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Executive Summary 
 

 

1. Background to the project 

 

In our Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership 

(GBSLEP) sets out the objective to ‘develop thriving towns and local centres’. This objective recognises 

that, whilst Birmingham as a regional core city provides a natural focal point for increasing growth and 

investment, the surrounding towns and local centres also form a crucial part of the economic fabric of the 

region.  

 

The LEP therefore took the decision to develop a Towns and Local Centres (TLC)
 1

 Framework, that could 

act as a guidance document for partners and for the LEP itself, setting out good practice in centres 

regeneration, and setting some broad criteria for funding applications. The aim of the research was: to 

develop investment criteria for towns and local centres projects that reflect the importance of place to the 

well-being of the GBSLEP area as a whole. 

 

The work was taken forward through the auspices of a small task and finish group, made up primarily of 

local authority planning and regeneration officers, with other views incorporated at appropriate times. This 

TLC Framework is the culmination of that work. It should be noted that this is not a statutory document – 

local authorities retain powers over planning across their areas – but it is intended to guide GBSLEP in its 

investment decisions, to add clarity to the reasons behind our investment decisions for our partners, and 

to provide the basis for us to give assistance to partners in bringing town centre regeneration projects 

forward.  

 

 

2. Strategic context 

 

The TLC Framework has been produced within the context of a number of national, regional and local 

strategies. The GBSLEP covers nine local authority areas: Birmingham, Solihull, East Staffordshire, Cannock 

Chase, Lichfield, Tamworth, Redditch, Bromsgrove and Wyre Forest. The LEP also shares a number of its 

district authorities with the Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire LEP and the Worcestershire LEP, and we also 

share borders with the Black Country LEP and the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP. Above the LEP 

geography sits the West Midlands Combined Authority, a body with legal status and powers of decision 

making. Finally, there is the Midlands Engine, which is a coalition of Councils, Combined Authorities, and 

LEPs, which works to build a collective identity to market the area.  

 

Within this complex geography, GBSLEP is seeking to identify, through this Framework, where it can add 

value to TLC regeneration activities, and to help build a sense of place within our communities. 

 

We also recognise that the role of centres is changing. Out-of-town retail sites have had a significant 

impact on many town centres, and within centres we have seen adjustments in the retail, leisure, and 

services provided. There has been a gradual withdrawal of multiple retailers from non-prime destinations, 

and there is higher turnover of premises.  

 

                                                        
1
 For readability and brevity, we use the abbreviated terms “centres” and “TLCs” throughout this document, rather than using 

the full “towns, district centres, and local centres” nomenclature.   
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These changes reflect the fact that residents want different things from towns today, which means that 

centres need to look at what they can offer that is different to the out of town retail parks. With shopping 

habits changing, high streets need to evolve – to build on their strengths and offer a viable and exciting 

alternative to out-of-town and internet shopping.  

 

 

3. Good growth in TLCs 

 

Ensuring that the benefits of regeneration (jobs, additional opportunities, greater connectivity etc.) filter 

through to the people who live in some of our most deprived neighbourhoods has always been a 

significant challenge. Over many years, and many cycles of regeneration programmes, we have seen that 

‘trickle down’ does not work equitably for all. By investing in a wider range of projects, we can support the 

communities that underpin our large scale investment projects, and help to develop a place for everyone. 

If more people can access the benefits of growth, then that gives our businesses a wider pool of talent to 

draw on, which will help their bottom line. These concepts of sustainable and inclusive growth are 

complex, and mean slightly different if complementary things. However, we have used the shorthand of 

“good growth”
2
 to cover both aspects.  

 

 

4. GBSLEP’s role in good growth through TLC regeneration 

 

Place based TLC regeneration projects are the kinds of interventions that focus on particular towns and 

local centres, rather than specific sectors or strategic infrastructure, and acknowledge that place 

attractiveness is a critical factor in underpinning our large scale investment projects. There is a range of 

evidence which identifies that significant quantitative economic benefits can be derived from place-based 

public realm schemes, including: capital appreciation and/or rental increases for investors; reduced voids; 

increased footfall leading to increased turnover; a better performing economy leading to new and retained 

jobs. Qualitative benefits also accrue from public realm regeneration works, and include: improved 

perceptions of personal safety; improved rates of walking and cycling; increased well-being; increased civic 

pride; and reduced rates of crime.  

 

If we accept that TLC regeneration is a ‘good’ thing, then we need to be clear on what constitutes best 

practice in regeneration projects, so that we can deliver effective schemes. This report therefore brings 

together some of the common ideas and processes that are considered to be good practice in TLC 

regeneration. A range of reference documents were reviewed, and these are listed within the bibliography. 

The recurring key points have been gathered together under loosely themed sub-headings, with a 

narrative around each theme. At the end of each narrative section, there is a review of what this good 

practice evidence could mean for the LEP in practice, and how place-based or place-focussed regeneration 

can impact upon good growth.  

 

Through extensive research, we found that the evidence shows a number of key elements to successful 

place based regeneration, and different areas will take a different approach, based on local needs and local 

opportunities. In order to help to identify where the LEP could have a role, we have grouped elements of 

identified good practice into place-focussed categories. These include: 

 

  

                                                        
2
 https://www.pwc.co.uk/industries/government-public-sector/good-growth.html 
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Streets and spaces – including the public realm, a sense of place, high quality environments, urban 

design, people-friendly centres, planning issues, and safety and security. In relation to streets and 

spaces, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that: 

 

• Create more people-focussed and welcoming environments, which put the needs of pedestrians, 

cyclists, and public transport users to the fore. 

• Improve the connectivity and flow of the area for pedestrians and cyclists.  

• Have a clear strategy or master plan in place, or will deliver a coherent design approach. 

• Protect and enhance existing valued spaces and buildings, as well as recognising the importance 

of green and open central spaces in regeneration schemes.  

• Are challenging and bold, and show ambition and innovation in their approach to the public realm 

as a whole.  

• Enhance users’ experiences of the centre through such aspects as improved lighting, layout 

improvements, public art, and safety measures. 

• Take a representative approach, involving a wide range of partners, encouraging community 

input, and building consensus and buy-in.  

 

 

 

Diversity of use, creativity, and culture – including a distinctive and diverse offer and brand, local 

culture, office accommodation, and housing. In relation to diversity of use, creativity, and culture, 

GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that: 

 

• Seek to bring significant change to the existing diversity of a town centre’s offer across the day, 

evening, and night time.  

• Show a coherent approach to local cultural image-making and branding. 

• Enhance available assets, building on the existing strengths, attractions, and resources of the 

area.  

• Involve a group of towns and local centres working together to develop offers and co-ordinate 

actions that complement rather than compete with each other – the LEP can take a co-ordinating 

role here to encourage collaboration.  

• Help to deliver additional residential accommodation of appropriate type, tenure, and size within 

town and local centre locations, reflecting the changing nature of town centres across the UK.  

• Complement the principles set out within GBSLEP’s Cultural Strategy. (NB this strategy is currently 

under development.)  

• Help to deliver additional office accommodation of appropriate size and quality in town centre 

locations. 

• Take a broadly representative approach, involving a wide range of partners and stakeholders, 

encouraging community input, and building consensus and buy-in. 

 

 

  



 

8 

 

Technology – including digital, broadband, and Wi-Fi, and other technology with regeneration 

implications. In relation to technology, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that: 

 

• Seek to address the changing nature of the high street through future forecasting, developing 

appropriate technologies such as AI and AR, integrating suitable digital tools and technological 

infrastructure into their offer as part of a wider regeneration strategy. 

• Connect people and places through innovative transport technologies. 

• Take a broadly representative approach, involving a wide range of partners and stakeholders, 

encouraging community input, and building consensus and buy-in. 

 

 

 

Transport and accessibility – connecting people with places and opportunities. In relation to transport 

and accessibility, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that: 

 

• Improve and increase pedestrian and cycle access, where this forms an integral part of a wider 

regeneration strategy for a specific TLC.  

• Integrate improved public transport interchange facilities – be they rail or bus – into the wider 

regeneration strategy for the specific town or centre.  

• Provide people with better access to centres via public transport. 

• Look at how to connect people to jobs via sustainable transport, where this is an integral part of a 

wider regeneration strategy for a specific town and local centre.  

• Take a broadly representative approach, involving a wide range of partners and stakeholders, 

encouraging community input, and building consensus and buy-in. 

 

 

 

Partnerships and structures – leadership, engagement, delivery structures, and action plans. In relation 

to partnerships and structures, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Come from town centre based groups (in whatever form) that can evidence that they have 

brought together (or begun to bring together) a wide range of interests from across the public, 

private, and third sectors, and where community input has been secured (or is being secured).  

• Have a well-researched and evidenced action plan / project plan.  

• Have strong and effective leadership in place, and that have the capacity to deliver effectively. 

• Undertake activities and actions that will complement rather than compete with projects in other 

towns. 

 

 

 

Monitoring and evaluation – what happened, what worked, and what we can learn. In relation to 

M&E, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Evidence that they have considered monitoring and evaluation issues from the inception of the 

project – evaluation, even if only small scale for smaller projects, will be considered an essential 

part of all projects. (NB: GBSLEP will develop a specific monitoring and evaluation framework for 

town and local centre regeneration projects.) 
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5. Criteria for investment   

 

Within this section of the report, we take the key learning from the research, and use it to develop a 

bespoke set of investment criteria for TLC investment through GBSLEP’s Strategic Economic Plan Enabling 

Fund (for revenue spend). We also look at how the criteria complement the Local Growth Fund assurance 

framework that we have in place for capital spend. We are aware that the criteria can never suit all 

projects in their entirety: however, we feel that they give us a fair and balanced assessment tool for the 

kinds of projects that we, and our partners, would like to see coming forward.  

 

Please note that projects will not have to meet ALL criteria: they will have to meet the criteria which are 

appropriate for and applicable to the project that they are proposing.  

 

SEP Enabling Fund – Revenue Spend Local Growth Fund – Capital Spend 

Overarching / general criteria – ALL PROJECTS TO ADDRESS 

1. The revenue project complements GBSLEP’s 

strategic priorities  

2. The revenue project has clearly identified what 

it aims to achieve through this piece of work – 

e.g. “production of a regeneration master plan 

for the town centre” 

3. The project has conveyed its proposal with 

brevity and clarity 

4. The project has identified why the LEP’s 

financial support is required 

 

1. The project addresses necessary questions 

through the EoI, OBC and FBC process 

(standard process for allocation of LGF). These 

include, but are not limited to: 

• Fit with GBSLEP’s strategic priorities  

• A clearly identified need for the project 

• Clearly identified outputs and outcomes  

• Identification of why the LEP’s financial 

support is required 

• Appropriate notice of the Green Book (5 

case business model) approach 

2. Please note that we will be proportionate in 

asking projects to adhere to the Green Book 

approach  

Partnerships and structures criteria – ALL PROJECTS TO ADDRESS 

1. The revenue project is being proposed by an 

organisation or group with a clear role in town 

centre regeneration, who have begun to bring 

together a wide range of views from across 

sectors  

2. The project has the support of the local 

authority   

3. The revenue project has provided a brief and 

realistic project plan 

4. The revenue project has a clear leader / 

responsible officer in place, who will be 

responsible for driving the revenue project 

forward  

1. The project addresses necessary questions 

through the EoI, OBC and FBC process 

(standard process for allocation of LGF). These 

include, but are not limited to: 

• Support from appropriate organisations 

• A realistic project plan 

• A strong leadership team  

2. Please note that we will be proportionate in 

asking projects to adhere to the Green Book 

approach  

Monitoring and evaluation criteria – ALL PROJECTS TO ADDRESS 

1. The revenue project has begun to consider 

monitoring and evaluation issues as 

appropriate  

1. The project, through the EoI, OBC and FBC 

process (standard process for allocation of 

LGF), will provide a suitable monitoring and 
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 evaluation plan of appropriate depth and 

quality 

Criteria for streets and spaces projects  

1. The revenue project will explore options for 

some or all of the following: 

• creating more people-focussed welcoming 

environments, which put the needs of 

pedestrians, cyclists, and public transport 

users to the fore 

• delivering a coherent and high-quality 

design approach which helps to protect or 

create a distinct identity and sense of place 

• protecting and enhancing existing valued 

spaces, buildings, and open and green 

spaces 

• developing a wider town centre plan, 

strategic plan, or master plan for the area 

• increasing footfall in the town centre 

• enhancing users’ experiences of the town 

centre 

• exploring options for innovative, ambitious, 

and challenging regeneration projects 

• developing the centre and public realm in 

other ways  

 

If appropriate and applicable: 

1. The project will create more people-focussed 

welcoming environments, which put the needs 

of pedestrians, cyclists, and public transport 

users to the fore, and improve the ‘flow’ of the 

area 

2. The project will deliver a coherent and high-

quality design approach which helps to protect 

or create a distinct identity and sense of place, 

blending any new developments with any 

existing valued infrastructure  

3. The project will protect and enhance existing 

valued spaces, buildings, and open and green 

spaces 

4. The project complements a wider town centre 

plan, strategic plan, or master plan for the area 

5. The project builds on the current use and 

recognised role of the area 

6. The project will increase footfall in the town 

centre 

7. The project will enhance users’ experiences of 

the town centre through aspects such as 

improved lighting, layout improvements, public 

art, and safety measures  

8. The project shows ambition and innovation  

9. The project will enhance other elements of the 

public realm 

Criteria for diversity of use, creativity, and culture projects  

1. The revenue project will explore options for 

some of the following:  

• bringing significant improvement to the 

town centre’s offer across the day time 

and/or evening and/or night time 

• developing a coherent and cohesive 

approach to local cultural image-making 

and branding 

• enhancing available assets, building on the 

existing strengths, attractions, and 

resources of the area 

• delivering additional residential 

accommodation of appropriate type, 

tenure, and size within town and local 

centre locations 

• delivering office space of appropriate 

quality and size within the town centre 

If appropriate and applicable: 

1. The project will bring significant improvement 

to the town centre’s offer across the day time 

and/or evening and/or night time depending on 

the specific needs of the area in question  

2. The project shows a coherent and cohesive 

approach to local cultural image-making and 

branding 

3. The project will enhance available assets, 

building on the existing strengths, attractions, 

and resources of the area 

4. The project will involve a group of centres 

working together to develop offers and co-

ordinate actions that complement rather than 

compete with each other 

5. The project will help to deliver additional 

residential accommodation of appropriate 
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• developing other aspects of diversity of use, 

and the creative and cultural offer  

 

type, tenure, and size within town and local 

centre locations 

6. The project will help to provide office space of 

appropriate quality and size within the town 

centre 

7. The project will seek to address over-supply of 

particular types of floor-space within a centre 

(e.g. retail) 

8. The project will develop other aspects of 

diversity of use, and the creative and cultural 

offer  

Criteria for technology projects  

1. The revenue project explores the options for 

developing technological solutions and 

initiatives that will contribute to the 

regeneration of a centre or centres, as part of a 

wider regeneration strategy for the area – this 

could be through digital infrastructure, hi-tech 

transport solutions, or other innovative 

approaches  

1. The project clearly demonstrates that it will 

contribute to the regeneration of a centre or 

centres through the use of technology, as part 

of a wider regeneration strategy for the area – 

this could be through digital infrastructure, hi-

tech transport solutions, or other innovative 

approaches  

Criteria for transport and accessibility projects 

1. The revenue project will explore options for 

some of the following: 

• improving and increasing pedestrian and 

cycle access to / from / within centres, as 

part of a wider regeneration strategy 

• integrating improved public transport 

interchange facilities, complementing a 

wider town centre regeneration strategy  

• connecting people to jobs via sustainable 

transport, as part of a wider regeneration 

strategy 

• connecting people to cultural facilities, 

cultural offers, and leisure facilities as part 

of a wider regeneration strategy 

• connecting homes to sustainable transport, 

as part of a wider regeneration strategy 

 

If appropriate and applicable: 

1. The project will improve and increase 

pedestrian and cycle access to / from / within 

centres, as part of a wider regeneration 

strategy 

2. The project will integrate improved public 

transport interchange facilities, complementing 

a wider town centre regeneration strategy  

3. The project will connect people to jobs via 

sustainable transport, as part of a wider 

regeneration strategy 

4. The project will connect people to cultural 

facilities, cultural offers, and leisure facilities as 

part of a wider regeneration strategy 

5. The project will connect homes to sustainable 

transport, as part of a wider regeneration 

strategy 

 

 

6. The ecosystem approach  

 

Over the past two years, submissions have been received into both the LGF (capital) and SEP (revenue) 

funds from across the GBSLEP area. When receiving these applications, the task for the LEP is two-fold: (1) 

to assess the suitability of the project for funding as a stand-alone intervention, and (2) to assess how 

projects complement / co-ordinate / compete with each other. Historically, the LEP has not focussed 

extensively on the second element, and has tended to fund projects which work well as stand-alone 

applications. The LEP would like to do more in terms of assessing projects as part of a GBSLEP-wide 
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ecosystem, and to this end has looked at how other areas are beginning to tackle this issue. We therefore 

recommend the development of a more detailed piece of work, which looks at the individual roles and 

assets and opportunities of specific towns and local centres within the GBSLEP region. There would be two 

facets to this work – (1) how the TLC ecosystem works together across the region, and (2) how the towns 

and local centres can build on their inherent strengths, possibly through the development of town-

focussed master plans and regeneration strategies.  

 

 

7. Recommendations for action  

 

Within this final section of the report, we have absorbed the key messages from the previous sections, and 

from them produced a series of recommendations. It should be stressed that these are recommendations 

for action for GBSLEP, working in conjunction with partners – they are about what we as a LEP can do, 

rather than what might happen in terms of future policy etc. 

 

Recommendations for action for GBSLEP  

Clearly communicate GBSLEP’s role and responsibilities in terms of TLC regeneration (as described in 

Section 4) and our criteria for investment (as described in Section 5).  

Develop a specific, tailored, light-touch monitoring and evaluation guidance note and template for TLC 

regeneration projects.  

Work with the What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth on establishing an evidence base for 

regeneration projects. 

Undertake additional research into town and local centre roles, based on (1) a GBSLEP-wide 

geographical ecosystem approach and (2) how individual towns and local centres can build on their 

inherent strengths and potential assets, possibly through the development of town-focussed master 

plans and regeneration strategies, in partnership with local authorities. 

Undertake research into the possibility of developing a town centre Compulsory Purchase Order 

repayable fund for use by Local Authorities, working with Homes England in order to share expertise. 

Secure SEP EF revenue funding options for the longer term in order to deliver TLC projects.  

Administer the SEP EF TLC elements using the criteria set out within this Framework.  

Establish a pipeline of TLC projects – both revenue and capital – which are ready to move forward, and 

review it on a regular basis to ensure fair access to funds and support. This review should include advice 

on signposting and on accessing other sources of funding if appropriate. 

Where gaps are apparent in the pipeline, GBSLEP to explore opportunities for acting as a project 

commissioner. 

Act as a co-ordinator / facilitator to enable local authorities and other strategic organisations to work 

together and co-ordinate activities.  
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Section 1: Background to the project 
 

 

1.1 Introduction 

 

In our Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership 

(GBSLEP) sets out the objective to ‘develop thriving towns and local centres’. This objective recognises 

that, whilst Birmingham as a regional core city provides a natural focal point for increasing growth and 

investment, the surrounding towns and local centres also form a crucial part of the economic fabric of the 

region. As well as playing a key role in accommodating an expected growth in population, the local towns 

and centres of the GBSLEP region need to be attractive places to live and work in their own right. The 

benefits of this growth need to be distributed across the region to ensure sustainable economic 

development for all. 

 

Over the past eight years GBSLEP has invested extensively in a wide range of regeneration projects. These 

investments have come primarily from the Growing Places programme, and from the Local Growth Fund. 

Projects have been spread across the GBSLEP area, but it is fair to say that there has been greater 

investment in Birmingham city centre than elsewhere, and that investments have focussed on larger 

strategic infrastructure projects.  

 

At the end of 2016, a call was issued to GBSLEP’s partners for applications to the third round of the Local 

Growth Fund. The LEP received a number of applications for what could be called ‘traditional’ town centre 

regeneration projects, focussing on streetscape, frontages, usability etc. These applications, whilst 

important to the applicant, and crucial to protecting and developing a sense of place in each town, did not 

compare favourably to large-scale infrastructure investment opportunities, such as HS2.  

 

The LEP therefore took the decision to develop a Towns and Local Centres (TLC) Framework
3
 that could act 

as a guidance document for partners and for the LEP itself, setting out good practice in centres 

regeneration, and setting some broad criteria for funding applications. The TLC Framework would take a 

co-ordinated view of regeneration activity in centres across the GBSLEP area, ensuring maximum benefit 

from the range of projects being delivered. This approach recognises the GBSLEP area as an ecosystem – 

whilst Birmingham is the focal point, the surrounding towns and local centres provide distinct, 

complementary, and supporting offers to the city centre. We felt that such a document would also enable 

us to be more transparent in our decision making, enable more centres projects to come forward to us 

successfully, and help us to make the best use of the limited funds that we have available. 

 

This TLC Framework is the culmination of that work. It puts our potential investment decisions into a wider 

context – that of place making. The TLC Framework is designed to support the smaller, more focussed 

town and local centre projects that add to a sense of place, supporting the communities that underpin our 

larger-scale investment projects – after all, an inclusive, liveable, sustainable community is a good place to 

invest.  

 

 

  

                                                        
3
 For readability and brevity, we use the abbreviated terms “centres” and “TLCs” throughout this document, rather than using 

the full “towns, district centres, and local centres” nomenclature.   
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1.2 About the project 

 

In 2017, GBSLEP began work on the development of the TLC Framework. In order to progress the 

Framework, it was important that a sense of ownership of the work was established amongst a range of 

partners, all of whom would input to the final document. It was therefore decided to establish a small task 

and finish group, which would take responsibility for guiding the work, identifying issues for further 

exploration, and analysing information gathered. It was also necessary for a named individual to act as the 

senior responsible officer (SRO), driving the work forward and keeping progress on track. The SRO acted as 

the strategic co-ordinator of the project, taking overall responsibility for production of the TLC Framework, 

and chairing the task and finish group. In addition, it was also necessary for another individual to act as 

project manager, undertaking the day-to-day co-ordination of information and research, arranging 

meetings and workshops etc.  

 

The GBSLEP Place Board was accountable for the delivery of the TLC Framework to the LEP Board, whilst 

the LEP Board acted as the ultimate owner of the TLC Framework, and was responsible for sign-off of the 

final product.  

 

The personnel involved in the development of this TLC Framework were:  

 

Project Executive:   Simon Marks, LEP Board Director for Optimising Assets 

Senior Responsible Officer:  Matt Bowers, Tamworth Borough Council 

Project Manager:    Sarah Hughes, LEP Executive 

Task and finish group attendees:  Dean Piper, NWEDR 

     Jonathan Elmer, NWEDR  

     Uyen-Phan Han, Birmingham City Council 

     Alexa O’Neill, Birmingham City Council 

     Thomas Deery, East Staffordshire Borough Council 

     Craig Jordan, Lichfield District Council 

     Ashley Baldwin, Lichfield District Council 

     Jonathan Percival, Lichfield District Council 

     Rachel Westwood, Solihull MBC 

     Michael Tichford, Cannock Chase District Council 

     Ann Oldnall, Cannock Chase District Council 

 

The task and finish group agreed that the aim of the project was: 

 

“to develop investment criteria for towns and local centres projects that reflect the importance of place to 

the well-being of the GBSLEP area as a whole” 

 

Following on from this aim, the research objectives of the project were: 

 

• To review general principles and good practice in town and local centre regeneration 

• To look at opportunities for sustainable economic growth through town and local centre 

regeneration 

• To look at the importance of place making 

• To develop criteria for investing in town and local centre regeneration projects, based on the 

above, to make best and balanced use of available funds 

• To develop recommendations for action for GBSLEP and partners to take forward 
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This document represents the results of a focussed and targeted suite of research objectives. It should be 

noted that this is not a statutory document – local authorities retain powers over planning across their 

areas – but it is intended to guide GBSLEP in its investment decisions, to add clarity to the reasons behind 

our investment decisions for our partners, and to provide the basis for us to give assistance to partners in 

bringing town centre regeneration projects forward.  
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Section 2:  Strategic context  
 

 

2.1 Introduction  

 

Within this section of the report, the key points of a small number of relevant documents are noted, in 

order to provide a very brief overview of the overarching context within which this report has been 

produced.  

 

It should also be noted at this stage that the geography of the GBSLEP region is complex. The GBSLEP 

covers nine local authority areas: Birmingham, Solihull, East Staffordshire, Cannock Chase, Lichfield, 

Tamworth, Redditch, Bromsgrove and Wyre Forest. The LEP also shares a number of its district authorities 

with the Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire LEP and the Worcestershire LEP, and we also share borders with 

the Black Country LEP and the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP. Above the LEP geography sits the West 

Midlands Combined Authority, a body with legal status and powers of decision making. Finally, there is the 

Midlands Engine, which is a coalition of Councils, Combined Authorities, and LEPs, which works to build a 

collective identity to market the area.  

 

Within this complex geography, GBSLEP is seeking to identify, through this Framework, where it can add 

value to regeneration activities, and to help build a sense of place within our communities.  

 

 

2.2  What we mean by Towns and Local Centres  

 

Within the UK Government’s National Planning Policy Framework
4
, specific reference is made to “ensuring 

the vitality of town centres”. The Policy states that:  

 

Planning policies should be positive, promote competitive town centre environments and set out policies 

for the management and growth of centres over the plan period. In drawing up Local Plans, local planning 

authorities should: 

 

• Recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their 

viability and vitality; 

• Define a network and hierarchy of centres; 

• Define the extent of town centres and primary shopping areas, based on a clear definition of 

primary and secondary frontages in designated centres, and set policies that make clear which uses 

will be permitted in such locations; 

• Promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a diverse retail offer and 

which reflect the individuality of town centres; 

• Retain and enhance existing markets and, where appropriate, re‑introduce or create new ones; 

• Allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail, leisure, commercial, office, 

tourism, cultural, community and residential development needed in town centres; 

• Allocate appropriate edge of centre sites for main town centre uses that are well connected to the 

town centre where suitable and viable town centre sites are not available; 

• Set policies for the consideration of proposals for main town centre uses which cannot be 

accommodated in or adjacent to town centres; 

                                                        
4
 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2 
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• Recognise that residential development can play an important role in ensuring the vitality of 

centres and set out policies to encourage residential development on appropriate sites; and 

• Where town centres are in decline, local planning authorities should plan positively for their future 

to encourage economic activity. 

 

Within Annexe 2 of the Policy, a town centre is defined as an “area defined on the local authority’s 

proposal map, including the primary shopping area and areas predominantly occupied by main town 

centre uses within or adjacent to the primary shopping area. References to town centres or centres apply 

to city centres, town centres, district centres and local centres but exclude small parades of shops of purely 

neighbourhood significance. Unless they are identified as centres in Local Plans, existing out-of-centre 

developments, comprising or including main town centre uses, do not constitute town centres”. 

 

For the purposes of this report, we have used use the abbreviated terms “centres” and “TLCs” throughout, 

rather than using the full “towns, district centres, and local centres” nomenclature. When referring to 

centres and TLCs, we are encompassing town centres, district centres, and local centres only. 

 

 

2.3  Changing role of town centres 

 

The causes of city, town, and local centre changes are well known and well documented. They include 

structural changes, such as recession or economic restructuring and changes in consumer behaviour, and 

more local factors, such as land use changes. Here, we outline briefly the more local factors that can bring 

about decline, and which can potentially be influenced by the LEP and partners.  

 

There is no doubt that the development of out-of-town retail sites over the last few years has had a 

detrimental effect on many town centres. These new developments are often easily accessed, especially by 

car, and usually have free parking. They feature leisure as well as retail options, giving a broad choice to 

the consumer and encouraging dwell time, and have often gained at the expense of town centres. 

 

Within town centres, we have seen increasing vacancies, which sometimes reflect out of town 

developments, but may also be an indicator of a fundamental change in the role of the centre (e.g. large-

scale industrial closures) and the growth of on-line shopping.  

 

Adjustments in the retail, leisure, and services sectors are occurring across the whole of the country and 

are complex and ongoing. The gradual withdrawal of multiple retailers from non-prime destinations, and 

their replacement with other commercial and employment uses, poses serious challenges to town centres. 

Lower-rented, shorter-leased premises occupied by local companies are not suitable for major investors, 

such as life assurance companies and pension funds. There is likely to be a higher turnover of less 

experienced occupiers in these premises, rather than national companies taking premises for the long 

term. This means that residents will see more change on our high streets than previously. 

 

In addition to the above changes in retail, leisure, and service provision / use, some centres have also 

experienced a decline in local population within the centre’s catchment area. In such circumstances, there 

may be no realistic prospect of the centre regaining its former status, and if this is not recognised and 

appropriate action taken, problems of decline, vacancies, and poorly maintained property are likely to 

persist. Many underperforming places are characterised by small populations, and not having the critical 

mass to sustain the range and quality of private and public sector service provision common to more 

successful locations. 
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Retail is an important part of the town centre mix, but people also come for many other reasons, such as 

to visit cafes, restaurants, pubs, galleries, museums, cinemas, parks, hairdressers, beauty parlours, doctors 

and dentists, libraries, ‘click and collect’ facilities, banks, solicitors, and estate agents. Consumers have 

rising expectations and are seeking more choice, greater security and easier access – needs which are not 

met in many of these smaller locations. Shoppers are prepared to travel longer distances to meet these 

needs in larger towns and out-of-town locations, which are attracting increasing proportions of retail 

spend.  

 

Residents want different things from towns today, which means that towns and local centres need to look 

at what they can offer that is different to the out of town retail parks. With shopping habits changing, high 

streets need to evolve – to build on their strengths and offer a viable and exciting alternative to out-of-

town and internet shopping. High streets and town centres that are fit for the 21st century need to offer a 

different mix of retail, services, and facilities, a different style of interaction, and a variety of experiences 

that are about more than shopping. 

 

 

2.4 UK Government approach to regeneration – the devolution agenda  

 

From a UK Government perspective, regeneration policy refers to the broad process of reversing 

economic, social, and physical decline in areas where market forces will not do this without public sector 

intervention and leadership. Since 2010, the UK Government’s approach to regeneration has been largely 

targeted at supporting local growth.  

 

Features of this support include creating the conditions for local growth through a competitive, deal-

making approach which offers incentives (e.g. Local Growth Fund, Enterprise Zones), empowering strong 

and accountable local decision–making and giving a voice to the private sector (e.g. Local Enterprise 

Partnerships, Mayors, Combined Authorities), agreeing place-based approaches to driving economic 

growth, regeneration and housing development – including pan-region models (e.g. Northern Powerhouse 

and Midlands Engine), and supporting the development of Devolution Deals to devolve powers and 

funding to city regions or county-regions to support local economic growth and regeneration.  

 

This is a challenging time for the Government, local government, LEPs and the UK economy. The Office for 

Budget Responsibility (OBR) has reduced its forecast of GDP growth, which is now expected to weaken 

further through to 2020. It is within this context that the government is taking further steps towards 

devolution of powers to key cities and places. 

 

In the Midlands, the Government announced in its 2017 Autumn Budget that it has agreed a second 

devolution deal in principle with the West Midlands Mayor and Combined Authority, which includes £6m 

for a Housing Delivery Taskforce, £5m for a Construction Skills Training Scheme, and a £250m allocation for 

the Wednesbury to Brierley Hill Metro. The Government is also continuing Housing Deal negotiations with 

the West Midlands Combined Authority.  

 

Further, as part of the development of a Local Industrial Strategy for the West Midlands, substantial 

consideration is being given to the development of places as part of the overall attractiveness of the region 

as a place to work, live, and play. There is a clear focus within this on employment sites, housing and 

transport.  Our work on TLCs will expand on this and provide focus around ensuring centres across the 

West Midlands add to the quality of life of everyone who lives and works here. GBSLEP is currently in 

discussion with the WMCA regarding the best way forward for any joint TLC work.  
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2.5 GBSLEP approach and funding streams 

 

GBSLEP’s Strategic Economic Plan 

 

Within its Strategic Economic Plan (SEP)
5
, GBSLEP sets out its ambition to develop thriving towns and local 

centres. The SEP recognises that the GBSLEP area is a rich and varied geography, with a network of places 

that collectively provide for jobs, housing, leisure and cultural opportunities, and overall good quality of 

life. While Birmingham city centre is the regional economic hub and a natural focal point for growth and 

investment, the surrounding towns and local centres are vital parts of our social and economic fabric, and 

provide distinct and complementary offers to the city centre. 

 

Our ambition is to strengthen all parts of the GBSLEP area and to create a network of vibrant, thriving 

strategic town and local centres that people take pride in, with excellent connections to residential, 

commercial and leisure opportunities as well as the region’s major economic opportunity areas. With 

significant economic growth forecast, and with associated housing growth needing to be developed 

outside of Birmingham’s administrative boundaries, demand for movement between Birmingham and the 

surrounding towns and local centres will only increase. 

 

A key part of the challenge will be to ensure that growth is sustainable (see Section 3 for further 

information on sustainable growth) and that development is brought forward in such a way as to maximise 

the benefits of our existing assets. GBSLEP therefore states in its SEP that it will work with partners to: 

 

• Undertake research to inform an investment strategy to support local centres 

• Develop a package of investment to support the development of new opportunities in our towns 

and local centres, ensuring that they can play their part in our ongoing economic success story  

 

This TLC Framework is a key part of that work, and provides important context for how we plan to proceed.  

 

GBSLEP’s funding streams 

 

GBSLEP has agreed three Growth Deals with government, levering in £433m of Local Growth Fund (LGF) for 

our Growth Programme. This is a pipeline of capital investments across the area, which generates jobs, 

improves transport links, creates houses, and upskills people. The Growth Programme is designed to 

directly support the LEP’s overall ambition for Greater Birmingham to be recognised as a global city region 

by 2030. 

 

The LGF accepts applications through an Expression of Interest (EoI) form at any time. If that EoI is 

considered to be a good strategic fit for the LEP, then the project is invited to come forward with an 

Outline Business Case (OBC). If this OBC is judged to be an investible proposition, then the project is 

formally granted entry to the LGF programme, and invited to come forward with a Full Business Case (FBC). 

If this FBC is approved, then the project is awarded funding.  

 

As mentioned within the introduction to this report, the LEP received a number of EoIs for traditional town 

and local centre regeneration projects. These included: 

  

                                                        
5
 https://gbslep.co.uk/resources/reports/strategic-economic-plan-2016-30 
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• Burntwood Town Centre Enhancement, Lichfield DC, £0.5m (A) 

• Redditch Town Centre Transformation, NWEDR, £5m (A) 

• Derby Road Regeneration, East Staffordshire BC, £1m (B) 

• Horsefair, NWEDR, £6.5m (B) 

• Kidderminster Town Centre Western Gateway, NWEDR, £2.5m (B) 

• Kingshurst Village Centre, Solihull MBC, £2.1m (B) 

• Chelmsley Wood Town Centre, Solihull MBC, £20.2m (B) 

• Tamworth Gungate Regeneration, Henry Boot Development Ltd, £4.7m (B) 

• Tamworth Castle Walls, Tamworth BC, £2m (B) 

• Burton Town Centre and Flood Defence Regeneration, East Staffordshire BC and Environment 

Agency, £2.8m (B) 

• Kings Heath High Street Enhancement, Birmingham CC, £2m (C) 

• Solihull Town Centre Public Realm Improvements, Solihull MBC, £4m (C) 

• Solihull Town Centre Rail Station Integration Package, Solihull MBC, £4.7m (C) 

• Cannock Station Gateway Package, Cannock Chase DC, £1.3m (C) 

• Burton Town Centre Regeneration, East Staffordshire BC, £0.5m (D) (now superseded by the Burton 

Town Centre and Flood Defence Regeneration project) 

• Tamworth Town Centre Streetscape, Tamworth BC, £1m (D) 

 

The figures above are the indicative ask of the LEP’s LGF fund, totalling over £60m. The letter in brackets 

indicates the strategic fit assessment awarded to the project, which is broken down as follows: 

 

A = project is essential to the achievement of GBSLEP’s SEP 

B = project is a strong strategic fit, which directly supports GBSLEP’s vision and core objectives 

C = project is a good strategic fit, but will have a limited impact on the realisation of our ambitions 

D = project is an unclear strategic fit 

 

As can be seen from the list above, almost half of all the EoIs submitted for regeneration projects failed to 

be assessed as an A or B strategic fit, often because they compared poorly to much larger strategic 

infrastructure projects which are considered vital to the economic development of the LEP area. As the LEP 

is only asking A or B rated projects to come forward with an OBC, a C or D rating essentially meant that the 

project could not access LGF support.  

 

As well as seeing traditional town and local centre regeneration projects struggle in terms of EoI 

assessment, the LEP also became aware that there was some demand amongst partners for revenue 

support. This type of funding is often required in order to carry out pre-development work, such as master 

plans, appraisals, feasibility studies etc. before capital project ideas can be more fully developed. Access to 

such revenue funds is always difficult, but after some consideration, the LEP felt it would be able to 

provide some funding for revenue activities through the business rates pool.  

 

In order to understand more clearly what the level of demand for revenue funds might look like, the LEP 

issued a call for submission of very light touch EoIs in December 2017, requesting details of revenue 

projects which partners would like to take forward. These EoIs were taken into account when developing 

the TLC Framework, and the proposal was then to review these ideas in the light of the final TLC 

Framework.  

 

Over 30 EoIs were received, totalling almost £2m, against an indicative LEP funding pot of £500,000. Given 

this level of demand, it was clear to the LEP that a co-ordinated approach to TLC support was required, 
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taking into account both revenue and capital needs and reflecting the difference between TLC projects and 

strategic infrastructure projects. It will be important to continue to reflect this in any future funding 

programmes, and it is intended that this TLC Framework will give clarity on how future funding bids are 

assessed in line with LEP objectives.  

 

 

2.6  Local planning and corporate approaches  

 

Below is a brief summary of the planning direction and corporate regeneration priorities for each Local 

Authority in the GBSLEP area. This is designed to give a brief pen picture of local priorities and concerns, 

and to build a basic understanding of towns and local centres in the area.  

 

The Birmingham City Council area contains a network of over 70 centres ranging from the city centre 

which is a national destination to local centres which meet immediate day to day needs. These centres 

provide a focus for growth in the retail, office, and leisure sectors.  

 

The network and hierarchy of centres and anticipated amount of new comparison retail and office 

floorspace for each centre is set out in Policy TP21 of the Birmingham Development Plan. The network and 

hierarchy of centres are the preferred location for retail and office development over the plan period. The 

focus for significant growth will be the City Centre, Sutton Coldfield, Selly Oak, Perry Barr and Meadway, 

but there is also potential for growth in Erdington, Mere Green and Northfield.  

 

To ensure centres will remain vibrant and successful into the future, a diverse range of facilities and uses, 

including residential, are supported, consistent with the scale and function of the centre. However, the 

BDP also seeks to protect and maintain the predominantly retail function of centres, by avoiding 

concentrations of non-retail uses such as hot-food takeaways.   

 

A number of centres have developed specific niche roles (such as the Jewellery Quarter and the Balti 

Triangle in Sparkbrook) which will continue to be supported. Proposals which promote and encourage 

independent and niche retailers in other locations are also encouraged, such as the provision of smaller 

units and provision for other forms of retailing such as markets.   

 

For Bromsgrove District Council, a likely need for additional comparison floorspace up to 2030 is 

recognised. Bromsgrove town centre will continue to be the main retail centre of the District, and A1 uses 

will remain the predominant use for ground floor premises in the primary shopping zone, in order to 

maintain retail vitality and viability. Other A-class uses will be supported throughout the secondary 

shopping zone, and development outside A-class uses in these areas will be considered where there is no 

adverse impact to the retail viability of the town centre. Retail development will be generally resisted in 

other areas of the designated town centre, and a wide range of appropriate uses would be supported at 

first floor level in the town centre, such as office, retail, and residential.  

 

The district is currently in the process of considering its economic priorities and looking at the potential to 

shift focus towards economic development to ensure a more sustainable future. There are specific issues 

which will need to be tackled, including low income levels and an ageing population. Unaffordable housing 

is also a major issue for the borough, with 57% of households unable to afford to purchase or rent on the 

open market in Bromsgrove District. However, ambitions to promote growth and tackle some of these 

issues are constrained by the district being 90% Green Belt. 
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For Cannock Chase District Council, a series of projects identified within the Corporate Plan will capitalise 

on investment opportunities currently available in the District. Whilst physical regeneration projects are 

important to the District, the Council also acknowledges the need for investment in skills and training for 

its residents. 

 

The Council also aims to build on recent progress to make sure it can attract more opportunities for local 

communities. The Mill Green Designer Outlet Village, due to open in 2020/21, has the potential to 

transform the economy and reputation of the District, bringing in additional investment, jobs, and visitors 

to the area. The Council will endeavour to bring forward more strategic employment sites to maintain the 

levels of investment that it has recently experienced. For example, the former Rugeley Power Station site is 

the largest brownfield site in the West Midlands, and has significant potential for housing, employment, 

and leisure developments.  

 

The Council would like to attract inward investment with a broader range of planning uses in town centres, 

such as leisure related activities to provide a quality visitor experience during the day and evening. Linked 

trips from key transport nodes to the town centre to improve accessibility and footfall are also a key 

ambition. 

 

For East Staffordshire Borough Council, the established town and local centres hierarchy recognises 

Burton as the centre for additional comparison goods. For all towns, an impact assessment will be required 

for planning applications for town centre uses outside the defined town centre boundary when the 

floorspace proposed exceeds specific limits. Within the primary retail frontages, the Council will only 

permit Class A1 (retail) use at ground floor level unless it can be demonstrated that the proposed use will 

enhance the vitality of the area, and does not lead to the overconcentration of non-A1 uses. In secondary 

frontages, the Council will accept a wider range of changes at ground floor level if the proposed change 

complements the function of the town centre as a whole. 

 

The Council is currently taking forwards the Burton Town Regeneration Programme which will co-ordinate 

a range of projects and activities aimed at the regeneration of the town centre and wider area. This 

regeneration programme will see significant investment directed towards enhancing the prosperity of 

Burton town centre and providing a more appealing public realm and shopping centre for those who live, 

visit and work in the area.   

 

For Lichfield District Council, the aim is to create an attractive, multi-faceted yet coherent city centre, 

which encourages visitors to explore the historic city, and businesses to locate. Lichfield city centre will be 

the focus for new office, leisure and shopping development. The primary shopping area is the retail heart 

of Lichfield, and its protection is key to the vitality and viability of the city centre. The provision of new 

office space will be supported within the city centre boundary in order to meet evidence-based annual 

floorspace requirements. 

 

The Friarsgate mixed used scheme will be the focus of new retail development in the city centre, and 

accounts for its retail floorspace requirement in the short and medium term, whilst also having the 

provision of residential accommodation. Other specific projects include establishing a new ‘people-place’ 

for Bird Street car park, restoring Stowe Pool, enhancing the main pedestrian routes and public spaces 

within the city centre, supporting the re-development of key vacant units, re-positioning St Mary’s in the 

Market Square as a focal attraction and orientation point in the city, and identifying potential sites for new 

hotel accommodation.  
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Lichfield District is an area of high demand for housing, which has been exacerbated by significant levels of 

migration into the District, often from higher-income households. This has resulted in house prices that are 

higher than the average both nationally and in the wider West Midlands. 

 

Outside of Lichfield city, key projects include the redevelopment of the former Rugeley Power Station site, 

the completion of the Lichfield Southern Bypass, and the regeneration of Burntwood town centre. The 

expansion of Burntwood town centre’s retail offering is being created through retail development on key 

regeneration sites with additional housing provision within close proximity to the town centre.  

 

For Redditch Borough Council, Redditch town centre is the focus for shopping in the Borough and the 

surrounding area.  The Kingfisher Shopping Centre is the home to a number of national chains as well as a 

range of smaller, independently run shops. There are a number of District Centres situated throughout the 

urban area. Redditch Borough has a high proportion of manufacturing businesses when compared with the 

rest of the County and region. There are a number of overseas companies established in the Borough such 

as AT&T and Marubeni-Komatsu and the headquarters of GKN are located in Redditch. Key projects in the 

pipeline include the development of the Redditch Gateway employment site, and the transformation of 

Redditch town centre.  

 

Within the retail core of Redditch town centre, planning permission for change of use from Class A1 to any 

other use will only be acceptable if the proposed use does not result in a continuous frontage of more than 

two non-retail units. Proposals for non-A1 uses that demonstrably contribute to the vitality and viability of 

the centre will be assessed on their own merits. 

 

For Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council, town centres will be the focus for all new developments, 

including retail and other commercial development, in line with the town centre first approach of the 

National Planning Policy Framework. Further, the Council will expect development proposals that generate 

significant numbers of jobs to demonstrate measures to improve access to employment from parts of the 

Borough where unemployment persists, such as in north Solihull. 

 

In general, the council recognises that there are issues with unequal levels of prosperity across the district, 

and there are some very wealthy areas, but also some pockets of notable deprivation which need targeted 

support. Uncertainty over the proposed town centre retail and leisure developments at Touchwood and at 

Mell Square are having a negative impact, and there is a need to maximise the positive local impact of HS2. 

Connectivity within the district, and to other regional centres, can be difficult, and so support for the north 

Solihull metro link and other accessible transport schemes is required. There is also an acute shortage of 

social housing, and households face significant difficulty in accessing quality affordable homes. 

 

For Tamworth Borough Council, the town centre will be promoted as the preferred location for the 

development of town centre uses, along with higher density, high quality residential developments. In 

particular, the Gungate Redevelopment Scheme is proposed for completion prior to 2021. If substantial 

progress has not been made towards securing the Gungate Scheme by 2021, the Council will review its 

retail requirement and will consider the potential for retail developments on other sites in accordance with 

the ‘town centre first’ hierarchy. 

 

After 2021, in addition to the Gungate scheme, planning permission will be granted for development such 

as retail, leisure, tourism, cultural, and office development that support and enhance Tamworth’s dual 

function as both the Borough’s town centre, and its growing status as a sub-regional tourism and leisure 

hub. However, it is expected that in terms of primary frontages, 75% of the number of units should fall 
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within the A1 (retail) use class. Planning policy will also seek to support the expansion of the Assembly 

Rooms as the centrepiece of the emerging Creative Quarter. 

 

In general, Tamworth is recognised as a town with a strong dormitory function, due to its close links with 

Birmingham. However, the town centre is somewhat underutilised, and there is significant heritage 

potential, although there are the typical question marks for this size of centre over its long-term retail and 

destination future. Town centre improvements could support the town’s position as a destination, 

particularly through the Castle Walls and town centre enhancements projects, as well as the Gungate 

development. 

 

For Wyre Forest District Council, Kidderminster, being at the top of the retail hierarchy, will be the 

preferred location for major leisure, office and retail developments and other uses that attract large 

numbers of people. Stourport-on-Severn offers leisure and shopping facilities to its residents and its canal 

and riverside assets continue to be a key visitor attraction. Its public realm is enhanced through the 

restoration of its unique heritage including the canal basins. Bewdley remains a thriving market town 

which meets the local community’s needs.  Other centres are suitable for day-to-day food and non-food 

shopping, small-scale leisure uses and local service and facility provision. Retail development will be 

focussed on existing centres in order to strengthen and, where necessary, regenerate them. Wherever 

possible, growth should be accommodated by more efficient use of land and buildings within existing 

centres 

 

Across the District, house prices are relatively low compared to other parts of the County, but low incomes 

mean that the supply of affordable housing remains a particular issue. In general, Wyre Forest is a growth-

focused district, proactively pushing a number of schemes including Kidderminster town centre 

regeneration, the development of ‘Lion Fields’, the Churchfields / Horsefair housing-led regeneration 

project, and Kidderminster Railway Station improvements. 

 

 

2.7  Business Improvement Districts  

 

Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) are formed when businesses consult on, and vote for, a self-

imposed levy to undertake activities that support the business community in a defined area, such as a 

town centre, high street, or industrial estate. These are usually activities that individual businesses cannot 

take forward in isolation and are additional to public services. By law, the levy remains in place for a 

maximum of five years before businesses vote on whether the BID should continue or not.  

 

There are a number of BIDs (and a handful of proposed BIDs) across the GBSLEP area. For the purposes of 

this report, city centre BIDs (e.g. Colmore, Westside / Broad Street, Retail) are considered outside the 

scope of the TLC Framework, as their geographical focus is on designated districts of the city centre, rather 

than on stand-alone local centres.  

 

For information, the BIDs that we currently consider to be in scope of the TLC Framework are: 

 

• Acocks Green Village BID 

• Erdington BID 

• Kings Heath BID  

• Lichfield BID  

• Northfield BID 

• Soho Road BID 
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• Solihull BID 

• Sutton Coldfield BID 

• Harborne BID (proposed) 

• Shirley BID (proposed) 

• Sheldon BID (proposed) 

 

We acknowledge that there are other BIDs in formation across the GBSLEP area which are not listed here. 

However, the BIDs above are those with which we have had some contact.  

 

As part of the development of the TLC Framework, it was important to carefully consider the role of BIDs 

across the area. Members of the LEP Executive Team therefore met with individual BIDs, as well as 

attending group / forum events, such as the Birmingham BID Manager’s Forum and BID Central. From 

these discussions, the following issues were summarised as the key concerns from town and local centre 

BIDs in the GBSLEP area. It should be noted that these concerns do not always match those of Local 

Authority colleagues who also work within the town centre regeneration agenda. However, they give a 

flavour of the concerns that BID colleagues have, and some of the problems that they are dealing with.  

 

Built environment:   

• The approach to void properties must be firmer, with premises CPO’d if required.  

• Street lighting needs increasing / improving. 

• Street surfaces need repair and on-going maintenance.  

• Patches of council-owned land are under-used or left derelict, and become a blight. 

• Office and service premises are being converted to residential and other uses, which is not always 

good for town centres.  

 

Role of BIDs: 

• Council services are decreasing, and BIDs are being expected to take on responsibilities that belong 

to the local authority, such as cleaning, security, lighting etc – this is mission creep, but without 

additional funding.  

• Economic development now does not exist in many local authorities as it is not a statutory function 

and so can be cut.  

• There is no funding support for newly emerging BIDs. 

 

Differences between BIDs: 

• All BIDs are different. For example, some are value centres, and the focus should be on developing 

this role rather than trying to fundamentally alter it.  

• Not every centre can be saved, and some will need to go through managed decline.  

• There are different proportions of retail members and office / service members in each BID.  

• There are different proportions of SMEs and larger companies (although SMEs tend to make up the 

majority in towns and local centres, with some small multiples). 

 

The leisure economy / evening and night-time economy: 

• Good policing and security is essential, and some BIDs now fund street patrols.  

• A quality and varied leisure offer is essential.  

• The food and drink offer is lacking in a number of local centres, and needs significant development 

and enhancement. 
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Digital: 

• Government policy is to develop Broadband, but funding is not available. 

• Most centres do not have functioning public Wi-Fi. 

 

Transport: 

• Town centre car parking is an issue for many BIDs – the feeling is that Councils see this as an 

income stream, rather than a public service.  

 

Alongside local authorities, BIDs were also invited to submit EoIs for revenue funding support during the 

project call of December 2017. Unfortunately, of the 11 EoIs received, only four were clearly eligible for the 

fund (the rest contained an element of capital funding, which could not be supported through this 

particular funding round). Of the eligible EoIs that were submitted, one was a proposal to research the 

feasibility of setting up a Greater Birmingham Office of BIDs, which would act as a management company 

for the BIDs across the LEP area. For GBSLEP, a co-ordinated approach of this type would be an important 

part of the future relationship between the LEP and BIDs.  
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Section 3: Sustainable and inclusive economic growth  
 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

GBSLEP has a key role to play in investing in large-scale, strategic, physical regeneration projects, such as 

transport schemes and infrastructure. These projects are often focussed on the larger centres (Birmingham 

city centre, Solihull / UK Central) and work with large employers and companies. These projects are 

undoubtedly the backbone of the LEP’s work, and are crucial to delivering large-scale economic growth in 

the area. 

 

However, it has historically been difficult to ensure that the benefits of those projects (jobs, additional 

opportunities, better connectivity etc.) filter through to the people who live in some of our most deprived 

neighbourhoods. Over many years, and many previous cycles of regeneration programmes, we have seen 

that ‘trickle down’ does not work equitably for all, and we therefore need to be more proactive and make 

some specific recommendations about sustainable and inclusive economic growth. By investing in a wider 

range of projects, we can support the communities that underpin our large scale investment projects, and 

help to develop a place for everyone, not just those with the largest disposable income. This will give us a 

virtuous circle: an inclusive, liveable, sustainable community is a good place to invest, which leads to more 

growth.   

 

We must not overlook the economic importance of including the widest possible breadth of people in 

economic growth – if more people can access the benefits of growth, then that gives our businesses a 

wider pool of talent to draw on, which will help their bottom line. What’s good for deprived communities is 

also good for business. The importance of inclusive economic growth is also being recognised through the 

developing work of the WMCA, who are exploring how they can link the development of high growth 

companies with deprived communities across the Combined Authority area.  

 

The concepts of sustainable and inclusive growth are complex, and mean slightly different if 

complementary things. We have included both of these aspects of economic growth within this section, 

and have used the shorthand of “good growth”
6
 to cover both aspects.  

 

 

3.2  About good growth  

 

International and national bodies have set out broad principles of sustainable development. The United 

Nations defines sustainable development as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs. Meanwhile, the UK Sustainable Development 

Strategy, Securing the Future, set out five ‘guiding principles’ of sustainable development: living within the 

planet’s environmental limits; ensuring a strong, healthy and just society; achieving a sustainable economy; 

promoting good governance; and using sound science responsibly.  

 

Within the planning and economic growth sphere, the focus is slightly different, and encompasses a 

broader agenda which relates to regeneration activity. For example, within the UK Government’s National 

Planning Policy Framework, three dimensions to sustainable development are recognised – economic, 

social and environmental:  

                                                        
6
 https://www.pwc.co.uk/industries/government-public-sector/good-growth.html  
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• economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring 

that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support 

growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the 

provision of infrastructure 

 

• social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing 

required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built 

environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, 

social and cultural well-being 

 

• environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 

environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, 

minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low 

carbon economy 

 

Organisations such as the Joseph Rowntree Foundation
7
 (recognised leaders in the field of inclusive 

economic growth) take the idea further, and consider several different aspects. These include:  

 

(i) Setting an inclusive growth agenda – inclusive growth becomes an organising principle for cities, 

with city leaders such as mayors championing inclusive growth, defining economic success in terms 

of inclusivity and engaging citizens and local anchor institutions. 

 

(ii) Education and skills system – ensuring that people have the basic skills that are required in order 

to obtain work, increasing the training available to workers in low-wage jobs, improving attainment 

for children from low-income backgrounds, and strengthening the FE and adult skills system.   

 

(iii) Shaping a more inclusive economy – creating a better labour market with opportunities for 

those currently out of work or on precarious contracts or low pay, addressing persistent skill 

shortages, creating more productive local economies through local industrial strategies, raising 

productivity and job quality in low-pay sectors (this is a major cause of low pay, and the 

productivity gap is larger for low-wage than high-wage sectors). 

 

(iv) Connecting people to economic opportunities – by providing employment support, by 

promoting progression from low pay, by reforming childcare, by providing transport options which 

link people in poverty to employment opportunities, and by securing social value through 

procurement and planning. 

 

(v) Working locally as required – forming an Inclusive Growth Fund, 'job-proofing' local 

regeneration strategies and programmes to maximise the number of direct employment 

opportunities, ensuring job-creating initiatives carefully target sectors and groups least likely to 

generate displacement effects, providing training and employment provision to help residents 

access jobs created, and implementing large scale Intermediate Labour Market (ILM) schemes to 

create new jobs in areas of high worklessness. 

 

JRF’s approach states that the economy is not working for many people across the country, most clearly 

demonstrated by the fact that work is no longer a sure route out of poverty, and four fifths of those that 

                                                        
7
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enter low-paid work have failed to escape low pay 10 years later. The flip side is untapped economic 

potential that prevents the economy as a whole from growing, and contributes to the UK’s productivity 

problem.  

 

Inclusive growth is a ‘win-win’ formulation – a more inclusive economy will reduce poverty and inequality, 

and the inclusion of more people in the economy will enable stronger and more sustainable growth and 

reduce the demands on government spending and services. 

 

Whilst the above shows a clear focus on skills, employment, and advancement, JRF’s research also 

recognises the important role that place-based regeneration can play in improving conditions in deprived 

areas, indicating that such interventions should remain priorities within regeneration strategies.  

 

Further, PWC also looked at the issue of sustainable economic growth, and developed the PWC Good 

Growth for Cities annual index
8
. PWC’s index recognises that place-based inclusive growth is now firmly on 

the Government’s agenda, and incorporates health, housing affordability and quality of life alongside jobs, 

skills and incomes when we measure growth. The results from the 2017 index highlighted a number of 

implications for local leaders, including: 

 

• Shape identities and economic development strategies to achieve inclusive, place-based growth 

through local industrial strategies.  

• Understand local strengths and weaknesses and use the existing assets of a place to bring in 

investment and attract talent – what do you want your town to be famous for?  

 

As can be seen from the above, the principles of sustainable and inclusive growth are wide ranging and 

complex, and can be applied in different contexts. This is why we will use the term ‘good growth’ as this 

encompasses a range of perspectives and options, which we can then tailor to suit our local needs.  

 

 

3.3  The role of TLC regeneration in good growth 

 

The key focus of GBSLEP is on delivering sustainable economic growth. Whilst the LEP has, since its 

inception, invested in large-scale and strategic projects, it has taken less of a role in place making projects. 

Place based projects are the kinds of interventions that focus on particular towns and local centres, rather 

than specific sectors or strategic infrastructure, and acknowledge that place attractiveness is a critical 

factor in giving a town a competitive advantage in a discretionary market. By supporting place based 

projects, we can support the communities that underpin our large scale investment projects, and help to 

develop a place for everyone.   

 

There is a range of evidence which identifies that significant economic benefits can be derived from place-

based public realm schemes, including: 

 

• Capital appreciation and/or rental increases for investors  

• Reduced voids  

• Increased footfall leading to increased turnover 

• Increased prestige for those in improved surroundings, generating more / higher value business  

• A better performing economy leading to new and retained jobs 

• Increased economic performance leading to an increase in business rates for Local Authorities 

                                                        
8
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Various research studies have shown that improved environments can lead to 15-20% increases in rental 

and capital values, 15-25% increases in retail sales, increased footfall of 10-45%, and a 20% decline in 

vacancy rates. These increases will also lead to direct job creation and increased GVA, depending on the 

size of the scheme. Further, the Valuing Urban Realm Toolkit
9
 which has been developed by Transport for 

London to provide objective, evidence-based justifications for investment in the public realm by 

monetising some of the less tangible benefits of better streets and spaces, also comes complete with a 

toolkit which local authorities and others can use to assess their own proposed or delivered projects.  

 

A range of further reports which evidence such impacts are listed within the bibliography of this report. 

Amongst these studies is a piece of research carried out by Kada Research and AspinallVerdi
10

, looking at 

the economic impacts of public realm improvements in Kidderminster. This is of particular interest, as the 

study is recent (February 2018) and focussed on a town within the GBSLEP area.  

 

The report considers the economic and land value uplift impacts of regeneration activities in Kidderminster 

town centre. The aim of the project was to regenerate the town’s central shopping core, which had 

suffered from a shift in gravity resulting from the Weavers Wharf development, by completely redesigning 

the pedestrian areas, public squares, and key highway routes. The new designs: 

 

• Prioritised the movement of pedestrians and cyclists 

• Used high quality design principles 

• Used high quality products and materials  

• Maximised the potential of public squares and focal points  

• Co-ordinated key design finishes such as colours 

• Minimised street clutter  

 

The project was carried out between 2015 and 2017, at a cost of £2m. The Kada report of February 2018 

found that, in terms of impacts over 10 years, the project would deliver: 

 

• 81 net jobs (18 temporary during the construction phase, 63 for the operational phase) 

• Total NPV GVA of £14.4m 

• A Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 1:7.6 (i.e. for every £1 invested £7.60 would be generated in economic 

benefits) 

 

As well as the above quantitative benefits, a number of qualitative benefits are expected to accrue from 

public realm regeneration works (usually evidenced through qualitative surveys with residents, visitors, 

businesses etc.). These include: 

 

• Improved perceptions of personal safety  

• Improved rates of walking and cycling  

• Increased well-being  

• Increased civic pride 

• Reduced rates of crime  

 

                                                        
9
 https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/urban-design 

10
 http://www.wyreforestdc.gov.uk/news/2018-news/february-2018/town-centre-improvements-have-created-multiple-

economic-benefits-for-kidderminster.aspx 
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Further, Living Streets research, carried out in 2014, found that whilst quantitative evidence of the 

economic impacts of public realm investments is not particularly easy to find, the anecdotal and case study 

evidence is more readily available. The Living Streets work indicated: 

 

• The impact of public realm improvements on existing business performance: increases in footfall 

and trading directly associated with walking and cycling improvements. 

 

• The importance of public realm improvements for urban regeneration: increases in employment; 

job creation; increases in property prices and yields for investors; increased land values; raised self-

esteem of residents through better streets; more walking (poor quality urban environments, 

especially in poorer areas, are a disincentive to walking).  

 

• Public realm improvements and consumer and business satisfaction: quality public spaces 

contribute directly to quality of life; restricting traffic does not reduce customer numbers; residents 

and visitors have higher expectations of their town centres and high streets.  

 

Finally, the What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth
11

 is currently leading on research to develop a 

high quality evidence base for measuring the impact of regeneration projects. GBSLEP will explore options 

for further involvement in this research project.  
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Section 4: GBSLEP’s role in good growth through TLC regeneration 
 

 

4.1 Introduction  

 

If we accept that TLC regeneration is a ‘good’ thing, then we need to be clear on what constitutes good 

practice in regeneration projects, so that we can deliver effective schemes. This section of the report is 

therefore built upon research into regeneration practices across the UK, and seeks to bring together some 

of the common ideas and processes that are considered to be good practice. A range of reference 

documents were reviewed, and these are listed within the bibliography. 

 

Rather than present the research findings document by document, the recurring and key points have 

instead been gathered together under loosely themed sub-headings, with a narrative around each theme. 

At the end of each narrative section, there is a brief summary of what this good practice evidence could 

mean for the LEP and partners in practice. Our purpose here is to build on a broad evidence base to 

understand general principles of good practice, and to look at what these could mean for the LEP going 

forward.  

 

Through the research process, we found that the evidence shows that there are a number of key elements 

to successful place based regeneration, and different areas will take a different approach, based on local 

needs and local opportunities. In order to help to identify where the LEP could have a role, we have 

grouped elements of identified good practice into place-focussed categories. These include: 

 

• Streets and spaces – including the public realm, a sense of place, high quality environments, urban 

design, people-friendly centres, planning issues, and safety and security  

• Diversity of use, creativity, and culture – including a distinctive and diverse offer and brand, local 

culture, office accommodation, and housing  

• Technology – including digital, broadband, and Wi-Fi, and other technology with regeneration 

implications 

• Transport and accessibility – connecting people with places and opportunities  

• Partnerships and structures – leadership, engagement, delivery structures, and action plans 

• Monitoring and evaluation – what happened, what worked, and what we can learn  

 

We are aware that the LEP does not have the same role across all of these different aspects. In some, the 

LEP may be able to take a key role, co-ordinating strategic policy or providing a broad framework within 

which to work. In other aspects, the LEP may play only a minor role, or play no role at all, with other 

partners taking the lead. 

 

On the following pages, we take each aspect of place based regeneration in turn, and try to identify the 

role of the LEP within that specific aspect. For additional information on these issues, please refer to the 

documents that are listed in the bibliography at the end of this report.  
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4.2 Streets and spaces  

 

 

 

What the research tells us 

 

 

The value of conventional urban regeneration schemes which focus on streets, spaces, and the urban and 

public realm, are generally understood (see Section 3 of this report). There are many different elements to 

regeneration schemes, some or all of which may be encompassed by specific projects. Some of the key 

elements, drawn from our research into good practice, are presented below.  

 

The character of any town or local centre is defined by the activities and purposes of the people who 

occupy and move through it. These activities and purposes derive from the uses of surrounding buildings, 

particularly their ground floors, and from the uses of any open and public spaces. When considering the 

overall aspiration for a particular place, it is crucial to take into account how people use a particular place 

at the moment, and to build on this for the future.  

 

Those who use town centres on a regular basis generally wish to see wider pavements, pedestrian 

priority, and traffic-calming measures. Managing traffic and prioritising pedestrians and cyclists improves 

the feel of an environment, and encourages dwell time. Maps, planters, trees, water features, wireless 

internet access, art and sculpture can all be used to create such a welcoming environment, where people 

want to spend time. Street seating and pavement cafés are important, as is a high quality walking 

environment – people who walk to their high street have been shown to spend more, and in a wider range 

of shops, than visitors arriving by car, bus or bike. Features such as planting, waterways, and pocket parks 

along the routes to the town centre can help make walking a more attractive alternative to driving. 

Provision of good quality green landscaping and blue infrastructure will help to underpin the success of any 

development.  

 

Good place based regeneration will help to create places that provide opportunities for community 

interaction, in a safe and vibrant environment, on a day-to-day basis. Attention to the maintenance and 

management of such places is key, and connectivity of destinations by use of pedestrian pathways, and 

amenities like shade and shelter, are also important. 

 

Streets are usually the most prevalent part of town and city public spaces, so they often define the 

character of a community. Their street furnishings and building materials often link back to history and 

culture, and the overall design of the streetscape can project a particular identity and create a particular 

sense of place. Key elements of streetscape include paving, plantings, lighting, and street furniture 

including benches and bike racks. Ideas which can differentiate one town from another – such as including 

locally-themed street furniture or well-designed high quality modern street furniture in a traditional 

environment – will all add to a feeling of uniqueness and a strong sense of place. To develop such a 

coherent and connected street scape, a street audit may be useful, identifying what type of improvements 

may help to make the town’s streets and spaces safer, more unified, and more attractive.  

 

It may also be appropriate to go further and produce a design guide for a designated regeneration area, or 

to develop a wider regeneration brief such as an area action plan, or master plan, or regeneration 

strategy. This could set out policies and practices for a coordinated approach to the design, choice of 

materials, types and sizes of street furniture and signage, shop fronts, shutters, lighting, etc. as well as 

looking at functions, flows of people, and roles of particular areas. Such design guides and master plans can 
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help to view an area as a whole, take a cohesive view of functions, protect the unique identity of a specific 

area, and maintain the attractiveness and protect buildings that are important to local heritage and 

history. They also recognise that good design often offers the best value in the long term.  

 

Integrating new developments with any existing valued infrastructure is a critical element of place based 

regeneration, which supports growth without compromising the unique identity of the area. Protection of 

established and unique neighbourhoods from the negative impact of surrounding redevelopment is 

important. To accomplish this, those existing features that help bring identity and a sense of place to area 

residents need to be clearly identified, and the potential impact of any redevelopment on those features 

assessed. An eclectic mix of architecture that represents the history of the area, mixed with high quality 

new developments and good design, should be encouraged if it meets the needs of the community.  

 

Whenever possible, regeneration schemes should be ambitious. Where physical developments are 

proposed, these ought to be bold and innovative, capable of attracting people to live, work, study, shop 

and play. Further, premises which meet the requirements of potential occupants need to be available, and 

if they are not, partners may have to consider the potential for radical change within a centre. For 

example, if a centre’s role has reduced, there will be an over-supply of retail floorspace, and this will need 

to be decreased. This will allow local authorities to be proactive in assembling town centre sites.  

 

On a practical note, it is acknowledged that local planning authorities are often the key players in town 

centre regeneration schemes. There are many elements to council involvement, but site assembly is often 

crucial to ensuring that projects move forward, and whilst this may be a clear ambition for councils, it is 

often difficult for them to progress. Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers do exist, but are expensive 

and time-consuming to put into action, and require expertise which may not be available in all councils’ 

teams.  

 

Lighting is a particularly important element of creating a distinctive feel to a place. This can include 

decorative or festive lighting but should certainly include architectural lighting to accentuate notable or 

distinctive local buildings or monuments. A public realm lighting strategy will add to the appeal of a town 

centre – particularly during the darker winter months – as well as increasing perceptions of safety.  

 

We know that fear regarding security and personal safety is one of the biggest disincentives to visiting 

some local centres and, as well as the contribution of lighting, there are also a range of other solutions for 

specific local circumstances. This could include introduction of CCTV cameras, street wardens, more visible 

policing, alcohol-free zones, measures to improve the design and layout of centres, and removal of 

particular facilities or features which attract anti-social activity. Local organisations, partnerships, and 

businesses also now have to pay attention to the Crowded Places guidance, issued by the UK Government 

in 2017, which gives guidance for places and premises which are easily accessible to the public.  

 

Public art is a key part of a street scene, and can encompass a wide range of forms including sculptures, 

murals, public display screens, and digital art. ‘Good’ public art relates in some way to the setting in which 

it is placed, contributing to a sense of place by reinforcing existing themes and character. Widespread and 

varied public art can also encourage pedestrians to explore more than the core shopping streets, thereby 

increasing dwell time and penetration. Temporary installations can provide additional reasons for people 

to visit a specific town centre rather than a neighbouring town.  

 

Finally, when striving to support and create place based regeneration schemes funders, such as LEPs, 

should apply the ‘town centres first’ principle to their investments. This will reflect the proven value of 

town centre investments to the economy, and the role that regeneration schemes play in kick-starting 
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further economic growth.  

 

 

In relation to streets and spaces, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Create more people-focussed and welcoming environments, which put the needs of pedestrians, 

cyclists, and public transport users to the fore. 

 

• Improve the connectivity and flow of the area for pedestrians and cyclists.  

 

• Have a clear strategy or master plan in place, or will deliver a coherent design approach. 

 

• Protect and enhance existing valued spaces and buildings, as well as recognising the importance of 

green and open central spaces in regeneration schemes.  

 

• Are challenging and bold, and show ambition and innovation in their approach to the public realm 

as a whole.  

 

• Enhance users’ experiences of the centre through such aspects as improved lighting, layout 

improvements, public art, and safety measures. 

 

• Take a representative approach, involving a wide range of partners, encouraging community input, 

and building consensus and buy-in.  

 

 

 

 

Examples 

 

 

Kidderminster: an ambitious and co-ordinated approach  

 

 
Picture: (C) Hardscape 
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Wyre Forest District Council led on the development of a Regeneration Prospectus for Kidderminster. The 

Prospectus aims to highlight the town’s challenges and opportunities in order to attract support and 

investment to transform the town. It is an ambitious 30 year vision for the future containing projects and 

initiatives that will be delivered in the short, medium, and long term timescales, providing a bigger, 

strategic picture for the town’s development, bringing the right people together to make projects happen. 

 

The Prospectus identifies four key themes that apply across the whole town: 

• Transport – creating a highly accessible town 

• Jobs – creating an entrepreneurial and business friendly town  

• Homes and communities – delivering affordable homes and stronger communities 

• Design and environmental quality – a town that capitalises on its natural and cultural assets 

 

Regeneration plans for the town centre focussed on recognised good practice, such as prioritising the 

movement of pedestrians and cyclists, using high quality design principles, using high quality products and 

materials, maximising the potential of public squares and focal points, co-ordinating key design finishes 

such as colours, and minimising street clutter.  

 

The Prospectus led to further research highlighting the economic impact of the town centre regeneration 

scheme, and found significant positive impacts in terms of jobs, Gross Value Added, and the Benefit Cost 

Ratio.  

 

The Prospectus projects continue, with Phase One of the Lion Fields development in Kidderminster now 

progressing. This element of the wider scheme includes a new leisure destination, encompassing a multi-

screen cinema complex, restaurants and cafés, a gym, and car parking.  

 

For further details, go to: http://www.wyreforestdc.gov.uk/planning-and-buildings/regeneration-and-

major-developments.aspx 

 

 

Kings Heath: creation of a public space  

 

Kings Heath Village Square was created through investment in the area in front of All Saints Church. This 

has created a focal point in the high street, a place for people to relax and meet, and a location for events 

and markets. The space was designed by the local community to meet their own identified needs, and 

opened in 2011.  

 

The Square has many of the qualities of open, park-like space, whilst being just steps away from buses and 

shops. The Square hosts events of all kinds, such as a regular Farmers’ Market, a Craft Market, musical and 

arts events, Tai Chi, carols, barbecues, weddings etc. The scheme cost £660,000 and has won two national 

design awards. 

 

For further details, go to: https://www.allsaintscentrekh.co.uk/village-square/ 
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Lichfield: maximising the use of green spaces  

 

 
Minster Pool, Lichfield 

 

The Lichfield Historic Parks project was led by Lichfield District Council and Lichfield City Council. Its aim 

was to restore the historic features and develop new facilities at four city parks, and to create a distinctive 

brand for the parks as a whole. For example, work at Minster Pool, Minster Pool Walk and Memorial 

Gardens included: up-lighting trees to provide ambient lighting along Pool Walk, a new footpath surface 

running along the pool, and new and refurbished street furniture. For Beacon Park and Museum Gardens, 

work involved restoring Beacon Park’s pool, a new café and refreshment kiosk, creating an enclosed junior 

play area and a new play area for older children, new public toilets and sports changing rooms, creating a 

community garden area, statue and stonework restoration, and tree planting.  

 

For further details, go to: http://lichfieldhistoricparks.co.uk/ 

 

 

Piece Hall, Halifax: heritage-led regeneration 

 

 
 

The Piece Hall in Halifax is the UK's only surviving 18th Century cloth trading hall, but fell into disuse at the 

start of the 21
st

 Century. Following a £19m restoration project, the central courtyard has been levelled to 

create a new piazza with capacity for up to 7,500 people, and now contains new lighting, seating and water 

features. The stonework has been cleaned and renovated, and the original 315 units in the arcades (once 

used for storing and trading "pieces" of cloth) now contain new shops, cafes and offices.  
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An estimated 1.6m visitors are expected through the gates annually, and it is hoped the Piece Hall, with its 

links to the nearby Square Chapel Arts Centre and Calderdale Industrial Museum, will form a new cultural 

quarter for the town.  

 

 
 

For further details, go to: http://www.thepiecehall.co.uk/ 

 

 

St Gallen, Switzerland: bold and ambitious urban design  

 

 
 

The St Galler Bleichi district in St Gallen is the first ‘public lounge’ in Switzerland. The St Galler Bleichi 

district is a shopping and office area, which is also used by residents and visitors in the evening. The central 

square of the district has been furnished with sofas, chairs, and tables, all covered in bright red rubber 

granulate.  
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During the day, children use the unusual city landscape for play, while the employees from the surrounding 

businesses take breaks on the comfortable seating. In the evening, artistic lighting elements which hang 

above the square like floating boulders light the scene, and draw in additional visitors, creating a vibrant 

night-time environment. The city lounge was created by artist Pipilotti Rist and architect Carlos Martinez.  

 

For further details, go to: https://www.myswitzerland.com/en-gb/city-lounge-red-square.html 
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4.3 Diversity of use, creativity, and culture  

 

 

 

What the research tells us 

 

 

As noted in Section 2 of this report, our town centres are changing. They need to be flexible, ready to 

adapt to change and to grasp new opportunities. Some towns – for example Hay-on-Wye (books) and 

Ludlow (food) – are able to thrive by promoting a single facet of their offer above all others. However, for 

most towns and local centres, diversity of offer and use is essential. This can cover a whole range of 

aspects, from retail (multiples through to market traders and pop-ups), to the night time economy, culture, 

leisure, health, housing, and access to services. The best small towns often have a core of high street 

multiple stores, complemented by high quality independent shops; a choice of places to eat and drink; a 

regular programme of events and festivals; arts, crafts and culture and; a diverse economic base (business 

and professional services, civic functions, public services). Meanwhile use of empty units can enable 

artistic displays and galleries, pop-up shops or market stalls, and can nip area decline in the bud by 

maintaining a sense of energy as well as adding to local diversity. 

 

In terms of the evening and night time economy, towns and local centres must support a wide range of 

different types of ‘out of hours’ growth. This means not focussing solely on pubs, bars and restaurants, 

but also on events such as night markets, outdoor concerts and theatre, firework displays, and night-time 

street performances. A broader offer will attract a wider range of visitors, not just the 18 to 25 market, 

with an associated increase in spend. In addition, a very specific night-time reputation concentrated on a 

drinking culture can lead to a centre proving unattractive, and can also deter efficient day time functioning. 

Where the night time economy is a particularly strong focus, then the importance of Purple Flag status 

(ATCM’s award for towns that have a positive assessment for crime rates, hygiene standards and range of 

visitor attractions) should be recognised. Finally, Light Night schemes are important to showcase town 

centres, encouraging people who may not normally venture into the centre at night to do so, to see what is 

on offer. 

 

Mixed use of public buildings such as libraries and community halls can provide public space to house 

cafés, galleries, stalls, internet access, and host community gatherings. Some of these might take place 

after usual closing hours, increasing local footfall and supporting a more diverse social scene into the 

evening. 

 

In terms of general planning issues, previously much regeneration has been led by retail, with more diverse 

and mixed use possibilities not properly explored. Through planning, town centres can become more 

interesting destinations, if planning policy encourages A3 and leisure uses on the high street, building an 

experience for residents and visitors. 

 

A sense of place is developed through image making. To do this, towns and local centres must market their 

‘softer’ unique selling points which focus on their communities and people, such as local produce and local 

culture. Town centres can compete with out-of-town developments by providing and marketing a unique 

offer, and as such local cultural image-making and branding is a fundamental aspect of the regeneration 

of town centres. A part of this may include encouraging independent stores and retail markets which can 

offer different products and a shopping experience that is not available in the larger centres. Partners 

could work together to identify the demographic(s) which they can target in order to create a distinct 

experience, which could also include culture and heritage. Small towns may not be able to compete with 
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out of town developments, but they can differentiate themselves by offering an experience that other 

places cannot replicate, and marketing this unique selling point in an appropriate way. Further, it may be 

appropriate for groups of towns within a region to work together, so that their different offers can 

complement each other. As part of image making, a logo and brand must be distinct and recognisable, 

and they must ensure the town centre offer is clearly communicated. Towns should have a dedicated 

website, and marketing material such as leaflets should be made available to encourage people to explore 

the town. Major marketing may not be affordable or appropriate for local centres, but lower key 

promotional activity can include: installation of clear signposting; development of attractive gateway 

features; production of a directory of local shops and services; promotion of local events, festivals, or niche 

markets. 

 

Housing-led regeneration still provides considerable economic and social benefits relative to the cost. All 

regeneration projects need to be based on research to understand the housing needs of existing residents, 

including whether or not the needs and aspirations of local communities can be met by private provision 

alone. For towns and local centres, partners should consider whether it is possible to deliver additional 

housing supply through densification, through the return of vacant accommodation over shops, and in 

secondary and tertiary shopping frontages, to residential use in order to create sustainable urban dwellings 

as part of the wider trend of changing uses of town centres and high streets across the UK. Housing for the 

elderly should also be in or close to town and district centres where possible, complemented by a range of 

different types of housing to attract all income groups. As a general principle, all developments, whether 

new or repurposed, should be located close to public transport hubs or routes. The important role of 

increased residential provision in terms of providing natural surveillance, and therefore improving safety, 

should also be taken into account. Within the GBSLEP area, the WMCA is leading on the housing agenda, 

but the LEP aims to play a part through its recently developed Housing Framework, and through other 

initiatives.  

 

The development and re-development of appropriate office accommodation is also a key element of 

diversity of use within centres. Such developments need to be tailored to the local market, and to reflect 

changing workplace needs. This could include start-up offices and incubation units, serviced offices, and 

other forms of flexible work space which can encourage innovation and enterprise. It should be noted that 

office and work-place developments are a means of increasing footfall within town centres, and councils 

should therefore carefully consider central alternatives to out-of-town office development proposals. 

 

Finally, we should also make reference to the planning system. Whilst this TLC Framework is not by any 

means intended as a planning document, we recognise that planning issues and priorities can impact 

significantly on TLC regeneration projects. For future town centres, this will mean ensuring the availability 

of premises which meet the operational requirements of a range of businesses and users, which may 

involve considering the potential for radical change within a centre, perhaps involving significant 

redevelopment of outmoded commercial areas. If a centre’s role has reduced, there will be an over-supply 

of retail floorspace, and consideration will have to be given for reducing this. Given sufficient time, this is 

likely to happen through the operation of market forces, although experience indicates that this can 

sometimes take many years, and can happen in a way which fragments and weakens the centre as a 

whole. It may therefore be appropriate to identify a ‘core’ area within the centre and to seek to 

concentrate retail and commercial activity within that core. Further, councils can also utilise other 

statutory powers such as repairs notices, Compulsory Purchase Orders, protectionist policies where 

required, etc. Councils can be proactive, and actively assemble town centre retail sites, considering town 

and local centre plans within a broad spatial economic development context for the wider area. Funders, 

such as LEPs, should follow the lead of local authority planning partners, and follow a ‘town centres first’ 

principle to their investments.  
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In relation to diversity of use, creativity, and culture, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Bring significant change to the existing diversity of a town centre’s offer across the day, evening, 

and night time.  

 

• Show a coherent approach to local cultural image-making and branding. 

 

• Enhance available assets, building on the existing strengths, attractions, and resources of the area.  

 

• Look to invest in TLC projects which involve a group of towns and local centres working together to 

develop offers and co-ordinate actions that complement rather than compete with each other – 

the LEP can take a co-ordinating role here to encourage collaboration.  

 

• Help to deliver additional residential accommodation of appropriate type, tenure, and size within 

town and local centre locations, reflecting the changing nature of town centres across the UK.  

 

• Complement the principles set out within GBSLEP’s Cultural Strategy. (NB this strategy is currently 

under development).  

 

• Help to deliver additional office accommodation of appropriate size and quality in town centre 

locations. 

 

• Take a broadly representative approach, involving a wide range of partners and stakeholders, 

encouraging community input, and building consensus and buy-in.  

 

 

 

 

Examples 

 

 

Tamworth: small-scale office development  
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The former Philip Dix Centre in Tamworth town centre is owned by Tamworth Borough Council. Formerly 

under-used as a space for voluntary and community sector organisations, the building was converted to a 

serviced office space in 2017. It is now known as Philip Dix House, and is home to the Tamworth Enterprise 

Centre, ran by the Borough Council’s Economic Development and Regeneration (EDR) Team. There is a 

dedicated full time Enterprise Centre Officer who manages all day to day aspects of the operation and the 

development of its services.  

 

The building has seen an investment of £575,000 and is part of the £6.2m wider Enterprise Quarter project 

in Tamworth town centre, which includes the Assembly Rooms, Library, Carnegie Centre, and associated 

public realm areas. The funding for the Centre has come from the support of the Stoke and Staffordshire 

Local Enterprise Partnership.  

 

The aim of the Centre is to support small businesses to locate into Tamworth and grow, successfully 

creating jobs and having a positive impact on the local economy. It also contributes to the Councils wider 

ambitions to enhance and improve the offer in the town centre. The Council EDR team also provides 

business support to tenants and promotes and signposts a wide range of available schemes to the tenants 

and users of the Centre, and works closely with the two local Growth Hubs that cover Tamworth.  

 

The Tamworth Enterprise Centre consists of: 

• 16 offices 

• 3 meetings rooms 

• An executive business lounge with hot desking and collaborative working space 

• Superfast broadband and Wi-Fi 

• Car parking for tenants 

• 28 post boxes for virtual tenants, who have a registered business address at the Centre 

 

The Centre was at capacity within two months of opening, with 16 offices taken by 15 tenants, employing 

45 people directly at the Centre. Business based in the Centre include recruitment firms, security 

companies, data research, credit risk analysis, Web design, and brand marketing. Hire of meeting rooms is 

also proving to be popular, particularly with training organisations and businesses that want small 

professional meeting room space in a town centre location.  

 

For more details, go to: http://www.tamworthenterprisecentre.co.uk/ 

 

 

Lichfield: events and festivals  

 

Lichfield is a heritage city, and has built a programme of large scale nationally recognised festivals through 

to more intimate events. Information on upcoming events is easily accessible via a dedicated website, and 

there is a wide range of options, including the Lichfield Food and Drink Festival (which attracted 100,000 

visitors in 2017), the Lichfield Festival (50,000 visitors) and The Cathedral Illuminated (16,500 visitors). 

Other events scheduled for 2018 include Lichfield Literature Festival, Lichfield Half Marathon, drive-in 

movies in the park, Lichfield Home and Garden Festival, Lichfield Blues and Jazz Festival, Lichfield Gin, Ale 

and Cheese Festival, Cars in the Park, and Lichfield District Community Games.  

 

For more details, go to: visit www.visitlichfield.co.uk 
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Tamworth: cultural image-making  

 

 
 

The St George’s Day extravaganza is one of the highlights in Tamworth’s events calendar. In 2017, an 

estimated 13,000 people attended, with events and entertainment including a Medieval joust, street 

walkers, medieval workshops, children’s activity zones, archery try-outs, battles, falconry shows, a 

medieval themed children’s zone, and fair ground rides.  

 

Of the visitors questioned about their experience of the day, 100% rated the event good to excellent. 84% 

of those surveyed came specifically for the event – this means that almost 11,000 extra visitors came into 

the town centre purely for St George’s Day celebrations. The average visitor spend was £19 per head, 

meaning that overall an estimated spend of all visitors was £250,421. For every £1 Tamworth Borough 

Council spent, £29.46 was put back into the local economy. Marketing for the event included a social 

media campaign, press releases, posters and flyers, a presence on various local websites, and a presence in 

What’s On publications.  

 

For more details, go to: http://www.tamworthcastle.co.uk/st-georges-day 
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4.4 Technology 

 

 

 

What the research tells us 

 

 

People expect to have fast, reliable and secure internet access whilst out and about in our town centres, 

with consistent coverage and no black spots. Such access helps residents, workers, and visitors to access a 

wide range of information which they can utilise immediately. Businesses can also benefit from the 

technological implications of widespread free Wi-Fi access, including detailed customer information which 

can be gathered through the use of new technology. Apps can also be used to enhance rewards for 

customers, and to allow them to make immediate reservations, book transport, pay for goods etc.  

 

The Digital High Street Report
12

 makes recommendations for the revitalisation of high streets in the 

impending digitally dominated world, including: 

 

• Sufficient access through infrastructure – raise infrastructure and connectivity standards for 2020, 

including universal fixed connectivity of not less than 24 Mbps, high speed mobile data coverage to 

98% of the population across both indoor and outdoor geographies, and clear public access Wi-Fi 

standards 

 

• High Street Digital Health Index – adopt the index concept, which assesses the competitiveness of a 

particular local high street, and provides insight into the digital health and fitness of centres, as well 

as identification of areas for investment and development 

 

In addition to developments which fall under the digital high street heading, there are also a number of 

innovative tech-driven transport developments which have significant future potential. These include 

autonomous vehicles, alternative fuel sources (such as hydrogen) and improved battery technology with 

increased provision of charging points for electric vehicles.  

 

Finally, virtual reality software also has significant potential within the regeneration field. This involves the 

capability to utilise digital 3D models for design, review, and consultation activities, helping to build 

awareness and engagement across all sectors of the population.  

 

Across the GBSLEP area, the WMCA is leading on the digital tech agenda. The LEP has a role to play in 

specific areas, such as supporting emerging technologies and facilitating their use, through its business 

support and innovation support functions.  

 

 

In relation to technology, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Seek to address the changing nature of the high street through future forecasting, developing 

appropriate technologies such as AI and AR, integrating suitable digital tools and technological 

infrastructure into their offer as part of a wider regeneration strategy. 

 

• Connect people and places through innovative transport technologies. 

                                                        
12

 Digital High Street Advisory Board – Digital High Street 2020 Report – March 2015 
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• Take a broadly representative approach, involving a wide range of partners and stakeholders, 

encouraging community input, and building consensus and buy-in.  

 

 

 

 

Examples 

 

 

Birmingham: virtual reality software 

 

As part of Birmingham City Council’s commitment to design quality, the council has developed the 

capability to utilise digital 3D models for design review and consultation activities. This service is presently 

only available within Birmingham’s Enterprise Zone but the Council aims to have the whole city covered in 

the near future and will use it in the following ways: 

 

• Digital 3D models of major development proposals will be generated and incorporated into the 

overall digital model of Birmingham, allowing proposals to be viewed from any angle and position 

and evaluated in the context of the surrounding townscape.  

• The City Council’s master plans will become primarily digital models which, in addition to 

presenting an initial vision, will be updated and used to facilitate the design process throughout the 

implementation phase.  

• Highly detailed and realistic “showcase” models will be created to enhance public consultation on 

strategic developments. 

 

This will be particularly useful for centres in the city which will undergo significant transformation such as 

Perry Barr which is central to the 2022 Commonwealth Games.  

 

 

Birmingham: transport technology  

 

 
 

Birmingham’s Clean Air Hydrogen Bus Project will deliver the city’s first 100% zero emission hydrogen 

buses by March 2019. The project is part of an integrated strategy that is being set up to ascertain the 

commercial viability of producing hydrogen from locally produced renewable electricity and using it to re-

fuel hydrogen buses. The Hydrogen Bus project is integrated with the Tyseley Energy Park project, where 
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hydrogen fuel will be produced and dispensed. The overall project will provide the kick-start for new 

supply chain business development for bus servicing and maintenance, new education and apprenticeship 

/ training facilities developed through vehicle / engineering companies, in collaboration with the Energy 

Capital initiative.  
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4.5 Transport and accessibility  

 

 

 

What the research tells us 

 

 

Transport for West Midlands (TfWM) co-ordinates investment to improve the region’s transport 

infrastructure to create a fully integrated, safe and secure network. It is also responsible for assessing and 

planning for the region’s future transport needs so the network can meet the demands of businesses and a 

growing population. At the most local level, TfWM is investing to ensure that short distance trips can be 

safely made by walking, cycling, and public transport. GBSLEP will look to work with TfWM to support good 

projects that will add to economic growth in our towns and centres.  

 

Pedestrian movement and cycle access can be severely hampered by highly engineered road 

infrastructure, railway lines, and through severance by main roads and buildings. Safe cycling provision can 

be extremely limited, and pedestrian provision is often not integrated and not linked to and from key 

points. Options to set aside road space for wider pavements, bus lanes and cycle lanes should be explored, 

along with options to restrict vehicle access and impose road-user charging, traffic calming measures, and 

safe routes to schools, hospitals and stations. The improvement of access by rail and bus, as well as cycling 

and walking, must be made an integral part of any town centre regeneration plan, as not doing so is likely 

to undermine the regeneration objectives in the long term. The local community, particularly those with 

accessibility issues due to disabling conditions or impaired mobility, must be involved in the decision-

making process to ensure that all members of the community can access town and local centres. New 

developments should include ramps and easy access routes, and be Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 

compliant. Finally, the roll-out of the Swift card in the area, which should help to co-ordinate journeys and 

integrate payment methods, may also bring additional opportunities for developing a well-linked system.  

 

Good quality interchange facilities should be required as a component of regeneration schemes, and not 

as an afterthought. Railway stations are often in need of investment, and are sometimes not centrally 

located. In addition, by no means all town and local centres have a train station. Older bus stations can be 

unattractive and lacking in facilities, and are sometimes not well integrated with the rest of the centre. 

Access by bus can generally be significantly improved, if attention is paid to frequency and 

comprehensiveness of services, location of bus stopping points, and the safety and convenience of 

pedestrian routes from bus stops to the centre.  

 

Car access is important to smaller town centres but its impact needs to be managed with parking strategies 

and well identified pedestrian routes. New developments present opportunities to review parking 

provision across the town centre. Removing charges for parking in town centres can perpetuate the 

dominance of the car in the town centre, and ignores the fact that a large number of people do not use a 

car to access the town centre (retailers tended to overestimate the importance of car-borne trade in terms 

of footfall by almost 100%). There is no such thing as ‘free’ parking: the costs of developing and 

maintaining parking spaces and then enforcing proper use to ensure good traffic flow have to be borne by 

somebody. In the case of local authority operated parking, any costs that are not covered by parking 

revenue falls to local Council Tax payers. In addition, more parking does not necessarily mean greater 

commercial success. A well-managed parking scheme, where spaces ‘turn over’ frequently, can help to 

increase the number of visitors coming to a town centre and thereby help business. Finally, a good mix of 

shops and services and a quality environment are amongst the most important factors in attracting visitors 

to town centres. If both these are poor, then changes to parking or accessibility are very unlikely to make a 
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town centre more attractive. 

 

Finally, businesses need to access markets and people need to access jobs. This means providing 

businesses and people with faster, more reliable and more affordable access to customers and 

workplaces. This means government playing a role in ensuring that infrastructure is in place at a local level 

and operated in a way which serves public interests more than private interests. Better connections 

between underperforming centres and more successful local economies will help businesses seeking new 

markets and people seeking jobs. 

 

 

In relation to transport and accessibility, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Improve and increase pedestrian and cycle access, where this forms an integral part of a wider 

regeneration strategy for a specific town and local centre.  

 

• Integrate improved public transport interchange facilities – be they rail or bus – into the wider 

regeneration strategy for the specific town or centre.  

 

• Provide people with better access to centres via public transport  

 

• Look at how to connect people to jobs via sustainable transport, where this is an integral part of a 

wider regeneration strategy for a specific town and local centre.  

 

• Take a broadly representative approach, involving a wide range of partners and stakeholders, 

encouraging community input, and building consensus and buy-in.  

 

 

 

 

Examples 

 

 

Leicester: walking route from the university to the town centre 

 

New Walk in Leicester is a late 18th Century urban public walk which extends for some 1,100 metres 

connecting to Welford Place in the town centre, and the racecourse (now Victoria Park) to the south-east. 

Houses along the route have no vehicular access from New Walk, and are set back at least 10m from the 

footway. In 1969 New Walk was designated a Conservation Area. Since then, considerable repair and 

improvement works have been undertaken along the route, including the replanting of trees. New Walk 

demonstrates that such a route can be pleasant and vibrant without being opened to vehicular traffic. 

 

For more details, go to: https://www.friendsofnewwalk.com/ 
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Tamworth: Gateways project  

 

 
 

Tamworth Borough Council has identified a number of gateways into Tamworth centre, including phase 1 

and 2: routes from the retail parks to the town centre, and from the train station and bus stations to the 

town centre. The project also includes improvements to Tamworth Station car park and forecourt.  

 

The Gateways project sought to address physical, social, and environmental issues affecting visitors’ 

experiences of Tamworth. The project prioritised pedestrians over vehicles, and improved waymarking, 

heritage interpretation, and public art. Phase 1 and 2 have been completed, and included resurfacing, 

cycleway construction, cycle stands, tree felling, street furniture, architectural lighting, and improvements 

to the bus interchange.  
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4.6 Partnerships and structures   

 

 

 

What the research tells us 

 

 

There is a strong case in favour of the formation of steering groups and partnerships that bring together a 

manageable number of relevant interests from across the public, private, and third sectors, reflecting the 

variety of people who use the public realm. It is important that no single organisation or group has a veto 

over what happens in the town centre. If one organisation leads, they must encourage participation rather 

than dominate, and inspire rather than control. A project will never please all partners all of the time: 

steering groups and partnerships must manage the views and expectations of different partners and 

disparate groups.  

 

Local Authorities are lead actors in terms of developing local partnerships, and they are well placed to 

facilitate town centre regeneration as a “fair broker” in bringing together a range of partners from the 

public, private and voluntary sectors, taking a broad approach to regeneration and economic development 

within their area. This can include all aspects of regeneration, from master planning through to specific 

advice on regulatory requirements (e.g. through www.talktoreg.co.uk). Other local partnership structures 

include Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), which are led by local businesses in a clearly defined 

geographical area. BIDs pursue a wide range of projects, but have a particular mandate to support the 

business community within their designated area.  

 

Community buy-in is critical to successful partnerships and other structures, and there is a need to 

genuinely involve communities beyond general ‘consultation’ and to empower them to make decisions on 

the future of their neighbourhoods. In addition, strong, effective leadership is essential to the success of 

town centre regeneration schemes – a ‘champion’ can take on the role of bringing together the different 

aspects and players in town centre regeneration. Lead organisations (often but not always the local 

authority) need to evidence that they have the capacity to deliver effectively, ensuring that plans move 

forward to delivery on time and to budget.  

 

For all partnerships, it is essential to develop a plan of action with an associated monitoring framework. 

Inconsistency and change in Government financial support for town centres had made long-term 

regeneration planning more difficult, but centres still need to develop a longer-term overall framework for 

regeneration, with a supporting shorter-term implementation or action plan. Individual town and local 

centre plans should set out what kind of place each town wants to be and how this vision would be 

achieved, including a list of priority projects. Clear links would need to be established between activities 

outlined in the plan and the most pressing issues faced in that particular town or local centre. This local 

centre plan could then form the basis of any bidding documents for support.  

 

Finally, it is clear that LEPs need to focus: they cannot support activities in every town. A towns and local 

centres framework can help to clarify where the LEP should invest its limited funds.  

 

In relation to partnerships and structures, GBSLEP will look to invest in TLC projects that:  

 

• Come forward from town centre based groups (in whatever form) that can evidence that they have 

brought together (or begun to bring together) a wide range of interests from across the public, 

private, and third sectors, and where community input has been secured (or is being secured).  
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• Have a well-researched and evidenced action plan / project plan.  

 

• Have strong and effective leadership in place, and that have the capacity to deliver effectively.  

 

• Undertake activities and actions that will complement rather than compete with projects in other 

towns 

 

 

 

 

Examples 

 

 

Rugeley town centre: partnership scheme to deliver improvements within a conservation area 

 

Cannock Chase Council formed a Partnership with English Heritage to establish a grant scheme working 

with owners of properties in the Rugeley Town Centre Conservation Area. Objectives included carrying out 

conservation area compliant repairs to historic commercial buildings to both protect and enhance the 

existing character and attractiveness of the town centre. The demand from local businesses for the grants 

was such that the scheme was extended by the Council. 

 

Repairs included: rooftops stripped, underlay and new timber battens fixed then clay tiles re-laid; 

brickwork to walls and chimneys carefully raked out and repointed with lime mortar; stone window sills 

and lintels repaired; bowed walls tied back; new cast iron guttering and downpipes installed; timber sash 

windows refurbished and redecorated.  
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4.7 Monitoring and evaluation 

 

 

 

What the research tells us 

 

 

Monitoring and evaluation of projects is essential in order to understand what happened, what worked, 

what did not work, what the impacts were, and what can we learn from the experience. Effective 

monitoring and evaluation also allows project successes to be celebrated, which can help to build 

momentum for future activities. 

 

Town and local centre projects must clearly set out their aims, objectives, outputs, and outcomes. This will 

enable relevant monitoring data to be collected, ensure that more qualitative outcomes and impacts can 

be measured, and overall performance and success evaluated and compared. However, it is recognised 

that there is a lack of agreed key performance indicators to measure successful town centre regeneration 

projects, and it is difficult to quantify some of the benefits that accrue.  

 

GBSLEP is currently developing an evaluation framework for the projects that it supports. It is anticipated 

that this framework will provide guidance on how to undertake evaluation, simple good practice steps, 

links to further information etc.  

 

 

In relation to monitoring and evaluation, GBSLEP will look to invest in projects that:  

 

• Evidence that they have considered monitoring and evaluation issues from the inception of the 

project – evaluation, even if only small scale for smaller projects, will be considered an essential 

part of all projects. (NB: GBSLEP will develop a specific monitoring and evaluation framework for 

town and local centre regeneration projects.)  
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Section 5: Criteria for investment  
 

 

5.1  Introduction 

 

Within this section of the report, we look briefly at what other areas and other organisations have done to 

set criteria for investment in town and local centre regeneration. We have then taken this information and 

tailored it for the GBSLEP area. We have also taken some of the key learning from the previous sections of 

this report (e.g. the importance of place making, the importance of inclusivity) and factored these into our 

thinking. In this way, we have developed a bespoke set of GBSLEP criteria for town and local centre 

investment. 

 

 

5.2  Criteria used in other areas    

 

Welsh Government  

 

The Welsh Government launched its £100m three-year Targeted Regeneration Investment Scheme (TRI) in 

October 2017, with investment in projects due to start in April 2018. The aim of the programme is to 

support projects that promote economic regeneration, with activities focussed at individuals and areas 

most in need. Investment is targeted in a small number of Regeneration Areas, rather than spreading 

resources thinly in all parts of Wales. 

 

Assessment criteria for the programme include: 

 

• Contextual analysis and strategic fit – alignment with Welsh Government objectives and regional 

priorities; awareness of local challenges and opportunities 

• Well-being of Future Generations assessment – evidence of contributing to Welsh Government’s 

overarching well-being goals 

• Project rationale and approach – clear reasoning and strategy; evidence of need for project; general 

quality and clarity of proposal 

• Benefit and impact – contribution to economic regeneration; contribution to tackling deprivation; 

clear outputs and outcomes; clear evaluation proposal 

• Project costs and value for money – clear financial proposal; overall value for money when 

considering benefits and impact 

• Deliverability – robust governance; strong partnership approach; experienced project team; clear 

delivery plan; exit strategy  

 

Within these criteria, projects are scored from 0 to 5, where 0 fails to address the criterion under 

examination, and 5 is excellent, with the proposal successfully addressing all relevant aspects of the 

criterion.  

 

Scottish Government 

 

The Scottish Government aims to support sustainable economic growth through a wide range of 

interventions, ranging from large scale development focussed on economic opportunity to more localised 

activity intended to address needs. The nature and scale of regeneration interventions is different in 

different areas, and the type of intervention needed varies depending on local circumstances.  
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A number of assessment tools (positive and negative aspects) are used. These include: 

 

• Index of Multiple Deprivation 

• Levels of vacant and derelict land  

• Levels of vacant and derelict property 

• Worklessness statistics 

• Economic assets 

• Physical assets 

• Social assets 

• Opportunities to deliver change 

 

UK Government – Transforming places; changing lives: a framework for regeneration (previous policy) 

 

The aim of regeneration activity through the Transforming Places programme was to tackle economic 

inactivity and barriers to work, improve places and attract inward investment, and unlock local economic 

potential. Regeneration investment decisions were determined by the extent of deprivation and the 

opportunity to deliver long-term change.  

 

Four criteria were used to assess potential projects: 

 

• The Index of Multiple Deprivation 

• The strength of the wider sub-regional economy, based on headline indicators of economic 

performance 

• The economic and social characteristics of the area  

• The dynamics of the area, and how deprivation has changed over time 

 

Metro Dynamics Inclusive Growth Toolkit  

 

January 2018 saw the launch of the Metro-Dynamics Inclusive Growth Toolkit
13

, in partnership with JRF, 

Sheffield City Region and Cardiff City Council. The toolkit recognises that places need a simple 

methodology which can help organisations such as LEPs to determine whether and how an investment or 

intervention supports inclusive growth. 

 

The Metro-Dynamics framework is designed to supplement existing assessment frameworks, such as 

Treasury Green Book, and be used alongside them, rather than acting as an alternative. Most significant 

projects and investments are assessed using the Green Book methodology, based around the five business 

cases
14

, which seeks to ensure the government is funding net additional outcomes at a cost that can be 

deemed objectively as good value for money. However, this approach does not assess the impact of a 

project on individuals, or whether the impact of the intervention is shared amongst particular groups 

within society who have been less likely to benefit from economic growth in the past. In other words, 

interventions are assessed from the perspective of the government, rather from the perspective of target 

individuals.  

 

                                                        
13

 http://www.metrodynamics.co.uk/blog/2018/1/17/metro-dynamics-launch-inclusive-growth-toolkit 
14

 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent 
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The table overleaf modifies and summarises the steps that Metro-Dynamics suggest in order to assess an 

innovation for inclusivity and sustainability and, where appropriate, places this alongside the standard 

Green Book approach.  

 

 

Table 1: Green Book Approach (Strategic Case and Management Case only) + Good Growth Approach 

 

Green Book Approach Good Growth Approach  

Strategic case: 

• Background 

• Rationale – what is the case 

for change?  

• What problem is being 

solved?  

• What is the best investment 

option?  

• SMART Objectives 

• Strategic context  

• Dependencies 

• High level risks  

• How will the investment support inclusive growth?  

• How will the project promote equality of access and opportunity? 

• How does the problem you are trying to solve impact on particular 

elements of the population? 

• What data can be collected to assess the impact of the project on 

those particular groups?   

• What are the estimates for the salaries of any new jobs that are 

being created?  

• Will the intervention move out-of-work people into employment?  

• Will the investment increase the number of people with 

vocational qualifications? 

• Will the investment increase the availability of quality affordable 

housing? 

• Will the investment provide space for retailers and employers that 

provide jobs and hire locally? 

• Will the investment provide access to better quality public space?  

• Will the investment link under-served areas of low incomes with 

employment areas through new, direct transport links?  

 

Management case: 

• Assessment of deliverability 

• Is there adequate capacity 

to manage the intervention? 

• Management 

responsibilities 

• Governance arrangements  

• Milestones 

• Contract management plan   

• Can risks to the funder be 

mitigated?  

• Post-implementation 

evaluation  

• Can the operation of the project be managed to maximise 

inclusive growth? 

• How can procurement processes be used to ensure social value?  

• How can contractors and providers be persuaded to consider 

social value?  

• Can the operation of the project be managed so that there is an 

increase in the number of local people who access employment 

opportunities? 

• Can the operation of the project be managed so that there is an 

increase in the number of apprenticeships provided to local 

people? 

• Can the operation of the project be managed so that a stipulated 

proportion of the total contract cost is awarded to local SMEs? 

• Can the operation of the project be managed so that SMEs and/or 

social enterprises can receive mentoring and support from larger 

firms?  

 

The above list is (a) not exhaustive and (b) not relevant to all projects. However, it provides a useful tool 

for assessing the potential for investment in a project to contribute to good growth. Within the next 

section, we look at how such tools can be incorporated into our own criteria for assessing projects.   
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5.3  Developing our criteria for investing in TLCs   

 

On the following page is the bespoke set of investment criteria for town and local centre investment 

through GBSLEP’s Strategic Economic Plan Enabling Fund (for revenue projects). We also look at how the 

criteria complement the Local Growth Fund assurance framework that we have in place for capital 

projects. 

 

These criteria are drawn from the findings of the good practice research, presented in Section 4 of this 

report, from discussions with partners, and from the LEP’s own views of regeneration priorities within the 

GBSLEP area as a whole. We are aware that the criteria can never suit all projects in their entirety: 

however, we feel that they give us a fair and balanced assessment tool for the kinds of projects that we, 

and our partners, would like to see coming forward.  

 

Please note that projects do not have to meet ALL criteria: they will have to meet the criteria which are 

appropriate for and applicable to the project that they are proposing. GBSLEP staff will guide projects 

through this process.  
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SEP Enabling Fund – Revenue Spend Local Growth Fund – Capital Spend 

Overarching / general criteria – ALL PROJECTS TO ADDRESS 

 

• The revenue project complements GBSLEP’s strategic priorities  

• The revenue project has clearly identified what it aims to achieve 

through this piece of work – e.g. “production of a regeneration 

master plan for the town centre” 

• The project has conveyed its proposal with brevity and clarity 

• The project has identified why the LEP’s financial support is required 

 

 

• The project addresses a number of points through the EoI, OBC and 

FBC process (standard process for allocation of LGF). These include, 

but are not limited to: 

o Fit with GBSLEP’s strategic priorities  

o A clearly identified need for the project 

o Clearly identified outputs and outcomes  

o Identification of why the LEP’s financial support is required 

o Appropriate notice of the Green Book (5 case business model) 

approach 

• Please note that we will be proportionate in asking projects to adhere 

to the Green Book approach  

 

Partnerships and structures criteria – ALL PROJECTS TO ADDRESS 

 

• The revenue project is being proposed by an organisation or group 

with a clear role in town centre regeneration, and who have begun to 

bring together a wide range of views from across sectors  

• The project has the support of the local authority   

• The revenue project has provided a brief and realistic project plan 

• The revenue project has a clear leader / responsible officer in place, 

who will be responsible for driving the revenue project forward  

 

• The project addresses a number of points through the EoI, OBC and 

FBC process (standard process for allocation of LGF). These include, 

but are not limited to: 

o Support from a wide range of organisations, including the local 

authority  

o Community involvement and buy-in 

o A realistic project plan 

o A strong leadership team  

• Please note that we will be proportionate in asking projects to adhere 

to the Green Book approach  
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SEP Enabling Fund – Revenue Spend Local Growth Fund – Capital Spend 

Monitoring and evaluation criteria – ALL PROJECTS TO ADDRESS 

 

• The revenue project has begun to consider monitoring and evaluation 

issues as appropriate  

 

 

• The project, through the EoI, OBC and FBC process (standard process 

for allocation of LGF), will provide a suitable monitoring and 

evaluation plan of appropriate depth and quality 

 

Criteria for streets and spaces projects  

 

• The revenue project will explore options for some or all of the 

following: 

o creating more people-focussed welcoming environments, 

which put the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, and public 

transport users to the fore 

o delivering a coherent and high-quality design approach which 

helps to protect or create a distinct identity and sense of place 

o protecting and enhancing existing valued spaces, buildings, 

and open and green spaces 

o developing a wider town centre plan, strategic plan, or master 

plan for the area 

o increasing footfall in the town centre 

o enhancing users’ experiences of the town centre 

o exploring options for innovative, ambitious, and challenging 

regeneration projects 

o developing the centre and public realm in other ways  

 

 

• If appropriate and applicable: 

o The project will create more people-focussed welcoming 

environments, which put the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, 

and public transport users to the fore, and improve the ‘flow’ 

of the area 

o The project will deliver a coherent and high-quality design 

approach which helps to protect or create a distinct identity 

and sense of place, blending new developments with any 

existing valued infrastructure  

o The project will protect and enhance existing valued spaces, 

buildings, and open and green spaces 

o The project complements a wider town centre plan, strategic 

plan, or master plan for the area 

o The project builds on the current use and recognised role of 

the area 

o The project will increase footfall in the town centre 

o The project will enhance users’ experiences of the town centre 

through aspects such as improved lighting, layout 

improvements, public art, and safety measures  

o The project shows ambition and innovation  

o The project will enhance other elements of the public realm 
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SEP Enabling Fund – Revenue Spend Local Growth Fund – Capital Spend 

Criteria for diversity of use, creativity, and culture projects  

 

• The revenue project will explore options for some of the following:  

o bringing significant improvement to the town centre’s offer 

across the day time and/or evening and/or night time 

o developing a coherent and cohesive approach to local cultural 

image-making and branding 

o enhancing available assets, building on the existing strengths, 

attractions, and resources of the area 

o delivering additional residential accommodation of 

appropriate type, tenure, and size within town and local 

centre locations 

o delivering office space of appropriate quality and size within 

the town centre 

o developing other aspects of diversity of use, and the creative 

and cultural offer  

 

 

• If appropriate and applicable: 

o The project will bring significant improvement to the town 

centre’s offer across the day time and/or evening and/or night 

time depending on the specific needs of the area in question  

o The project shows a coherent and cohesive approach to local 

cultural image-making and branding 

o The project will enhance available assets, building on the 

existing strengths, attractions, and resources of the area 

o The project will involve a group of centres working together to 

develop offers and co-ordinate actions that complement 

rather than compete with each other 

o The project will help to deliver additional residential 

accommodation of appropriate type, tenure, and size within 

town and local centre locations 

o The project will help to provide office space of appropriate 

quality and size within the town centre 

o The project will seek to address over-supply of particular types 

of floor-space within a centre (e.g. retail) 

o The project will develop other aspects of diversity of use, and 

the creative and cultural offer  
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SEP Enabling Fund – Revenue Spend Local Growth Fund – Capital Spend 

Criteria for technology projects  

 

• The revenue project explores the options for developing technological 

solutions and initiatives that will contribute to the regeneration of a 

centre or centres, as part of a wider regeneration strategy for the 

area – this could be through digital infrastructure, hi-tech transport 

solutions, or other innovative approaches  

 

 

• The project clearly demonstrates that it will contribute to the 

regeneration of a centre or centres through the use of technology, as 

part of a wider regeneration strategy for the area – this could be 

through digital infrastructure, hi-tech transport solutions, or other 

innovative approaches  

 

Criteria for transport and accessibility projects 

 

• The revenue project will explore options for some of the following: 

o improving and increasing pedestrian and cycle access to / 

from / within centres, as part of a wider regeneration strategy 

o integrating improved public transport interchange facilities, 

complementing a wider town centre regeneration strategy  

o connecting people to jobs via sustainable transport, as part of 

a wider regeneration strategy 

o connecting people to cultural facilities, cultural offers, and 

leisure facilities as part of a wider regeneration strategy 

o connecting homes to sustainable transport, as part of a wider 

regeneration strategy 

 

 

• If appropriate and applicable: 

o The project will improve and increase pedestrian and cycle 

access to / from / within centres, as part of a wider 

regeneration strategy 

o The project will integrate improved public transport 

interchange facilities, complementing a wider town centre 

regeneration strategy  

o The project will connect people to jobs via sustainable 

transport, as part of a wider regeneration strategy 

o The project will connect people to cultural facilities, cultural 

offers, and leisure facilities as part of a wider regeneration 

strategy 

o The project will connect homes to sustainable transport, as 

part of a wider regeneration strategy 
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5.4  Using our criteria  

 

Currently, the LEP has two distinct funding streams for supporting TLC projects. As discussed in Section 2 of 

this report, these are the SEP Enabling Fund (which is for revenue spend) and the Local Growth Fund 

(which is for capital spend). 

 

These two funds have two distinct application processes: 

 

The application process for the SEP EF is to be based on the criteria and recommendations within 

this framework, and is light touch, reflecting the fact that applications to this fund are likely to be 

relatively small (i.e. generally under £100,000). GBSLEP has a great deal of independence regarding 

how it allocates SEP EF monies, hence the development within this document of the criteria for 

awarding funds to projects, a process which has been developed with local authority partners 

across the LEP area. To access SEP EF, projects will simply fill in a light touch Expression of Interest 

form, and the award of the funds will be based on an assessment of this form.  

 

The application process for the LGF is more prescribed, and follows a set Assurance Framework, as 

well as the Green Book principles as laid out by the UK Government: as previously noted, this is not 

a process which has been particularly suitable for TLC projects, especially at the initial strategic fit 

(Expression of Interest) stage. However, the production of this TLC Framework means that we now 

have guiding criteria to help us to assess which TLC projects will deliver good practice in place-

based regeneration and economic growth, and we anticipate that more projects will be able to 

successfully apply for LGF monies with this clarity in place.  

 

In addition, we will also be developing a pipeline of projects with a TLC focus. This will enable us to review 

our approach to TLC projects on a regular basis, to ensure that they are given fair access to funds and 

support.  

 

As applications are received and assessed, it will become apparent if there are ‘gaps’ in terms of project 

delivery. If this proves to be the case, the LEP has the potential to act as a commissioner, requesting that 

specific types of projects come forward from nominated partners. If the LEP Board agrees to this role, the 

process for such commissioning of project applications will need to be discussed and refined with partners. 

It may be appropriate that commissioning could be taken forward through a Programme approach, or the 

LEP could act as a lead partner on hard-to-deliver projects, pulling in appropriate external expertise, or the 

LEP could pilot new and innovative approaches.  

 

Despite the above, we should also be clear that funding is finite: although we have developed criteria to 

suit TLC applications, this does not guarantee that all TLC projects that are of an appropriate quality can be 

funded through the LEP. There will still be projects that we cannot allocate resources to, and we will have 

to work with these projects to secure funding from other sources wherever possible.  
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Section 6:  The ecosystem approach  
 

 

6.1 About the ecosystem approach  

 

Over the past two years, submissions have been received into both the LGF (capital) and SEP (revenue) 

funds from across the GBSLEP area. When receiving these applications, the task for the LEP is two-fold: (1) 

to assess the suitability of the project for funding as a stand-alone intervention, and (2) to assess how 

projects complement and co-ordinate, rather than compete with each other. 

 

Historically, the LEP has not focussed extensively on the second element, and has tended to fund projects 

which work well as stand-alone applications. The LEP would like to do more in terms of assessing projects 

as part of a GBSLEP-wide ecosystem, and to this end has looked at how other areas (notably the Northern 

Powerhouse) are beginning to tackle this issue, and we have noted some of the findings later within this 

section.  

 

Given that most towns will have a dominant function (although all towns will display some part of each 

function to some extent) it makes sense to consider TLC regeneration projects and proposals as taking 

place within a network of complementary centres, rather than within individual centres that are competing 

with each other. It is intended that all towns and local centres should play their part in the sustainable 

development of the GBSLEP area, with growth and development shared between them in a way which is 

appropriate for each specific town. By doing this we will enable a more effective network of centres to be 

maintained. 

 

Northern Powerhouse research
15

 found that UK urban policy tends to define places by their size, which 

invariably leads to the development of hierarchies in which the biggest cities are prioritised. However, 

there are significant concerns in relation to city-centric approaches, and recent studies have shown that: 

 

• productivity and employment growth rates in the majority of core cities have remained consistently 

below national growth rates 

• there is no clear relationship between urban scale or density and urban productivity for the UK’s 14 

largest cities other than London 

 

Conversely, the research shows that within small and medium sized towns (SMCs) there has been gross 

value added (GVA) growth of 34% since 2009. Many have growth rates that exceed their core city 

neighbours, and some have higher labour productivity rates than larger cities. In most cases, this is 

because they have local economic clusters that complement urban hubs, but benefit from non-urban 

locations. 

 

The research indicates that strengthening the economic links between places has the potential to 

contribute to sustainable economic growth, higher individual prosperity, the attraction and retention of 

higher skilled workers and the reduction of deprivation. Cities and their hinterlands are interdependent; 

many jobs located in cities are directly supported by demand from businesses and consumers in 

surrounding areas, and the city follows what is happening elsewhere rather than drives growth itself. 

 

                                                        
15

 The role of small and medium-sized towns and cities in growing the Northern Powerhouse, Ed Cox and Sarah Longlands, 

Institute for Public Policy Research, June 2016  
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Table 2: The relative economic strengths of a large city (e.g. the Birmingham and Solihull agglomeration) 

and its hinterland 

 

Large city – economic strengths  Hinterland – economic strengths  

• Consumption-based activities such as retailing and 

leisure  

• Providing regional facilities such as big public 

buildings and cultural assets  

• Networked industries (particularly where 

innovation is involved) 

• Specialised services requiring large and accessible 

markets  

• Large employers that require a large pool of labour  

• Firms that require a locational brand or 

international recognition  

• Space-intensive industries  

• Logistics and distribution hubs  

• Industries with negative externalities*  

• Firms where labour and other factor costs 

need to be low  

• Firms seeking environmental quality, and 

lifestyle businesses  

• Firms that benefit from big city overspill or 

nearby urban consumers  

* a negative externality is an economic activity that imposes a negative effect on an unrelated third party, for which no appropriate 

compensation is paid. This causes social costs to exceed private costs.  (Examples include noise pollution, waste, increased traffic etc.) 

 

Six broad categories of key city economies are identified within the report, based on a high clustering of 

businesses in important industries. These are: 

 

• Regional service economies: Peterborough, Preston, Milton Keynes 

• Advanced manufacturing economies: Sunderland, Derby, Coventry, Tees Valley 

• Visitor economies: Blackpool, Bournemouth, Southend-on-Sea, Bath 

• Marine economies: Portsmouth, Southampton, Plymouth, Hull 

• Knowledge economies: Cambridge, Oxford 

• Creative-digital economies: Brighton, Norwich  

 

Further, research by the European Spatial Planning Observation Network
16

 into small and medium-sized 

towns has identified the following functional roles:  

 

• Supply function – provision of a region’s population with necessary goods and services. 

• Housing function – provision of sufficient land for accommodation, sometimes in the form of 

dormitory towns for larger neighbouring labour market centres. 

• Labour market function – where a town is able to keep and renew small local economic entities. 

• Cultural function – provision of leisure and tourism offers, often reinforced by marketing and 

branding. This is often a major untapped opportunity for towns, as all will have natural and/or 

cultural assets, as well as heritage features.  

 

 

6.2 Building on ecosystem strengths  

 

As can be seen from Section 6.1, smaller towns and cities can derive huge strengths from understanding 

their roles within the wider key city and regional economic geographies, as well as understanding their 

own role in servicing their local hinterlands. Understanding their role within the wider economy should 

                                                        
16

 https://www.espon.eu/ 
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also be supported by an understanding of their own, independent historical role – what is their identity, 

what do their historical buildings say, what resources do they embody?  

 

The Northern Powerhouse research identifies four facets of an approach to further grow and develop 

SMCs. They are: 

 

• Building local economic resilience – SMCs must become key growth hubs within wider urban 

systems, offering comparative advantages in particular clusters, and providing economic functions 

that cannot be located in large cities. They must also offer high quality residential environments 

and drive up standards in local schools and colleges. 

 

• Maximising the benefits of local assets – most places have very specific assets and advantages, 

including: industrial capabilities and specialisms (i.e. existing sectoral strengths such as 

distribution); land supply for residential and employment use; natural assets; historical and cultural 

assets; community assets; quality-of-life assets.  

 

• Enhancing connectivity – SMCs might be thought of as falling into three physical connectivity 

categories: commuter SMCs; hub SMCs with connectivity to local hinterlands; economic cluster 

SMCs with good connectivity to national and international markets (e.g. logistics clusters will 

require good road and rail connectivity).  

 

• Addressing institutional weaknesses – one of the biggest challenges facing local authorities in SMC 

areas has been the effect of spending cuts on policy and economic development capacity, and 

significant political instability. There are also challenges relating to the ways in which combined 

authorities and LEPs have been formed, and even those SMCs that are part of core city LEP areas 

often feel that their interests are not as well served by LEPs as the major cities are. 

 

Building on the four points above, the research recommends that policymaking must do more to reflect 

the economic coherence of all places and areas, adequately capturing the wider economic benefits 

generated by investment beyond big cities. Specifically, the research recommends that:  

 

1. HM Treasury and the National Infrastructure Commission should reappraise the methodologies set 

out in the Green Book, taking proper account of the contributions that SMCs make to the urban 

ecosystem. 

 

2. Transport bodies should ensure that future strategy development takes account of the complexity 

of the urban ecosystem, and the diverse nature of economic capabilities, rather than relying too 

heavily on the dominant role of big cities. 

 

3. LEPs and combined authorities should do more to acknowledge the role of SMCs in relation to 

bigger cities, and pursue specific initiatives aimed at building on their local assets and enhancing 

connectivity between places. 

 

4. The chairs of the LEPs should meet on a regular basis and work together to identify opportunities 

for collaboration across boundaries to support the development of particular SMCs. 

 

5. SMCs themselves must take the lead in identifying and articulating their unique role within the 

wider urban ecosystem, focussing in particular on maximising the value of local assets, enhancing 
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human potential and re-evaluate how they can best provide services in ways that suit their 

population. 

 

6. SMCs must identify and address their current institutional weaknesses through more extensive 

training and support for local councillors to help and encourage them to engage more fully with 

sub-regional affairs, and by more effectively pooling their policy capacity with neighbouring 

councils, and with city-regions as a whole. 

 

By developing this TLC Framework, we feel that GBSLEP is going some way to building on these 

recommendations. However, we recognise that further work is necessary. In particular, we feel that 

recommendations 3 and 5 could be taken forward through a more detailed piece of work, which looks at 

the individual roles and assets and opportunities of towns and local centres within the GBSLEP region.  

 

There would be two facets to this work – (1) how the TLC ecosystem works together across the region, and 

(2) how the towns and local centres can build on their inherent strengths, possibly through the 

development of town-focussed master plans and regeneration strategies. For some towns, these master 

plans and strategies are already completed, or are currently under development. For others, there are 

ambitions to take such work forward, but lack of funds has prevented progress so far. This is where the LEP 

could step in, using funds from the SEP Enabling Fund, and acting as a co-ordinator for the wider 

ecosystem element of the work.  
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Section 7: Recommendations for action 
 

 

7.1 Introduction  

 

Within this section of the report, we have absorbed key messages from the previous sections, and from 

them produced a series of recommendations. It should be stressed that these are recommendations for 

action for GBSLEP, working in conjunction with partners – they are about what we as a LEP can do, rather 

than what might happen in terms of future policy etc. 

 

 

7.2 Recommendations for action  

 

Please note: short term = 6 months, medium term = 6 months to 18 months, long term = longer than 18 

months 

 

Table 3: action plan  

 

Recommendations for action for GBSLEP  Timescale  

Clearly communicate GBSLEP’s role and priorities in terms of TLC regeneration (as 

described in Section 4) and our criteria for investment (as described in Section 5). 

Short term 

Develop a specific, tailored, light-touch monitoring and evaluation guidance note and 

template for TLC regeneration projects.  

Short term 

Work with the What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth on establishing an 

evidence base for regeneration projects. 

Short to 

medium term 

Undertake additional research into town and local centre roles, based on (1) a GBSLEP-

wide geographical ecosystem approach and (2) how individual towns and local centres 

can build on their inherent strengths and potential assets, possibly through the 

development of town-focussed master plans and regeneration strategies, in 

partnership with local authorities 

Medium term 

Undertake research into the possibility of developing a town centre Compulsory 

Purchase Order repayable fund for use by Local Authorities, working with Homes 

England in order to share expertise. 

Medium term  

Secure SEP EF revenue funding options for the longer term in order to deliver TLC 

projects.  

Medium to long 

term  

Administer the SEP EF TLC elements using the criteria set out within this Framework.  Ongoing  

Establish a pipeline of TLC projects – both revenue and capital – which are ready to 

move forward, and review it on a regular basis to ensure fair access to funds and 

support. This review should include advice on signposting and on accessing other 

sources of funding if appropriate.  

Ongoing  

Where gaps are apparent in the pipeline, GBSLEP to explore opportunities for acting as 

a project commissioner. 

Ongoing 

Act as a co-ordinator / facilitator to enable local authorities and other strategic 

organisations to work together and co-ordinate activities.  

Ongoing 
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Executive Summary  
 

 

Background to the project  

 

High quality, affordable housing, along with the right job opportunities and a high quality 

environment, is crucial to attracting and retaining talented individuals, and improving quality of life 

across the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership (GBSLEP) area. However, if 

development continues at the current rate using land already identified, there will be a significant 

dwelling shortfall in the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area (HMA) by 2031.  

 

The Government’s White Paper, published in February 2017, recognises, as we do locally, that any 

new developments will also need to provide the right tenure options to meet the needs and 

aspirations of the area. GBSLEP and its partners need to ensure that the current rate of house 

building is significantly accelerated, and that homes are built with an appropriate mix of tenure and 

affordability.  

 

To this end, GBSLEP proposed the development of a guidance framework or ‘warehouse of 

information’, which we named the Housing Framework. We felt that this would give us a richer 

understanding of housing needs within the area, particularly in terms of affordability and tenure, 

and also help us to look at alternative methods of delivery, such as modern methods of 

construction. This report represents our Housing Framework for the GBSLEP area.  

 

Please note that this report is not a statutory document. Control of housing and planning issues 

remains, clearly, with individual local planning authorities across the area.  

 

 

About the project  

 

The personnel involved in the development of this Housing Framework were:  

 

Project Executive:   Simon Marks, LEP Board Director for Optimising Assets 

Senior Responsible Officer:  Mike Parker, Wyre Forest District Council 

Project Manager:    Sarah Hughes, LEP Executive 

Task and finish group members:  Craig Jordan, Lichfield District Council  

     Matthew Cloke, Birmingham City Council  

     Kevin Rodgers, WM Housing Group  

     Kate Warburton, National Housing Federation  

     Charlotte Hill, Homes England  

     Dan McGowan / Helen Chard, Taylor Wimpey 

 

In producing this Housing Framework, our aim was: to develop a Framework which will provide an 

overview of housing tenure, affordability, and need across the GBSLEP area, outline opportunities 

to develop the housing schemes that will be required to support the growth ambitions for the area, 

and present a series of recommendations identifying activities that partners and government can 

undertake to deliver housing in the area. We accepted that – as the work was explorative in nature, 

and would inevitably be steered by different issues as they arose – all of our research objectives 

may not be addressed in full within the final report.  
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The start date for the project was April 2017, and the end date (i.e. production of the report) was 

January 2018.  

 

The GBSLEP Place Board was accountable for the delivery of the Housing Framework to the LEP 

Board, whilst the LEP Board acted as the ultimate owner of the Housing Framework, and was 

responsible for sign-off of the final product. It is for the GBSLEP Board to accept or reject 

recommendations made within the action plan, and to act as it deems appropriate.  

 

 

Context – national, regional, and local strategies 

 

The Housing Framework has been produced within the context of a number of national and 

regional strategies. These include the UK Government’s Housing White Paper (and subsequent 

consultation document), the WMCA’s Land Commission report, the West Midlands Combined 

Authority (WMCA) Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Peter Brett Associates Strategic Housing Needs 

Study, G L Hearn’s work looking into the housing shortfall across the region, and GBSLEP’s own 

Strategic Economic Plan.  

 

Local Plan summaries indicate that, for all authorities, affordability of homes is an ongoing issue. 

One way to tackle this issue is through the implementation of affordable homes contributions on 

new developments. We also see that most local authorities are prioritising brownfield land for 

development, but a number are willing to consider greenfield site development in specific 

circumstances. The required tenure split of homes does vary across the area, from 62% to 82% 

market housing (i.e. owner occupied and private rent) and 18% to 38% affordable and social rent.  

 

 

Affordability 

 

There is a wide range of issues to be considered in terms of affordability. For those wishing to 

purchase a home, there have been significant price rises over the last few years, with these rises far 

outstripping wage growth. This constraint is important to GBSLEP because a housing market which 

does not meet the needs of its local population is a housing market which will stifle economic 

growth. It is at the lower quartile where we see the most acute affordability challenges, with this 

quartile of the market moving more slowly than the upper quartile. This results in a market which is 

more static than it could be, with mobility becoming stratified.  

 

In terms of the rented sector, price rises across the board are evident, with demand in this sector 

continuing to grow. Given these issues around lower quartile affordability, and the constraints of 

the Local Housing Allowance (LHA), it is clear that we need to see increased provision of good 

quality rental properties at affordable prices. Longer tenancy agreements for these properties are 

likely to be popular, as they provide increased security for tenants. 

 

With affordability of all types and tenures of housing being such an issue, GBSLEP will support local 

authorities to bring forward further housing development – especially affordable housing 

development – in order to ensure that growing demand can be met.  
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Homelessness and rough sleeping 

 

A ‘main homelessness duty’ is owed by the local authority when the applicant is eligible for 

assistance, unintentionally homeless, and falls within a specified priority need group. Figures are 

collected on the number of households in ‘temporary accommodation’ on the last day of each 

quarter, as arranged by local housing authorities. For rough sleeping, the government’s definition 

includes those people sleeping, about to bed down, or actually bedded down in the open air. 

Figures can be based on a count or an estimate. 

 

Despite the restrictions around the count, the most recent statistics published on 25 January 2017 

recorded a 132% increase in the number of people sleeping rough in England since 2010. Factors 

identified as contributing to the ongoing flow of new rough sleepers to the streets include: welfare 

reforms, particularly reductions in entitlement to Housing Benefit / Local Housing Allowance; 

reduced investment by local authorities in homeless services; and flows of non-UK nationals who 

are unable to access benefits.  

 

The number of households considered statutorily homeless is also rising, although there are 

differences area by area. The new Homelessness Reduction Act, to be implemented in April 2018, 

will require local housing authorities to help all eligible applicants, rather than just those with a 

priority need. To tackle the inevitable rise in homelessness numbers that we can expect to see over 

the coming months, we will need to see co-ordinated action, from the UK Government down. For 

GBSLEP, this will mean working with Local Authority partners and with the WMCA Mayor to tackle 

homelessness in the local area. 

 

 

Stock management 

 

Across the GBSLEP area, the percentage of properties that are long-term vacant is quite low, but 

the gross numbers are still significant. For example, across the Housing Market Area in 2016, over 

12,000 properties were long-term vacant (with over 4,000 of these in Birmingham). Local 

authorities can, in theory, instigate a compulsory purchase order (CPO) for such properties. 

However, legal proceedings are expensive and authorities generally do not have funds available. 

GBSLEP could therefore explore the possibility of creating a recyclable loan fund that local 

authorities could borrow from in order to cover costs of acquisition.  

 

 

Housing tenure 

 

Home ownership – specifically home ownership through a mortgage or loan – is declining, and 

renting – particularly in the private sector – is increasing. Further, as the number of people wishing 

(or having) to rent grows, rental affordability declines. This increase in numbers in the rented 

sector, along with its declining affordability, represents a fundamental shift in the UK’s housing 

market. Local Authorities are again finding themselves involved in direct housing delivery, and there 

will be a role here for GBSLEP in supporting local partners to bring forward housing schemes to 

meet those needs not being met by the market, as well encouraging an overall boost in supply of all 

housing. 
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Housing completions 

 

Between the financial crash of 2008, and 2011/12, total completions almost halved. There has been 

a recovery since 2011/12, but it is relatively slight, as many construction firms are still reluctant to 

invest heavily in labour, materials etc., when the possibility of another housing crash cannot be 

ruled out entirely. This has left a significant gap between completions and the annual target 

required to meet need, and reinforces the need for GBSLEP to work with a wide range of partners 

to play its part to bring forward housing supply.  

 

 

Funding and delivery 

 

There is a range of funding and delivery options currently available. However, there is scope to do 

more. This could include GBSLEP involvement in a joint delivery vehicle, possibly as a funding 

partner, or other direct assistance through the WMCA and Homes England or through individual 

Local Authority partners.  

 

 

Developing practice and innovation 

 

Developing practice and innovation encompasses modern methods of construction, as well as 

alternative delivery models such as community-led housing development. Whilst such 

developments are relatively scarce within the GBSLEP area, the LEP could be well placed to take on 

the role of facilitator, bringing together good practice and enabling information exchange between 

authorities and other partners. 

 

 

Barriers to delivery 

 

A wide range of barriers to housing delivery exist across the GBSLEP area. They include (although 

they are not limited to): 

 

• Rate of progress through the planning system is becoming an increasingly problematic issue 

for home builders of all sizes. This reflects the reduction in capacity within local planning 

teams, and related loss of planning expertise.  

• SMEs are finding it difficult to secure small sites through local authority procurement 

processes.  

• A high number of planning permissions have been granted, but are yet to be built out. The 

reasons for this are varied, and in some cases remain unclear. The UK Government has 

proposed work to explore this issue further.  

 

GBSLEP could explore all of the above in order to exert its influence to best effect.  
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Recommendations for action  

 

The tables below bring together the recommendations for action that have been put forward within 

the report as a whole. Recommendations have been split into a number of distinct categories, 

reflecting GBSLEP’s role as lead facilitator, lead delivery partner, joint delivery partner, research 

lead, or supporting partner.  

 

These categories have been divided amongst two tables – Table 1, which shows recommendations 

for action where GBSLEP will take a more active, leading role, and Table 2, which shows 

recommendations where the LEP will take a supporting role.  

 

Table 1: GBSLEP to take an active role 

 

No. Recommendation  

5 West Midlands housing associations are working with WMCA and Homes England to explore 

the potential for a joint delivery vehicle to increase the supply of new homes of all tenures, 

including affordable, across the Combined Authority area. These discussions have involved 

the LEP, through the Non-Executive Director for Place. GBSLEP should continue to be 

involved in joint delivery vehicle discussions, exploring options such as the LEP’s role as an 

investment partner, possibly through a revolving capital loan fund. 

8 Ensuring that local authorities have the ability to cover the costs of acquisition (such as 

Compulsory Purchase Orders and purchase of easements) of long-term vacant homes would 

enable such properties to be brought back into use. GBSLEP should explore the possibility 

of creating a recyclable loan fund that local authorities can borrow from in order to cover 

acquisition costs.  

10 A number of authorities across the GBSLEP area, including Birmingham, Tamworth, and 

Wyre Forest, are progressing local authority housing schemes for market housing. GBSLEP 

should, as a matter of principle, support such developments in order to ensure that housing 

needs across the area can be met. The LEP’s role could involve co-ordination / facilitation, or 

could be more direct and involve becoming a partner in a joint delivery vehicle.  

13 There is potential for the LEP to be more active in supporting councils and others to 

develop innovative solutions, such as community-led developments and self-build. The LEP 

could be well placed to take on the role of facilitator, bringing together good practice and 

enabling information exchange between authorities and other partners.  

16 The LEP could bring together a pool of expertise to help local authorities to progress 

housing developments more quickly through the planning system. The operational 

arrangements of such a pool would need to be discussed with all local authority partners in 

the first instance, in order to establish the feasibility of this idea. The LEP could also support 

the pool to identify the barriers for schemes which have planning permission but have yet 

to build out, and begin to formulate solutions to these problems. 

18 The funding incentives provided through MHCLG for increasing the supply of new housing 

are noted, and the LEP should engage directly with Homes England to investigate how the 

LEP can play an active role in facilitating funding proposals across the collective LEP 

geography, in order to ensure more effective coordination of dialogue and potential 

outcomes.  
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Table 2: GBSLEP to take a supporting role 

 

No. Recommendation  

1 The production of a Statement of Common Ground is not yet a statutory requirement of 

local authorities. However, if this does become a statutory requirement, then GBSLEP should 

take an appropriate interest in assisting councils to produce statements of common 

ground, especially in regard to cross-boundary housing delivery. 

2 GBSLEP is supportive of the principles behind the six game changers identified by the 

WMCA’s Land Commission. Further, we believe that the research undertaken by the Housing 

Framework task and finish group may be of use to the WMCA when further developing 

housing policy and practice across the patch. We therefore recommend that representatives 

of the Housing Framework task and finish group meet with officers of the WMCA at the 

earliest opportunity in order to discuss joint working opportunities. 

3 GBSLEP should support local partners in progressing their Housing Infrastructure Fund (FF 

and MV) bids. The nature of this support will be dependent on which bids to the HIF are 

successful. 

4 The data show that there are issues of affordability, especially lower quartile affordability, in 

all tenures and sizes of homes across the GBSLEP area. The LEP should therefore support 

further housing development – especially affordable housing development – in order to 

ensure that growing demand can be met. This support should reflect local authority 

priorities for their areas, and the LEP’s input will therefore vary by local authority district. 

However, the LEP should accept in principle that public sector intervention will be required 

in order to meet housing demand, especially for social and affordable homes. 

6 There is uncertainty regarding tenure demand in future. ‘Generation Rent’ may be a long-

term market adjustment, and tenure needs for the next 10 or 20 or 30 years are therefore 

difficult to predict. The LEP will therefore support, as appropriate, any further research on 

future tenure trends.  

7 Homelessness and rough sleeping is a significant and increasing problem across the area, 

which could be set to rise even further due to the incoming Homelessness Reduction Act. 

Solving this problem will necessitate multi-agency approach. GBSLEP will support the 

Mayor’s Taskforce as appropriate in order to tackle the issue of homelessness in the area, 

and the LEP’s role could include encouraging further private sector involvement in this issue. 

9 The subject of under- and over-occupancy is complex, although there are some emerging 

patterns, e.g. under-occupation by older people in larger houses. GBSLEP should work with 

partners to further understand these issues at a more localised level, and to explore 

possible solutions. It is possible that the LEP could have a role in stimulating the market for 

homes for single older people, and older couples, ensuring that adequate numbers of high 

quality smaller accommodation units, that meet the needs of older people, are available. 

11 The USHS programme has been a success: additional homes have been brought forward 

using the fund across the patch. GBSLEP should work with local authority partners to 

ensure that there continues to be effective promotion of the USHS programme across the 

area. Local authority partners can provide leads for Finance Birmingham to follow up on, e.g. 

by providing a list of small scale residential planning applications from the past three years 

that have not progressed to implementation. Finance Birmingham can then explore whether 

it is a good candidate for the programme or not. 

12 GBSLEP should support local authorities to implement the appropriate recommendations 

of the UCL Housing Research Project into local authority direct provision of housing. 

14 It is apparent that a lot more could be done to progress modern methods of construction 

(MMC) within the GBSLEP area. However, there is a limited role here for GBSLEP, as the scale 
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of the task would require significant government intervention. However, GBSLEP could play 

a supporting role as a partner, if the government chooses to pursue MMC developments.   

15 The rate of progress through the planning system is becoming an increasingly problematic 

issue for home builders of all sizes. This reflects the reduction in capacity within local 

planning teams, and related loss of planning expertise. GBSLEP cannot influence this 

directly, but it should support local authorities in their requests for additional resource. 

17 SMEs are finding it difficult to secure small sites through local authority procurement 

processes. GBSLEP should work with local authority partners and with Homes England to 

help with the development of procurement frameworks that more realistically meet the 

needs of SMEs.  

19 The data indicate a high number of permissions granted that are yet to be built out. 

However, the reasons for this remain unclear. In its Autumn Budget, the government 

announced that it would be undertaking a review of stalled housing sites through the 

Letwin Review, and GBSLEP should contribute to this as appropriate in order to formulate a 

plan of action to bring developments forward more rapidly. Following this, the LEP should 

then take a role in sharing identified good practice and intervention solutions across the 

area.  
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Section 1:  Background to the project  
 

 

High quality, affordable housing is crucial to attracting and retaining talented individuals, and 

improving quality of life across the Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership 

(GBSLEP) area. Across the region, there is increasing pressure on housing land availability, with 

research
1
 indicating that, if development continues at the current rate using land already identified, 

there will be a significant dwelling shortfall in the Housing Market Area (HMA) by 2031. This 

shortfall will mainly be located within the Birmingham urban area, and also Solihull and the Black 

Country (specifically Sandwell and Walsall).  

 

Further, research undertaken by University College London for the Royal Town Planning Institute
2
 

(published in December 2017) indicated that housing is seen as the most significant economic 

weakness in the UK by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, the 

International Monetary Fund, and the European Commission, with the UK now 27th in the world on 

infrastructure provision.   

 

On 7th February 2017 the Government launched its Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing Our Broken 

Housing Market’ – which set out a raft of proposals aimed at local authorities, housing providers, 

and consumers, with the aim of increasing the number of new homes constructed annually from 

the current average in England of 160,000 to 225,000 to 275,000 or more.  Further, in the Autumn 

Statement the government suggested a new national target of 300,000 homes constructed per 

annum, based on a developing a standardised methodology for agreeing each authority’s 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need.  In February 2018 the government published proposed changes 

to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and re-affirmed its commitment to publishing 

the standardised methodology which the NPPF will use.  

 

The White Paper recognises, as we do locally, that any new developments will also need to provide 

the right tenure options to meet the needs and aspirations of the area, recognising our ambition to 

create 250,000 private sector jobs in a changing economy, and to improve the quality of life of 

those that live and work here. In tandem with this, we are also aware of the local rises in 

homelessness and rough sleeping, and as such we welcome the set-up of the Mayor’s Taskforce to 

tackle these issues.  

 

GBSLEP and its partners need to ensure that the current rate of house building is significantly 

accelerated, and that homes are built with an appropriate mix of tenure and affordability. Within 

the area, Local Authorities are starting to build again after a long hiatus, and can also exert some 

influence through planning powers. However, the substantive scale and nature of development is 

influenced and undertaken by the private sector.  

 

The Government, as described in the White Paper, expects LEPs to play a significant part in creating 

the right conditions to encourage growth and to be pro-active in incentivising delivery as well as 

monitoring outcomes, and this is recognised within our Strategy for Growth and within our 

Strategic Economic Plan (SEP). A key part of the challenge will be to ensure that growth is 

                                                        
 
1
 Strategic Housing Needs Study Stage 3 Report, Peter Brett Associates, August 2015 

2
 http://www.rtpi.org.uk/knowledge/better-planning/better-planning-housing-affordability/local-authority-direct-provision-of-

housing/ 
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sustainable and that developments are brought forward in a manner that is considerate of the 

area’s environmental assets and supported by the necessary physical and social infrastructure. 

 

Much research is already underway within the housing sector across the GBSLEP area. Many local 

authorities routinely refresh their recording of housing needs within their areas as part of their 

statutory responsibilities around planning and housing functions, and are progressing local plans 

and neighbourhood plans using that information. In addition, a significant piece of work was 

commissioned by the Greater Birmingham HMA Technical Officers Working Group, to identify 

strategic locations for housing growth and their potential development capacity
3
. Many local 

authorities are also taking proactive steps to utilise alternative delivery models to deliver housing in 

their areas where they have identified market failure in meeting the needs of their communities. 

 

To this end, GBSLEP proposed the development of a guidance framework or ‘warehouse of 

information’, which we named the Housing Framework. We understood that it was crucial that our 

Housing Framework avoided duplication of work that was already underway within the GBSLEP 

family, and instead added value to the information that is currently available or soon to be 

available. We felt that this would give us a richer understanding of housing needs within the area, 

particularly in terms of affordability and tenure, and also help us to look at alternative methods of 

delivery, such as modern methods of construction.  

 

This report represents our Housing Framework for the GBSLEP area.  

 

Please note that this report is not a statutory document. Control of housing and planning issues 

remains, clearly, with individual local planning authorities across the area. However, our hope is 

that the information contained within this Housing Framework will add context, depth, and 

additional view-points to consideration of housing development across the patch.  

 

  

                                                        
3
 https://www.birmingham.gov.uk/downloads/download/1945/greater_birmingham_hma_strategic_growth_study 



 

15 

 

Section 2: About the project 
 

 

2.1 Ownership and management structures of the project  

 

In order to progress the Housing Framework, it was important that a sense of ownership of the 

work was established amongst a range of partners, all of whom would input to the final document. 

It was therefore decided to establish a small task and finish group, which would take responsibility 

for guiding the work, identifying issues for further exploration, and analysing information gathered. 

It was also necessary for a named individual to act as the senior responsible officer (SRO), driving 

the work forward and keeping progress on track. The SRO acted as the strategic co-ordinator of the 

project, taking overall responsibility for production of the Housing Framework, and chairing the task 

and finish group. In addition, it was also necessary for another individual to act as project manager, 

undertaking the day-to-day co-ordination of information and research, arranging meetings and 

workshops etc.  

 

The GBSLEP Place Board was accountable for the delivery of the Housing Framework to the LEP 

Board, whilst the LEP Board acted as the ultimate owner of the Housing Framework, and was 

responsible for sign-off of the final product.  

 

The personnel involved in the development of this Housing Framework were:  

 

Project Executive:   Simon Marks, LEP Board Director for Optimising Assets 

Senior Responsible Officer:  Mike Parker, Wyre Forest District Council 

Project Manager:    Sarah Hughes, LEP Executive 

Task and finish group members:  Craig Jordan, Lichfield District Council  

     Matthew Cloke, Birmingham City Council  

     Kevin Rodgers, WM Housing Group  

     Kate Warburton, National Housing Federation  

     Charlotte Hill, Homes England  

     Dan McGowan / Helen Chard, Taylor Wimpey 

 

 

2.2 Aim of the project 

 

In producing this Housing Framework, our aim was:  

 

 

‘to develop a Framework which will provide an overview of housing tenure, affordability, and need 

across the GBSLEP area, outline opportunities to develop the housing schemes that will be required 

to support the growth ambitions for the area, and present a series of recommendations identifying 

activities that partners and government can undertake to deliver housing in the area’ 
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2.3 Research objectives of the project  

 

In order to achieve the aim outlined, the task and finish group carried out research focussing on the 

following objectives:  

 

• Objective 1: Establish a GBSLEP-wide baseline re: housing tenure and affordability / need, 

using local plans, housing studies, relevant Land Commission and HMA work. 

 

• Objective 2: Identify current practices – confirm what all partners across the GBSLEP area 

are currently doing to bring the housing agenda forward, and how effective this has been.  

 

• Objective 3: Summarise the government’s policy approach and direction of travel, and the 

levers it plans to use as outlined in the White Paper.  

 

• Objective 4: Bring together information relating to funding opportunities that are available 

to assist housing delivery in the GBSLEP area.  

 

• Objective 5: Collate examples of good and best practice around housing delivery vehicles, 

including a review of innovative construction methods and community-led initiatives. 

 

• Objective 6: Identify the barriers that the housing industry is facing in delivering housing, 

and outline how GBSLEP and partners can work more effectively with the industry to 

overcome those barriers. 

 

• Objective 7: Outline any added value that can be brought by GBSLEP involvement.  

 

• Objective 8: Develop a proposal for action / series of recommendations setting out what we 

believe our response should be to the housing situation, identifying areas of work that we 

can take forward.  

 

The task and finish group accepted that – as the work was explorative in nature, and would 

inevitably be steered by different issues as they arose – all objectives may not be addressed in full 

within the final report. Where this is the case, the task and finish group has, if necessary, 

recommended that additional or related research be undertaken.  

 

 

2.4 Deliverables of the project  

 

The objectives identified above were intended to act as guidance only. The task and finish group 

approached the work with an open mind, with the intention of exploring existing evidence without 

prejudice and without undue influence of previous reports or studies. The group felt that, whilst a 

flexible and adaptive approach to the work was required, deliverables of the research would be 

likely to include: 

 

• A data baseline providing a GBSLEP-level overview of pertinent issues such as housing 

tenure, affordability, and other key issues to be identified as the work progressed  

• An outline of current policies and practices, and potential funding sources  

• A proposal identifying specific actions that GBSLEP and partners could take forward 
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2.5 Timescale for the project  

 

The start date for the project was April 2017, and the end date was January 2018.  

 

 

2.6  Constraints and tolerances of the project  

 

In producing and utilising this Housing Framework, there are a number of constraints and 

tolerances which must be kept in mind. These include, but are not limited to:  

 

• This will be a non-statutory document, produced for guidance only  

• There are political implications to consider  

• Local plans across the area are in various stages of development / agreement  

• There are significant interdependencies between this work, existing studies, and other work 

that is currently being commissioned 

• The national picture is changing with ongoing work highlighted in the White Paper 

 

 

2.7  Audience for this report  

 

This report is intended for consideration by GBSLEP Place Board, and then by GBSLEP Board. 

 

It is for the GBSLEP Board to accept or reject recommendations made within the action plan, and to 

act as it deems appropriate.  
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Section 3: Context – National and Regional Strategies  
 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

Within this section of the report, the key points of a small number of relevant documents are 

noted. This section is not intended as a full literature review, it is merely to provide the overarching 

context within which the research was undertaken. Additional information relating to the 

documents discussed on the following pages is included within the appendix to this report.  

 

 

3.2 The national picture – key documents  

 

DCLG (now MHCLG) – Housing White Paper: Fixing Our Broken Housing Market – February 2017 

 

The Housing White Paper was published by MHCLG in February 2017, consulting on new planning 

proposals which will involve amendments to the existing National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

The White Paper stated that:  

 

• The UK does not have enough homes – house building has not kept pace with the growing 

population  

• By 2020, only a quarter of 30 year olds will own their own home 

• In areas where supply is low and demand is particularly high, opportunities are created for 

exploitation and abuse  

• The loss of a private sector tenancy is now the most common cause of homelessness  

• The average house costs almost eight times average earnings 

• The proportion of people living in the private rented sector has doubled since 2000 

• More than 2.2 million working households with below average incomes spend a third or 

more of their disposable income on housing  

• Responses from government so far have been piecemeal, rather than co-ordinated and 

strategic  

• National Planning Policy will be amended to attach weight to the value of using suitable 

brownfield land within settlements 

• Over 40% of local authorities do not have a plan that meets the projected growth in 

households in their area 

• House building is too slow – there has been an increase in planning permissions granted, but 

there is a gap between permissions and new homes built (a third remain unbuilt) 

• Problems are compounded by land banking  

• The industry is too reliant on a small number of big players – Britain’s 10 largest house 

building firms build about 60% of new homes – and there is little incentive to invest in 

innovative methods that could deliver more homes 

 

The Government’s proposed solutions included building more homes to slow the rise in housing 

costs, ensuring that homes are built more quickly, diversifying the housing market, and offering 

immediate support to those in need.  
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Many of the solutions which are noted within the White Paper must be taken forward by 

Government itself. However, there are some areas of development which can be taken forward 

through GBSLEP and its partners. These are picked up within Section 12 (Barriers to Delivery) of this 

report. 

 

DCLG (now MHCLG) – Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposal – 

September 2017 

 

The Housing White Paper, published in February 2017, contained a number of proposals to reform 

planning. The Housing White Paper also stated that further consultation on specific issues would 

follow, and this consultation proposal carried forward that commitment. In February 2018 the 

Government published its response to the consultation proposal.  

 

Within the consultation proposal, the government states that the existing approach to assessing 

housing need is too complex, leaves substantial room for interpretation, and leads to a costly and 

time-consuming process which lacks transparency. The government believes that a standard 

approach to assessing local housing need would be simpler, quicker, and more transparent. The 

proposed approach involves capping housing needs numbers if they are more than 40% larger than 

the number stated in the most up to date Local Plan for that specific area. For a number of local 

authority areas, this will result in significant changes to the accepted housing need numbers. For 

example, in Birmingham, following the government’s proposed approach would reduce housing 

needs numbers by approximately 13,000 homes. It is unclear what would happen to this 

unallocated 13,000 need.  

 

In addition, local planning authorities need to plan together, but the government believes that this 

has not been happening effectively, and failing the duty to co-operate is one of the most commonly 

occurring reasons why plans are not found sound by the Planning Inspectorate. Accordingly, the 

consultation proposal requires local authorities to produce a statement of common ground over 

their housing market area, or other agreed geographical area where justified.  

 

DCLG (now MHCLG) & DWP – Funding Supported Housing: Policy Statement and Consultation – 

October 2017  

 

In the Spending Review and Autumn Statement 2015, George Osborne announced an intention to 

restrict the level of Housing Benefit claimed by tenants in social housing to the Local Housing 

Allowance (LHA) rate. Social sector landlords were concerned that this would result in shortfalls 

between the rent due and claimants’ entitlement to Housing Benefit. This could, in turn, result in 

rent arrears and impact on landlords’ revenue streams, in addition to increasing the risk of 

homelessness for affected tenants. The introduction of the Shared Accommodation Rate into the 

social rented sector for single people under-35 was also viewed as a key risk.  

 

During Prime Minister’s Questions on 25 October 2017, Theresa May announced that LHA rates 

would not be applied to supported housing, or to general needs social housing. The sector has 

welcomed the decision not to proceed with LHA caps in the supported and wider social housing 

sectors. 
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3.3 The regional picture – key documents  

 

G L Hearn research  

 

This study was commissioned by the 14 local authorities that comprise the Birmingham and the 

Black Country Housing Market Area.  The study was undertaken by consultants GL Hearn
4
, and 

sought to confirm the extent of the housing shortfall previously identified within the HMA to 

2031and up to 2034, the published report is extensive but one of its key conclusions is that: 

 

“1.101 Based on the evidence within this report, it does look likely that the HMA’s 

housing needs to 2031 can be met in full within the Housing Market Area. Besides 

the Green Belt, there is relatively modest coverage of nationally-significant strategic 

development constraints in the HMA. 

 

1.102 In addition to this, there is a need to identify additional land to cater for 

development needs between 2031-36. There is a minimum shortfall of 32,700 homes 

over this period [calculated by subtracting the 28,150 shortfall for 2011-31 from the 

60,855 shortfall for 2011-36]. Proportionate dispersal sites, and other smaller sites, 

will be able to meet some of this requirement, in line with the rates expected for the 

period up to 2031. There is a need for new strategic development options to be 

identified in particular to address housing needs over this period and beyond. If a 

number of strategic development options are taken forward there is the theoretical 

potential to meet the HMA’s development needs in full.” 

 

WMCA Land Commission – Final Report to the WMCA Board – February 2017 

 

The WMCA Land Commission was set up in July 2016, and sought to address three major questions: 

 

(i) What are the challenges associated with delivering the employment land and housing 

targets set out in the WMCA SEP? 

(ii) What are the blockages to the delivery of developable land? 

(iii) How can a sufficient supply of developable land in the West Midlands be secured? 

 

As a result of its research and consultation, the Commission identified six ‘game’ changers. These 

are: 

 

• The development of a Single Agreed Vision for the West Midlands.  

• A prioritised list of Action Zones where employment and housing can be accommodated.  

• Visible Unity of Purpose in delivering the vision.  

• Further steps aimed at Transforming Brownfield Land. 

• A Strategic Review of the Green Belt.  

• Clarified Governance and Responsibility.  

 

WMCA Housing and Land Steering Group – HIF priorities – September 2017 

 

The Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) is an opportunity to secure additional Government 

investment in infrastructure for growth and housing. The HIF sought outline expressions of interest 

                                                        
4
 https://www.birmingham.gov.uk/downloads/download/1945/greater_birmingham_hma_strategic_growth_study 
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for large scale schemes of up to £250m that could show a direct link between specific infrastructure 

investment and significant additional housing numbers.  

 

The final HIF Forward Funding bids submitted from the WMCA were: 

 

• Growth Areas (Coventry and UKC, Greater Icknield and Grove Lane, Perry Barr Growth Area) 

(acquisition of land, heat networks, utilities, highway improvements, new school)  

• Metro Extension from Wednesbury to Brierley Hill 

• Walsall to Wolverhampton Corridor 

• Housing Delivery Package (land assembly fund to be utilised across the region by a WMCA-

led team) 

 

These FF bids could collectively unlock the development of 67,142 homes, and represent a total 

funding request of £740.58m 

 

The final HIF Marginal Viability (MV) bids submitted from the WMCA were: 

 

• Birmingham City Council – East Birmingham and North Solihull (Former Yardley Sewage 

Works - cable diversion and remediation; Acocks Green Sites – highway works, acquisition 

and connections / enhancements to rail stations; Bromford Estate - flood alleviation works 

• Birmingham City Council – Druid's Heath  

• Sandwell MBC – Friar Park Housing Site (land remediation)  

• Dudley MBC – Bean Road Coseley (road and land remediation) 

• Walsall MBC – Caparo / Reedswood (land remediation and new road) 

• Walsall MBC – Former Goscote Works (land remediation)  

• Coventry CC – Eastern Green (new road)  

• Coventry CC – Junction 9 ring road (junction re-alignment; public realm possible land 

assembly) 

• City of Wolverhampton Council – Heath Town Estate (utilities, remediation, blue 

infrastructure attenuation) 

• City of Wolverhampton Council – Canalside, Cable Street and the Royal (land acquisition, 

public realm, connectivity) 

• Shropshire County Council – Flaxmill Shrewsbury (unlock site including historic building 

being refurbished and brought back into use) 

• Shropshire County Council – West Shropshire / Oswestry (infrastructure, utilities, new 

roundabout)  

• Wyre Forest DC – Churchfields Urban Village (highway infrastructure)  

 

These MV bids could collectively unlock the development of over 8,000 homes, and represent a 

total funding request of approximately £75m. However, the only successful bid was that from Wyre 

Forest DC. 

 

Further, on 13 March 2018, as part of the Spring Statement the UK Government announced that it 

would make available to the WMCA £100 million for a Land Remediation Fund to buy and clean up 

land around priority sites, focused on the Walsall to Wolverhampton corridor. This is in addition to 

the approval for the WMCA’s £250 million bid into the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) to move to 

the next round of development with Government.  
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The Government has also agreed:  

 

• Commitment from Government to work with Housing Associations on new ways to finance 

and build affordable housing to rent or buy in the West Midlands. 

• A new Joint Delivery Team with Homes England which will develop a new “pipeline” of high-

priority sites to be developed. 

• Support for the creation of a new Centre of Excellence for Brownfield Remediation and 

Construction Skills in Wolverhampton, which will research new methods of construction 

such as modular housing, and provide construction skills training. 

• Funding to deliver the Commonwealth Games Athletes’ Village. 

 

WMCA – Strategic Economic Plan 2016-2030  

 

The WMCA’s SEP sets out the organisation’s vision for improving the quality of life for everyone in 

the West Midlands. It contains eight priority action areas, one of which is housing, which includes:  

 

• Supporting the capacity locally for off-site construction  

• Supporting local small- and medium-sized housebuilders for whom smaller sites will be 

more viable 

• Supporting the development of low carbon and zero carbon homes  

• Establishing a development arm to influence the shape of the local construction sector 

• Exploring a mechanism to invest in social infrastructure  

• Identifying the housebuilding industry as an early priority for the WMCA’s productivity and 

skills commission  

 

Peter Brett Associates – Strategic Housing Needs Study Stage 3 – August 2015 

 

The purpose of the three-stage Peter Brett Associates (PBA) work was:  

 

• To assess future housing needs across the region to 2031 

• To assess those future needs against land supply 

• To explore options for meeting any demand / supply shortfall  

 

The PBA reports found that: 

 

• Land is needed for up to 240,000 new dwellings, but is only identified for 180,000 dwellings 

– there is a shortfall of identified land for up to 60,000 dwellings 

• Most accurate calculations indicate that a realistic figure is a 20 year shortfall of about 

38,000 dwellings. 

• Most of the shortfall is in Birmingham (up to 38,400) and to a lesser extent in Solihull (up to 

2,700).  (NB small area data is not completely reliable.) 

• The remainder of the missing dwellings need to be sited within easy reach of Sandwell and 

Walsall (Black Country). 

• (NB the current GL Hearn Study seeks to take this research further by identifying strategic 

development options capable of meeting the unmet housing needs in the HMA.) 
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GBSLEP – Strategic Economic Plan 2016-2030 

 

The SEP sets out the LEP’s ambition to become a top global city region by 2030, as well as the major 

driver of the UK economy outside of London. To do so, it focuses on a number of strategic priorities, 

including the development of high-quality housing. Supporting such housing growth is crucial to 

attracting and retaining quality individuals, and to improving quality of life, thereby sustaining the 

economic growth of Greater Birmingham. 

 

Major housing priorities for GBSLEP are to ensure that the rate of housebuilding is significantly 

accelerated and that the homes that are built are of an appropriate mix of tenure and affordability 

to match the needs and ambitions of our community. The production of this Housing Framework is 

the first step for the LEP – along with its partners – in delivering against these ambitious priorities.  

 

 

3.4 Recommendations 

 

 

 

Recommendation 1: The production of a statement of common ground is not yet a statutory 

requirement of local authorities. However, if this does become a statutory requirement, then 

GBSLEP should take an appropriate interest in assisting councils to produce statements of 

common ground, especially in regard to cross-boundary delivery.  

 

 

 

Recommendation 2: GBSLEP is supportive of the principles behind the six game changers identified 

by the WMCA’s Land Commission. Further, we believe that the research undertaken by the Housing 

Framework task and finish group may be of use to the WMCA when further developing housing 

policy and practice across the patch. We therefore recommend that representatives of the Housing 

Framework task and finish group meet with officers of the WMCA at the earliest opportunity in 

order to discuss joint working opportunities. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 3: GBSLEP should support local partners in progressing their Housing 

Infrastructure Fund (FF and MV) bids. The nature of this support will be dependent on which bids 

to the HIF are successful.    
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Section 4: Context – Local Plans  
 

 

4.1  Introduction  

 

This section contains a summary of some of the key planning issues in relation to housing in each of 

the LEP local authority areas. For more complete information relating to local plans and other 

relevant documents, please refer to the appendix to this report.  

 

 

4.2 Key documents  

 

 

Birmingham City Council 

Document: Birmingham Development Plan January 2017  

Theme Key issues 

Affordability The City Council will seek 35% affordable homes as a developer contribution 

on residential developments of 15 dwellings or more (about 38% of the City’s 

overall housing requirement is for affordable housing). 

Sustainable 

neighbourhoods 

 

New housing is expected to contribute to making sustainable places, 

characterised by: a wide choice of housing sizes, types and tenures; access to 

facilities such as shops, schools, leisure and work; convenient options to travel 

by foot, bicycle and public transport; a strong sense of place with high design 

quality; environmental sustainability and climate proofing; attractive, safe and 

multifunctional public spaces; opportunities for community stewardship.  

Location of new 

housing 

The majority of new housing provision will be located on previously developed 

land within the existing urban area – a minimum of 80% - and will be: 

adequately serviced by existing or new infrastructure; accessible to jobs, 

shops, and services by modes of transport other than the car; sympathetic to 

historic, cultural, and natural assets.  

Housing 

trajectory 

Over the period 2011-2031, 51,100 homes are planned to be delivered. This is 

insufficient to meet objectively assessed need and additional provision will be 

required beyond the city’s boundary. The council will seek to stimulate house 

building in the short term, whilst in the longer term it is assumed that there 

will be stronger market growth in the city centre and other growth areas. 

Type and tenure 

of housing 

Proposals for new housing should seek to deliver a range of dwellings to meet 

local needs. Tenure needs are identified as 62% market housing, 22% 

affordable rent, 11% social rent, and 5% shared ownership.  
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Solihull MBC 

Documents: Housing Issues 2016 / Solihull Strategic Housing Market Assessment Part 2 

Objectively Assessed Need for Affordable Housing 2016   

Theme Key issues 

Affordability  Affordability is a major challenge. MHCLG data shows that the ratio of lower 

quartile house prices to lower quartile earnings in 2015 was 8.45. At 31 March 

2016 there were 13,944 ‘affordable’ homes in Solihull, representing 15% of all 

housing in the Borough. This is a lower proportion of the housing stock than 

the West Midlands average. Rental levels vary significantly across the 

borough, and there is a marked difference between the north and south of 

the borough. 

Private renting Solihull’s private rental sector (PRS) has been comparatively small although, in 

common with many areas, the Borough has seen a significant increase in the 

number of privately rented homes over recent years. Government policy on 

Housing Benefit has significant implications for the PRS. Since April 2011 the 

Local Housing Allowance (LHA) rate for all new Housing Benefit claimants has 

been set so that it only meets the rent of the cheapest 30% of properties.  

Homelessness Solihull’s level of homelessness per 1,000 households is higher than the 

average for the West Midlands region and England as a whole. The main 

reasons for homelessness have traditionally been where parents, relatives or 

friends are no longer able or willing to accommodate a household. This is now 

the third main reason behind domestic violence (27%) and the ending of a 

private rented tenancy (25%). 

Type and tenure 

of housing  

Demand for social housing is shown by the number of households on Council’s 

Housing Register. The increase in housing applications reflects the acute 

shortage of social housing and the difficulties households have in accessing 

home ownership and the PRS. Demand outstrips supply for all types of social 

housing and in all areas of the Borough. The only variable is the degree of 

excess demand. There are an average 8 cases on the Housing Register for 

every vacancy that arises. There is an increasing need to provide more 

accommodation for older persons and in particular for the very frail elderly. 

By 2033, new housing stock across Solihull should comprise: 49% owner-

occupied, 25% private rented, 20% social rent / affordable rent, and 7% 

should be shared ownership.  
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Redditch Borough Council 

Documents: Local Plan January 2017 / Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

Appendix 4 Redditch SHMA Overview Report 2012  

Theme Key issues 

Affordability  Despite Redditch being the most ‘affordable’ Borough in the sub-region, the 

lower quartile multiplier implies even at this level, many people will be 

financially excluded from purchasing market housing. Redditch BC is keen to 

promote opportunities for its residents to access low cost housing, which 

presents opportunities to buy as well as rent. Contributions towards 

affordable housing will not normally be sought from developments of 10 units 

or less. On sites of 11 or more dwellings, a 30% contribution towards the 

provision of affordable housing will be expected. There is a need for social 

rented and intermediate products, with the greatest need being for social 

rented accommodation. 

Availability of 

land 

There is insufficient land within Redditch Borough Council to address the 

housing needs of its population up to 2030, therefore some cross boundary 

growth will be required in Bromsgrove District. It is acknowledged and 

accepted that some greenfield land must be used to meet development 

requirements, but there remains a need for prudent reuse of previously 

developed (brownfield) land within the Borough. Higher densities will be 

sought in locations close to public transport interchanges.  

Type and tenure 

of housing  

Long-term (to 2031), the breakdown of the tenure of properties required to 

respond to the changing population is 73% market housing and 27% 

affordable housing.  
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Bromsgrove District Council 

Documents: Local Plan January 2017 / Worcestershire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

Appendix 2 Bromsgrove SHMA Overview Report 2012 

Theme Key issues 

Affordability  Bromsgrove has some of the highest house prices in Worcestershire and a 

very high level of homeownership, with only 10.6% of homes in the District 

socially rented. This combination of factors means that there is a significant 

unmet demand for affordable housing. 57% of households are unable to 

afford to purchase or rent on the open market in Bromsgrove District. This 

means that many local people have been forced to seek more affordable 

housing outside of the District. The knock-on effect of this is that many people 

who work in the District commute in daily, this is clearly not sustainable. 

Increased affordable housing provision will help to reduce this trend. The 

Council expects up to 40% affordable housing on greenfield sites or any sites 

accommodating 200 or more dwellings. The Council expects up to 30% 

affordable housing on brownfield sites accommodating less than 200 

dwellings. The Council will support rural exception schemes where a need has 

been robustly identified through a recent local housing needs survey, and will 

generally expect schemes to be for 100% affordable housing.  

Type and tenure 

of housing 

Bromsgrove has an ageing population. There will be high demand for smaller 

properties suitable for meeting the needs of older person households, whilst 

the demand for family housing is also likely to be sustained. There is a need 

for (affordable) homes of all sizes with the greatest need for 1 and 2 bedroom 

properties, suitable for all ages. The rise in households where the head of 

household is aged over 85 will lead to greater requirements for different 

forms of supported housing which can meet the needs of elderly residents. 

Failure to provide alternatives for the rapidly increasing pensioner population 

will result in most people staying in their existing family homes - as is currently 

the case - with the effect of dramatically reducing the supply of such 

properties in the local housing market. Long-term (to 2031), the breakdown of 

the tenure of properties required to respond to the changing population is 

80% market housing and 20% affordable housing. 
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Tamworth Borough Council 

Documents: Local Plan February 2016 / South-East Staffordshire Housing Needs Study Tamworth 

Housing Needs Assessment 2014 

Theme Key issues 

Affordability For sites of 1 and 2 units there would be no on site provision and no 

commuted sum for affordable housing. On sites of 3 to 9 units a commuted 

sum for an equivalent of 20% affordable housing will be sought and for all 

sites of 10 units or more an on-site provision of 20% affordable housing.  

The supply from private developers secured by planning policy HG4 should be 

considered a minimum figure. There remains a significant need beyond this 

figure.  

Type and tenure 

of housing 

The significant growth in one-person households and the age of these new 

one-person households results in an increased requirement for smaller 

properties, but of sufficient size to accommodate overnight guests or space to 

work at home; therefore at least two bedrooms are preferable. There will also 

continue to be a substantial demand for 3-bed family properties. The Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment identified that the split of affordable housing 

tenure should be 50% Social Rented, 25% Affordable Rented and 25% 

Intermediate Tenure. 
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Cannock Chase District Council 

Document: Local Plan 2014   

Theme Key issues 

Affordability Cannock Chase has a high proportion of households unable to afford social 

rents without benefits. 20% affordable housing will be provided by 

commercial house builders on developments of 15 or more units. On smaller 

sites of fewer than 15 units, financial contributions will be based on evidence 

of viability. 

Location  Within all town centres housing proposals will be encouraged as part of mixed 

use developments or to provide effective use of upper floors of buildings. 

Housing proposals within a defined village settlement boundary will be limited 

to small infill sites. Housing proposals at locations within the Green Belt will 

be assessed against the NPPF. The release of land for housing will be managed 

in order to achieve the re-use of previously developed land within the built-up 

areas.  

Planning The Council will undertake measures to unlock existing planning permissions 

and bring forward sites. The council will actively consider joint working on 

Council-led ventures, where it is practicable.  

Type and tenure 

of housing 

Housing an ageing community will be an increasing issue for the District. 

Consultation has highlighted the need to ensure sufficient options are 

developed to allow effective choices between continued independent living, 

sheltered accommodation and ‘extra care’ communities offering a range of 

on-site services. The accommodation needs of people with disabilities, and in 

particular learning disabilities, in the District has become a more recognised 

issue in recent years. New housing development should provide for a mix of 

housing sizes, types, and tenure, including smaller dwellings suited to younger 

people, housing suitable for households with specific needs, and larger 3 and 

4 bedroom houses, including those to meet aspirational needs.  

 

  



 

30 

 

Lichfield District Council 

Document: Local Plan 2015 

Theme Key issues 

Affordability  Lichfield District is an area of high demand for housing, which has been 

exacerbated by significant levels of migration into the District, often from 

higher-income households. This has resulted in house prices that are higher 

than the average both nationally and in the wider West Midlands. The District 

Council will be seeking a target of up to 40% of new dwellings (including 

conversions) to be provided as affordable housing. The affordable housing 

requirement in the District is greater than the local housebuilding target 

proposed.  

Type and tenure 

of housing 

Housing within the District will need to reflect a very different demographic by 

2029. The strategy needs to ensure the retention of younger people and the 

economically active, and to address the needs of an ageing population, which 

is currently exacerbated by older people moving in to the District. New 

residential developments will include an integrated mix of dwelling types, 

sizes and tenures. The Council will actively promote the delivery of smaller 

properties including two bed apartments and two and three bed houses to 

increase local housing choice. The District Council will also promote the 

delivery of supported housing and care homes, and also dwellings built to 

lifetime homes standards. The provision of units which allow for home-

working will also be supported. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

identifies the imbalance of housing types across the District with high 

concentrations of larger, detached homes, particularly in the rural areas. 

There is an issue of under occupation, with a desire for smaller properties to 

allow people to downsize within their own village. 
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East Staffordshire Borough Council 

Document: East Staffordshire Local Plan 2015 

Theme Key issues 

Planning  Key planning challenges include: meeting the housing needs of the growing 

number of households; accommodating an ageing population; improving 

access to services in all parts of the Borough; and meeting infrastructure 

needs of an increasing population. 

Housing 

trajectory 

The Council’s updated Strategic Housing Market Area (SHMA) Assessment 

2013 identifies that there is a trend towards smaller households, which will 

require more houses to accommodate the same population – as well as any 

new population – over the life time of the Local Plan. The SHMA identifies that 

90% of the growth in households will be of single person and couple 

households. 

Type and tenure 

of housing 

The annual requirement for new affordable housing is around 18% of the total 

annual housing requirement for the Borough.  

 

 

Wyre Forest District Council 

Document: Wyre Forest District Council Core Strategy 2010  

Theme Key issues 

Affordability  One of the key issues facing Wyre Forest District is the provision of housing to 

meet the needs of all. Although house prices are relatively low compared to 

other parts of the County, the supply of affordable housing is a particular issue 

within the District which has been exacerbated by rising house prices in recent 

years. The shortage of affordable housing is most apparent in the rural areas 

of the District where average house prices are highest. 

Planning  The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) establishes that there has 

been a continuing increase in household formation within the District and 

indeed the West Midlands Region - this is projected to be maintained up until 

2026. Within the District this will arise principally from the growth in one 

person households and to a lesser degree from the formation of multi-person 

households.  

Type and tenure 

of housing 

The SHMA evidenced a growing need for more affordable 2 and 4-bedroom 

dwellings within the District to accommodate the needs of families. The SHMA 

found that within the District there is a growing need for more suitable 

housing for older people and vulnerable groups in both private and public 

sectors. There is marked demand for sheltered housing for sale; greater 

provision of extra care housing for rent or sale and more residential care 

places.  
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4.3 Summary  

 

The summaries on the previous pages indicate that, for all, authorities, affordability of homes is an 

ongoing issue. For all local authorities, one way to tackle this issue is through the implementation of 

affordable homes contributions on new developments. We also see that most local authorities are 

prioritising brownfield land for development, but a number are willing to consider greenfield site 

development in specific circumstances.  

 

The required tenure split of homes does vary across the area, from 62% to 82% market housing (i.e. 

owner occupied and private rent) and 18% to 38% affordable and social rent. Some authorities also 

note the specific impact of the Local Housing Allowance, and rising homelessness.  

 

We can therefore see that there are some common issues across the GBSLEP / HMA area, although 

the scale of these issues is different for each authority area.  

 

 

  



 

33 

 

Section 5: Data – Affordability 
 

 

5.1  Introduction  

 

A note about the data in general   

 

The statistical geography across the West Midlands area is fairly complicated. In theory, this 

Housing Framework focuses on the GBSLEP geography, rather than on the wider Greater 

Birmingham HMA geography. However, where it is easily available, we have also used data for the 

local authorities that are in the HMA but not GBSLEP, as this may bring additional context to 

discussions.  

 

For reference, the statistical geography of the area is:  

 

In the GBSLEP area and the HMA 

• Birmingham 

• Solihull 

• Cannock Chase 

• Lichfield 

• Tamworth 

• Bromsgrove 

• Redditch 

 

In the GBSLEP area but not the HMA 

• East Staffordshire 

• Wyre Forest 

 

In the HMA area but not the GBSLEP  

• Dudley 

• Sandwell 

• Walsall 

• Wolverhampton 

• South Staffordshire 

• North Warwickshire 

• Stratford-on-Avon 

 

A note about affordability  

 

Home ownership in England has fallen to a level last seen in 1986, as a result of rising housing costs 

and static wages
5
. The levels of home ownership peaked in the early 2000s at around 71% of the 

population. In the West Midlands metropolitan area at its peak (April 2005), homeownership stood 

at 70.5% of the conurbation’s total households.  By February 2016, this figure had declined by 

11.2% with only 59.3% of households in the conurbation owning their own home. The main 

consequence of this trend is the increase in private renting. The proportion of people renting 

                                                        
5
 Data taken from Housing Briefing for WMCA (produced by Sandwell MBC) – August 2016 
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privately across the conurbation has doubled between 2003 and 2015. In April 2005, 8% of 

households privately rented. By February 2016, this had increased to 17%.  

 

For those households who do not yet own their own home but desire to buy, this ambition is 

becoming increasingly out of reach.  National data suggests that private renters do not view it as 

tenure of choice (versus home ownership), with less than 10% choosing to rent because of the area 

and just 3% actively preferring the flexibility of renting. 65% say that never expect to buy because 

they cannot see themselves ever being able to afford to do so.  

 

Over recent decades housing costs have escalated, accounting for an increasing share of household 

income. On average housing costs in the private rented sector account for 30% of income, 

compared with the 23% figure associated with mortgages. 

 

Across the West Midlands area, house prices are below the national average of £211,230 (with the 

exception of Solihull which stands at £246,192). Incomes are also below the national average, and 

across the conurbation house prices have been climbing sharply and are easily outstripping any 

increase in earnings, meaning that house prices have continued to go beyond traditional levels of 

affordability. 

 

Data analysis carried out by Sandwell MBC, using the UK House Price Index for May 2016 and the 

ONS Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings for 2015 indicated the following affordability ratios: 

 

Local authority Affordability ratio 

Birmingham 6.7 

Solihull 10.1 
Source: UK House Price Index England May 2016 / ONS 2015 Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings 

 

It should be noted that these affordability ratios are worse than those the Housing Framework task 

and finish group found through their own research, which was based on Office of National Statistics 

data from 2015 . This indicates that the affordability problem is continuing to grow, rather than to 

decline.  

 

On average, the deposit required by a first time buyer to purchase a house in the conurbation is 

approximately £23,000 and the average length of time that it would take to save for that deposit is 

as follows: 

 

Local Authority Couple working FT 

without children  

Couple with one child (men 

working FT, women working 

PT)  

Single person 

working FT 

WM Conurbation  5.3 years 10.3 years 11.1 years 

Birmingham 5.3 years 10.5 years 11.1 years 

Solihull 6.3 years 11.2 years 12.8 years 
Source: A Home of Their Own, Shelter, January 2015 

 

A number of first time buyers have accessed the housing market through Government schemes 

aimed at providing assistance via equity loans or mortgages (Help to Buy Equity and Help to Buy 

Mortgage Guarantee). However some economic analysts
6
 suggest that although initially the 

schemes led to an increase in the level of first time buyers entering the housing market, over time 

                                                        
6
 http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/who-is-helped-by-help-to-buy/  



 

35 

 

this could have led to an increase in prices. In addition, whilst Starter Homes will clearly help some 

prospective homeowners, it is felt that this will generally be households on average and higher 

incomes, whilst households on lower incomes will be excluded. There are therefore clear concerns 

for the conurbation that the promotion of Starter Homes at the expense of other options, such as 

affordable rent, may exacerbate housing affordability issues.   

 

With home ownership out of the reach for many households in the conurbation, the need for social 

and affordable rented housing remains high.  Across the conurbation, there are approximately 

40,000 potential new households in need of some form of sub-market housing.   

 

The Sandwell MBC research concludes that there is a general consensus that around one third of 

new housing provision should be non-market housing. Therefore products must be developed that 

provide alternative routes to home ownership, as well as finding effective ways to support a high 

quality private rented offer. The possible role for GBSLEP and partners in developing such options is 

explored further within the following section of this report.  
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5.2  Median Price 

 

Chart 1: Median price GBSLEP area (£): 

 
Source: Office for National Statistics - Median price paid for administrative geographies - HPSSA 

Dataset 9 - table 2a - Quarter 4 data 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/medianhousepriceforn

ationalandsubnationalgeographiesquarterlyrollingyearhpssadataset09 

 

Median house price data indicates that, within the GBSLEP area, Bromsgrove, Solihull, and Lichfield 

are the most expensive districts. The data also indicates significant rises in median price over the 

past six years, with rises generally ranging between £25,000 and £50,000. With wages stagnating, 

this indicates that affordability is a growing problem.  
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5.3 Median Weekly Rent 

 

Chart 2, below, shows average rent per week within the Private Registered Provider sector. Please 

note that, in 95%+ of cases, providers included under the PRP banner are housing associations.  

 

Chart 2: Private Registered Providers (PRP) median rent (£ per week):

 
 

 

Chart 3: Local Authority median rent (£ per week) 

 
Source: Government Live Tables 702 and 704 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-rents-lettings-and-tenancies  

Note: “private registered providers” – the "registered" in the name refers to registration with Homes 

England. The more common term "housing associations" refers to non-profit bodies that provide 

social housing. The vast majority of housing associations are registered with Homes England and so 

are PRPs. Conversely, there are some for-profit housing bodies that are registered as PRPs with the 

Homes England. 
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The data indicate that there have been significant PRP and local authority rent rises between 

2001/02 and 2015/16 – these prices are set by the Government through the rent settlement. 

However, these rises pale in comparison to the (unregulated) increases in the private rented sector. 

Data for the private sector indicate that market rents have risen far above the level of affordability 

for many, and certainly above the help available through benefit payments. Whilst the data is not 

directly comparable to the government data used in charts 2 and 3, the data for 2 bedroom 

properties shows the difference between the actual price of renting a property, and the amount of 

local housing allowance that is actually claimed.  It should be noted that this data is for lower 

quartile properties (i.e. those that should, in theory, be more affordable in relative terms).  

 

Chart 4: lower quartile private sector two-bedroom property rent, and LHA rate available (£ pcm)

 
 

This chart clearly shows the shortfall between the Local Housing Allowance rate and the typical 

private sector rent for a lower-end two-bedroom property. This highlights the affordability gap that 

households have to bridge if they are unable to access affordable housing, but are still in need of 

state assistance to pay their (private) rent.  

 

 

5.4 Lower quartile prices and earnings  

 

Affordability of housing is an issue across the GBSLEP area. Affordability ratios (calculated using 

household income and house price statistics) can be used to show where there are particular 

problems. A ratio of less than 5 is considered to show that housing is (in strictly relative terms) 

affordable. A ratio of over 5 is considered to indicate a problem with levels of affordability, and a 

ratio of over 7.5 indicates that affordability is a significant problem. The data show that there is 

nowhere within the GBSLEP area that has an affordability ratio of less than 5.  

 

The following charts show affordability statistics for the GBSLEP area, and for the English regions 

and Wales.  
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Chart 5: Ratio of lower quartile house price to lower quartile earnings (HMA area):

 
 

 

Chart 6: Ratio of lower quartile house price to lower quartile earnings (English regions and Wales):

 
Source for charts 5 and 6: Office of National Statistics 2015 data (ratio of house price to residence-

based earnings (lower quartile and median) - table 6c and table 2c 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/ratioofhousepricetores

idencebasedearningslowerquartileandmedian  

Note: a ratio of 3.5 to 5 is considered acceptable, a ratio over 5 is considered problematic, and a 

ratio over 7.5 is considered a significant problem. All calculations are based on individual earnings 
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Further, we can also look in more detail at property sales within the GBSLEP area, broken down into 

property price quartiles. This data is presented within charts 7 to 15 on the following pages.  

 

Chart 7: Birmingham property sales:

 
 

 

Chart 8: Bromsgrove property sales: 
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Chart 9: Cannock Chase property sales:

 
 

 

Chart 10: East Staffordshire property sales:
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Chart 11: Lichfield property sales:

 
 

 

Chart 12: Redditch property sales:
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Chart 13: Solihull property sales:

 
 

 

Chart 14: Tamworth property sales:
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Chart 15: Wyre Forest property sales:

 
 

 

Within most of the property sales charts shown on the previous pages, the gap between lower 

quartile prices and upper quartile prices is widening. The lower quartile is moving more slowly than 

the upper quartile, producing a flatter line at the lower quartile. This indicates a growing price gap 

between quartiles. In practice, this could mean that expanding families cannot move to bigger 

properties, as they are priced out of the market. It is possible that, in time, prices will go up in the 

lower quartile as well, potentially forcing families to choose between moving into rented  

accommodation (where there already significant pressures) or staying in an overcrowded property.   

 

Where we see atypical fluctuations, it is sometimes difficult to identify the precise cause. For 

example, the property sale count in Wyre Forest DC may have fallen as the supply from larger sites 

(c200-300 units) has tailed off. This may change again when the new Local Plan is adopted 

(expected 2019) as this is likely to require the release of some sizeable development sites. 

Meanwhile, in Cannock Chase DC, the higher number of sales may reflect the Council’s role as a 

growth area, keen to facilitate the delivery of more affordable homes with the District. 
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5.5  Local Housing Allowance 

 

Local Housing Allowance (LHA) is the rate which is used to calculate Housing Benefit for tenants 

renting from private landlords. Different LHA caps apply to different areas, and there are often 

multiple rates within a single local authority area. LHA rates are based on private market rents 

being paid within the designated area. The LHA does not currently affect council tenancies, or most 

tenancies with registered social landlords.  

 

The charts on the following pages shows the percentage of properties which are affected by a LHA 

shortfall within the GBSLP area. This data is split by property size.  

 

Chart 16: percentage of properties affected by a LHA shortfall

 
 

The chart shows that, across the GBSLEP area, all local authority areas include properties which are 

more expensive to rent than would be covered by the maximum LHA payment. There is little 

commonality across the patch in terms of the size of property and the extent to which there is a 

shortfall for that specific type. The fact that the problem manifests differently in different areas 

means that a one-size-fits-all solution will not be appropriate.  

 

With the data indicating a significant affordability issue across the private rented market, it is likely 

that those in need of financial help to rent privately are having to find some of that rent money 

from their other income, beyond LHA. In most cases, that means diverting some income away from 

food / utilities / children etc. In the longer term, these households may have to move to more 

expensive areas – away from jobs, education, social and support networks etc. – and into 

(relatively) cheaper areas. There are two ways to deal with this issue – by raising LHA payments, 

and by providing additional rental properties to cater to demand.  

 

As well as collating the above data relating to LHA shortfalls, the Housing Framework task and finish 

group also requested more in-depth information from local authorities regarding the impact of LHA 

changes within their area. Responses were as follows:  
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Birmingham CC  “Birmingham has seen a reduction of properties available for rent within the 

LHA rate across the board, in both size and type of property. In many 

property / size combination groups there are now virtually no properties 

available for rent within LHA rates.” 

 

Bromsgrove DC  “Regarding LHA for the social sector, it will be hard to tell until 2019. 

However, new housing options have been developed for those under 35 and 

single. For private rented, the LHA is really low, so it hard to find properties in 

the PRS that are within the LHA.” 

 

Lichfield DC  “LHA rates are inadequate in many parts of the district where rents are high, 

especially Lichfield city and some rural areas. It has had an impact on larger 

families in the private sector as LHA is only payable up to a maximum of 4 

bedrooms. LHA rates have been capped in recent years, which has 

exacerbated the problem. This has meant that the disparity between private 

rents and LHA has widened. The raising of the age of eligibility for the one 

bedroomed rate from 25 to 35 has had a disproportionate impact on single 

people under 35 being able to access private rented accommodation.” 

 

Tamworth BC “There is not a significant impact in Tamworth as our social rents are below 

LHA levels. However, this may have more of an impact as we move to charge 

affordable rent on new build properties either built or acquired by the 

Council.  The impact of the LHA cap on our sheltered schemes is currently 

being assessed in preparation for its introduction in 2019.” 

 

 

5.6 Summary and recommendations 

 

As can be seen from the previous tables, there is a wide range of issues to be considered in terms of 

affordability.  

 

For those wishing to purchase a home, there have been significant price rises over the last few 

years, with these rises far outstripping wage growth. Affordability ratios are above 5 across the 

GBSLEP area, indicating a market issue, and there is a widening gap between prices in the lower and 

upper quartiles. For those who rent, there have been significant rent rises. In addition, LHA rates 

fall short of rental prices in a percentage of properties in each area, leading to further constraints.  

 

These constraints are important to GBSLEP, because a housing market (including properties for 

both rent and purchase) which does not meet the needs of its local population is a housing market 

which will stifle economic growth. In order to grow, places need to be ‘liveable’, and adequate, 

affordable, appropriate housing is central to that.  

 

However, despite issues being evident across the market, we should focus on those most in housing 

need from an affordability viewpoint, which means looking most closely at lower quartile figures, as 

these are more informative in terms of those facing the most acute affordability challenges. This 

data shows that nowhere in the HMA has a ratio of below 5 (which is the ratio at and above which 

affordability is considered to become an issue). Looking at the lower quartile figures, we can also 

see that this quartile of the market is moving more slowly than the upper quartile. This relative 

flatline indicates that there is a growing price gap between the upper and lower quartiles, and 
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property owners face a significant ‘reach’ every time they wish to move up in the housing market. 

This results in a market which is more static than it could be, with mobility becoming stratified.  

 

Given these issues around lower quartile affordability, it is clear that we need to see increased 

provision of (good quality) rental properties at affordable prices. Longer tenancy agreements for 

these properties are likely to be popular, as they provide increased security for tenants. We also 

need to consider whether or not mindsets around home ownership versus renting are changing – 

for example, will ‘generation rent’ choose to keep renting, even if/when they can afford to buy?  

 

 

Recommendation 4: The data show that there are issues of affordability, especially lower quartile 

affordability, in all tenures and sizes of homes across the GBSLEP area. The LEP should therefore 

support further housing development – especially affordable housing development – in order to 

ensure that growing demand can be met. This support should reflect local authority priorities for 

their areas, and the LEP’s input will therefore vary by local authority district. However, the LEP 

should accept in principle that public sector intervention will be required in order to meet housing 

demand, especially for social and affordable homes.  

 

 

 

Recommendation 5: West Midlands housing associations are working with WMCA and Homes 

England to explore the potential for a joint delivery vehicle to increase the supply of new homes of 

all tenures, including affordable, across the Combined Authority area. These discussions have 

involved the LEP, through the Non-Executive Director for Place. GBSLEP should continue to be 

involved in joint delivery vehicle discussions, exploring options such as the LEP’s role as an 

investment partner, possibly through a revolving capital loan fund. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 6: There is uncertainty regarding tenure demand in future. ‘Generation Rent’ 

may be a long-term market adjustment, and tenure needs for the next 10 or 20 or 30 years are 

therefore difficult to predict. The LEP will therefore support, as appropriate, any further research 

on future tenure trends.  
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Section 6: Data – Homelessness and Rough Sleeping  

 

6.1 Introduction  

 

There are official definitions of both homelessness and rough sleeping.  

 

Households which meet specific criteria of priority need set out in legislation, and to whom a 

homelessness duty has been accepted by a local authority, are said to be statutorily homeless. 

These households are generally not homeless in the literal sense of being without a roof over their 

heads, but are more likely to be threatened with the loss of, or are unable to continue with, their 

current accommodation. A ‘main homelessness duty’ is owed where the authority is satisfied that 

the applicant is eligible for assistance, unintentionally homeless, and falls within a specified priority 

need group.  

 

In terms of rough sleeping, the UK Government’s definition includes those people sleeping, about 

to bed down, or actually bedded down in the open air. Figures can be based on a count, undertaken 

within a specified timeframe on a single night, or can be based on an estimate using a variety of 

data. 

 

Homelessness data and rough sleeper data for the GBSLEP area is considered on the following 

pages.  

 

 

6.2  Rough Sleepers  

 

Chart 17: Numbers of rough sleepers (figures are a mixture of counts and estimates): 
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Chart 18: Rough sleepers per 1,000 households 2016

 
Source: DCLG (now MHCLG) Rough sleeping statistics England autumn 2016: tables 1 and 2 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/rough-sleeping-in-england-autumn-2016  

Note: rises in rough sleeper numbers over the past couple of years are largely fuelled by losses of 

Assured Shorthold Tenancies (AST) 

 

The official rough sleeper counts have risen in each year since new methodology was introduced in 

autumn 2010. Only those people who meet the following criteria will be included within the rough 

sleeper count: 

 

“People sleeping, about to bed down (sitting on/in or standing next to their bedding) or actually 

bedded down in the open air (such as on the streets, in tents, doorways, parks, bus shelters or 

encampments). People in buildings or other places not designed for habitation (such as stairwells, 

barns, sheds, car parks, cars, derelict boats, stations, or ‘bashes’)”
7
 

 

The definition does not include people in hostels or shelters, people in campsites, or squatters. It 

does not include people who were rough sleeping in the area on a previous night or earlier in the 

evening but who were not there at the time of the count. It does not include people wandering 

around or empty sleeping sites. Bedded down is taken to mean either lying down or sleeping. About 

to bed down includes those who are sitting in/on or near a sleeping bag or other bedding. The 

intention is to establish that they are or will be rough sleeping on the night of the count.  

 

Despite the restrictions around the count, the most recent statistics published on 25 January 2017 

recorded a 132% increase in the number of people sleeping rough in England since 2010. Factors 

identified as contributing to the ongoing flow of new rough sleepers to the streets include: welfare 

reforms, particularly reductions in entitlement to Housing Benefit / Local Housing Allowance; 

reduced investment by local authorities in homeless services; and flows of non-UK nationals who 

are unable to access benefits.  

 

In Birmingham, the current unofficial number of individuals in the street community is believed to 

be about 350. By way of comparison, the official rough sleeper count for Birmingham in 2016 was 

55. The unofficial street community figure was calculated from shared intelligence between 

                                                        
7
 Communities and Local Government, Evaluating the Extent of Rough Sleeping, September 2010  
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partners and stakeholders in the city centre, including the City Council, the third sector, the Police, 

local businesses, housing providers etc.   

 

In addition to the existing problem of increasing homelessness, the new Homelessness Reduction 

Act, to be implemented in April 2018, will require local housing authorities to help all eligible 

applicants, rather than just those with a ‘priority need’. This includes helping those at risk of losing 

suitable accommodation as soon as they are threatened with homelessness, and assisting those 

who are currently classed as ‘intentionally homeless’. However, these additional requirements 

bring with them requirements for additional numbers of homes – councils are already struggling to 

rehouse those in priority need, due to the combined effects of rising rents and welfare benefit 

restrictions. 

 

To tackle the inevitable rise in homelessness numbers that we can expect to see over the coming 

months, we will need to see co-ordinated action, from the UK Government down. For GBSLEP, this 

will mean working with Local Authority partners and with the WMCA Mayor to tackle homelessness 

in the local area. 

 

 

6.3  Households accommodated by the authority  

 

Chart 19: Homeless households accommodated by the local authority: 
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Chart 20: Homeless households accommodated by the local authority (rate per 1,000 households):

 
Source: Government Live Tables on Homelessness Table 784 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness 

 

These statistics relate to the statutorily homeless, i.e. those households which meet specific criteria 

of priority need set out in legislation, and to whom a homelessness duty has been accepted by a 

local authority. Such households not generally homeless in the literal sense of being without a roof 

over their heads, but are more likely to be threatened with the loss of, or are unable to continue 

with, their current accommodation.  

 

The Housing (Homeless Persons) Act 1977, Housing Act 1996, and the Homelessness Act 2002, 

placed statutory duties on local housing authorities to ensure that advice and assistance to 

households who are homeless or threatened with homelessness is available free of charge. A ‘main 

homelessness duty’ is owed where the authority is satisfied that the applicant is eligible for 

assistance, unintentionally homeless, and falls within a specified priority need group. Such 

statutorily homeless households are referred to as ‘acceptances’. It should be noted that the 

number of acceptances is likely to rise further with the introduction of the Homelessness Reduction 

Act in April 2018, and this is currently a real concern for councils and housing providers.  

 

Figures are collected on the number of households in ‘temporary accommodation’ on the last day 

of each quarter, as arranged by local housing authorities. In most cases, the authority is discharging 

a main homelessness duty to secure suitable accommodation until a settled home becomes 

available for the applicant household. However, the numbers also include households provided 

with accommodation pending a decision on their homelessness application, households pending a 

review or appeal to the county court of the decision on their case, or possible referral to another 

local authority, and households found to be intentionally homeless and in priority need who were 

being accommodated for such period as would give them a reasonable opportunity to find 

accommodation for themselves. 

 

As with rough sleeper figures, the number of households considered statutorily homeless is also 

rising, although there are differences area by area. Some councils have very high rates of homeless 

prevention, which are not a like for like comparison with other local authorities due to 

administrational differences in recording interventions. 
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6.4 Recommendations 

 

 

 

Recommendation 7: Homelessness and rough sleeping is a significant and increasing problem 

across the area, which could be set to rise even further due to the incoming Homelessness 

Reduction Act. Solving this problem will necessitate multi-agency approach. GBSLEP will support 

the Mayor’s Taskforce as appropriate in order to tackle the issue of homelessness in the area, and 

the LEP’s role could include encouraging further private sector involvement in this issue. 
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Section 7: Data – Stock Management  

 

 

7.1  Introduction  

 

Given pressures on affordability, along with the growing rates of homelessness and the rise in 

rough sleeper number, it is essential to consider how best to deal with management and supply of 

housing stock. Therefore, in this section, we look at vacancy and construction rates.  

 

 

7.2 Vacant Properties 

 

The tables below and overleaf show the rise in the number of vacant properties over the last 10 

years.  

 

Chart 21: vacant properties per 1,000 households 2006/07 to 20016/17 
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Chart 22: Vacant properties 2007 (count): 

 
 

 

Chart 23: Vacant properties 2011 (count): 
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Chart 24: Vacant properties 2016 (count):

 
Source for all charts: Government Live Table 615 Vacant Dwellings by local authority - data taken 

from council tax base (CTB) statistical release and Government Live Table a125 Dwelling Stock 

Estimate by local authority.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-

vacants 

 

Long-term empty homes are those dwellings which have been unoccupied and substantially 

unfurnished for over six months. These can become ‘problem’ properties, slipping into disrepair 

and blighting neighbourhoods. There are many reasons that properties can become long-term 

vacant, including the inability of the owner to meet the cost of repairs and upkeep (so that the 

property cannot be lived in, sold, or let), problems with mortgage lenders, problems with 

leaseholders, death of the owner with no clear beneficiary identified, difficulty finding tenants, 

residents going into care, family break up, problems with unpaid taxes, etc.  

 

Across the GBSLEP area, in percentage terms, the level of long term vacancies seems low. For 

example, in 2016, between 0.2% and 1.1% of properties were long-term vacant across the area, and 

this is broadly comparable with other areas of the country. However, if we look at the gross figures, 

as in the three charts above, we will see that these low percentages still account for a high number 

of properties. For example, across the area in 2016, over 12,000 properties were long-term vacant 

(with over 4,000 of these in Birmingham).  

 

Tackling these long-term vacancies could go a long way toward addressing housing supply issues in 

the region. Local authorities can, in theory, CPO such properties if officials can show that 

appropriate attempts have been made to encourage the owner to bring a building back to 

acceptable use. However, legal proceedings are expensive and authorities generally do not have 

funds available.  

  

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

LONG TERM vacant

properties 2016

ALL vacant

properties 2016



 

56 

 

 

Recommendation 8: Ensuring that local authorities have the ability to cover the costs of acquisition 

(such as Compulsory Purchase Orders and purchase of easements) of long-term vacant homes 

would enable such properties to be brought back into use. GBSLEP should explore the possibility of 

creating a recyclable loan fund that local authorities can borrow from in order to cover 

acquisition costs. 

 

 

 

7.3 Occupancy Ratings 

 

Occupancy ratings give an indication of under- or overcrowding. To calculate an occupancy rating, 

the number of bedrooms required by the occupants of the property is subtracted from the number 

of bedrooms in the accommodation.  

 

In practice, an occupancy rating of: 

 

• -1 means one fewer bedrooms than standard requirement 

• 0 means standard requirement is met 

• +1 means one more bedroom than standard requirement  

• +2 means two more bedrooms than standard requirement  

 

The charts on the following pages give an indication of occupancy ratings in different tenures across 

the GBSLEP area.  

 

 

Chart 25: occupancy rating (percentage) – ownership / shared ownership:
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Chart 26: occupancy rating (percentage) – all tenures:

 
 

 

Chart 27: occupancy rating (count) – all tenures

 
Source: Census 2011 Occupancy rating (bedrooms) by tenure 

Note: occupancy rating is the number of bedrooms required subtracted from the number of 

bedrooms in the accommodation. An occupancy rating of -1 indicates that a household has one 

fewer bedrooms than required. An occupancy rating of +1 indicates it has one more room than the 

standard requirement.   

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/qs412ew  

 

 

  

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Percentage Occupancy rating of +2

or more

Percentage Occupancy rating of +1

or more

Percentage Occupancy rating of 0

Percentage Occupancy rating of -1

or less

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

140,000

COUNT Occupancy rating of +2 or

more

COUNT Occupancy rating of +1

COUNT Occupancy rating of 0

COUNT Occupancy rating of -1 or

less



 

58 

 

7.4 Summary and recommendations 

 

The data reveal both under and over occupation issues in the GBSLEP area, but in different tenures 

and in different household sizes. In particular, there is under occupation in owner occupied 

properties, which leads to a knock-on shortage of family homes. However, the exact nature of 

under- and over-occupation issues, and the impact of such issues on the availability of 

appropriately-sized housing, remains unclear.  

 

 

Recommendation 9: The subject of under- and over-occupancy is complex, although there are 

some emerging patterns, e.g. under-occupation by older people in larger houses. GBSLEP should 

work with partners to further understand these issues at a more localised level, and to explore 

possible solutions. It is possible that the LEP could have a role in stimulating the market for homes 

for single older people, and older couples, ensuring that adequate numbers of high quality smaller 

accommodation units, that meet the needs of older people, are available.   
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Section 8:  Data – Housing Tenure 
 

 

8.1 Introduction 

 

 

There have been substantial tenure changes across the UK since the financial crash of 2008. Whilst 

the crash was a significant cause of these changes, there are also other factors in play. This section 

of the report looks in more detail at tenure across the GBSLEP patch.  

 

 

8.2  Housing Tenure  

 

 

Chart 28: Properties owned outright %: 

 
 

 

Chart 29: properties owned with a mortgage / loan %: 
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Chart 30: Shared ownership %:

 
 

 

Chart 31: Social rented from local authority %: 
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Chart 32: Social rented other %:

 
 

 

Chart 33: Private rented (private landlord or letting agent) %: 

 
Source: 2001 data archived data from Birmingham City Council and 2011 data from ONS Census 

Data 2011 - KS402EW 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/census/2011/ks402ew 

 

 

The data show a small increase in the percentage of people who own their homes outright. This 

may be due to baby boomers reaching the end of their mortgage term. The data also shows that 

the percentage of people owning their home with an outstanding mortgage or loan has decreased 

slightly. This is likely to reflect the increased difficulty for many people in obtaining a mortgage 

against a property since the financial crash of 2008. Shared ownership remains low, at below 1% of 

the tenure mix across the area, as it is not generally attractive to buyers. Social renting from the 

local authority has decreased slightly across the time series, whilst social renting from another 

source has increased slightly, although not quite enough to counteract the local authority decrease. 

 

However, the most marked change between 2001 and 2011 has been in the private rented sector. 

Across the area as a whole, the rate of private renting has almost doubled. This clearly reflects the 
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decrease in ownership (via a mortgage) and the decreasing availability of social rented housing, 

particularly local authority properties.  

 

 

8.3 Summary and recommendations 

 

Home ownership – specifically home ownership through a mortgage or loan – is declining, and 

renting – particularly in the private sector – is increasing. Further, as the number of people wishing 

(or having) to rent grows, rental affordability declines.  

 

This increase in numbers in the rented sector, along with its declining affordability, represents a 

fundamental shift in the UK’s housing market. Local Authorities are again finding themselves 

involved in housing delivery as they seek to provide homes which their populations can afford, 

alongside delivery of market housing. There could be a role here for GBSLEP in supporting local 

partners to bring forward housing schemes to meet those needs not being met by the market, as 

well encouraging an overall boost in supply of all housing. 

 

 

Recommendation 10: A number of authorities across the GBSLEP area, including Birmingham, 

Tamworth, and Wyre Forest, are progressing local authority housing schemes for market housing. 

GBSLEP should, as a matter of principle, support such developments in order to ensure that 

housing needs across the area can be met. The LEP’s role could involve co-ordination / facilitation, 

or could be more direct and involve becoming a partner in a joint delivery vehicle.  
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Section 9:  Data – Housing Completions  

 

 

9.1 Introduction 

 

This section of the report looks at numbers of new homes built each year across the GBSLEP area. 

The New Homes Bonus is a grant paid by central government to local councils to reflect and 

incentivise housing growth in their areas. It is based on the amount of extra Council Tax revenue 

raised for new-build homes, conversions, and long-term empty homes brought back into use. There 

is also an extra payment for providing affordable homes. 

 

 

9.2 New Homes Bonus  

 

Chart 34: New Homes Bonus – Year 7 Payments (£) 

 
Source: DCLG (now MHCLG) Final Allocations New Homes Bonus 2017/18 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/new-homes-bonus-final-allocations-2017-to-2018 

 

It must be noted that NHB payments fluctuate year to year, and can vary greatly depending on the 

number and size of schemes reaching completion in that year. In the most recent year for which 

data is available, Birmingham, Bromsgrove, Solihull, Stratford-on-Avon, Dudley, Walsall, 

Wolverhampton, and East Staffordshire have all received significant payments. In contrast, 

Cannock, Lichfield, Redditch, Tamworth, North Warwickshire, South Staffordshire, Sandwell, and 

Wyre Forest have all received much smaller payments.  

 

When asked what NHB funds had been spent on, the majority of councils that responded indicated 

that monies were allocated to the general fund to support council activities across the board. One 

local authority indicated that part of the payment was reinvested in housing, and one indicated that 

part of the payment was invested in community projects. A further local authority indicated that it 

is currently exploring options to utilise NHB funds to support its strategic housing objectives.  
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9.3 Dwellings Completed  

 

 

Chart 35: Completions 2007/8: 

 
NB a value of zero in these charts indicates that a value of four or less was recorded in the source 

data. 

 

Chart 36: Completions 2011/12:
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Chart 37: Completions 2015/16:

 
 

 

Chart 38: Completions 2016/17:

 
Source: DCLG (now MHCLG) Live Tables on Housebuilding Table 253 - Housebuilding: permanent 

dwellings completed, by tenure and district, Feb 2017 - NB USE THIS DATA WITH CAUTION AS THERE 

ARE DISCREPANCIES IN COLLATION 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-house-building  

 

 

9.4 Summary  

 

The data show that between the financial crash of 2008, and 2011/12, total completions almost 

halved. There has been a recovery since 2011/12, but it is relatively slight, as GBSLEP’s interviews 

with a number of construction firms indicated that they are still reluctant to invest heavily in labour, 

materials etc., when the possibility of another housing crash cannot be ruled out entirely. This has 

left a significant gap between completions and the annual target required to meet need. It should 

also be noted that official government figures may be an underestimate, as only net additions to 

the housing stock are recorded within these figures. ‘Unofficial’ numbers may be higher, but will 

also be difficult to collate and verify.   
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Section 10: Delivery and funding options  
 

 

10.1  Introduction  

 

Within this section of the report, we look at some of the delivery solutions that can be put in place, 

along with some of the most relevant funding options. Please note that this section is by no means 

meant to be exhaustive – this would be a significant piece of work – but it is intended to give a 

small flavour of the current situation.  

 

 

10.2  The national and regional picture 

 

DCLG (now MHCLG) – Housing Infrastructure Fund 

 

The Housing Infrastructure Fund is a government capital grant programme. Funding will be 

awarded to local authorities, providing grant funding for infrastructure that will unlock new homes 

in the areas of greatest housing demand. Local authorities were invited to apply to the fund by 

Thursday 28 September 2017. 

 

There are two elements to the HIF: 

• Marginal Viability Funding: will provide the final piece of infrastructure funding to get 

additional sites allocated or existing sites unblocked quickly. Single and lower tier authorities 

can bid for this fund – this includes LEPs.  

• Forward Funding: will support a small number of strategic and high-impact infrastructure 

schemes. The upper tier of authorities can bid for this fund – this includes the WMCA. 

 

Homes England – various 

 

• Shared Ownership and Affordable Homes Programme 2016-2021: capital grant fund for new 

homes for affordable rent or affordable ownership. Any organisation that successfully 

qualifies for Homes England Investment Partner status, on its own or as a member of a 

wider consortium, can receive funding. 

• Help to Buy: available to eligible purchasers and will be paid directly to registered house 

builders. Outside London, anyone with a household income of less than £80,000 is now 

eligible. The government wants to see greater involvement by the commercial housing 

sector in delivery, in particular of shared ownership. Innovative methods of construction can 

offer additional benefits in terms of quality, speed of delivery, cost efficiencies, and minimal 

disruption to communities.  

• Rent to Buy – homes are let to working households at an intermediate rent for a minimum 

of 5 years to give them the opportunity to save for a deposit.  

• Public Sector Land Programme: disposal of agency assets. Open to developers, 

housebuilders, SMEs.  

• Starter Homes: supports the acquisition, remediation and de-risking of suitable land for 

starter home developments that can then be built out by developers by 2020. Open to local 

authorities.  

• Home Building Fund: provides Development Finance (loan funding to meet the development 

costs of building homes for sale or rent) and Infrastructure Finance (loan funding for site 
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preparation and the infrastructure needed to enable housing to progress and to prepare 

land for development). Open to all private sector organisations delivering new homes.  

• Estate Regeneration: designed to kickstart and accelerate the regeneration of deprived 

estates. Investment can be used to fund costs associated with land assembly including 

leaseholder buy-outs, decanting and rehousing costs, demolition, preparatory construction, 

and other works necessary to enable development or accelerate delivery. Open to private 

sector investors.  

• Accelerated Construction: package of support to local authorities who would like to develop 

out surplus land holdings at pace. The intention is to support a range of proposals at 

different scales and in locations where there is sufficient demand for housing. £1.7 billion 

investment. 

• Garden Villages: open to local authorities. Size range from 1,500 - 10,000 homes. Due to the 

high level of expressions of interest submitted in July 2016, the government made additional 

funds available for further development of other garden village proposals. 

 

GBSLEP – Unlocking Stalled Housing Sites Programme 

 

USHS is a GBSLEP programme launched in February 2016, with grant and loan funds designed to 

remove barriers to development and to bring forward at least 500 new homes within 3 years. The 

fund is open to the private sector, local authorities, and Registered Providers for schemes within 

the GBSLEP geographical area. The scheme has been successful in attracting bids for support with 

areas such as Cannock, Birmingham, Lichfield and Solihull being provided with finance to bring 

forward schemes. The initiative is on course to use up its LGF allocation. 

 

 

10.3 The local picture – examples of local delivery models  

 

 

Birmingham City Council Rent to Buy 

 

Birmingham City Council (BCC) is considering the delivery of a Rent to Buy programme, where a 

registered provider will build a home which is let at an intermediate rent but with the ultimate aim 

of selling the home to the tenant after they have had time to save up for a deposit. There is limited 

take up of Rent to Buy in Birmingham, and it is a relatively new product; it is not clear how popular 

it will be. There would be some significant challenges to BCC providing Rent to Buy homes through 

the BMHT, as BCC’s Housing Revenue Account cannot legally fund the construction of new 

affordable homes which not subject to a secure tenancy and the Right to Buy. It may be feasible to 

fund Rent to Buy homes through InReach. However, InReach cannot claim grant from the Homes 

and Communities Agency because it is not a Registered Provider. The Council could set up Housing 

Company to develop additional affordable housing tenures such as shared ownership and rent to 

buy alongside outright sale homes to compliment BMHT and InReach activities.  This Housing 

Company would apply to the Homes and Communities Agency to become a registered provider 

capable of claiming grant to support parts of its development programme. 

 

InReach (through Birmingham Municipal Housing Trust) 

 

The Council has already commenced the development of new homes for the private rented sector 

(PRS) through its Wholly Owned Company (WOC), InReach. The Council sells land to InReach, 

generating a capital receipt. The council then borrows money (at Public Works Loan Board rates) to 



 

68 

 

lend on to InReach at a (higher) commercial rate, which InReach uses to fund the construction of 

new homes for market rent. Any surpluses generated are returned to the Council. The first scheme 

at St Vincent Street is now on site, with completion due by January 2018, and Cabinet has approved 

the principle of the sale of further sites to InReach to develop a potential 300 new additional 

homes. 

 

WV Living 

 

Wolverhampton City Council has set up a Wholly Owned Trading Company to develop market and 

sub-market housing for rent and sale. This makes use of council-owned land supply, and there is 

low-cost finance available from the council. Initial modelling showed that the model stacked up 

financially, producing a surplus of £1.3m. A pipeline of supply has been established across different 

markets to spread risk. Houses developed for market rent will be owned by the company. 

Affordable housing will be sold to the Council and let through the Housing Revenue Account. Phase 

1 will deliver a mixture of new homes across 4 sites for market sale, market rent, and affordable 

rent, with the first homes completed by Spring 2018. The WOTC will deliver between 800 and 1,000 

new homes over 5 years.  

 

RTPI / National Planning Forum – UCL Housing Research Project – local authority direct provision 

of housing – December 2017  

 

Nationally, local authorities are engaging in the provision of housing through a wide variety of 

mechanisms and means. During our research we have become aware of the momentum that is 

behind this engagement, with 30 local housing companies created in 2017 alone.  

 

65% of authorities reported being directly engaged in housing delivery themselves. This includes 

house building through housing companies and those still building using the Housing Revenue 

Account (HRA). It has also emerged that local authorities are using a wider range of means to 

provide housing. These interventions include building directly under the general fund, through Joint 

Ventures with developers, providing land for housing, giving loans to others to build housing or to 

bring it back into use, and building for social needs such as extra care housing.  

 

This is a much wider engagement than anticipated. It reflects a growing appetite and capacity in 

local authorities to return to or increase their roles in providing housing as a core function. Local 

authorities are well placed to scale up their delivery of housing, if certain barriers can be addressed.  

 

Barriers which are preventing Councils from providing more homes include: funding, land 

availability, and skills and expertise around housing development.  

 

There is a general assumption that the 5-year land supply identified in the local plan is to be for 

private sector development, rather than for all types of housing need. There is a disconnect 

between the needs for market housing and other tenures. Indeed, even market housing limits 

provision for specific groups such as older people. Local authorities are stepping into this breach 

and many are providing housing that is not being delivered by the market and, in some locations, 

this includes housing for sale. Councils are also providing housing on sites that may not be 

attractive to other providers as they are small or need remedial works.  

 

The role of local authorities should be recognized as a potentially major contributor to meeting 

housing need.  
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Recommendations to central government: 

 

• To remove the debt cap on the Housing Revenue Account (HRA) for all local authorities  

• To allow local authorities to retain all Right to Buy (RTB) receipts if they are using them to 

build replacement housing  

• To review the relative weightings in the distribution of £44bn housing subsidy to give more 

priority to social and affordable housing and less to market housing for sale  

• To clearly state that local authorities can build and provide housing using housing 

companies created under the Localism Act 2011  

• To more clearly identify ways in which local plans can ensure delivery through direct 

agreements with applicants or successors to planning permissions  

• To positively reinforce local plans’ inclusion of housing for different need groups  

• To use International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) accounting standards to allow local 

authorities with HRA stock to revalue them at market rates and raise investment against the 

value of these assets  

• If the HRA debt cap is maintained, to consider using the debt cap in the HRA as a single 

figure across local government and allow local authorities to loan their unused cap to other 

local authorities  

• In line with the NAO report on Local Authority capital expenditure,4 to offer local authorities 

a two-year holiday to pay off existing Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) loans that are at 

higher levels of interest if replaced by new housing loans at current lower levels. This could 

provide some headroom in the local authority revenue account and increase housing 

investment  

• To allow local authorities to increase / change the bands for council tax, to fund 

infrastructure investment through capturing land value uplifts associated with housing 

development  

• To encourage every local authority to provide assessments of their ROCE (return on capital 

employed) in their capital accounts  

• To clarify how long the New Homes Bonus is likely to be available to local authorities  

 

Recommendations to local authorities:  

 

• To use the research published here to consider the range of potential initiatives available to 

provide housing  

• To have a specific discussion and consideration of the issues so that the council position is 

agreed by Council – whichever way this is  

• To include housing associations in the pool of organizations from which professional and 

technical assistance is sought  

• To consider the five-year land supply in the local plan as being available for all housing 

tenures and types and not solely for market housing  

• To consider how the local plan can be turned into a delivery programme for housing and 

how specific project delivery is to be secured  

• To consider the role and condition of all housing within their area. Where appropriate, this 

should include the potential for retrofitting and capacity for conversion to meet specific 

needs  

• To consider offering an independent service to support older people in moving to a new 

home  

• To ensure specific housing needs are identified by site and location in the local plan 

including for social rent, older people, and other need groups  
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• To consider employing development surveyors where these are not already within the local 

authority to deal with viability and assessments of council’s own developments, rather than 

relying always on external consultants  

• Consider taking s106 affordable homes into the Council’s own housing company or HRA  

• Apply to Homes England for Help to Buy funds for any new housing that is private sale  

• Include local authority planning professionals on Well Being Boards and Extra Care strategy 

groups  

 

Recommendations to the Local Government Association: 

 

• To encourage local authorities to learn from each other about the range of appropriate 

mechanisms that can be used to provide housing  

• To widen its consideration and requests to government from just provisions for the HRA to 

include housing companies  

• To set up a special task and finish group to give advice to local authorities considering 

establishing a housing company  

• To review the operational effectiveness of One Public Estate and identify what is blocking 

local progress  

 

 

10.4 Recommendations 

 

 

 

Recommendation 11: The USHS programme has been a success: additional homes have been 

brought forward using the fund across the patch. GBSLEP should work with local authority 

partners to ensure that there continues to be effective promotion of the USHS programme across 

the area. Local authority partners can provide leads for Finance Birmingham to follow up on, e.g. by 

providing a list of small scale residential planning applications from the past three years that have 

not progressed to implementation. Finance Birmingham can then explore whether it is a good 

candidate for the programme or not.  

 

 

 

Recommendation 12: GBSLEP should support local authorities to implement the appropriate 

recommendations of the UCL Housing Research Project into local authority direct provision of 

housing. 

 

 

  



 

71 

 

Section 11: Developing practice and innovation  
 

 

11.1  Introduction  

 

Within this section, we look at developing practice and innovation. This includes modern methods 

of construction (MMC). It should be noted that, for some builders and localities (e.g. Scotland) 

timber frame construction is not seen as a MMC. However, as its use is still relatively low in 

England, it has been included within this section.  

 

 

11.2  Modern methods of construction  

 

NHBC Foundation – Modern methods of construction: views from the industry – June 2016 

 

We still see an industry that has largely continued to use masonry cavity wall construction for low-

rise residential new build. The success of off-site manufactured homes seen in other parts of the 

world, such as Scandinavia and Japan, has not generally been replicated in volume in the UK. 

 

The term modern methods of construction (MMC) embraces a number of approaches involving off-

site manufacture or assembly, including: volumetric construction (three dimensional units which 

are fully fitted out off-site); pods (e.g. kitchen or bathroom pods); panelised systems – timber or 

steel frames (timber frame accounts for 15% of UK housing output, and three-quarters of output in 

Scotland, where it is no longer regarded as a modern method); sub-assemblies and components 

(e.g. roof and floor cassettes, pre-fabricated chimneys, porches, dormers); site-based MMC – 

innovative construction methods used on site.  

 

In the UK, masonry construction continues to account for the majority of new residential build and 

the proportion has remained fairly constant over the last 8 years. The use of timber-framing or light 

steel-framing methods for the structure of homes represented about 16% of the new build market 

in 2015, having declined from a high of 24% in 2008. NHBC’s statistics do not record the extent of 

use of sub-assemblies and components, which are used by more organisations involved in new 

build than structural forms of MMC. 

 

The main reason for considering use of MMC is to achieve a faster build programme. The majority 

of house builders and housing associations identified this as their main drive. Fewer than half (44% 

of house builders and 27% of housing associations) reported that they had experienced reduced 

costs / improved profitability despite the potential for MMC to offer reduced preliminary costs, 

improved cash flow and lead to faster sales revenues. These benefits will only be available in a 

strong sales market. 

 

Issues identified with volumetric construction include: the need to take design decisions and 

‘freeze’ the design at an earlier stage, reducing flexibility on-site particularly for any last-minute 

changes; more comprehensive procurement planning of the whole development required at the 

outset; more work required on-site when the off-site units are delivered than was anticipated; cost 

benefits are not fulfilled in practice as logistics, weather delays and so on quickly erode savings; low 

capacity within the supply chain; higher capital cost; availability of the right labour skills for 

installation. Issues identified with pods include: higher capital cost; poor capacity within the supply 
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chain; suppliers unable to meet the delivery programme; suppliers going out of business; logistics of 

transporting pods to site. 

 

Despite the above, it is expected that the use of all types of MMC is likely to grow over the next 

three years, with panelised systems and sub-assemblies expected to continue to be the most used. 

Significant differences are expected to continue by region, with anticipated use of volumetric 

construction and pods increasing predominantly in London / the South East. 

 

In order to further increase the usage of MMC, we will need to see:  

 

• Larger and more experienced companies supplying higher volumes of modular homes. 

• A more developed supply chain generally, delivering more confidence. 

• Dissemination by MMC manufacturers of cost / benefit models and best practice case 

studies. 

• More suppliers entering the market. 

• Grant-funded development. 

• Improving awareness and understanding of MMC amongst potential homebuyers. 

 

SME views on MMC: 

• Have done some modular build, but it is more appropriate for bigger sites (100 or more 

units), as it is not cost effective on small sites.  

• The supply chain is not effective at the moment, needs to develop further.  

• Keen to progress with modular build, but the sector needs new skills to do this. 

• The government is pushing timber frames, but that just means prices have gone up by 30% 

• Timber frame construction is quicker, but everything around it (planning, roads, power etc.) 

is not, so there are no real benefits. 

 

Please note that the views above were taken from a report by the NHBC Foundation
8
, which 

consulted with over 160 sector representatives. 

 

 

11.3 Community-Led Housing  

 

Locality – understanding the potential of small scale community-led housing – July 2015   

 

Community-led housing is a term commonly used to describe homes that are developed and/or 

managed by local people or residents, in not-for-private-profit organisational structures. 

Community housing generally refers to a small geographic identified area of belonging or 

association.  

 

Two community housing approaches have a statutory UK definition – the co-operative Housing 

Model and the Community Land Trust Model. The two models have similar main objectives – that 

of local community ownership and management of housing for the benefit of the community. Other 

models include: self-help housing; co-housing; development trusts, settlements and social action 

centres. 

 

                                                        
8
 https://www.nhbcfoundation.org/publication/modern-methods-of-construction-views-from-the-industry/  
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Overall, less than 1% of UK housing is provided by small community housing providers. This 

compares less favourably with other European countries.  

 

We need to: 

 

• Raise the profile of community-led housing and challenge the myth that big is better  

• Measure social value impact at different scales 

• Provide long-term dedicated funding 

• Value for money measures should more clearly recognise development and management 

projects with extensive social, economic and environmental impact  

• Clearer engagement between Homes England and existing small scale community led 

organisations  

• Clearer guidance and support  

• Help successful projects to help others  

 

In theory, now MHCLG’s Community Housing Fund should assist with the above. The funding will be 

targeted at the community-led housing sector and distributed to groups via local councils who 

know their area’s needs best. It will also offer an income stream to community organisations, in 

turn allowing them to reinvest in more housing or in other activities or services which will benefit 

their area.  

 

So far, within the GBSLEP area, we are only aware of one local authority – Wyre Forest DC – having 

accessed this money. The authority has used the fund to appoint a Community Led Housing 

Coordinator on a 2 year fixed term contract to support community engagement and capacity 

building to deliver schemes. 

 

 

11.4 Self-build housing  

 

Self-build and custom build provides routes into home ownership for individuals and groups who 

want to play a role in developing their own homes. Activity in this area has increased in recent years 

and self-build schemes currently deliver around 10,000 homes per year in the UK. Criteria for 

approval of sites as suitable for self-build can include small sites owned by the Council which are 

uneconomic for the Council to develop itself.  

 

Councils can enter into a development lease with any nominated group or individual, which would 

enable them to secure and develop land. Under such agreement, the group or individual would 

develop the site under licence. This provision would ensure that the Council would receive a land 

receipt no lower than the market value, and would also defer land costs to the group or individual 

developing, so mitigating initial entry costs and improving overall affordability. 

 

Within the GBSLEP area, we are aware that most councils do have people on their self-build 

registers, but those numbers remain relatively low (under 200 to 300 at our best current estimate). 

Further, we are not currently aware of any councils within the GBSLEP area which have been able to 

find suitable sites for those on their register.  
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11.5  Micro homes 

 

Micro homes are developed on a Ford-style production line, delivering turn-key homes complete 

with kitchen, bathroom, fitted carpets, curtains, and even furniture if requested. These micro 

homes are seen as useful (particularly in London and the south east) in providing accommodation 

for young, single, urban workers earning between £20,000 and £40,000 who do not qualify for 

conventional social housing, but who are priced out of buying.  

 

The homes are high spec and energy efficient, they are tiny – just 26 sq metres. National space 

standards, introduced in 2011, demand that a one-bedroom flat should be a minimum of 37 sq 

metres. So far, no micro homes have full planning permission, with many councils determined to 

maintain existing space standards. Britain already has some of the smallest homes in Europe, and 

office-to-residential conversions, which fall outside normal planning rules, have produced some 

flats under 15 sq metres.  

 

 

11.6  Recommendations  

 

 

 

Recommendation 13: there is potential for the LEP to be more active in taking a lead role in 

supporting councils and others to develop innovative solutions, such as community-led 

developments and self-build. The LEP could be well placed to take on the role of facilitator, bringing 

together good practice and enabling information exchange between authorities and other partners.  

 

 

 

Recommendation 14: It is apparent that a lot more could be done to progress modern methods of 

construction (MMC) within the GBSLEP area. However, there is a limited role here for GBSLEP, as 

the scale of the task would require significant government intervention. However, GBSLEP could 

play a supporting role as a partner, if the government chooses to pursue MMC developments.   
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Section 12: Barriers to delivery   
 

 

12.1 Introduction 

 

There is widespread agreement that more needs to be done to increase the supply of housing 

across the area, and to increase the supply of affordable housing in particular. However, there is a 

range of barriers to delivering such an increase. These barriers to deliver are explored within this 

chapter.  

 

 

12.2 General barriers 

 

As previously referenced in Section 3 of this report, the Housing White Paper stated that the UK 

does not have enough homes. House building has not kept pace with the growing population, and 

the loss of a private sector tenancy is now the most common cause of homelessness. The average 

house costs almost eight times average earnings, and more than 2.2 million working households 

with below average incomes spend a third or more of their disposable income on housing  

 

Within its consultation on the White Paper, opened in September 2017, the government went on to 

propose solutions including building more homes to slow the rise in housing costs, ensuring that 

homes are built more quickly, diversifying the housing market, and offering immediate support to 

those in need. Further, the consultation proposal required local authorities to produce a statement 

of common ground over their housing market area, in order to show that they are working 

effectively together.   

 

 

12.3 Barriers to delivery in the GBSLEP area 

 

As well as the above general barriers, the Housing Framework Task and finish group also looked at 

the specific problems that face SME house builders within our local area. To do this, the group SRO 

and the Project Manager met with local businesses to discuss their concerns and experiences. The 

following is a summary of some of the key issues raised during those conversations.  

 

Availability of land • Vendors have unrealistic expectations of what their land is worth. 

• There is a lack of pocket sites. 

• SMEs can’t afford to do land bank sites. 

• Vendors are sitting on sites and waiting for prices to rise. This 

includes LAs. 

• Landowners have unrealistic expectations about what they can get 

for their land. 

• Bigger companies are able to work together to buy large sites, 

blocking out SMEs.  

Skilled labour • Shortage of skilled operatives. Train people up, and then they are 

head-hunted by bigger players who can pay more. It’s a 

competitive market – recruiters are always calling up our staff. 

• Difficult to attract more academic young people into e.g. surveyor 

roles. 
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• It is quite difficult to get local sub-contractors, we have to develop 

relationships, and they have to buy in to our way of doing things – 

it can be difficult.  

• We can get trades people, but if someone offers them more 

money, they’re off.  

Planning • Gap sites fall to the bottom of the list in terms of processing 

applications, but are the main stay of the business. Delays things 

by months. Planning departments are overstretched.  

• Smaller sites are seen as ‘premium’ by planners. They want high 

quality high-spec developments on these sites, but are happier for 

lower quality developments on the big sites. This makes smaller 

sites even more unaffordable for SMEs. It is driven by political 

pressure.  

• Never had a problem with planning before, but now have four live 

planning appeals. 

• There is local opposition to developments. 

• The number of planners has fallen, so the process is slowed. 

• Quality of planners – some are not strong enough to take decisions 

and stand by their recommendations.  

LA procurement 

processes 

• Give jobs to the bigger national players, as they have a lower risk 

profile. LAs say they want to work with SMEs, but then go for the 

bigger companies. 

• Minimum turnover of £40m needed to get a place on the 

Worcester framework. Have done a lot of work for them over the 

years, but now can’t get on their framework. 

• Only BCC has a framework that is specifically for SMEs. 

Materials • Comes in phases (e.g. last year it was facing bricks, this year it is 

roof tiles). 

• The cost of materials is going up because of Brexit – insulation has 

doubled in price over the last 12 months. Supply and demand 

• It takes 3 months to get tiles and bricks. Very difficult to get hold of 

any blocks at all.  

Apprenticeships • We do support these, but there is still an image problem with the 

industry. Some local colleges have stopped delivering courses. 

• Keen to do these, they tend to have more loyalty because we 

develop career plans with them. 

Costs  • SMEs are generally working on small sites, but these are expensive 

to run – a small site needs a H&S manager for 2 houses, the same 

way a bigger site does for 20 houses. 

• Housing Associations don’t make money on new builds, it costs 

more to build than any rent that can be generated. But stocks are 

being whittled away by RTB. 

UK Government policy 

and action  

• No connection between them and SMEs. They have aspirations, 

but are not acting on it. 

 

Many of the issues raised above are well-recognised, and are not unique to the GBSLEP area by any 

means. However, there were differing views from larger construction companies on some issues. 

Specifically, the view from larger firms was that the perception of land-banking was inaccurate, and 

that this was not the common practice that many assumed it to be. The perception was caused, in 
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their view, by the extensive delays inherent within the planning system, which meant that sites lay 

dormant for long periods of time. These delays were caused by lack of capacity within planning 

departments, and local opposition to development. Without a widespread understanding of these 

reasons behind this lack of build progress, the perception of land banking had been established.  

 

Whatever the cause, recent research
9
 has indicated that, in 2015/16 the total number of 

unimplemented planning permissions in England and Wales was 365,146, rising to 423,544 in 

2016/17. The figures also show that developers are taking longer to build new homes. It now takes 

40 months, on average, from schemes receiving planning permission to building work being 

completed – eight months longer than in 2013/14. Councils are approving nine in every 10 planning 

applications, and granted planning permission in 2016/17 for 321,202 new homes – up from 

204,989 new homes in 2015/16.  

 

In order to assess this issue, we approached local authorities within the GBSLEP area for 

information on the numbers of major planning approvals (full or Reserved Matters) that had been 

granted from 2015 to the autumn of 2017, and how many of these had not yet been built out. This 

query, although not informed by complete data, indicated that several thousand homes (a best 

estimate of over 15,000) had been granted permission during this time period, with the units as yet 

unbuilt. However, without understanding the reasons behind these stalled sites in more detail, it is 

difficult to offer any recommendations for action (if any recommendations are required). This will 

be a useful area for further research and, in its Autumn Budget, the government announced that it 

would be undertaking a review of stalled housing sites through the Letwin Review
10

. GBSLEP should 

contribute to this as appropriate in order to formulate a plan of action to bring developments 

forward more rapidly.  

 

 

12.4  Recommendations  

 

 

 

Recommendation 15: The rate of progress through the planning system is becoming an increasingly 

problematic issue for home builders of all sizes. This reflects the reduction in capacity within local 

planning teams, and related loss of planning expertise. GBSLEP cannot influence this directly, but it 

should support local authorities in their requests for additional resource.  

 

 

 

Recommendation 16: In addition to supporting local authorities in their request for additional 

resources, the LEP could look to set up a planning task group to help housing developments to 

progress more quickly through the planning system. The operational arrangements of such a task 

group would, or course, need to be discussed with all local authority partners in the first instance, 

in order to establish the feasibility of this idea.  

 

  

                                                        
9
 https://www.local.gov.uk/about/news/more-423000-homes-planning-permission-waiting-be-built  

10
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/673794/20180112_Terms_of_Refere

nce_for_the_Review_of_Build-Out_.pdf  
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Recommendation 17: SMEs are finding it difficult to secure small sites through local authority 

procurement processes. GBSLEP should work with local authority partners and with Homes 

England to help with the development of procurement frameworks that more realistically meet 

the needs of SMEs.  

 

 

 

Recommendation 18: The funding incentives provided through MHCLG for increasing the supply of 

new housing are noted, and the LEP should engage directly with Homes England to investigate 

how the LEP can play an active role in facilitating funding proposals across the collective LEP 

geography, in order to ensure more effective coordination of dialogue and potential outcomes. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 19: The data indicate a high number of permissions granted that are yet to be 

built out. However, the reasons for this remain unclear. In its Autumn Budget, the government 

announced that it would be undertaking a review of stalled housing sites through the Letwin 

Review, and GBSLEP should contribute to this as appropriate in order to formulate a plan of action 

to bring developments forward more rapidly. Following this, the LEP should then take a role in 

sharing identified good practice and intervention solutions across the area.  

 

 

 



 

Section 13: Action Plan   
 

 

This section of the report brings together the recommendations for action that have been put forward within previous sections. We have kept the 

focus on what GBSLEP and its local partners can do.   

 

Actions have been split into a number of distinct categories, reflecting GBSLEP’s role as: 

 

• lead facilitator – GBSLEP will act as a focal point and conduit, helping partners to work together    

• lead delivery partner – GBSLEP will lead on delivery   

• joint delivery partner – GBSLEP will be a partner to delivery, but will not lead 

• lead further research – GBSLEB will take the lead on further research   

• supporting partner – GBSLEP will seek to amplify the voice of partners where practicable  

 

These categories have been divided amongst two tables – Table 1, which shows recommendations for action where GBSLEP will take a more active, 

leading role, and Table 2, which shows recommendations where the LEP will take a supporting role. It should be noted that GBSLEP is still likely to have 

only a degree of control over those actions where it is listed as lead. 

 

In terms of timescales; 

 

• Short = next 6 months 

• Medium = next 1 to 2 years 

• Long = 2 years plus  
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Table 1: GBSLEP to take an active role 

 

No. Recommendation  GBSLEP role  Lead  Timeframe S/M/L 

5 West Midlands housing associations are working with WMCA and Homes England to 

explore the potential for a joint delivery vehicle to increase the supply of new homes 

of all tenures, including affordable, across the Combined Authority area. These 

discussions have involved the LEP, through the Non-Executive Director for Place. 

GBSLEP should continue to be involved in joint delivery vehicle discussions, 

exploring options such as the LEP’s role as an investment partner, possibly through a 

revolving capital loan fund. 

Supporting partner  WMCA, 

HAs, LAs   

Short / Medium / 

Long  

8 Ensuring that local authorities have the ability to cover the costs of acquisition (such 

as Compulsory Purchase Orders and purchase of easements) of long-term vacant 

homes would enable such properties to be brought back into use. GBSLEP should 

explore the possibility of creating a recyclable loan fund that local authorities can 

borrow from in order to cover acquisition costs. 

Lead delivery partner  GBSLEP  Short / Medium  

10 A number of authorities across the GBSLEP area, including Birmingham, Tamworth, 

and Wyre Forest, are progressing local authority housing schemes for market 

housing. GBSLEP should, as a matter of principle, support such developments in 

order to ensure that housing needs across the area can be met. The LEP’s role could 

involve co-ordination / facilitation, or could be more direct and involve becoming a 

partner in a joint delivery vehicle.  

Supporting partner LAs  Short / Medium / 

Long 

13 There is potential for the LEP to be more active in taking a lead role in supporting 

councils and others to develop innovative solutions, such as community-led 

developments and self-build. The LEP could be well placed to take on the role of 

facilitator, bringing together good practice and enabling information exchange 

between authorities and other partners.  

Lead facilitator  GBSLEP Short / Medium 

16 The LEP could bring together a pool of expertise to help local authorities to 

progress housing developments more quickly through the planning system. The 

operational arrangements of such a pool would need to be discussed with all local 

authority partners in the first instance, in order to establish the feasibility of this 

idea. The LEP could also support the pool to identify the barriers for schemes which 

have planning permission but have yet to build out, and begin to formulate 

Lead facilitator GBSLEP  Short / Medium  
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solutions to these problems. 

18 The funding incentives provided through MHCLG for increasing the supply of new 

housing are noted, and the LEP should engage directly with Homes England to 

investigate how the LEP can play an active role in facilitating funding proposals 

across the collective LEP geography, in order to ensure more effective coordination 

of dialogue and potential outcomes.  

Lead facilitator GBSLEP Short / Medium 
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Table 2: GBSLEP to take a supporting role 

 

No. Recommendation  GBSLEP role  Lead  Timeframe S/M/L 

1 The production of a statement of common ground is not yet a statutory requirement 

of local authorities. However, if this does become a statutory requirement, then 

GBSLEP should take an appropriate interest in assisting councils to produce 

statements of common ground, especially in regard to cross-boundary delivery. 

Supporting partner LAs  Medium  

2 GBSLEP is supportive of the principles behind the six game changers identified by the 

WMCA’s Land Commission. Further, we believe that the research undertaken by the 

Housing Framework task and finish group may be of use to the WMCA when further 

developing housing policy and practice across the patch. We therefore recommend 

that representatives of the Housing Framework task and finish group meet with 

officers of the WMCA at the earliest opportunity in order to discuss joint working 

opportunities. 

Supporting partner  WMCA  Short  

3 GBSLEP should support local partners in progressing their Housing Infrastructure 

Fund (FF and MV) bids. The nature of tis support will be dependent on which bids to 

the HIF are successful. 

Supporting partner LAs, 

WMCA  

Medium / Long  

4 The data show that there are issues of affordability, especially lower quartile 

affordability, in all tenures and sizes of homes across the GBSLEP area. The LEP 

should therefore support further housing development – especially affordable 

housing development – in order to ensure that growing demand can be met. This 

support should reflect local authority priorities for their areas, and the LEP’s input 

will therefore vary by local authority district. However, the LEP should accept in 

principle that public sector intervention will be required in order to meet housing 

demand, especially for social and affordable homes. 

Supporting partner LAs Short / Medium / 

Long 

6 There is uncertainty regarding tenure demand in future. ‘Generation Rent’ may be a 

long-term market adjustment, and tenure needs for the next 10 or 20 or 30 years 

are therefore difficult to predict. The LEP will therefore support, as appropriate, 

any further research on future tenure trends.  

Supporting partner  LAs Medium / Long  

7 Homelessness and rough sleeping is a significant and increasing problem across the 

area, which could be set to rise even further due to the incoming Homelessness 

Reduction Act. Solving this problem will necessitate multi-agency approach. GBSLEP 

Supporting partner  WMCA Short / Medium / 

Long  



 

83 

 

will support the Mayor’s Taskforce as appropriate in order to tackle the issue of 

homelessness in the area, and the LEP’s role could include encouraging further 

private sector involvement in this issue. 

9 The subject of under- and over-occupancy is complex, although there are some 

emerging patterns, e.g. under-occupation by older people in larger houses. GBSLEP 

should work with partners to further understand these issues at a more localised 

level, and to explore possible solutions. It is possible that the LEP could have a role 

in stimulating the market for homes for single older people, and older couples, 

ensuring that adequate numbers of high quality smaller accommodation units, that 

meet the needs of older people, are available. 

Supporting partner LAs  Short / Medium  

11 The USHS programme has been a success: additional homes have been brought 

forward using the fund across the patch. GBSLEP should work with local authority 

partners to ensure that there continues to be effective promotion of the USHS 

programme across the area. Local authority partners can provide leads for Finance 

Birmingham to follow up on, e.g. by providing a list of small scale residential 

planning applications from the past three years that have not progressed to 

implementation. Finance Birmingham can then explore whether it is a good 

candidate for the programme or not. 

Supporting partner LAs  Short / Medium  

12 GBSLEP should support local authorities to implement the appropriate 

recommendations of the UCL Housing Research Project into local authority direct 

provision of housing. 

Supporting partner  LAs and 

UCL  

Short / Medium  

14 It is apparent that a lot more could be done to progress modern methods of 

construction (MMC) within the GBSLEP area. However, there is a limited role here 

for GBSLEP, as the scale of the task would require significant government 

intervention. However, GBSLEP could play a supporting role as a partner, if the 

government chooses to pursue MMC developments.   

Supporting partner  UK Govt Medium  

15 The rate of progress through the planning system is becoming an increasingly 

problematic issue for home builders of all sizes. This reflects the reduction in 

capacity within local planning teams, and related loss of planning expertise. GBSLEP 

cannot influence this directly, but it should support local authorities in their 

requests for additional resource. 

Supporting partner  LAs  Short / Medium 

17 SMEs are finding it difficult to secure small sites through local authority procurement Supporting partner  LAs  Short / Medium 



 

84 

 

processes. GBSLEP should work with local authority partners and with Homes 

England to help with the development of procurement frameworks that more 

realistically meet the needs of SMEs.  

19 The data indicate a high number of permissions granted that are yet to be built out. 

However, the reasons for this remain unclear. In its Autumn Budget, the 

government announced that it would be undertaking a review of stalled housing 

sites through the Letwin Review, and GBSLEP should contribute to this as 

appropriate in order to formulate a plan of action to bring developments forward 

more rapidly. Following this, the LEP should then take a role in sharing identified 

good practice and intervention solutions across the area.  

Supporting partner  UK Govt Short / Medium 
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