that could be realised
after secondary legislation is introduced if an LTA
does implement a pavement parking prohibition.

For example, in the 2020 public consultation'%®, 41%
of 12,133 respondents said they would go out more if
pavement parking was prohibited, suggesting
potential increases in local passing trade. However,
given the differing reliance on cars to get around in
different areas, the overall net effect remains
uncertain.

This consultation data refers to old policy options
which are no longer being considered, and are
reported by LAs so we cannot verify the methodology
used to calculate these figures.

Non-monetised | As above, since we expect no impact at primary
impacts legislation, we are illustrating the potential impacts

that could arise once secondary legislation is laid to
help better evidence the policy. The impacts listed
below are examples only, the true impacts will depend
on how each LTA/LA chooses to implement a
pavement parking prohibition.

These impacts could include:
Accessibility, social inclusion and safety:

A pavement parking prohibition could generate
benefits by improving the accessibility and safety of
the pedestrian environment. Where vehicles currently
park on the pavement we could see improved
sightlines and access for pedestrians which could
make streets safer for pedestrians including
wheelchair users, visually impaired, and pushchair
users for example.

However, this could also generate costs in areas
where pedestrians already experience limited issues
with pavement parking, particularly if alternative
parking provision is scarce. Displacement of vehicles
onto the road may increase congestion on the roads
by decreasing the road width. This could create new
safety concerns for other road users or affect access
for the emergency services.

The scale of these potential impacts is likely to vary
considerably, with larger positive benefits expected in
dense urban or town-centre locations and more
limited effects in medium to low-residential areas
which will vary across LTAs/LAs. Furthermore,
benefits are primarily for pedestrians while costs fall
on drivers, especially those without access to off-
street parking.

109 Pavement parking options for change: government response - GOV.UK
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Implementation, familiarisation and admin costs:

Introducing a pavement parking prohibition could
entail upfront costs for LTAs/LAs. This could include
research and analysis to determine whether and how
to implement the prohibition, public engagement, and
decisions on scope (for example, verges or specific
street types). Additional costs may arise from
updating enforcement systems, staff training, and
public communications on the prohibition. There may
also be an increased admin burden from increased
correspondence from local residents asking for
exemptions or restrictions.

Familiarisation costs may also be incurred by road
users and businesses as they adapt to new rules,
leading to temporary confusion or non-compliance.

These costs are likely to be one-off costs.

Where LTAs/LAs do introduce exemptions there may
be both costs and benefits. Exemptions can reduce
negative impacts on vulnerable groups and essential
services but they increase the complexity and require
additional traffic signing, monitoring and maintenance.
Statutory guidance will be introduced alongside this to
help mitigate any potential negative impacts that could
occur.

We have assumed these costs to arise at the
secondary legislation stage. As discussed in the
monitoring and evaluation section we hope to have
more information from LTAs/LAs, of what they
estimate implementation costs to be.

Travel behaviour, health and air quality:

With a pavement parking prohibition in place,
particularly in urban centres we may see a mode shift
away from cars and instead to more active travel
methods such as cycling and walking. A shift away
from car trips may deliver benefits through increased
physical activity, which may contribute to improved
health and could even reduce long term healthcare
costs. This may also have environmental impacts
including improved air quality from reduced number of
car journeys made.

These impacts are likely to be negligible/small but
highly relevant to a dense city centre context, where
air pollution is an issue local councils are already
trying to tackle''0. However, these benefits can only
be realised if there is already existing walking
infrastructure, availability of alternative parking or
public transport options.

Traffic and journey times:

A pavement parking prohibition may influence traffic
flow by altering parking patterns and road capacity
(parking displacement). In some locations removing

110 How can UK cities clean up the air we breathe? | Centre for Cities
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pavement parking could improve traffic flow and
visibility at junctions, delivering benefits through
reduced congestion.

However, costs may occur where displaced parking
narrows roads, resulting in increased congestion
and/or increased travel time. These are most likely to
occur in high-density residential areas with limited off
street parking.

The scale of traffic impacts is likely to be more of an
issue at peak travel times, see the monitoring and
evaluation section on how we plan to investigate this
further.

Economic activity and local business:

Benefits may arise where improved pedestrian access
may increase footfall, enhance the townscape and
make high streets more attractive places to spend
time.

At the same time, costs may arise for businesses that
rely on short-stay parking or vehicle access, such as
small retailers, trades people or community carers.
Reducing passing trade or increased delivery costs
may occur with a pavement parking prohibition in
place. Also increasing familiarisation costs particularly
for those businesses operating across numerous
LTAs/LAs.

The impact of this is highly uncertain as it will depend
on local circumstances, including other parking and/or
travel options.

Environmental and townscape impacts:

Prohibiting vehicles from pavements could generate
environmental benefits by reducing damage to
grassed areas and streets. This could help lower soil
compaction and erosion, support biodiversity
protection over the long term. Improvements to the
townscape may also enhance the public perception of
an area.

However, environmental or visual disbenefits may
arise if increased traffic signing, road markings or
enforcement infrastructure leads to cluttered streets.
In some areas, parking displacement could increase
pressures on other green spaces or exempt parking
locations.

Any significant
or adverse
distributional
impacts?

No

There are not expected to be any significant
distributional impacts from the policy. Any
business/household impacts have been discussed in
the relevant sections of the scorecard. There may be
small distributional impacts depending on which LTAs
choose to use the powers, but we cannot fully assess
this at this stage.

According to the Future of Transport: rural strategy
call for evidence, in rural areas, cars are used more
often and for longer trips than in urban areas. In
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addition, people living in the most rural areas rely
more on private cars, which accounted for 76% of all
their trips. In comparison, 52% of trips by residents of
urban conurbations were made by private car'!!.
While we do not have estimates for different
pavement parking extents in rural and urban areas,
based on the higher dependency on private cars in
rural areas, a prohibition on pavement parking may
impact rural areas more than urban and therefore we
may observe some regional differences in passing
trade as a result of this policy. LTAs will be able to
take this into account when making decisions about
whether to implement an area-wide prohibition or
implementing exemptions.

The preferred option is expected to promote social
inclusion and accessibility for pedestrians.

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of
overall
business
impact

As above there is no impact to business at this stage. We expect all
impacts to come at the secondary legislation stage as this is when
LTAs will be able to choose whether to implement a prohibition or not.

We have not monetised the potential impacts on business which
could occur following secondary legalisation, due to the high level of
uncertainty surrounding future LTA/LA decisions. This includes
uncertainty over the scale and nature of enforcement activity, the
locations where exemptions may be applied and how drivers may
respond to these decisions.

Since the pavement parking ban was introduced in London in 1974,
businesses have generally not reported significant adverse effects on
their ability to operate. However, some business sectors rely more
heavily on pavement parking than others and may experience greater
impacts — though this is uncertain.

DfT have identified the following relevant industry groups that could
be impacted:

- Development of building projects

- Construction of residential and non-residential buildings

- Electrical, plumbing and other construction installation
activities

- Building completion and finishing

- Other specialised construction activities

- Buying and selling of own real estate

- Renting and operating of own or leased real estate

- Real estate activities on a fee or contract basis

- Security systems service activities

- Cleaning activities

- Landscape service activities

11 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/future-of-transport-rural-strategy-call-for-evidence/future-of-

transport-rural-strategy-call-for-evidence
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Repair of personal and household goods. Decisions regarding which
businesses activities will receive exemptions under a pavement
parking prohibition are still to be made and will be set out in
secondary legislation. For reference, the London ban included
exemptions for bin collection, street cleaning and maintenance and
deliveries.

There are four main anticipated impacts on business:

Familiarisation (direct)

- Changes in travel time (direct)

- Changes in passing trade (indirect)
Increased fines (transfer)

The size and direction of these impacts will depend on individual
place contexts. The Department will look to get a better
understanding of these figures as outlined in the monitoring and
evaluation section.

Monetised We have not monetised any impacts at this stage. All potential Neutral
impacts impacts on business will come at secondary legislation but will be
determined by LTA/LA decisions on exemptions and enforcement and
diver behaviour following the implementation, all of which are Based on
uncertain at this time. As discussed in the monitoring and evaluation | likely
section we are currently carrying out a baseline study and business
stakeholder engagement to improve our evidence base to monetise £NPV
these impacts at the secondary legislation stage.

Non- As above, there are no impacts at this stage but for illustrative
monetised purposes below are some impacts to business if an LTA/LA was to
implement a pavement parking prohibition following secondary
legalisation. There are four main non-monetised impacts to business,
these impacts have not been monetised.

impacts

Changes to travel time:

The impact on travel times is highly uncertain and is expected to be
small, given the relatively low proportion of addresses that are
dependent on pavement parking. Some businesses may also receive
exemptions from a pavement parking prohibition. Travel time impacts
will depend heavily on LTA/LA decisions regarding exemptions,
enforcement levels and subsequent driver behaviour. In addition,
robustly estimating these impacts would require detailed transport
modelling and surveying to understand the relationship between
parking availability and travel times, which is not proportionate at this
stage.

Changes to passing trade:

The net effect on passing trade is unclear, for some businesses that
rely on customers being able to park directly outside their business,
reduced passing trade could be a cost. However, any negative effects
may be offset if improved accessibility makes the area more
attractive, potentially increasing footfall. As a result, the overall
direction and scale of impact cannot be determined with confidence.

In the 2020 public consultation2, 41% of 12,133 respondents said
they would go out more if pavement parking was banned, suggesting

112 Pavement parking options for change: government response - GOV.UK
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potential increases in local passing trade. However, given the
differing reliance on cars across areas, the overall net effect remains
uncertain.

Familiarisation and fines:

Businesses may incur a small familiarisation cost when a pavement
parking prohibition is introduced. Though we anticipate this to be
negligible and any estimate would be very uncertain at this stage.
Part of this may include a brief increase in fines received due to a
delay in driver behaviour adapting to the new parking regulations.
However as this is a transfer, Green Book guidance indicates it
should be excluded from Net Present Social Value calculations.

Any Regional impacts

significant or Given a prohibition is already in place in London, the impacts of the
adverse preferred option are likely to be felt in all non-London areas of
distributional | England where the LTA introduce a ban. In addition, the impact on
impacts? urban and rural areas could be different.

While there are fewer transport alternatives and more dependence on
pavement parking for business in rural areas, and a prohibition may
lead to a further reduction in parking supply, where there are fewer
public transport alternatives or paid parking options. There is also
less competition for trade in rural areas which may mean the impact
on rural areas is softened. The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB)
report that small firms in rural areas are generally more positive
(50%) about their high street compared to those in urban districts
(35%)"13. This could be because in rural areas, there are fewer shops
and hence less competition to retain consumer demand. Therefore,
the low level of competition in rural areas could offset some of the
negative impacts of the ban on passing trade. The FSB report
concludes that a mix of enhanced parking provision on high streets
and business rates relief would be needed to help local economies
thrive.

Further evidence from the pedestrian pound''“ report highlights the
commercial benefits of shifting street space away from cars. Recent
evaluations of cycling infrastructure schemes show that reducing car
dominance in urban centres can support economic outcomes.
Similarly, the European cyclist’s federation reports that when streets
are redesigned to give more space to pedestrians and cyclists, any
reduction in customers arriving by car is more than offset by
increases in people travelling by foot or bike .

For example, a Sustrans report found that 70% of surveyed residents
said they would walk or cycle more often if pavement parking were
banned, indicating that improved active-travel conditions may help
offset car reliance 8.

There is also a broad research consensus that denser urban areas
with mixed land uses are less dependent on car access. These
environments naturally support higher public transport usage and
encourage greater levels of walking and cycling. Because of this,

113 https://www.fsb.org.uk/resources-page/small-businesses-call-for-urgent-help-to-revitalise-their-high-
streets.html

114 livingstreets.org.uk/media/y4ijyp1n/pedestrian pound 3rd-edition.pdf

115 https://www.livingstreets.org.uk/media/3890/pedestrian-pound-2018.pdf

116 https://www.sustrans.org.uk/media/10527/sustrans-2021-walking-and-cycling-index-aggregated-report.pdf
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these mixed-use areas may help to sustain or increase footfall and
passing trade''?, even where pavement parking bans are introduced.

At this stage, there is a high level of uncertainty in terms of which and
how each LTA would implement a pavement parking ban once the
secondary legislation is introduced. Even with considerable primary
research it will be difficult to estimate how many streets would get
exempted and when. Therefore, given these caveats, it will be difficult
to generate a robust quantitative assessment of the impact on
passing trade and particularly if this impact could be felt more greatly
by small or medium sized businesses.

Specific business sectors:

As noted above, since the pavement parking prohibition was
introduced in London in 1974, businesses have not reported
significant adverse impacts on their ability to operate. However,
certain sectors do rely more heavily on pavement parking than others
and may therefore be more affected by a ban.

Decisions on which businesses will receive exemptions will be set out
in secondary legislation and have yet been finalised. On the
assumption that loading and unloading activities are granted
exemptions, the business sectors most likely to be affected are:

- Development of building projects

- Construction of residential and non-residential buildings

- Electrical, plumbing and other construction installation
activities

- Building completion and finishing

- Other specialised construction activities

- Buying and selling of own real estate

- Renting and operating of own or leased real estate

- Real estate activities on a fee or contract basis

- Security systems service activities

- Cleaning activities

- Landscape service activities

- Repair of personal and household goods

(3) Expected impacts on households

Description of
overall
business
impact

At this stage, we expect there to be no impact on households, any
impacts that will arise are likely to come after the secondary
legislation is introduced. Below illustrates these potential impacts.

There are two main unmonetised costs to households under our
preferred option:

- Changes to travel time (direct)
- Increased fines (transfer)

"hitps://www.researchgate.net/publication/263042449 An_exploration_of shoppers_travel_mode_choice_in
_visiting_convenience_stores_in_the UK
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Changes to travel time may create costs for households, with the
scale depending on how exemptions are implemented locally and
the availability of alternative parking options.

Increased fines represent a compliance cost and a transfer so are
therefore not treated as a ‘cost’ within cost-benefit analysis.
Although not a direct household impact, it is expected that
pedestrians, particularly vulnerable groups, will benefit from
pavements that are less obstructed.

Monetised We have not monetised any impacts at this stage. All potential Neutral

impacts impacts on households will come at secondary legislation but will
be determined by LTA/LA uptake, LTA/LA decisions on Based on likely
exemptions and enforcement and driver behaviour following household £NPV
implementation, all of which are uncertain at this time.

Non- As above, there are no expected impacts at this stage but for

monetised illustrative purposes below are some expected impacts to

impacts households if an LTA/LA was to implement a prohibition once

secondary legislation is introduced.
Changes in travel time:

Traffic flow and parking availability — in areas where pavement
parking is prohibited, cars that previously parked on the pavement
may now need to park fully on the road, this will reduce the width
of the road for other traffic. These effectively narrower streets may
result in slower traffic, increased congestion or localised delays.
These restrictions may also lead to drivers rerouting to avoid
constrained roads or circulating longer in search of alternative
parking. Both of which can lead to increased journey time and
congestion. However, behavioural adaptation could reduce the
effects over time.

If less parking is available, drivers may need to park further from
their destination, this can extend journey times and, in some
cases, increase reliance on paid parking or even the decision to
not travel. In residential areas, homeowners may see a decrease
in the value of their home if they lose access to their parking
spaces. In contrast, homeowners may see an increase in the
value of their home if they have their own garage or dedicated
parking space,

These impacts depend on street layout, existing parking pressure
and decisions on exemptions and enforcement. Conversely,
improved visibility at junctions and fewer obstructions may lead to
improved traffic flow in some areas. The scale and impact is
therefore uncertain.

Vehicle operating costs — any increase in journey time or
distance, whether due to displacement, diversion or change in
parking patters, may raise car operating costs. Longer routes
result in higher fuel consumption and increase wear on vehicles.
The scale of this impact depends on the traffic flow changes and
how often households need to travel to affected areas. Although
these costs are likely small at an individual trip level, they may
accumulate where parking displacement is happening frequently.

Pedestrian accessibility and townscape:

Removing cars from the pavement makes pavements safer and
more accessible, particularly for more vulnerable users. Reduced
obstruction and improved visibility at junctions could lower the risk
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of pedestrian/car accidents and make everyday trips (e.g. school
run, accessing local shops and getting to work) safer. In addition,
the improvement to the townscape may make local areas feel
more welcoming. However, this would be area specific and will
depend on area density, layout and any exemptions introduced by
LTAs/LAs.

Households could also experience higher cost of living as
businesses could pass through any increases in costs due to
disrupted travel times and reduction in passing trade to
consumers.

The impacts on households will be assessed through monitoring
and evaluation (section 8).

Any
significant or
adverse
distributional
impacts?

The policy is expected to generate accessibility and social
inclusion benefits for pedestrians, especially those who are
vulnerable, as a result of pavements being less obstructed.

Given a ban is already in place in London, the impacts of the
preferred option are likely to be felt in all non-London areas of
England where the LTA introduce a ban. In addition, the impact on
urban and rural areas could be different.

Households in rural areas are more likely to be reliant on cars as
their primary mode of transport.

At this stage, there is a high level of uncertainty in terms of which
and how each LTA would implement a pavement parking
prohibition once the secondary legislation is introduced. Even with
considerable primary research it will be difficult to estimate how
many streets would get exempted and when. Therefore, given
these caveats, it will be difficult to generate a robust quantitative
assessment of the impact on households.

Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities

Category Description of impact Directional
rating

Business As noted earlier, all impacts occur at the secondary legislation
environment: |[stage, not at the primary legislation stage which this IA is for. All

impacts below are for illustrative purposes that could occur if an
Does the measure |LTA chooses to implement a pavement parking prohibition.
i t on th
:arggz(:)fc:ir;in; When it comes to innovation, emerging smart parking technologies
business in the focus on permitted parking areas and would remain largely
UK? unaffected by these proposals, aside from any potential increase in

) parking demand.
Neutral

Future developments such as carpooling and vehicle automation
could reduce the need for parking altogether. These proposals
would not influence such innovations.

The preferred option may reduce available parking locations in the
LTAs which choose to enforce a prohibition, which could affect the
optimal placement of electric vehicle charging points in the future.
Therefore, when determining restrictions and exemptions for
pavement parking, authorities should also consider plans for EV
infrastructure.
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Ultimately, it is not possible to produce a robust quantitative
analysis of business impacts, such as time costs for finding
alternative parking or effects on passing trade. This would require
detailed local knowledge of enforcement and exemptions, which are
decisions for LTAs/LAs.

International This policy is not expected to have an impact on international trade
Considerations O investment. The preferred option’s scope is domestic (England)
] only and will not impact trade barriers.

Scotland have introduced a pavement parking ban. While it is too Neutral
early to evaluate the policy, their analysis has been reviewed and
used for this assessment where applicable.

Does the measure
support
international trade
and investment?

Natural capital Although environmental impacts have not been directly assessed,
and the preferred option could either support or conflict with

. .- |commitments to improve environmental quality and achieve
E_ecarbomsat'o decarbonisation goals.

Introducing a pavement parking ban may reduce parking availability
Does the measure |and increase congestion, which could negatively affect local air

support quality.

commitments to

improve the However, reduced parking availability combined with higher

environment and |congestion raises the overall cost of travel for motorists. This could

decarbonise? encourage a shift away from private vehicles toward greener, more
sustainable transport modes.

Growth The preferred option of a devolved pavement parking prohibition to

Summary: LTAs could support the government commitment to economic
growth. However, pavement parking is not considered to be a

Does the measure |growth focused policy. The potential areas for growth outlined

support the below are illustrative example of what could happen if all the

Government’s potential benefits of a pavement parking prohibition were realised. It

commitment to is unlikely that a pavement parking prohibition could lead to any

economic measurable amount of economic growth in the UK. The policy is

growth? designed to target localised accessibility issues across England and

improve the quality of life for the vulnerable people most affected by
pavement parking.

Enhancing labour market participation

The policy is intended to improve social inclusion in areas where it
is implemented by reducing barriers created by pavement parking
by making it easier and safer, particularly for vulnerable
pedestrians, to move around more independently — the policy could
support better access to employment. This may help to increase
labour market participation and expand the available workforce,
contributing to higher overall economic output.

Around 16.1 million people in the UK (24% of population) have a
disability''® (2022/23). Evidence shows that pavement parking
poses significant challenges for many of these individuals. For
example, Guide Dogs''® survey (2019) found that 95% of
respondents with visual impairments and 99% of wheelchair users
had experienced problems caused by pavement parking, and nearly
one third of visually impaired respondents felt less willing to go out

118 hitps://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-9602/
119 https://www.guidedogs.org.uk/-/media/project/quidedogs/quidedogsdotorg/files/how-you-can-help/j0525-
quide-dogs---pavement-parking-report-2020.pdf
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alone as a result. The policy seeks to reduce these barriers and
increase employment.

Investment — redirecting public resources to growth enhancing
uses:

Authorities in areas which choose to implement the prohibition,
could experience cost savings from fewer pavement repairs and
reduced injury claims.

Vehicles parked on pavements damage the pavement requiring LAs
to spend resources on repairing footways.

These savings could be reinvested into:

- Public transport: Improved services could enhance
connectivity and expand access to the labour market.

- Road maintenance: Repairs such as fixing potholes could
reduce vehicle damage and travel times, which could lower
business costs and improve productivity. A Department for
Transport evidence review suggests that investing in local
highway maintenance offers very high value for money,
with an average benefit—cost ratio of around 6120,

- Public realm enhancements: More attractive streetscapes
can boost footfall, strengthen retail performance, and
encourage local investment. A systematic review of 23
high-quality North American studies found that improving
pedestrian and cycling facilities, even when parking or road
capacity is reduced, tends to have positive or neutral
economic impacts on nearby retail and food businesses'?!.

These types of reinvestments could strengthen local infrastructure
and support productivity growth by improving the capital available to
workers and firms. However, any such impact depends on how
LTAs choose to allocate their savings, as they remain free to direct
them according to local priorities.

Productivity:
Improving labour quality

Reducing pavement parking may support productivity gains by
improving workforce health. A healthier workforce can complete
more tasks to a higher standard, take fewer sick days, and provide
more consistent labour input. Several channels could contribute to
these health-related productivity benefits:

- Increased walking - Clear pavements improve pedestrian
infrastructure and may encourage more walking, which
supports better physical health. Healthier workers tend to
be more productive, experience fewer absences, and
contribute to a stronger labour force. Physical inactivity
currently costs the UK £7.4 billion annually'?? and is a
major driver of economic inactivity'2® 124, In 2024, 2.8 million

120 Economic appraisal for investing in local highways maintenance

121 Full article: Economic impacts on local businesses of investments in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure:
a review of the evidence

122 Physical activity: applying All Our Health - GOV.UK

123 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-physical-activity/health-matters-physical-activity-
prevention-and-management-of-long-term-conditions#the-barriers-to-physical-activity-for-those-with-long-term-conditions
124 hitps://fingertips.phe.org.uk/
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people were economically inactive due to long-term health
conditions, many linked to inactivity'?%, and inactivity levels
are projected to rise further'?6 . Walking is a key solution to
inactivity but requires pavements that are accessible and
free from obstruction. Across 18 UK cities in 2023, physical
activity benefits were estimated to prevent 4,444 early
deaths, valued at £16.1 billion per year, and avert more
than 17,000 serious long-term health conditions, saving the
NHS £213.6 million annually'?’.

- Cleaner air - LTAs that implement the prohibition could
experience reduced congestion through improved traffic
flows, which minimises stop-start driving. This smoother
traffic movement leads to lower vehicle emissions, as cars
burn less fuel and produce fewer pollutants when not
frequently stopping and accelerating. The resulting
improvement in air quality could reduce respiratory
illnesses and mental fatigue, thereby enhancing workforce
health and well-being. Healthier employees are more
productive, which contributes to increased economic
growth.

Congestion

In areas where pavement parking is prohibited, traffic flow may
improve as cars would no longer be on both the pavement and road
effectively increasing the usable road width. This could reduce
bottlenecks on already narrow residential streets, where pavement
parking often forces traffic into single lane sections and causes
delays as drivers give way to oncoming vehicles. However, the
prohibition may also worsen this as vehicles park on the road
completely, reducing the road width and blocking it further, which in
turn may increase congestion. Improved access may also benefit
wider vehicles such as buses and the emergency services. For
example, West Midlands Combined Authority has identified
pavement parking as a contributor to bus delays'28. Reducing such
delays could help ease wider urban congestion, which INRIX
estimated cost the UK economy £7.7 billion in 2024129,

Lower congestion and shorter travel times can support productivity
by reducing transport costs for businesses, enabling more efficient
movement of goods and services, and widening the range of jobs
accessible to individuals. These improvements can help raise
labour market efficiency, support better job-skill matching and
contribute to higher potential output and economic growth.

However, the net effect on congestion cannot be reliably assessed
at this stage due to uncertainty around LTA/LA exemptions, driver
behaviour and the difficulty in isolating impacts directly attributable
to the policy.

In addition to this, the policy may also generate small, localised
demand-side benefits. By improving accessibility and making
streets easier and safer to navigate, areas implementing a
pavement parking prohibition could see increased footfall in high

125 CP 1027 — Office for Budget Responsibility — Economic and fiscal outlook — March 2024

126 Physical activity: applying All Our Health - GOV.UK

127 Walking and Cycling Index 2023: UK report

128 PPA0336 - Evidence on Pavement parking

129 INRIX 2024 Global Traffic Scorecard: London most congested city in Europe; congestion costing the UK
£7.7 billion. - INRIX
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streets, and local areas. More walkable environments can
encourage residents to spend longer in local areas, increase
participating in local leisure activities and enhance perceptions of
an area, all of which strengthen local spending and support local
businesses. Any such impacts are expected to be small, and highly
dependent on how LTAs choose to implement the policy and
whether residents adapt their behaviour in response.

Overall there are several routes by which this policy could positively
impact growth, and such impact will largely depend on how it is
implemented and the extent of behavioural change. In any case, the
overall supply side growth effects are unlikely to have a significant
material impact on the economy.

8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

Please explain when and how the post-implementation review will be carried out, including
data to be collected, impacts which will be assessed and policy outcomes to be measured.

¢ When do you intend to carry out a post-implementation review of the policy (maximum
5 years)? What is the rationale for choosing this date?

e How will the impact of the new arrangements be monitored?

¢ What are the main external factors that will have an impact on the success of the
intervention?

e How will you assess whether the original SMART objectives have been met, or
whether the intervention should be amended? This might include any indicative
questions to be answered [see p.31 of the Magenta Book for further guidance].

e How might you assess whether there have been unintended consequences for
businesses or households? This includes any disproportionate or unexpected
administrative costs.

¢ What are the monitoring and evaluation provisions in place for any existing/related
regulatory measures, and how can they maintain the appropriate flexibility?

e Are there any existing sources of data that could be used to inform the review? Are
there any known issues with accessing or collecting the data that is required?

¢ What circumstances/changes in the market or sector would require the policy to be
reviewed sooner or change the preferred option?

If a formal PIR is not going to be conducted, are there any plans to informally monitor
the regulation?

1. Purpose of the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework

Monitoring and evaluation will assess whether the preferred option (Option 5) achieves its
aims:
e improving safety and accessibility for all pedestrians;

« delivering social inclusion benefits for pedestrians, as a result of pavements being less
obstructed;

e enabling proportionate, locally tailored enforcement by LTAsS;
« reducing public costs of footway damage and personal injury claims; and
« successfully implementing the devolution of pavement parking powers.

N

. Monitoring and Evaluation Approach
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The Department will seek to conduct a process and impact evaluation and monitoring of
LTAs. The design is based on the recommendations of a scoping study (unpublished) and
will be consistent with the IA and the Magenta Book.

2.1. Scoping Study

A scoping study was concluded in February 2025 establishing the evaluability of a
pavement parking prohibition, and the requirement for new metrics to be developed.
Outputs from the Scoping Study included:

e mapped existing evidence and established baseline metrics;

« identified evidence gaps and proposed feasible data collection methods;

o assessed stakeholder burden (particularly LAs) to ensure proportionate evaluation;
« recommended final evaluation design options.

NB: the Scoping Study was designed in response to the options identified in the 2020
consultation (Options 2 and 3). The above outputs were further adapted to form the
monitoring and evaluation plans for the preferred option (Option 5).

3. Key Data Sources
We have identified the following data sources for utilisation in monitoring and evaluation:
Secondary data will be explored for use as outcome measures such as:

o Civil Parking Enforcement (CPE) returns (PCNs, appeals).

e LTA administrative order records and exemption maps.

e Police and LA incident reports, including Stats19 pedestrian casualty data.

« LA highways maintenance and claims data.

o National Travel Survey (NTS) subsamples for walking activity.

« Disability and access groups’ survey data (e.g., Guide Dogs, Living Streets).
Primary data are being collected as part of the baseline study including:

o National level general population surveys on pavement use, safety and accessibility
(including oversampling of vulnerable pedestrians).

o Case study level observational audits of footway clearance and obstruction.
Further options for primary data collection will be explored including:
e Local Traffic Authority monitoring surveys.

« Key stakeholder interviews (e.g. local authorities, businesses, residents and
vulnerable pedestrians)

4. Monitoring Approach

Monitoring may be undertaken as LTAs adopt areawide prohibitions under primary
legislation (Option 5). The Department will consider the most appropriate approach to
monitoring. We have drafted a monitoring survey for DfT to administer to LTAs, we
anticipate that this will be required to track the following metrics:

o Uptake: counts of LTAs adopting new powers.
« Operational Readiness: CEO training, local enforcement policies.
o Administrative burden: costs of road assessments, and signage/markings.

« Enforcement activity: volume, location and outcomes of pavement related PCNs
issued under obstruction (Option 2) and under LTA powers (Option 5).
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« Footway condition: changes in pavement maintenance spend.

e Injury claims: number and cost of pedestrian injury claims, attributable to footway
defects or obstructions

5. Process Evaluation

Process evaluation will be scoped out to assess whether the policy has been implemented
as designed, this explicitly supports the IA’s recognition that local authority decisions on
exemptions and enforcement are major uncertainties. The Department will need to
consider the most appropriate design for process evaluation, and expects that this will
utilise the monitoring survey combined with key stakeholder interviews to address
questions such as:

« How did LTAs interpret and apply exemption criteria when exercising devolved
powers?

o How effective was statutory guidance in supporting consistency across areas?

« Were there differences in implementation in different geographical contexts (e.g.
between urban, suburban and rural authorities)?

6. Impact Evaluation

The department will endeavour to conduct an impact evaluation with a repeated measures
design to quantify changes in the prevalence of pavement parking and the impacts on the
public. The baseline stage of this evaluation is underway.

6.1 Baseline study

A Baseline Evaluation Study will collect the primary data necessary to assess the current
prevalence of pavement parking and key impact impacts ahead of any regulatory
changes. This will allow change to be measured at post implementation stage. Key
elements of the study consist of:

e A general population survey of England (excluding Greater London) measuring
impacts of pavement parking, including travel and parking behaviours, perceptions of
parking, and the impact parking has on travel and social inclusion (e.g. labour market
participation).

o Local authority level case studies measuring the prevalence of pavement parking
across a broad range of road types.

9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for

preferred option

Please state how you intend to minimise the administrative burdens of complying with the
regulation. This should include burdens on businesses and people. It should include factors
such as time taken for familiarisation, filling in forms, reporting requirements etc. Please be
explicit about whether any administrative burdens are being removed.

The preferred option (Option 5) involves devolving powers to LTAs to introduce areawide
pavement parking prohibitions using a single administrative order. The policy has been
designed to minimise administrative burdens on local authorities, businesses, and
individuals wherever possible.
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Minimising burdens on local authorities

1. No additional reporting or form-filling requirements
The preferred option does not introduce new routine reporting obligations for LAs, nor
require them to complete returns beyond the data they already supply under existing civil
parking enforcement frameworks.
e No new statutory reporting channels are being created.
« Enforcement activity continues to be recorded using existing Civil Parking
Enforcement (CPE) back office systems.

2. Minimised familiarisation costs
Familiarisation costs are low because:
o A simple default rule (“you must not park on the pavement”) will be used, subject to
specific exemptions, reducing training needs.
« Statutory guidance and templates traffic signing will reduce local interpretation
burden.

3. Removing administrative burdens associated with multiple TROs
A major administrative simplification comes from the decision to allow LTAs to use a single
area-wide administrative order, replacing what would otherwise be:

o multiple individual TROs,

« multiple rounds of statutory advertising,

« repeated legal drafting and procurement activity, and

o repeated consultation requirements.
This removes the largest administrative burden that otherwise would fall on LAs if they were
expected to rely on TROs to prohibit pavement parking.

4. Supporting LAs with ready-made tools
To minimise burdens when exercising devolved powers, the Department will:
« Provide statutory guidance.

5. No requirement for new staff or enforcement infrastructure
Enforcement can be absorbed within existing CPE capacity, as is the case in Scotland and
London.
o CEOs and back-office teams already manage parking offences; this simply adds a
new contravention code.
o No new officers, vehicles, or IT platforms are required.
« No new inspection regime is being created.

Minimising burdens on businesses

1. No new administrative or licensing processes

The policy does not create any new administrative requirements on businesses.
o Businesses will not need to apply for exemptions, permits, or registrations.
« No new business reporting, record-keeping or returns are introduced.
o No business forms or certification requirements are added.

2. Familiarisation costs kept low

Businesses only need to understand a single, nationally consistent rule for all areas where
a pavement parking prohibition applies:
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You may not park on the pavement in an LTA area that has adopted a pavement parking
prohibition, unless a specified exemption applies.
Because exemptions will be set in legislation, familiarisation is:

e one-off,
e minimal, and
« does not require paid training or certification.

3. No new direct compliance processes
There is no requirement for businesses to submit documentation to demonstrate
compliance.

« Delivery drivers do not need to file notices before stopping.

e Trades businesses do not need to apply for exemptions.

e Businesses do not need to maintain additional logs or insurance records.

4. Reduced ambiguity reduces compliance risk
By setting a simple rule and specifying exemptions in regulations, the preferred option
reduces compliance risk, which in turn reduces time spent by businesses:
« checking whether pavement parking is allowed,
o disputing PCNs,
« obtaining legal advice.
A clearer rule means fewer borderline cases and therefore lower compliance burdens.

Minimising burdens on individuals (households and motorists)

1. No new forms or processes for individuals

The policy does not require individuals to fill in any forms or contact the local authority to
comply with the law.

There is no application process, no individual exemptions, and no paperwork for individuals
to complete.

2. Low familiarisation burden due to clarity of rule

A simple universal message dramatically reduces learning time:

Pavement parking is not allowed in an LTA area that has prohibited pavement parking,
unless a specific exemption applies.

A national approach will support understanding, meaning motorists will not need to look up
complex local rules.

3. No expectation for residents to report offences

The system does not rely on resident reporting.

Enforcement is carried out by CEOs as part of existing patrols — reducing any potential
administrative burden on the public.

Administrative burdens removed by the preferred option
The following burdens are explicitly removed under the preferred option:

1. Removal of repeated TRO processes for pavement parking controls

Without the preferred option, councils wishing to restrict pavement parking must make
multiple TROs, each involving legal drafting, publication, consultation and sign installation.
The new LTA wide administrative order eliminates the need for repeated TROs where an
LTA decides to prohibit pavement parking in their area.
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2. Removal of costly policing burdens

Enforcement is moved from the Police to CEOs.

This removes a police administrative burden and places it on a system (CPE) that is already
designed for this function.

3. Removal of uncertainty for businesses and drivers
A clear default rule removes the “informal administrative burden” created by ambiguity, such
as:

checking local rules street-by-street,

phoning the council for clarification,

disputing incorrectly issued FPNs,

inconsistent decision-making by individual officers.

4. No additional administrative burden on vulnerable pedestrians
Disabled and older pedestrians are not required to register, report, or seek exemptions —
the policy protects them without imposing any admin burdens.

Declaration

Department:

Department for Transport

Contact details for enquiries:

parking.queries@dft.gov.uk

Minister responsible:

Lilian Greenwood MP

| have read Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading
options.

Signed:

Date:
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17 April 2026
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full
evidence base.

Price base year: ...N/A

PV base year: N/A
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Final stage impact assessment — Taxi and Private
High Vehicle Licensing

1. Summary of proposal

The Department for Transport is responsible for setting the regulatory framework within which
263 licensing authorities (LAs) across England license the taxi and private hire vehicle (PHV)
trades. Taxi and PHV licensing is devolved in the UK, with the Welsh and Scottish
Governments and the Northern Ireland Executive being responsible for taxi and PHV
licensing policy in their respective nations.

In England there is currently a patchwork of legislation governing taxi and PHV licensing,
some of this dates back to the 1840s with different legislation in London, Plymouth and the
rest of England. All LAs must determine that a person is suitable to hold a licence, and they
have the flexibility to determine what standards and requirements must be met to
demonstrate this. This has led to a wide variety of standards across England. There is a
consensus from trade representatives, regulators and passenger groups that national
standards (NS), particularly standards related to public safety and accessibility, are needed
to_address these inconsistencies and reassure passengers that the services they use are
subject to robust requirements for safety and accessibility.

The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Act (EDCEA) introduces powers in
relation to taxi and PHV licensing. The powers do two main things:

The first is to give the Secretary of State for Transport the power to make regulations that set
the NS for taxi and PHV licensing;

The second is to give a power directly to LAs that enables them to immediately suspend any
taxi or PHV driver, taxi or PHV vehicle or PHV operator licence, regardless of which LA in
England issued the licence, on a temporary basis if there is an immediate public safety reason
to do so.

Under these new powers, LAs will retain the ability to set additional standards and
requirements for their licensees, if there is a compelling local reason to do so. However, the
intention is for NS to reduce the need (actual or perceived) for LAs to do this. The regulations
will set the NS that would have to be met before a taxi or PHV driver, vehicle or PHV operator
licence can be granted or renewed by a licensing authority in England. There will be certain
NS that must be maintained for a licence to continue to be held. The NS will be set following
consultation and will be implemented at the secondary legislation stage.

The new suspension power being conferred to LAs is in addition to the enforcement powers
they already have under the existing legislation and may be used as an interim action pending
a final determination of the specific facts of each case.

In addition to the two main powers described above, the EDCEA will also extend the existing
reporting requirements in the Taxis and Private Hire Vehicles (Safeguarding and Road
Safety) Act 2022 (“the 2022 Act”). Currently, the 2022 Act requires LAs to report any concerns
about taxi and PHV drivers to the authority that issued the licence and this reporting
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requirement will extend to any breach of NS. This means that LAs will be required to report
any breach of NS that they become aware of to the LA that issued the licence.

The primary legislation sets the powers for the introduction of NS, but the standards
themselves will be set at a later date through secondary legislation. As such, the powers in
the primary legislation do not have any associated costs or benefits. However, this IA sets
out the potential scale of NS based on recommendations for taxi and PHV licensing that the
Department for Transport already makes in its existing guidance. The actual costs will only
be known once the scope of the NS have been agreed following consultation and a separate
IA will be produced as part of that process.

2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

Problem under consideration

Robust consistent standards in taxi and PHV licensing

Taxi and PHV licensing is carried out by 263 LAs across England. Currently, LAs are either
lower-tier authorities (district councils), metropolitan councils or unitary authorities; the
exception being Greater London, where Transport for London provides the licensing function.
This highly devolved level of licensing leads to significant variations in terms of the
requirements set to obtain and retain a taxi and PHV driver, vehicle or PHV operator licence.

The overall purpose of licensing is for public safety. Perceptions of safety can also impact
people’s confidence and ability to travel, for instance, women report a significantly higher
share of having felt unsafe when travelling alone via taxi/PHV than men (85% vs 47% of
men'39). It is important to remember that taxi and PHV drivers also experience violence and
abuse when working, in a 2025 survey of almost 400 PHV drivers, the trade union GMB
reported’' that 85% were concerned about riots or similar acts of violence. 46% said they
had been either directly or indirectly affected by the riots in Summer 2024.

In respect of taxi and PHV driver and PHV operator licences, before granting a licence the
licensing authority must be satisfied that the applicant is fit and proper to hold the licence.
There is no statutory definition of “fit and proper”. For vehicle licensing, subject to some
specific legislative requirements, licensing authorities can set their own requirements that
have to be met to satisfy them that the vehicle is safe to carry members of the public.

This means there are variations in the licensing standards applied by LAs across the country,
however there is less variation on safeguarding-related standards. In 2020, the Government
issued statutory guidance to LAs, which LAs must have regard to, which is focused on
safeguarding standards to protect children and vulnerable adults. All LAs have informed the
Department for Transport that they have adopted a key recommendation from this guidance
that all taxi and PHV driver licence applicants (new and renewal) undergo an enhanced

130 YouGov Poll, 2018 (1620 GB adults); https://yougov.co.uk/politics/articles/22482-one-three-women-
consciously-take-steps-avoid-attac
131 www.gmb.org.uk/news/85-per-cent-of-private-hire-drivers-fear-race-riots-will-happen-again
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Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) check with a check of the children’s and adults’ barred
list. A further recommendation from the statutory guidance is that the drivers should
undertake child sexual exploitation awareness training and 96% of LAs require this.

The Government has issued non-statutory guidance to LAs since 2006, with the most recent
version published in 2023, which covers a much wider range of licensing issues, for example,
accessibility and vehicle standards. As of 1 April 2024, only 67% of LAs require the
completion of disability equality awareness training by taxi drivers and 65% by PHV drivers'3?
—this is despite the Department for Transport recommending such training in its non-statutory
guidance'? since 2010. So, whilst the Government has issued guidance to licensing
authorities for many years, there are still significant variations in licensing requirements.

It is often argued that inconsistency in licensing requirements can impact passenger safety,
however there is a lack of evidence to support this position. Due to the disaggregated way in
which crime statistics are collected across the country, it is not possible to collect data about
how many taxi and PHV drivers are arrested, charged or convicted for crimes (such as assault
or sexual offences) committed whilst they are working.

Baroness Casey’s national audit on group-based child sexual exploitation and abuse'*
recommended that the Department should “put a stop to ‘out of area taxis’ and bring in more
rigorous standards for local authority licensing and regulation of taxi drivers”. “Out-of-area”
means the practice of taxi or PHV drivers (predominantly PHV) obtaining their vehicle and
driver licences with one LA but working wholly or mainly in another LA area. This practice is
not illegal and “out-of-area working” is permitted.

It should be noted as set out above that all authorities report that they require the highest
level of criminal record checks (DBS checks) for drivers, which covers more than just criminal
convictions, although there continues to be variations in the frequency at which these checks
are undertaken. The statutory guidance recommends these are undertaken every 6 months
with some LAs undertaking them daily and others only on first application and renewal.

Variations in standards can also impact on the journey experience of disabled people who
face a range of barriers to using these services and who rely on them more than non-disabled
people. For disabled people the availability of an accessible, affordable taxi or PHV service
can make the difference that allows them to live their life the way they want to, and ultimately,
to fulfil their potential. The lack of a consistently applied level of protection for all disabled
people means that the experience of travelling by taxi and PHV can become an inhibitor of
independence rather than an enabler and actively prevents the mode from contributing fully
to the creation of an inclusive transport network.

Inconsistencies can also lead to PHV drivers deciding to license with authorities other than
with the authority for the area where they intend to work. It is often variations in vehicle
standards, such as maximum vehicle age at first licensing (in order to license with that
authority, a driver may have to invest in a newer, more expensive vehicle) that can induce
this pattern of licensing out-of-area or “licence shopping”.

132 www.gov.uk/government/collections/taxi-statistics
133 www.gov.uk/government/publications/taxi-and-private-hire-vehicle-licensing-best-practice-guidance
134 www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-audit-on-group-based-child-sexual-exploitation-and-abuse
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Out-of-area working brings challenges in terms of effective oversight. These challenges arise
because although LAs can prosecute cases where an offence is believed to have been
committed in their area, they can only take action against a licence (such as suspension or
revocation) if they issued that licence.

Out-of-area licensing and working also leads to a mismatch in the revenue received from
licence fees and the revenue needed to fund an effective and efficient licensing regime
against all of the drivers and vehicles operating in their area, including those licensed
elsewhere. It is important to note that the taxi and PHV licensing regime is self-funding and
the revenue generated from licence fees is ringfenced and can only be spent on administering
and enforcing the taxi and PHV licensing regime. Therefore, even when an LA licences a
high number of drivers, vehicles and/or operators and generates a lot of revenue from those
fees, the revenue cannot be spent elsewhere within the LA.

Significant variations in standards also place burdens on businesses (PHV operators) that
wish to hold licences in more than one area, as they need to understand and monitor the
differing requirements in each licensing authority they wish to license with. For example, at
the recent Transport Select Committee inquiry on taxi and PHV licensing, three of the largest
PHV operators, Bolt, Veezu and Uber, all noted in their evidence that the variations in
licensing standards across the country do create inefficiencies'3®. Bolt specifically stated that
there are 3,900 individual licensing requirements across all the authorities they license with
and they currently employ 100 members of staff that are focused on compliance and safety.
If standards were better aligned, it may be that less time could be spent on understanding
different requirements and more on innovation and investment in other areas of the business
including accessibility and better customer experience and this could help the business to
improve its growth.

Increasing requlatory oversight of those working out-of-area

Fragmented legislation in England means that licensing authorities in Plymouth, London and
the rest of England have different powers of suspension over the licences they issue. Taxi
and PHV legislation enables drivers and vehicles to carry passengers for prebooked journeys
from anywhere to anywhere. Licensing authorities are unable to take any action against a
licence issued by another authority, unless there is a joint enforcement agreement in place.
The combination of these two factors means that when a taxi or PHV is operating outside the
area of the authority that issued the licences, the licensees are not subject to the same
oversight and suspension sanctions as when operating within it. This is detrimental to the
effective regulation of the sector and would undermine the oversight of any future NS and, in
the extreme, could fail to address immediate risks to public safety.

Rationale for intervention

Robust consistent standards in taxi and PHV licensing

Businesses have to incur additional costs to implement measures that improve the safety of
the public. This impacts upon their marginal cost of operating, and hence, if left to the free
market, there would be an under-provision of these measures. To correct this market failure,
the licensing regime allows authorities to mandate such requirements, however, despite the

135 https://committees.parliament.uk/work/9260/licensing-of-taxis-and-private-hire-vehicles/publications/
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Government issuing guidance, these requirements remain inconsistent across England.
Government intervention is therefore necessary to set consistent robust standards at a
national level. It will mean all LAs could not issue a driver, vehicle or PHV operator licence
unless certain criteria are met and the licences could not be retained unless the criteria were
adhered to for the duration of the licence. NS will mean that passengers are equally well
safeguarded wherever they live or travel.

NS will also help reduce the variability of licensing standards across the country, which would
in turn reduce the incentives for people to “licence shop”, because all authorities are applying
the same high standards. NS will set a high but proportionate standard for licensing that is
focused on safeguarding passengers and improving the accessibility of these services for
everyone. Authorities would still be able to add their own requirements to reflect specific local
needs if necessary. NS should also benefit companies that hold multiple PHV operator
licences as there should be greater consistency in the operator licensing requirements that
they have to meet and so it will be easier to understand and keep track of the requirements
needed in each area.

There have been several reviews and reports on taxi and PHV licensing. The most significant
ones have been the review undertaken by the Law Commission that resulted in the 2014
publication of a draft bill for a single act'3¢ for England [and Wales as this was not a devolved
policy matter at that time] and the work completed by the independent Task and Finish Group
on taxi and PHYV licensing in 20183,

Both of these reports made the case for Government to intervene to set NS. Similarly, reports
into historic cases of child sexual abuse and exploitation have called for NS. Following the
reports into child sexual abuse in Rotherham between 1997-2013'38 the Secretary of State
was granted powers by Parliament in 2017 to issue statutory guidance to LAs regarding taxi
and PHV licensing to safeguard children and vulnerable adults. Whilst uptake of the guidance
has generally been good as mentioned earlier, there is not 100% uptake across the board of
all recommendations made. More recent reports in respect of Telford'3® and most recently
Baroness Casey'’s report’? have continued to make the case for Government to set NS for
taxi and PHV licensing.

Evidence recently submitted in 2025 to the Transport Select Committee’s inquiry into taxi and
PHV licensing saw many of the respondents calling for NS.

Increasing requlatory oversight of those working out-of-area

Enabling the immediate suspension of any vehicle, driver or PHV operator licence by any
authority in which those licences were being exercised will support the consistent application
of NS and enhance public safety. Enabling these immediate suspensions to be an interim
measure would remove the risk of inappropriate sanctions, either too draconian or insufficient,

136 www.gov.uk/government/publications/taxi-and-private-hire-services

137 www.gov.uk/government/publications/taxi-and-private-hire-vehicle-licensing-recommendations-for-a-safer-
and-more-robust-system

138 fwww.rotherham.gov.uk/downloads/download/31/independent-inquiry-into-child-sexual-exploitation-in-
rotherham-1997-2013-

139 https://www.telford.gov.uk/children-and-young-people/safeguarding-children/child-sexual-exploitation-
cse/independent-inquiry-into-telford-child-sexual-exploitation-iitcse/

140 www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-audit-on-group-based-child-sexual-exploitation-and-abuse
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being imposed on licensees. It provides a means to act quickly to address an immediate
potential risk to public safety whilst still enabling the full consideration of all the evidence to
reach a final determination. This provides a better outcome for drivers and the public.

3. SMART objectives for intervention

The Government is proposing to improve the existing regulatory framework of taxi and PHV
licensing with the objectives of making taxi and PHV journeys in England as safe as they can
be, improving the accessibility taxi and PHV services and improving the consistency of taxi
and PHV licensing standards. This should have the associated outcome that people have the
confidence in this being the case. To ensure this can be achieved throughout England there
will need to be a consistency in licensing standards relating to safety and accessibility across
the nation. The intervention also has the potential to reduce the application burden for
businesses who hold licences with more than one licensing authority due to a greater
consistency in standards.

Measuring increases in the safety of services will be challenging as the disaggregated way
in which crime statistics are collected across the country means it is not possible to collect
data about how many taxi and PHV drivers are arrested, charged or convicted for crimes
(such as assault or sexual offences) committed (or alleged to have been committed) whilst
they are working. It may, however, be possible to do pieces of work around perceptions of
public safety particularly in respect of women and girls. Monitoring the correspondence (by
volume) received by DfT about safety or accessibility issues with the taxi and PHV licensing
regime would also help to indicate whether safety and/or accessibility has improved since the
government intervention. Similarly, surveys of disabled people could potentially be conducted
to see if there had been improvements in their ability to travel with confidence. Application
burdens could potentially be identified through interviews with PHV operators that hold
multiple licences. The timeframe for the realisation of these benéefits is likely to be medium to
long term given the need for the changes to be agreed with stakeholders and for the changes
to work through the existing taxi and PHV licensing system where licences are issued for
varying durations (vehicle licences are issued for one year, drivers generally for three years
and PHV operators generally for five years).

The Government’s response to Baroness Casey’s National Audit on Group-Based Child
Sexual Abuse and Exploitation said the Department for Transport would legislate to address
the important issues raised in the report, tackling the inconsistent standards of taxi and private
hire vehicle licensing. The Government committed to work at pace to deliver this legislative
commitment, as non-legislative options could not deliver this. Primary legislation is needed
to change existing taxi and PHV legislation, given the pressures on parliamentary time it has
been necessary to find an opportunity within an existing first session bill to start delivering on
the commitment, which has necessitated that the intervention is focused on options that can
most immediately improve the safety and oversight of services.

The objectives are detailed in the table below, with the SMART considerations:

Specific Measurability | Achievability Realistic Timeframe
objective

Making taxi Potential Statutory In order for The

and PHV research and guidance has Government Government
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journeys as surveys of already been to deliver an has been clear
safe as they passengers, issued to all LAs | intervention that it intends
possibly can particularly to encourage the | that mandates | to act as
be, regardless | women and implementation of | NS and quickly as
of girls, about the most robust provides LAs | possible to
whereabouts | perceptions of | safety standards. | with more address the
in the country | safety when However, only powers, a inconsistent
these travelling by taxi | Government legislative standards in
journeys take | or PHV. intervention to vehicle and taxi and PHV
place mandate such parliamentary | licensing. If
Comparing the | standards will time will be this objective
volume of ensure their required. DfT | is delivered
correspondence | implementation resource through the
the DfT by every LA in would be preferred
received before | England. LAs needed to shortlisted
the intervention | already have conduct this option, the
and after the certain policy work. benefits of it
intervention’s enforcement will be felt
implementation | powers but immediately
may show cannot take any after
whether enforcement secondary
correspondence | action against legislation is
reporting safety | drivers and introduced.
concerns has vehicles that
reduced and have been
could be an licensed
indicator of elsewhere.
safety Therefore, an
improvements | intervention to
or the provide
perception of consistent
safety being enforcement
improved. powers to
address
immediate safety
concerns,
including when a
driver is working
out of area, is
needed.
Improving the | Potential Best practice In order for The
accessibility research and guidance is Government Government
of taxi and surveys of already issued to | to deliver an has been clear
PHV services | disabled all LAs and intervention that it intends
across passengers, includes that mandates | to act as
England and recommendations | NS relating to | quickly as
engagement (such as a accessibility, a | possible to
with the recommendation | legislative address the
Disabled that drivers vehicle and inconsistent
Persons complete parliamentary | standards in
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Transport disability equality | time will be taxi and PHV
Advisory awareness required. DfT | licensing. If
Committee training) related resource this objective
(DPTAC) about | to accessibility. would be is delivered
their experience | However, needed to through the
of travelling by | government conduct this preferred
taxi and PHV. intervention is policy work. shortlisted
needed to option, the
Comparing the | improve or benefits of it
volume of mandate the will be felt
correspondence | uptake of these immediately
the DT recommendations after
received before | in order to make secondary
the intervention | this objective legislation is
and after the achievable. introduced.
intervention’s
implementation
may show
whether
correspondence
reporting
accessibility
concerns has
reduced and
could be an
indicator of
accessibility
improvements.
Improve the If this objective | As detailed In order for The
consistency of | is achieved above and Government Government
licensing through elsewhere in this | to deliver an has been clear
standards legislation with | document, the intervention that it intends
across all LAs | taxi and PHV DfT already that mandates | to act as
in England licensing provides NS that will quickly as
standards being | guidance to LAs | improve the possible to
mandated in (statutory consistency of | address the
law, LAs would | guidance focused | licensing inconsistent
be expected to | on safeguarding | standards in standards in
adhere to the and non-statutory | England, a taxi and PHV
law and guidance legislative licensing. If
therefore it covering wider vehicle and this objective
would not be aspects of parliamentary | is delivered
necessary to licensing). time will be through the
measure the Despite this there | required. DfT | preferred
application of continues to be resource shortlisted
nationally inconsistencies in | would be option, the
mandated the licensing needed to benefits of it
licensing standards set by | conduct this will be felt
standards by LAs across policy work. immediately
LAs. England. after
Therefore, secondary
government

331




intervention in the
form of legislation
is needed to
make this
objective
achievable.

legislation is
introduced.

Supporting government missions

Having consistency in standards across England will support the government’s growth
agenda as it would be better for businesses, particularly PHV operators that operate
nationally, as detailed earlier in this document.

Ensuring taxi and PHV services are as safe as they can possibly be will help the government
to deliver on its missions for Safer Streets because it will help to prevent individuals who
intend to cause harm to others from working in the taxi and PHV sector.

4. Description of proposed intervention and explanation
of the logical change process whereby this achieves
SMART objectives

Legislation to introduce NS for taxi and PHV licensing will set robust standards for
safeguarding and accessibility to ensure, as far as possible, that anyone who holds or seeks
to hold a taxi or PHV driver licence, a vehicle licence or a PHV operator licence, are fit and
proper to hold such a licence and will provide the highest possible level of public safety.
Enhanced powers to enable LAs to administer immediate suspensions will support the
enforcement of national standards, enhance passenger safety and mitigate the risk of
inappropriate licensing sanctions being taken or appropriate sanctions being delayed.

Theory of change model for national standards for taxi and PHV licensing

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes Impacts
Central Development of Secondary Regulators and  Passenger
government NS and legislation to set the trade will safety and
engagement requirements to NS for taxiand  have clarity confidence
with the sector  enable the PHYV licensing about what when travelling
— including smooth and to set the standards are by taxi and PHV
regulators and  operation of the requirements required to is improved.
the trade. new suspension that must be obtain or retain

powers. adhered to in a taxi or PHV Disabled people
The EDCE Bill relation to the licence (driver,  can travel by
gains Royals Public new suspension vehicle or taxi and PHV
Assent and consultation on  powers. operator) and with more
primary NS is drafted this consistency confidence and
legislation and finalised. Statutory in standards will have more
provides the guidance is help to reduce  positive
Secretary of published to the practice of  experiences

State for

coincide with
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Transport with secondary out-of-area when using

the power to regulations working. these services.
make coming into
regulations for effect setting Enforcement
national NS for licensing  officers will
standards for and the use of  have clarity on
taxi and PHV the new the operation of
licensing. suspension the new
powers. suspension

powers such as
the form and
content of
notifications.

NS applied and
enforced
robustly by LAs.

5. Summary of long-list and alternatives

The government acknowledges that the current legislative framework for taxi and PHV
licensing is archaic, fragmented, and in need of reform. Following Baroness Casey’s National
Audit on Group-based Child Sexual Exploitation and Abuse, the Department for Transport
committed to “legislate to address the important issues raised in the report, tackling the
inconsistent standards of taxi and private hire vehicle driver licensing”. The Government
committed to take action immediately in respect of all of Baroness Casey’s recommendations
and to work at pace to deliver the recommendation on taxi and PHV licensing. These
commitments to legislate and work at pace have been key criteria in the assessment of
options for this intervention. Changes to existing taxi and PHV legislation require primary
legislation and so the availability of Parliamentary time and available legislative vehicles to
deliver this commitment has been a key determining factor.

In the longer term, the Department is considering wider legislative reform of taxi and PHV
licensing and nothing has currently been ruled out.

Option 0 — Do nothing
As detailed in the shortlisted policy options below.
Option 1 — make existing best practice guidance statutory

The current best practice guidance for taxi and PHV LAs in England sets out robust
recommendations in relation to accessibility such as a recommendation that all drivers should
be trained in disability equality awareness and that LAs should develop and maintain an
inclusive service plan. This guidance is not statutory, and LAs are under no obligation to
follow it. If this guidance were to be made statutory, it would mean that LAs must have regard
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to it and the Department would expect its recommendations to be implemented unless there
was a compelling local reason not to do so. However, LAs could still choose not to implement
certain recommendations, and the Department would not be able to force them to do so. As
is the case for the current statutory guidance (that is focused on safeguarding) the
Department does make clear that there is the potential for the statutory guidance to be drawn
upon in any legal challenge to an authority’s practice and that any failure to adhere to the
guidance could have a detrimental impact on the authority’s defence and, should the best
practice guidance also become statutory, the Department could reiterate this risk to LAs. Itis
therefore unlikely that making the best practice guidance statutory would have the desired
effect of 100% uptake of all the requirements in the guidance, including those relating to
accessibility.

Option 2 — encourage greater collaboration to agree consistency in standards between
licensing authorities — for example, in combined authority areas or with neighbouring
authorities

LAs could work together using existing statutory and best practice guidance as a baseline
from which to create their joint licensing policies. Anecdotally, the Department is aware of
efforts between LAs to align their licensing policies that have been unsuccessful, the issue
often being a lack of consensus on vehicle standards.

The fact that it is already possible for LAs to work together across strategic or combined
authority areas to align their policies but that this has rarely or even never been completed
successfully does indicate that this option would be difficult to deliver and it would be
challenging to encourage all LAs to voluntarily take part.

Joint authorisation of officers between LAs would enable immediate action to be taken against
licences issued by those within such an arrangement but it may not be possible to secure
agreement from every relevant LA to participate in such an arrangement. It would not provide
any powers to LAs for them to enforce against licences issued by authorities that were not
party to a joint authorisation agreement. LAs are already able to work collaboratively but there
are often difficulties in agreeing common standards and so such collaboration is rare. The
use of joint enforcement agreements is more common but by no means universal. This is not
a legislative option and so would not meet the Government’'s commitment to legislate to
address the inconsistencies of taxi and PHV licensing made in response to Baroness Casey’s
national audit.

Option 3 — make Local Transport Authorities (LTAs) responsible for taxi and PHV
licensing

Administering taxi and PHV licensing over larger areas could increase consistency in
requirements that are not covered by NS and efficiency in taxi and PHV licensing across
England, reduce out-of-area working and result in a better match between licensing revenue
and compliance and enforcement burdens. The Government committed to consult on this
proposal in the English Devolution White Paper published in 2024, that consultation was
launched on 8 January and closed on 1 April 2026 and the Department is currently
considering the consultation responses. It was not therefore possible to introduce such a
change through the EDCEA as a decision has yet to be taken on whether this proposal will

334



be taken forward. This proposal was therefore ruled out for the purposes of the EDCEA but
is still being considered as part of the longer-term legislative reform of taxi and PHV licensing.

Option 4 — Form a national body for taxi and PHV licensing

Government could legislate to establish a national body for taxi and PHV licensing which
would be the single authority responsible for licensing. This would be the most interventionist
option because it would take away all responsibility for taxi and PHV licensing from LAs.
While this would achieve complete harmonisation of licensing requirements, which is
something the Department wants to achieve as far as possible particularly on safeguarding
and accessibility standards, it would take away all flexibility for standards to be set locally to
meet specific needs in certain areas. An example of this would be applying the vehicle
requirements in London (zero emission capable, wheelchair accessible and the “turning
circle”) to rural areas where different criteria are appropriate or vice versa. Such an
intervention would go against the government’s devolution agenda to shift power from central
government to local leaders which is another strong argument against taking such action at
this time through the EDCEA which is focussed on empowering local authorities. Forming a
new body would be a significant and lengthy undertaking and require substantial legislative
changes.

Option 5 — national standards for taxi and PHV licensing and enhanced licence
suspension powers (preferred option)

As detailed in section 6 in the shortlisted policy options.

RAG rating of Critical Success Factors and SMART objectives
Critical Success Factors (CSFs) are:

Strategic Fit: meeting the Government commitments made in response to the Baroness
Casey Audit

Achievability: can this be achieved through the EDCEA?

The RAG rating indicates the following:

Red — the policy intervention will not meet the objective or CSF

Amber — the policy intervention may meet the objective or CSF or meet it partially

Green — the policy intervention is expected to meet the objective or CSF

SMART SMART SMART Strategic | Achievability
Objective 1 | Objective 2 | Objective 3 | Fit

— making — Improve — Improve

taxi and accessibility | consistency

PHV of taxi and of licensing

journeys PHV standards
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across all
LAs in
England

as safe as | services
possible across

everywhere | England
in England

Option 0 — do
nothing
Option 1 -
make
existing best
practice
guidance
statutory
Option 2 -
encourage
greater
collaboration
between LAs
Option 3 -
make LTAs
responsible
for taxi and
PHV
licensing
Option 4 —
form a
national body
for taxi and
PHV
licensing
Option 5 —
NS for taxi
and PHV
licensing and
enhanced
licence
suspension
powers
(preferred
option)

6. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward
Option 0 — Do Nothing (non-legislative)

LAs would continue to follow the best practice guidance and statutory guidance that advocate
a similar approach to that which NS are expected to mandate in legislation.

If all LAs followed the best practice and statutory guidance, licensing standards across the
country would be better aligned and the incentives for licensees or applicants to license
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outside of the area in which they intend to operate would be reduced. The statutory guidance
has a limited scope and is focused on licensing standards to safeguard children and
vulnerable adults. It was issued under powers in the Crime and Policing Act 2017, and LAs
must have regard to it and the Department expects the recommendations contained within it
to be implemented, unless there is a compelling local reason not to do so. Despite being
published in 2020, there is still not 100% uptake with all the recommendations made in this
statutory guidance. Compliance with key recommendations contained within the statutory
guidance is monitored through the annual survey of licensing authorities.

The best practice guidance covers wider aspects of licensing policy that are not covered in
the statutory guidance, including vehicle standards and signage on vehicles. Best practice
guidance has been provided to licensing authorities since 2006, but despite this uptake of the
recommendations from this guidance is not 100% across LAs. The uptake of some of the
recommendations from the best practice guidance is also measured through the annual
survey.

It is important to note that both the statutory guidance and the best practice are not
enforceable — however, there are some softer levers that are available to the Department.
For example, Ministers writing to LAs to encourage them to follow the guidance. The
Department also makes it clear in the Statutory Taxi and Private Hire Vehicle Standards™’
that this statutory guidance might be drawn upon in any legal challenge to an authority’s
practice and that any failure to adhere to the statutory guidance without sufficient justification
could be detrimental to the authority’s defence.

Taking into account that neither piece of guidance is fully mandatory and despite the
publications being several years old, or more in the case of the best practice guidance, and
the efforts taken by the Department to promote both pieces of guidance and encourage
uptake with varying success, it is likely that disabled people will continue to face
discrimination, inhibiting their ability to travel free from discrimination or confidently.

In this “do nothing” option LAs are under an existing duty to report incidents involving drivers
licensed by other authorities working in their area if that would have led to it suspending or
revoking a licence had it issued it. This does not, however, strengthen existing enforcement
powers.

We have considered the social costs of this “do nothing” option — the purpose of this
intervention is to improve the safety of vulnerable children to meet the recommendation made
in the National Audit on Group-Based Child Sexual Exploitation and Abuse, which made the
need for legislative action clear. The continued variation in standards particularly on
accessibility standards can lead to an increased risk of disabled passengers not having the
confidence to use taxi or PHV services or facing discrimination. Disabled people are
particularly reliant on taxi and PHV services, either because they may not have access to a
private car, are unable to use public transport, or because the built environment is
insufficiently accessible to meet their needs. This can mean that the availability of an
accessible, affordable taxi or PHV service can make the difference that allows them to live

141 www.gov.uk/government/publications/statutory-taxi-and-private-hire-vehicle-standards
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their life the way they want to, and ultimately, to fulfil their potential. The do nothing option
would also not increase regulatory oversight of those working out-of-area.

Option 1 — Legislation to introduce national standards and increase the regulatory
oversight of those working out-of-area (preferred option)

The EDCEA provides a suitable and immediate legislative vehicle within which to take action
but this piece of legislation only provides a limited scope to deliver focussed interventions.

This option would set out in primary legislation the powers to set NS in regulations and to
provide LAs with a power to temporarily suspend with immediate effect any licence operating
in their area if there are safety concerns that would justify doing so. This will enable high
safety standards to be set and for these to be applied throughout England, protecting not just
children but all passengers. It would also enable the setting of standards to improve the
accessibility of services to disabled people helping to remove barriers so that disabled people
can travel with confidence and to help prevent unlawful discrimination against them when
travelling by taxi or PHV. Enabling immediate and interim action to be taken against a licence
being used in any authority in the interests of public safety removes that risk thereby
enhancing public safety and mitigates the risk of inappropriate licensing sanctions being
imposed on licensees as it will be possible to extend suspension periods to fully investigate
the matter.

While the setting of any potential NS will depend on future decisions on the detail of the policy,
which will be consulted on, and finalised as part of future secondary legislation, we set out
below several measures that could be considered as part of future NS. We provide an
indication of the potential monetised impacts of these measures in the regulatory scorecard
below.

1. Mandating in-vehicle CCTV

CCTV can provide benefits to both passengers and drivers. It can provide deterrence
and protect children and vulnerable adults (and by extension all passengers) from
harm when using taxi and PHV services, and investigative value when it does happen.
It can also assist with perceptions of safety, which are experienced unevenly by
different groups in society. As detailed earlier in this document women report a
significantly higher share of having felt unsafe when travelling alone via taxi/PHV than
men (85% vs 47% of men'4?).

CCTV can also deter assaults (whether verbal or physical) of drivers by passengers
and so may also provide a safer working environment for drivers. As described in the
strategic case, a 2025 survey of almost 400 private hire vehicle drivers, the trade union
GMB reported’3 that 85% were concerned about riots or similar acts of violence. 46%
said they had been either directly or indirectly affected by the riots in Summer 2024. It
also allows the investigation of accusations that may turn out, based on the CCTV
evidence, to be untrue.

142 YouGov Poll, 2018 (1620 GB adults); https://yougov.co.uk/politics/articles/22482-one-three-women-
consciously-take-steps-avoid-attac
143 www.gmb.org.uk/news/85-per-cent-of-private-hire-drivers-fear-race-riots-will-happen-again
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A small subset of LAs (20 taxi/21 PHV authorities) currently mandate in-vehicle CCTV.
A further group of vehicle owners may have chosen to install CCTV discretionally,
although potentially to differing standards of coverage and quality. An NS that
mandated a level of in-vehicle CCTV across all taxi and PHVs (with exceptions where
required) would therefore require a substantial proportion of taxi/PHV licensees to
install and maintain CCTV systems in their vehicles.

This mandate would have the objective of reducing crime within and related to the
taxi/PHV trade. This includes offences perpetrated by drivers against passengers
(including children and vulnerable adults) and vice-versa. The scale of these benefits
would depend on the coverage of the mandate, as well as the quality of CCTV
specified in the mandate. The link from CCTV to reductions in crime is also uncertain,
with a range of evidence on efficacy, for example in the bus sector, where in-vehicle
CCTV is present in 98% of buses’4. Costs of installation (likely to be a recurring cost
every ~5 years given deterioration of in-vehicle equipment) would likely fall on vehicle
owners and proprietors; monetised evidence on these costs is set out below.

2. Mandating English language proficiency for drivers.
A level of proficiency in English may improve a taxi/PHV driver’s ability to understand
written documents, such as policies and guidance and training, relating to the
protection of children and vulnerable adults, and enable better communication with
passengers to understand an individual’s needs or in some instances to identify and
act on signs of exploitation or domestic abuse.

Over 80% of licensing authorities already require some level of oral or written (or both)
English language proficiency from taxi/PHV drivers. Furthermore, licensees licensed
by authorities that that do not set a level of English will very likely have some
proficiency in the language. A new NS mandating English language proficiency tests
for drivers would therefore only likely require a small subset of taxi and PHV drivers to
demonstrate their proficiency.

This mandate would aim to improve the safety of passengers by improving
communication in-vehicles, as well as improving the ability of drivers to understand
and therefore comply with written policies. The evidential link from improved language
provision to improved passenger safety is uncertain, as is the potential form of a new
national standard. For instance, what level of proficiency is required, whether it is
required for oral or written communication etc. Costs of undertaking the tests would
fall on operators and drivers; monetised evidence on these costs is set out below.

3. Mandatory safeguarding awareness training
By improving drivers’ awareness of safeguarding risks, policies and how to protect
children and vulnerable adults, via dedicated training courses, the safety of children
and vulnerable adults when travelling by taxi or PHV could be improved.

144 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/annual-bus-statistics-year-ending-march-2025/annual-bus-
statistics-year-ending-march-2025
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2.3% of taxi and PHV drivers are currently licensed by an LA that does not require
child sexual exploitation/abuse training as a pre-condition for obtaining or renewing a
licence. The introduction of a NS mandating some form of training in this area would
therefore apply to a small minority of the taxi/PHV drivers operating in the country.

The mandate would aim to improve the safety of child or vulnerable adult passengers
in taxis/PHVs. While the evidential link between this sort of training and safety
outcomes is uncertain, it would be expected that provision of training, and more
informed drivers on these topics, would generate positive outcomes for passenger
safety, particularly for children that may be being exploited and transported around in
taxis or PHVs which are being booked by perpetrators intent on exploiting these
children. The costs of these training courses would likely fall on the taxi/PHV drivers
themselves; monetised evidence on these costs is set out below.

. Mandatory disability equality awareness training

By improving drivers’ awareness of their obligations to disabled passengers under the
Equality Act 2010, the experience of disabled passengers when travelling by taxi or
PHV could be improved.

Around a third of taxi and PHV licensing authorities in England do not currently
mandate disability equality awareness training for the drivers they license. The
introduction of a NS mandating some form of training in this area would be expected
to impact upon around 10% of the taxi/PHV drivers operating in the country.

The mandate would aim to improve the sectors’ knowledge of disability equality and
make clear to licensees what their obligations are under the Equality Act and the Taxis
and Private Hire Vehicles (Disabled Persons) Act 2022. For example, disabled
passengers, including those in a wheelchair and those requiring mobility assistance,
cannot be charged more for the same service as non-disabled passengers. It is also
illegal for a driver to refuse to carry a disabled passenger that has an assistance dog,
unless the driver has a valid exemption issued by the LA.

While the evidential link between this sort of training and improved disabled passenger
experience outcomes is uncertain, it is expected that provision of training, and more
informed drivers on this topic, would generate positive outcomes for disabled
passengers, such as better assistance from drivers.

The costs of these training courses would likely fall on the taxi/PHV drivers
themselves.

. Mandatory Enhanced DBS Checks

Mandating that drivers are subject to an enhanced DBS check with a check of the
children’s and adults’ barred lists would ensure complete national coverage of the
highest standard of criminal records checks for drivers.

While all LAs already report that they require this level of check on drivers that apply

for or renew their licence, a NS would ensure this level is maintained and adhered to
across England.
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Because of the existing coverage of the highest level of checks among LAs, we do not
expect there to be any monetary costs to operators or drivers occurring at the
secondary legislation stage.

6. Immediate interim suspension powers

Any costs to licensees are expected to be negligible. The expectation is that NS will
ensure the robust application of measures by all LAs to prevent those that pose a risk
of harm to the public from obtaining, retaining or renewing a licence. It is the case that
most licensees adhere to licensing requirements and do not pose a risk, immediate or
otherwise, to the public. However, the new powers for LAs to temporarily suspend with
immediate effect any licence that is operating in their area will provide LAs with the
power to robustly deal with urgent safety concerns to protect the public. This power
will support LAs to conduct effective enforcement even against licences that have
been issued by a different LA. Currently, enforcement action can only be taken by LAs
against licences that they themselves have issued, this new power therefore closes
that gap. The threshold for using this power will be high and there are measures within
the EDCEA to deter its punitive use by providing protections for licensees to appeal
such suspensions and potentially be entitled to compensation if an appeal is
successful.

SaMBA impacts

80-90% of taxi/PHV drivers are self-employed’#, indicating most businesses are small,
micro, or medium. In respect of NS at the primary legislation stage, we do not expect any
impacts on small, micro or medium businesses.

At the secondary legislation stage, assuming the introduction of NS as per the above four
measures (in-vehicle CCTV, English language tests, safeguarding and disability awareness
training), we estimate an indicative weighted average cost to a driver over a 10-year appraisal
period to be £784 (annual cost of £78). These costs could however range from £0 to £117
per annum, depending on how many of the potential measures the driver already complies
with.

This cost per driver will depend significantly on the final nature of the secondary legislation
and is dominated by the costs to those drivers mandated to install in-vehicle CCTV (£91 p.a.).
These CCTV installation estimates are highly uncertain given the data limitations set out in
the Evidence Base section of this Assessment. Furthermore, these estimated average costs
are likely to be incurred unevenly over the appraisal period, with two discrete costs at Year 1
and Year 6 for CCTV installation/renewal, refresher costs at three-year intervals for
safeguarding and disability training, and one-off costs for all other measures.

At this point in primary legislation, there are no business impacts. We will consider these
impacts further as NS are developed and introduced in secondary legislation. Mitigations to
reduce the impact on SMBs will be explored at that point.

145 ONS Labour Force Survey table EMP04
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The immediate and interim suspension of licences is expected to have a negligible impact on
businesses as the use of such powers would be limited to the most serious allegations of
misconduct that constituted an immediate risk to public safety.

7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Please provide quantitative estimates and qualitative descriptions of impacts under each heading in the
following sections. The right-hand column for directional ratings should be based on the description of impact
and the sign of the suggested indicator (NPV, NPSV, all impacts): Green — positive impact, m — negative
impact, amber — neutral, negligible, or no impact, - — uncertain impact. Please use the colours in the
examples shown below, as these are suitable accessible colours. Please see BRF guidance technical annex
for definitions.

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating

NB: Relate to
primary
legislation
impacts only

Description of | Impacts are not expected on total welfare, businesses or Negligible
overall households at the primary legislation stage other than some

expected small familiarisation costs for licensing authorities. Impacts Based on all

) P will be assessed in more detail at the secondary legislation impacts (incl. non-
impact stage when the form of the regulations becomes more known. | monetised)
Monetised Primary Legislation Monetised Impacts Negligible
impacts The only monetised impact at the primary legislation stage is | Based on likely

on the time taken by LAs to familiarise themselves with the
legislation and potential implications for future standards:
£5.8k (Range: £2.9k-£11.5k).

Indicative impacts associated with Secondary Legislation

A further Impact Assessment(s) will be carried out at the
secondary legislation phase. However, we have sought to
give some indication here of the scale and direction of some
of the potential costs arising to LAs through future secondary
legislation setting NS.

There will be costs to LAs associated with familiarising with
the potential NS arising at secondary legislation stage.
Assuming a familiarisation time of 14-28 hours and using
ONS wage data for public administration, the indicative costs
could be in the range £0.08m - £0.16m.

Indicative monetised impacts on businesses at the secondary
legislation stage are set out in the table below.

£NPSV
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Non- Unlikely to be any impact outside of familiarisation costs at the Negligible
monetised primary legislation phase. The key benefit is enabling future
impacts secondary legislation introducing NS.
The likely primary potential benefit at the secondary
legislation phase relates to safety and safeguarding
improvements for passengers, including children, vulnerable
adults, those with disabilities, and women and girls. There
may also be safety benefits arising to drivers.
The most notable non-monetised costs relate to the potential
for a change in the supply of taxi/PHV services resulting from
the potential secondary legislation to impact upon
passenger’s ability to travel and access services.
Some notable non-monetised benefits include improved
passenger safety through the removal and deterrence of 'unfit'
drivers, alongside increased user confidence and demand.
The policy may also reduce abuse toward drivers and
contribute to lower insurance costs.
The scale and nature of these non-monetised impacts is very
dependent on the exact NS that would be specified at a
potential secondary legislation phase.
Any No significant or adverse distributional impacts are expected No impact
significant or from this primary legislation.
adverse
distributional
impacts?
(2) Expected impacts on businesses
Description of None of the likely impacts are expected on businesses at No impact
overall primary legislation stage. At secondary legislation stage the
business scale and direction of most impacts will depend on the NS
. introduced.
impact
Monetised Primary Legislation Monetised Impacts No impact
impacts There are not expected to be any direct costs to businesses

at this stage.

Indicative impacts associated with Secondary Legislation

The nature of any further costs to businesses will depend on
future decisions on the detail of the policy, which will be
consulted upon in depth and finalised in secondary legislation.
A further Impact Assessment will be carried out at the
secondary legislation phase. However, we have sought to
give some indication here of the scale and direction of some
of the potential costs arising through future secondary
legislation.

Based on likely
business £NPV
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1. Mandating in-vehicle CCTV
Costs to drivers and operators of installing in-vehicle
CCTV, and renewing this after 5 years, is estimated
to be £979 per affected driver over the 10-year
appraisal period (discounted 2025 prices). The total
cost when scaled to the national level is very
dependent on the nature and coverage of the
measure mandated in the potential national
standards. At an upper bound, where 100% of
vehicles are mandated to install CCTV, this total cost
could be up to £289m over the appraisal period.
However, as an indication of the sensitivity of this
estimate, if only 75% of those same vehicles have to
install CCTV (for example because more vehicles
have installed CCTV out of choice than assumed),
this total cost drops to £217m.

2. Mandating English language proficiency tests for
drivers
Costs to those drivers who have to undertake written
and oral English language tests to comply with a
potential national standard are expected to total
£0.29m as a central estimate. Test costs have a wide
range, with £0.65m an upper estimate based on more
expensive test costs.

3. Mandating safeguarding awareness training
The total cost to drivers and operators of complying
with potential standards of safeguarding training are
estimated to be £0.7m over the 10-year appraisal
period. The training costs are assumed to be incurred
at each renewal of a licence, assumed to be every
three years.

4. Mandating disability equality awareness training

The total cost to drivers and operators of complying with
potential standards of disability awareness training are
estimated to be £5.6m over the 10-year appraisal period. The
training costs are assumed to be incurred at each renewal of
a license, assumed to be every three years.

Non- Unlikely to be any impact on businesses at the primary No impact
monetised legislation phase.
impacts Potential benefits to businesses at the secondary legislation

phase include improved safety to drivers from standards for

measures such as in-vehicle CCTV. Businesses could also

benefit from having greater consistency in standards across

different LAs in terms of new applications and renewals.
Any No significant or adverse distributional impacts are expected No impact
significant or from this primary legislation.
adverse
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distributional
impacts?

(3) Expected impacts on households

Description of None of the likely impacts are expected on households at No impact
overall primary legislation stage. At secondary legislation stage the
household scale and direction of most impacts will depend on the NS
) introduced.
impact
Monetised There are not expected to be any direct costs to households No impact
impacts at this stage of legislation. At the secondary legislation stage,
impacts on households will be dependent on the NS Based on likely
introduced, and will be set out in a further Impact household £NPV
Assessment.
Non- Unlikely to be any impact on households at the primary No impact
monetised legislation phase.
impacts Potential benefits to households at the secondary legislation
phase include safety and safeguarding benefits for
passengers, in particular children and vulnerable adults, from
the possible NS introduced. There may also be benefits
arising to passengers with disabilities, depending on the
standards introduced,
In terms of costs to households, again dependent on the
standards introduced and their impact on taxi/PHV operating
costs, changes to the resulting supply of taxi/PHVs could
impact on passenger’s ability to travel and access the
services they need. We would not expect these to be
significant, however.
The scale of these potential costs and benefits will depend
significantly on the nature of the standards introduced at
secondary legislation phase.
Any No significant or adverse distributional impacts are expected No impact
significant or from this primary legislation.
adverse
distributional
impacts?
Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities
Category Description of impact Directional
rating
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NB: Relate to
primary
legislation
impacts only

Business
environment:

Does the measure impact
on the ease of doing
business in the UK?

No impacts on the ease of doing business are expected at
the primary legislation phase. The impact on ease of
doing business at the secondary legislation phase will
depend on the scale and nature of any NS introduced.
Setting NS may introduce additional barriers to entry for
those wishing to operate or drive taxis and PHVs,

although it may simplify application and renewal No impact
procedures for those businesses operating across
multiple LAs.
International It is not expected that the primary legislation will impact
Considerations: upon international trade and investment. While impacts at
secondary legislation phase are uncertain, they are not .
Does the measure expected to be significant, if present. No impact
support international
trade and investment?
Natural capital and It is not expected that this primary legislation will impact
Decarbonisation: on natural capital or decarbonisation. At secondary
legislation phase, there may be impacts relating to the
Does the measure supply of taxi/PHV services (from changes to the No impact
support commitments to greenhouse gas and particulate matter emissions arising
improve the environment from. thc_a_stock of taxis/PHVs), but this is not expected to
and decarbonise? be significant.
Growth Summary: It is not expected that this primary legislation will impact
positively or negatively on growth. At secondary
Does the measure legislation phase, there may be some minor negative
support the impacts associated with the time and resource that LAs
Government’s and PHV operators may have to spend on familiarising
commitment to economic |themselves with and implementing NS. However, these
growth? will likely be negated by the improved consistency of
licensing standards resulting in PHV operators that .
license with multiple LAs needing to spend less time and No impact

resource in the long-term on familiarising themselves with
the various licensing standards across the country. This
time and resource could be instead spent on other
aspects of the business which could improve productivity
and therefore economic growth. At secondary legislation
stage when the exact detail of NS will be known, we could
conduct some indicative qualitative analysis of the
potential growth impacts.
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8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

There is no requirement to introduce a provision for a post-implementation review at this
stage, in accordance with the Better Regulation Framework. However, other forms of post-
legislative scrutiny will apply. As detailed elsewhere in this document, NS will be subject to
public consultation before they are implemented. This will be an opportunity for the risks,
costs, benefits, and opportunities of different proposed NS to be explored in more detail and
for the insights and expertise of LAs, the wider taxi and PHV sector and passengers to be
gathered and considered. The need for, and timings of, any kind of post implementation
review for the intervention at secondary legislation stage will be determined in accordance
with the intervention’s requirements.

As part of the Department for Transport’s ongoing consideration of the wider legislative reform
of taxi and PHYV licensing regulation, consideration will be given to a range of options to
identify the right approach to the regulation of the sector. The overall objective long-term is
to achieve a regulatory framework that makes the sector as safe as it possibly can be for the
public (while acknowledging that you can never fully rule out all risk), enables the provision
of services for disabled people that meets all access needs, while still maintaining
proportionate regulation to allow the sector to grow and flourish, with services that are
affordable and available to all.

9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

In considering the preferred option, significant consideration has been given to the balance
to be struck between regulation that keeps the public as safe as possible while still enabling
the taxi and PHV sectors to thrive and provide the services that the public need.

The overall purpose of licensing is public safety. While the exact requirements of NS are not
yet known, they are will include robust standards for safety and accessibility. The setting of
NS will not make a material change to the administrative burden faced by businesses and
taxi and PHV drivers. The main administrative effect of the potential introduction of national
standards will be on taxi and PHV LAs which administer the licensing regime, as opposed to
businesses (operators, drivers and vehicle licensees). There may be changes to the
application procedures already in place. Licensees already have to ensure they are familiar
with the standards set out in these application procedures, and this familiarisation would not
change via the introduction with NS. Any costs incurred to adhere with the new NS fall outside
the definition of administrative burden as per the 2005 Standard Cost Model.

In the longer term, once well-established, NS would be expected to reduce the administrative
burdens on businesses (PHV operators) that license across multiple authorities because
there will be a greater alignment of licensing requirements regardless of which LA is issuing
the licence.

The Department will consider further when making secondary legislation setting out NS how
any potential impacts on businesses can be minimised and remain proportionate.

The Department will consider how guidance can help to keep cost and resourcing impacts
on businesses proportionate.
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The use of immediate and interim suspension powers by authorities is expected to be
infrequent and so would place negligible burdens on LAs and licensees.

Declaration

Department:

Department for Transport

Contact details for enquiries:

taxisandphvs@dft.gov.uk

Minister responsible:

Lilian Greenwood MP

| have read Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading
options.

Signed:

Date: 17 April 2026
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For Final Stage Impact Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year: 2025

PV base year: 2025

This table may be
reformatted provided
the side-by-side
comparison of options is
retained

3. Preferred way forward
(if not do-minimum)

Net present social

value

(with brief description,
including ranges, of
individual costs and
benefits)

The total NPV associated with Local Authority familiarisation with the primary legislation is estimated to be
-£5.8k (can range from -£2.9k to -£11.5k).

Familiarisation costs to licensing authorities for the primary legislation, based on ASHE wage data, and the
central assumption of 1 hour familiarisation time.

This is uncertain however it is expected to be small given evidence laid out in the regulatory scorecard above.

Further Costs and Benefits (indicatively laid out in the above score card) will be analysed and subject to
sensitivity testing in secondary regulation

Public sector

financial costs (with
brief description,
including ranges)

N/A
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Significant un-
quantified benefits

and costs
(description, with scale
where possible)

Not expected to be any significant unquantified costs/benefits at the primary regulation stage.

Key risks

(and risk costs, and
optimism bias, where
relevant)

Time required for familiarisation may be less or greater than the central assumption of 1 hour. However, it is
not expected to be significantly higher, and resulting monetised impacts are expected to be low.

Results of
sensitivity
analysis

On the assumption of 0.5-2 hours familiarisation time, the NPV could range from -£2.9k to -£11.5k
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Evidence base

Risks and assumptions

The familiarisation costs associated with the primary legislation (i.e. those arising to LAs) are assumed to be a one-off cost to one official
per LA. The time required to familiarise with the primary legislation and potential implications is a best estimate and is expected to be
minimal given the lack of immediate practical implications for LAs. LAs are expected to require a small amount of time (0.5/1/2 hours;
low/central/high) to ensure they understand the primary legislation, at an average hourly salary of £22.23 (‘General public administration
activities' SOC8411). Costs are based on ONS Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE) Hourly Gross Pay data, 202546,

The indicative monetised impacts associated with potential NS brought in following secondary legislation are intended to provide an idea
of the approximate scale of cost impacts to businesses but are still subject to significant uncertainty.

The main source of uncertainty are the potential NS themselves, which, if implemented, could vary significantly in scope, breadth and
implementation from that assumed in this document.

Further key caveats to note regarding the evidence underpinning the indicative secondary legislation analysis are:

e Familiarisation: It is assumed that familiarisation will fall on LAs who administer the licensing regime only, as opposed to
businesses (operators, drivers and vehicle licensees). There may be changes to the application procedures that licensees go
through to be granted a licence, but these would likely be variations on existing procedures already in place. Licensees already
have to ensure they are familiar with the standards set out in these application procedures, and this familiarisation would likely not
change via the introduction of NS.

e In-vehicle CCTV: The indicative monetised impacts are based on those taxis/PHVs operating in licensing authorities where in-
vehicle CCTV is not mandated (estimated to be 302,264 vehicles from DfT data on taxi and private hire vehicles'’, TAXI0108). As
such it does not account for varying quality of existing CCTV systems, nor those vehicles where CCTV has been installed on a
discretionary basis. This is due to an absence of data. The monetary cost of installation (£550) is sourced from a range of four 2-
camera systems currently available for taxis/PHVs, including the cost of installing. It is assumed this full cost would be incurred

146 hitps://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/industry4digitsic2007ashetable 16
147 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/taxi01-taxis-private-hire-vehilces-and-their-drivers
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after 5 years due to deterioration of the system. It also assumed that the introduction of a national standard would have no impact
on the price of CCTV installation. The final monetary figure was scaled for an estimate of the coverage of any national standard:
75%/95%/100% (Low/Central/High).

English language tests: It is assumed that English language tests mandated under potential NS would cover both written and oral
English, and would apply only to non-UK nationals driving taxis/PHVs with LAs that do not currently mandate any level of English
requirement. The share of non-UK nationals driving taxis/PHVs (23%) is a national average figure from the 2022 Labour Force
Survey'8; the latest readily-available figure. Given the small sample sizes present for the taxi/PHV driver sub-group of the Labour
Force Survey, this figure should be viewed as indicative of the non-UK national share, rather than a precise estimate. The data on
LAs not currently mandating any level of English (50/49 Licensing Authorities for Taxis/PHVs respectively) was drawn from DfT
data on taxi and private hire vehicles'#°, TAXI0109. The costs of tests (£45/£56/£124; Low/Central/High) were sourced from three
local authorities that offer these tests°.

Safeguarding awareness training: The indicative monetised costs are based on the cost (£24) of an existing online child
exploitation awareness course''. Hence, we have assumed no changes to the supply of courses or economies of scale that may
arise with a national mandate. The course was assumed to be required at each renewal of a licence, assumed to be every three
years, and that it does not impact on the working time of drivers. This was combined with the number of taxi/PHV licensing
authorities that do not currently require licence applicants to undertake any child sexual abuse or child sexual exploitation
awareness training (9 Licensing Authorities for both Taxis/PHVs), from DfT data on taxi and private hire vehicles'?, TAXI0109.
Disability awareness training: The indicative monetised costs are based on the average cost of existing disability awareness
courses aimed at taxi and PHV drivers (£40/£50; central/high'®3). Hence, we have assumed no changes to the supply of courses
or economies of scale that may arise with a national mandate. The course was assumed to be required at each renewal of a
licence, assumed to be every three years, and that it does not impact on the working time of drivers. This was combined with the

148 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/taxi-and-private-hire-vehicle-statistics-england-2022/taxi-and-private-hire-vehicle-statistics-england-2022

149 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/taxi01-taxis-private-hire-vehilces-and-their-drivers

150 hitps://www.stroud.gov.uk/media/cgtbuwsd/english-proficiency-evidence-factsheet.pdf; https://www.buckinghamshire.gov.uk/parking-roads-and-transport/taxis-

and-private-hire/taxi-licence-applications/english-language-skills-assessment-for-taxi-drivers; https://www.bathnes.gov.uk/english-language-test

151 hitps://onlinecounsellingcourses.co.uk/course/child-exploitation-awareness-course

152 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/taxi01-taxis-private-hire-vehilces-and-their-drivers

153 hitps://bltdrivertraining.co.uk/taxi-private-hire-drivers/taxi-driver-training/disability-awareness/; https://greenpenny.co.uk/product/taxi-driver-disability-awareness-

virtual-classroom/
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number of taxi/PHV LAs that do not currently require licence applicants to undertake disability awareness training (87/93 Licensing
Authorities for Taxis/PHVs respectively), from DfT data on taxi and private hire vehicles'®*, TAX10110.

e Enhanced DBS checks: No monetised costs have been calculated for DBS checks, on the basis that according to the latest DfT
stats (TAXI0108), all LAs already require an enhanced DBS and check of the children’s and adults barred lists, so there would be
no additional costs imposed by NS.

154 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/taxi01-taxis-private-hire-vehilces-and-their-drivers
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