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Thank you for the opportunity to submit information to this inquiry. We are responding on behalf of the Association of
Local Government Archaeological Officers. The Association (ALGAO) is the national body representing local government
archaeology services at County, District, Metropolitan, Unitary and National Park authority level. These provide advice
to nearly all the District, Unitary and other local government bodies in the UK, . ALGAO: England co -ordinates the views
of its member authorities and presents them to government and to other national organisations. We also form the
Special Interest Group for Archaeology for the Local Government Association for England .
The range of interests of our members embraces all aspects of the historic environment, i ncluding archaeology,
buildings and the historic landscape, and our stated aims are to:
▪ Provide a strong voice for local authority historic environment services and promote these to strengthen and develop
their role within local government in delivering local and national government policy
▪ Ensure local government historic environment services are included within policy (national and local) for culture and
education
▪ Ensure that policy aims to improve the sustainable management of the historic environm ent
▪ Promote the development of high standards in the historic environment profession
We fully support the role of the historic environment in promoting benefits, growth and regeneration, and our
members work hard to pursue early engagement with developer and authorities to promote the importance of the
historic environment in place making and community well-being. We also support the economic value of archaeology as
a sector. For the latter we are pleased to attach research undertaken on behalf of the As sociation that demonstrated
savings produced by the current system as well as its contribution to the economy. In summary :
- Commercial Archaeology makes a £218m direct contribution to the economy
- For every £1 spent on Local Authority Planning Archaeology £15 is returned.
- 5000 (74%) archaeologists are employed because of the developmental management syste m
- Work of members provides up to an estimated £1.3bn in savings to construction industry through reduced delay costs
in 2017-18 alone
- Current provision of Local Authority based archaeological services worth up to £245m in savings to public purse in
2017-18
We would also draw your attention to the COVID Historic Environment Resilience Forum (CHERF) in Scotland, This is a
series high-level sector-strategies for rebuilding, recovery and resilience. The intent it is to create a collaborative space
to plan, coordinate, and communicate high-level sector-wide strategies and guidance for rebuilding, recovery and
strengthening resilience in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic.
The relevant report on the historic environment’s contribution to place and wellbeing is available
at https://www.befs.org.uk/policy-topics/covid-resilience-forum/cherf-construction-conservation/
We would welcome the opportunity to present further evidence if requested to do s o.
Thank You
www.algao.org.uk
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This report was commissioned by The Association of Local Government
Archaeological Officers (ALGAO:UK), which provides a forum for archaeologists
working for local authorities and national parks throughout the UK. Members include
metropolitan authorities, shire counties, unitary authorities, London boroughs,
national parks and historic cities, towns and boroughs across England, Wales and
Scotland as well as representatives from Northern Ireland and the Isle of Man.
Working for local government, ALGAO members have four key functions in order to
encourage the identification, recording, protection, management, interpretation and
promotion of archaeological sites and monuments:
• Maintain a record of the Historic Environment Record (HER) encompassing
archaeological sites, monuments and landscapes.
• Provide advice and information on the care and management of the historic
environment, especially through the planning system.
• Promote the recording, interpretation and understanding of the historic
environment.
• Champion the historic environment’s contribution to economic development
and regeneration as well as learning, leisure, tourism and local distinctiveness.
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Misconceptions of Development
Management Archaeology
Causes unnecessary delays in construction
Archaeology is never listed as a reason in surveys. Top
non-archaeological reasons are:
40% poor planning
34% lack/delay in information
>10% changes to the specification

The current system is failing – National
Governments are having to step in
Only 0.33% of projects are not completed due to
client business failures
Impedes development
Fewer than 0.01% of planning applications have
archaeological concerns used as a reason to recommend
refusal
Is a cause of the housing crisis
No evidence for this.

5

Introduction
Archaeological work was fully incorporated as a material
consideration into the planning system across the UK in the early
1990s to manage the impacts that development may have upon
the historic environment. The majority of this work is undertaken
on undesignated sites (not protected by listing or scheduling) in
which the scale, quality and significance of the archaeological
resources are often unknown fully before it is considered in the
planning process. Therefore, development management
archaeology plays a key role in the delivering of the nation’s
successful construction developments.
This report presents the results of research conducted by
Landward Research Ltd for ALGAO:UK, on the archaeology sector
in developmental management and its contributions in England,
Scotland and Wales. It is divided into several sections: one section
explores the positive impact the existing system makes on the
sector and beyond. The second examines how successful the
existing system is and whether it is delivering the process it was
created for. The report ends with a methodological description.
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What is Development
Management Archaeology?
This is archaeology undertaken to meet development needs, the majority of which
occur in the planning system. There are two broad major categories of archaeologists
working in this area: ‘commercial’ archaeologists who undertake the work to
discharge historic environment planning conditions, and ‘local planning authority’
archaeologists who review planning applications and provide advice on planning
conditions. The latter are not all directly employed by local authorities, reflecting the
increasing variety of emerging models of service, for example - shared services,
Service Level Agreements, the Welsh Trusts and the public procurement of private
contractors. The ‘commercial’ archaeologists are equally diverse, including private
companies, charities, government bodies, sole traders, universities, museums and
many others. ‘Commercial archaeologists’ and ‘local planning authority’
archaeologists are used throughout this report as shorthand terms for broad and
complex groups. Data on both are presented in this report to produce a holistic view
of the development management archaeology system and its contributions in
England, Scotland and Wales.
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Development Management
Archaeology in 2017-18
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525,000 planning applications
submitted
England (470,000)
Scotland (26,000)
Wales (29,000)

Of these, only 21,700 planning
applications had archaeological
implications
England (16,000)
Scotland (3,900)
Wales (800)
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2,600 predetermination
investigation recommendations
England (2,200)
Scotland (300)
Wales (85)

10,000 recommendations for
archaeological investigations
(Scotland and England only)

Only 55 applications were
recommended for refusal
in part because of
preservation in situ needs
England 13
Scotland 31
Wales 11
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The Contributions of
Development Management
Archaeology
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Economic Contribution

£218m the direct contribution to the economy from
commercial archaeology
The total estimated revenue generated by commercial archaeology in 2017-18 was
£239m, of which £218m was related to development management.

£13-17m the direct contribution to the economy
from local authority planning archaeology
The local planning authority archaeologists, who review planning applications and
provide advice on planning conditions, contribute an estimated £13-17m per year.
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Economic Contribution

Average return of £15 for every £1
spent on Local Authority Planning Archaeology
Development management archaeology is facilitated by local planning authority
archaeologists. They review planning applications and provide advice on planning
conditions, effectively facilitating the £218m system. The cost for those services is
estimated at £13-17m per annum which means that for every pound spent on local
planning authority archaeologists the local economy sees £13-17 in return from
the commercial archaeologists’ work, an average of £15.
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Employment Contribution

74% of archaeologists are employed because of
the developmental management system
In 2017-18, there were an estimated 6,800 archaeologists employed in the UK. 4,500 work
in commercial archaeology, excluding those employed in non-development management
projects. Local planning authority archaeologists (270), HER (Historic Environment Record)
staff (100) and museum staff (150) contribute a further 500 archaeologists to the sector for
a total of 5,000 (74%) archaeologists working in the development management system. The
remaining archaeologists work in other capacities, like national government agencies, in
public archaeology or in the education sector.

370 Local Authority and HER
archaeologists make this system possible
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Employment Contribution

43rd percentile in UK employment
Archaeology, all of it, is larger than 344 other sectors in the UK. Development
management archaeology employs as many or more people than 313 sectors, and
falls in the 43rd percentile. Some examples of sectors that all of archaeology and
development management archaeology are larger than include:

Sector
03120 : Freshwater fishing
79901 : Activities of tourist guides
01700 : Hunting, trapping and related service activities
03220 : Freshwater aquaculture
32200 : Manufacture of musical instruments
02200 : Logging
05102 : Mining of hard coal from open cast coal working
24520 : Casting of steel
03210 : Marine aquaculture
58210 : Publishing of computer games
55202 : Youth hostels
20110 : Manufacture of industrial gases
24510 : Casting of iron
03110 : Marine fishing
32300 : Manufacture of sports goods
69203 : Tax consultancy
85530 : Driving school activities
Development Management Related Archaeologists
35210 : Manufacture of gas
49200 : Freight rail transport
All ARCHAEOLOGISTS

Employed
300
900
1000
1000
1000
1250
1250
1500
1750
1750
2250
3500
3500
4000
5000
5000
5000
5000
6000
6000
6800
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Economic Value

0.13% of construction spending
Total Costs in 2017-18: 0.13%
In 2017, the total purchases of goods, materials and services for the construction
sector in the UK was £167,730mi.
The total revenue brought in by commercial archaeology companies was £218
million for development management archaeology, 0.13% of the total purchases in
the construction sector.
Stable spending
In 2007, an estimated £144m was spent on commercial archaeology, 0.14% of the
overall cost of construction in the UK thenii.
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Economic Value
Up to £1.3bn in savings through reduced delay costs
in 2017-18 alone
Development management archaeology plays a key role in delivering successful
development. It can greatly reduce the delay costs incurred during construction
projects, saving both the private sector, and the public, significant amounts of
money.
Examining the data it was found that delays due to archaeology discovered late in
the construction process can increase associated costs by 3-7x. With the current
spend of £218 of per annum, archaeology in the development management system
could be saving the UK up to £1.3bn per year.
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Economic Value
Up to £245m in savings through local authority
archaeological planning services in 2017-18
Local authority advice, provided by a variety of service models (shared services,
Trusts, service level agreements etc.), is incredibly efficient. Under the current
system, local authority services evaluate planning applications for their potential
archaeological impact. When compared to alternative methods of delivery this
system saved developers, both private and public, up to ¼ £billion in 2017-18.

18

Facilitation of the Insurance
Market
“unusual and occasional situations may arise where an
insurance indemnity may be required, for example delay
due to discovery of archaeological objects in the
ground”iii - Chartered Institute of Insurers
Developers may insure themselves against unexpected archaeological discoveries i.e.
delay costs, archaeological costs, cancellation costs, redesign costs, etc. Some large
developers have this type of insurance included within their wider coverage while
others obtain archaeological insurance as standalone policies. The project team
interviewed all of the standalone archaeological insurance providers in the UK, which
provided key insights:

• One provider has never received a claim
• Others estimate that 1 in 1000 policies are claimed on
• The archaeological insurance market could not exist without the
current planning system.
The reason this sort of insurance market could not exist is because the insurance
providers conduct assessments of the likelihood of claims being made. To do this
they require a desk-based assessment (DBA), produced as part of the planning
process. Furthermore, they need access to HERs to conduct wider research into the
archaeological potential of an area. The Insurers view the HERs and their local
authority staff to be ‘honest brokers’ of the relevant information they need to
estimate risk.
If the current system did not exist most of the insurers do not believe that they
would be able to offer such protection. Without the current system the local
authority archaeologists could not support the production of competent DBAs. There
would be little trust in the DBAs produced that had not been independently verified
for quality, as is currently done by local authority archaeological services.
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Misconceptions of Development
Management Archaeology
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Is the current system failing and
are government bodies having
to step in to finish projects?
No, only 0.33%

of archaeological projects are not
completed due to client business failure
The current development-led archaeology mitigation system, in place for almost 30
years, is predicated on the principle of ‘the polluter pays’. That means that any work
undertaken to mitigate damage done to the historic environment must be paid for by
those responsible for the damage.
While successful, this system is also not without its issues. One of these issues is that
if the client paying for the mitigation ceases trading then there may no longer be
funding for the work. Depending on which stage of the process this takes place at,
this can either have a minimal effect or could be very damaging. If it occurs before
any work is undertaken, then it has almost no effect. If it occurs after a large
excavation has been completed but before the completion of post-fieldwork analysis,
then the cost to complete the project could be considerable or even insurmountable.
In some of these occasions, the national government heritage agencies (Historic
England, Cadw, Historic Environment Scotland) have stepped forward to finance the
completion of the work.
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These interventions both contravene the ‘polluter pays’ principle and drains the
available funds of these organisations. If this were to occur frequently than it would
represent a failure of the current system to support the management of the historic
environment.
However, that is not occurring. Research conducted for this report has found that at
most, there are around 70 projects per year across the whole UK that end because of
client business failure. This represents 0.33% of the 21,000 planning applications
with archaeological implications. These failures occur at different stages of the
project, some before any archaeology has started and so the number that require
government intervention is even less than 0.33%.

22

Does archaeology in
development management
impede development?
No, only 0.01% of planning applications have
had archaeology included among possible reasons
for rejection
In 2017-18, an estimated 55 planning applications were initially recommended for
refusal because of preservation in situ needs. The odds of having a recommendation
for refusal on preservation in situ grounds is therefore roughly 1 in 10,000. Even
then, half of the cases in England were dismissed after appeal. Thus the odds of
actually being rejected for preservation in situ needs is closer to 1:20,000.
Furthermore, archaeology was the sole reason for refusal in only two cases in
England. This means that most of the recommendations for refusal would have
occurred without archaeological considerations.
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Does archaeology cause
systemic delays to construction?
No Evidence has ever been presented for this.
Other than anecdotal stories, covering individual projects, there have been no data
collected that shows how developmental management archaeology, in its current
form, is a significant cause of delays in the construction sector.
Delays because of archaeological work is not a top concern of developers. A report
by the NHBC Foundation of small house builders and developersiv found their top
two concerns were the ‘Planning process and associated costs’ and ‘Availability/cost
of viable land’, with the ‘Availability of finance’ being third. The Federation of Master
Builders (FMB)v found that ‘Lack of available and viable land’ was their top concern,
followed by a ‘Lack of finance’ and then ‘The planning system’.
A Survey on the Costs & Reasons for Delays in Construction Industry Projects in 2017 vi
by Cornerstone Projects Ltd noted that 85% of companies had experienced delays on
recent projects; however, archaeology and/or planning conditions were not
specifically identified as major reasons. The top three were:
• 40% poor planning
• 34% lack/delay in information
• 10% changes to the specification
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‘Despite these risks [complex re-phasing of work, delays and
escalating costs], in the UK, significant archaeology-related
delays on large-scale construction and infrastructure projects
are rare. Management of archaeology is enshrined in the
planning process, development sites are thoroughly scoped
out, often several years in advance, and archaeological teams
are contracted early.’vii
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Does archaeology contribute to
the UK’s housing crisis?
Concern has been raised that the number of houses being built in the UK is not
meeting the housing “need”, commonly estimated at being between 200,000 –
400,000 new homes each year, a rate which the UK has not achieved for decades.
It has been suggested that archaeology in the planning system is a potential reason
for this shortfall. For example, a 2010 Department of Communities and Local
Government report noted that in some cases “requests for additional information
such as a flood risk assessment or an archaeological survey contributed to the time
taken to determine the application”viii. However, no evidence was provided to
support this.
This lack of evidence is a feature of the discussions around this issue. This project
team conducted a review of the major White Papers and investigations that were
produced as part of the process for reading the Neighbourhood Planning Bill 2017
(leading to the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017), as well as some older
publications. The results of these investigations were best articulated by Hugh Ellis,
of the Town and Country Planning Association, during the Commons Committee
Debate - First Sitting of the 2017 Bill:

“The short answer to your question about
whether we have evidence that conditions result
in delay is that we do not.”
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Methodology
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This section of the report outlines the methodologies employed to produce the
results presented in the preceding sections in this report, were required. Some of the
above sections contain all the necessary details e.g. insurance market discussions.

Development Management Archaeology in 2017-18
The data for this section relate to local planning and was provided by the national
ALGAO committees (England, Scotland and Wales) for the year 2017-18. This
excludes projects that fall outside the scope of local planning i.e. projects subject to
environmental impact assessment processes, such as High Speed 2. However, there
are too few projects outside of the local planning system to change the results and
these numbers should be viewed as being representative of all archaeology in
development management.
For Wales, the data were in the form of annual reports from each of the Welsh Trusts
with 100% coverage of Wales. For Scotland and England the data were in the form of
survey results of the ALGAO members in each country. These surveys did not capture
every local planning authority and are just samples. The data from England was
anonymised so it was impossible for the project team to estimate the totals based on
those not responding. To get country wide estimations of the various data presented
in this report the assumption was made that the numbers from the missing local
planning authorities would be similar to those surveyed.
The number of planning applications were used as an indication of sample coverage.
This was because it was available in both England and Scotland and it was related to
the numbers being examined. In Scotland the responses covered 93% of planning
applications submitted in that year. So the numbers presented were obtained by
dividing the sample data by 93% - using the assumption those missed would have a
similar profile to those sampled.
For England, the respondents to the survey had dealt with 353,288 planning
applications (75% of the 470,000 submitted in 2017-18) so the England numbers
were adjusted by dividing them by 75%. The original and adjusted numbers (for
Scotland and England) are as follows:

Total number of planning applications with
archaeological implications

Results

Adjusted

England
Scotland
Wales
Total

12,161
3,606
821

16,179
3,877
821
20,877
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No. of recommendations made for Refusal for
preservation in situ

Results

Adjusted

England
Scotland
Wales
Total

10
29
11

13
31
11
55

Archaeological investigations

Results

Adjusted

England
Scotland
Total

5,919
2,006

7,892
2,157
10,049

Number of development proposals with recommended
pre-determination work

Results

Adjusted

England
Scotland
Wales
Total

1,654
299
84

2,205
322
84
2,611

Welsh Data
The data from Wales was gathered by the project team by reading through the
Welsh Trust reports and pulling out the required data. This limited compatibility to
only most general results. In many cases, the reports between the Welsh Trusts did
not have comparable data or the definitions were not the same. For example, the
pre-determination numbers from Wales are based on comparable investigation types
as listed in the other country data e.g. geophysics. The Welsh numbers are
significantly less than the Scottish ones. One would expect the numbers to be closer
to 50-60% of those in Scotland if they were proportional to population sizes or the
same if they were proportional to the number of planning applications. It could be
that the numbers of planning applications or population are not related to
archaeological planning data. A systematic survey to gather this data in the future,
instead of ad hoc data collection, would show whether this is a collection issue or
something else.
How Accurate is the Assumption of Non-Surveyed Populations?
These adjustments to the numbers are made on the assumption that those missed
by the different ALGAO surveys will have similar profiles to those covered. The
samples are so large, 75%+ that it is very unlikely that the unsampled population is
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significantly different from the sampled population. Though because these are
estimates, there is a range of potential outcomes.

14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

180 +

160 to 179

140 to 159

120 to 139

100 to 119

80 to 99

60 to 79

40 to 59

20 to 39

1 to 19

Number of Englaish Respondents reporting these
ratios

To illustrate this range here is an example for applications with archaeological
potential compared to the total applications received by the respondents in England
i.e. for every one application with archaeological potential, ‘x’ number of planning
applications had to be reviewed e.g. 1:20, 1:30. The bar graph of the English
respondent organisations (ALGAO members) is below. While not quite a long tail
model it is skewed towards the lower end, with some outliers.

Ratios of planning applications with archaeological potential to total
planning applications. On a 1: column range.
This means that the average of those not sampled is likely to also be a low ratio. The
sample covered 349,753 planning applications, with roughly 120,000 not covered by
the survey. If all the remaining archaeologists had similar archaeological potential to
application ratios as the lowest respondent (1 planning application with archaeology
potential for every 1.43 reviewed) then there could be up to 84,089 planning
applications with archaeological potential missed by the survey data (120,247 / 1.43
= 84,089). This is not likely. What is more likely is those not surveyed populations
have similar numbers to the mean or median.
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However, if the missing data is different it is unlikely to affect outcomes. Even if the
non-surveyed archaeologists fell on the 25th or 75th percentile of the surveyed data,
the total applications for England, Scotland and Wales would only range between
19,000 to 25,000 which means that between 3.6% and 4.8% of the applications
would have archaeological potential – so that would not even represent a 1%
difference in the total.
Because of these ranges in estimates we are not able to say precisely that there were
20,877 applications with archaeology implications. So as to not mislead readers into
thinking these numbers are 100% precise, all of the headline figures are rounded. It is
hoped that this gives the impression that these numbers are not precise.
Data Comparability
The different ALGAO surveys asked questions in slightly different forms. The project
team did our best to align them. The follow table outlines how the questions were
aligned.
Data
Planning
applications
reviewed

With
archaeological
potential

Predetermination
investigations
recommendations

England
Total number of planning
applications submitted in
2017/18 for the local
authorities advised
District/Borough/Unitary
and/or County Matter (NB
this is ALL applications,
regardless of archaeological
implications, and inclusive of
those applications which may
apply to Q23 (below).
Total number of planning
applications with
archaeological implications:
This should include all
proposals for which
assessment or mitigation
recommendations were
made.
Total number of development
proposals for which you have
recommended any predetermination field
evaluation (pre-submission
and all types of field

Scotland
Total number of planning
determinations made by the
local authorities advised
(April 2017-March 2018)

Following the initial
appraisal, what is the
number of proposals with
archaeological implications
(i.e. require some form of
archaeological mitigation) in
each of the following
categories:
Number of development
proposals for which you have
recommended predetermination (or equivalent
for proposals such as utilities
which don’t fall within the
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Data

England
evaluation) Please do not
count historic building
assessments or Strategic
Housing Land Availability
Assessments as these are
covered separately.
Recommendations Total number of planning
for archaeological applications where a
investigations
condition was recommended
for below-ground
archaeology

Recommendation
for refusal b/c of
preservation in
situ

Scotland
planning system)
archaeological work (i.e. a
desk-based assessment, field
evaluation, walkover survey)

Number of curatorial
instructions issued for the
following types of work:
This question refers to briefs
– and also
specifications/planning
recommendation letters –
Total number of planning
issued by historic
applications where a
environment services. The
condition was recommended split questions are to obtain
for historic building
figures on the number and
recording. (Advice on historic proportion of full excavation
buildings has been included
briefs – as opposed to
to obtain an overview of
evaluation. The question on
which services are providing
historic buildings should
such advice and how frequent include briefs which also
it is. Where below-ground
have below ground
and historic building
archaeological investigation
assessment have been
included within them. It
recommended for the same
would be useful if the
application, please count
number of these could also
separately)
be included to avoid double
counting.
In how many refusals was
Number of known instances
archaeology given as a reason for which archaeology was an
because of the presence of
issue by being a reason for
remains requiring
refusal because of:
preservation in situ?
The presence of remains
requiring preservation in situ

Economic Contribution
The data for commercial archaeology comes from the most recent State of the
Archaeological Marketix, conducted by Landward Research Ltd on behalf of CIfA,
FAME and Historic England. This survey estimated that, in financial year 2017-18, the
commercial archaeological sector contributed £239m to the UK economy. Of that
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amount 91.4% was from development control related events (£218m). ‘Other
research and public archaeology’ (4.5%) and ‘community projects and HLF’ (4.1%)
made up the remainder of the funding for commercial archaeology (£21m).
For the estimate of local authority archaeologists’ contribution to the economy, the
numbers of such archaeologists and their average salaries were used. The data
provided by ALGAO included staffing numbers. For Scotland, there were 24.1 fulltime-equivalent staff. There are at least three non-ALGAO members in Scotland for a
total number of 27x. This includes temporary staff, administrative support and
strategic/management input covers.
For England, data was provided on a more nuanced level include different values for
HER, archaeology and other staff:
England:

HER

Current Staff

56.05

Archaeological
planning /
conservation
advice
81.7

Conservation
Officers

29.9

Education
/outreach
/community
engagement
15.2

Other

28.4

Again, the assumption was made that staffing levels of those not surveyed will be
similar to those that were surveyed. Assuming that the coverage of 75% of planning
applications is similar to staffing levels then the total staff numbers were divided by
75%. Results are as follows:
Staff Type
HER (inc. EUS, HLC)
Archaeological planning/conservation advice
Conservation Officers
Education/outreach/community engagement
Other (including PAS, admin/management time)
Vacant posts

Actual
63.8
106.75
38.9
16.5
32.25
20.45

Estimated
85.07
142.33
51.87
22.00
43.00
27.27

There were no numbers available for Wales, so it was assumed there was a similar
number of staff to the total in Scotland who process a comparable number of
planning applications.
Using this methodology it is estimated that there are 270 archaeologists working in
archaeological planning and HER roles. As with the other numbers in this report
there is a potential range in results. The total number of people working in
archaeology in local authorities is closer to 380 if other positions such as public
engagement, Portable Antiquities Scheme, etc. are included.
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The Profiling the Profession reportxi found that the average wage for planning
positions was £31,000 and £25,000 for HER officers. Multiplying these ranges by the
estimated 270 archaeologists working in local authorities and then doubling this to
include overheads produces a range of costs from £13.5-16.7m.
This value for local authority archaeologists was then compared with the value of
commercial archaeology to get the £1:£15 ratio.

Employment Contribution
The estimate for commercial archaeology numbers comes from the State of the
Archaeological Marketxii. The full number of commercial archaeologists is estimated
to be c. 5000. However, only 91% of their paid work comes from development
management so that number was multiplied by 91% to get the number of
commercial archaeologists. The numbers for local authority advice and planning
archaeologists comes from the previously mentioned methodology. The number of
Museum Archaeologists comes from the Profiling the Profession reportxiii. These are
included because there are very few research-only archaeologists in museums. Most
are curating the finds from development management archaeology. It is unlikely that
many of those archaeological jobs would exist if they did not have to manage the
large collections produced by development management archaeology.
The Office of National Statistics Business Register and Employment Survey tracks the
number of people employed by sectors, 731 of them, in the UK. These data were
used to determine which sectors archaeology was bigger and smaller than.

Economical Value
Construction cost data is discussed in that section and the cost of commercial
archaeology uses the above-mentioned numbers.
Delay Savings
Development management archaeological services play a key advisory and
management role in identifying potential impacts and delivering successful
development. One way it does this is through the reduction in delays. Identifying
archaeology early in the construction process can reduce or eliminate delays to the
project which can result in significant savings. Research by the City of London in 2007
identified the many ways delays, because of not properly addressing archaeological
issues, can increase development costsxiv:
• Real example - Accelerated work procedures costing £250,000
• Real example - Weekly damages of £100,000 due to delay in demolition
contract
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• Delays to piling (commonly the first activity after archaeology) can be
‘particularly costly’
• Letting losses – delays mean rents are not collected
• Hypothetical example: £100 million development cost 85% served by debt
finance, interest could run as high as £8.5m per year.

‘The risks of not considering archaeology
early within a planned development can
include delays to the work programme, costly
redesign work, work coming to a halt, longterm reputational damage if things go
wrong’xv
By including archaeology in the planning system and setting appropriate mitigation
strategies to meet the conditions of the planning authorities, developers are saved
from incurring costs through delays that can harm their bottom line and the viability
of their projects. To estimate the savings that this system provides, the project team
had to determine how much delays would cost developers in the old “pre-planning”
system when archaeology was often not integral to the planning process and usually
discovered late in project development. However, there are no data on exactly how
much such delays cost developers.
The project team attempted to investigate a method for developing units of cost for
delays to a development as a direct result of archaeological work. This was intended
to generate indicators on a smaller scale than the scenarios described in the City of
London report quoted above, such as a hypothetical development of 200 homes,
delayed for eight weeks. However, after contacting many construction firms xvi it was
found that this was not possible to get useable figures; such a wide range of variables
go into construction costs, from materials to design to financing and – critically – at
what stage in the process the delays occurred in the construction process, meaning it
was not possible to construct a micro-example of costs due to delays. Therefore
Esgeneralisations, it was determined, could not be made.
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Focus then turned to estimating macro-costs. Examples were found of projects that
either had price overruns because of the discovery of archaeology or in which more
extreme methods of work were undertaken to complete and finish the project faster.
Two examples are presented as case studies and are examined next.

Case Study 1: Northern Ireland Roads Contract
In 2007, the Northern Ireland Roads Service contracted Amey Lagan Roads to
construct 78 miles of motorway and improvements across three scheme sites for
£255mxvii. Prior to construction, the Roads Service had conducted £2.6m of
archaeological surveys over a seven-year period to mitigate risks. Had no extra work
been needed, this would have amounted to 1% of total construction costs for the
Road Service.
However, once construction started, substantial archaeological deposits were found
at sites in Counties Down and Tyrone and the work was delayed. The contractor
initially asked for an additional £33.7m – representing £3.8m in further
archaeological consultation, £4m in lost overheads and profit, and the remainder for
all other impacts on the schemes as a result of the delayxviii. The contract between
the two parties stipulated that the contractor was liable for the cost of ‘foreseeable’
archaeology and the Roads Service was liable for ‘unforeseeable’ archaeology. The
Road Services eventually paid the contractor £17.22m for the delays, equal to 7.2%
of the Service’s overall construction budget.
The Northern Ireland Audit Agency investigated the settlement and concluded that
the Road Services had done all it could to eliminate the risks of ‘unforeseen
archaeology’. Recommendations arising from the case included the tightening of the
definition of ‘unforeseeable archaeology’, the involvement of the Northern Ireland
Environment Agency on a scheme-by-scheme basis in ‘archaeologically sensitive’
areas, and the use of trial-trenching as a method to better understand potential
archaeological risksxix.

Case Study 2: The Rose to the Curtain Theatre
The discovery of two Elizabethan theatres known to have staged Shakespeare’s
works 30 years apart demonstrate how developers’ engagement with archaeological
discoveries had changed.
In 1989, the discovery and potential destruction of The Rose theatre (built 1587)
during re-development on London’s Bankside sparked a high-profile campaign with
celebrity involvement.xx The campaign contributed to the introduction of Planning
Policy Guidance 16: Archaeology and Planning (PPG16) in 1990, making archaeology
a material consideration in the planning process.xxi The re-development work was
altered after construction had begun, at the cost of £11 million, to preserve the
theatre beneath.

36
In contrast, exploratory investigation by the Museum of London Archaeology (MOLA)
in 2012 uncovered the remains of the Curtain Theatre in Shoreditch.xxii Built a decade
before The Rose, the Curtain Theatre had housed performances of Shakespeare’s’
Romeo and Juliet as well as the works of Ben Johnson. Project developers Plough
Yard Developments submitted a planning application in 2013 that was informed by
the site’s history and allowed for the preservation of the important remains. Backed
by The Shakespeare Globe Theatre Trust and English Heritage, the development
would include a 40-storey tower block accompanied by a visitor centre, public
performance space and the preservation of The Curtain Theatre under a glass
enclosure.xxiii
The development, now called ‘The Stage’, “places the theatre and its archaeology
front and centre in visitors’ and users’ experiences”. The developer has continued to
work closely with MOLA to preserve the theatre’s remains through further
excavations in 2016, opening a visitor centre and providing a programme of
community events.xxiv
Since The Rose was uncovered, developers have had the opportunity to engage with
archaeology early and make it an active part of a project’s design, ensuring that
unique characters of historic environment are identified and enhanced – while also
saving millions in redevelopment and delay costs.

“For a major development… archaeological costs, in the
form of payments to archaeologists, attendance labour,
assistance in kind and enabling works are likely to cost
between 1% and 3% of a total construction cost where
major significant archaeology survives. The
archaeological cost exceeds 3% only in very rare
circumstances but more frequently it is significantly less
than 1%. Additional costs in excess of agreed contract
sums are rarely claimed. In terms of a total
development cost the percentage will be significantly
smaller.” xxv
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Estimated savings

1% is the accepted baseline for costs in the current system. The 7.2% of total project
costs caused by archaeology related delays, as discussed in the Northern Ireland
Roads case study, was the highest total project costs identified during our research.
There are several examples of pre-contemporary archaeological planning practice
projects in the 1980s that might be higher. 85 Queen Victoria Street (Huggin Hill
Baths) in the City of London was £5 million (£3 million from interest charges) and the
Rose Theatre excavation discussed above (in Southwark) cost an estimated £11
million, with claims that £10 million of that was in redesign as construction had
already started. The cost of changes in later stages of projects causes costs to rise
exponentially. However, the project team were not able to locate information on
total project costs so we cannot present estimates of what these changes represent
in percentage terms. This means that failure to consider archaeology appropriately
could potentially increase costs seven-fold through delays. If the current levels of
spending of £218m is multiplied by seven - to £1.5bn - this represents a potential
saving of £1.3bn.
Maximum Potential Savings

The maximum rate of savings assumes that all archaeological projects would lead to
higher costs if the archaeological matters are not addressed early in project planning.
This would not be the case for investigations that return negative results i.e. no
archaeological remains, or for projects with minimal findings. For example, if during a
watching brief a small pit was discovered it might be excavated and recorded by the
archaeologists during a watching brief phase. This could then be followed by the
planning archaeologists determining that no additional work would be required.
Unfortunately, while there are data on how many investigations take place, there are
no data on the percentage of those investigations that result in negative results or
minimal additional archaeological work. We need to know how many projects find
significant archaeological resources to be able to more accurately estimate the
savings. Until those data are available, the £1.3bn figure has to be seen as maximum
of a potential range.
So what? Why not ignore the archaeology?
It could be argued that these savings in delays would not occur if archaeology was
simply ignored. That is not a legal option. The United Kingdom is a signatory to the
Valletta Treaty, a legally binding treaty through the Council of Europe that mandates
consideration of archaeology in the planning process and to modify development
plans if they adversely affect archaeological resources. This is not a European Union
(EU) treaty and will not be affected by the UK possible leaving the EU. Through
international treaties the UK has to legally have these considerations.
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Moreover, as demonstrated in the case study of the Rose Theatre local communities
can be motivated to try to stop the destruction of archaeological remains.
Attempting to avoid archaeological work is likely to result in later delays and thus
higher costs. This system has to legally exist, but it is an efficient system that is less
costly than the alternative of waiting till the last possible moment to address
archaeological resources.
Estimated current savings by having ‘in-house’ archaeological services
Under the current system, local curatorial services evaluate planning applications for
potential archaeological impact. Only a small percentage (4%) of these 525,000
planning applications are deemed to require further work. This local authority advice
provided by a variety of service models both direct and indirect (shared services,
Trusts, service level agreements etc.) is incredibly efficient.
The UK is legally obliged to have archaeology in the planning system but the Valletta
Treaty is not prescriptive in terms of how this should be accomplished. The current
system, with local authority archaeologists reviewing and advising on planning
applications is not the only system to accomplish this. However, if the current system
were not in place there are only a limited number of methods that could replace it;
some of them are:
1. Implement a purely reactive model of on-site discovery and reporting – politically
unacceptable and would contradict current UK national and local planning, heritage
and environmental policy. This is a method that has been tried in the past and failed.
It costs developers significantly more money and throws out all of the savings
discussed above with mitigating delays. This method greatly increases the risks to
developers of harming both their bottom-line and even the viability of their projects.
2a. Have developers self-certify the archaeological needs of their application. This
runs into several risks and problems. One is that developers typically do not have the
skills and knowledge to conduct archaeological evaluations. Moreover, such a system
would suffer from a classic problem of asymmetrical information, leaving certain
developers potentially paying for mitigation while those that self-certified that no
archaeological work is needed would pay nothing, giving the latter a commercial
advantage. This would encourage all developers to initially self-certify that no
archaeology exists on their sites. However, as archaeological remains might indeed
be present, this would ultimately lead to higher costs through delays.
2b. Have external evaluations conducted by archaeologists to certify whether work is
or is not needed. This has an advantage over self-certification in that the
archaeologist would be qualified to evaluate the site’s archaeological potential. This
would be a commercial market system in which developers would seek out
archaeologists to certify their needs. Again, there is great potential for abuse as
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developers would be under pressure to find archaeologists who tend to certify that
there are no archaeological needs in order to save themselves money further along
in the process. Conversely, archaeologists would be under pressure in this market
system to attract clients – possibly by building a reputation for saving them money
i.e. by certifying ‘no’. It may also be that people without any archaeological
knowledge could offer these certificates, and so these would likely be of poor quality.
These poor-quality certifications would lead to the same issues of unknown
archaeology being discovered late in the process – and so to increasing costs. It
would also likely lead to legal disputes over who is to blame for delay and who is
responsible for meeting the increased costs.
These routes lead to the same outcome – late identification and archaeological
resources and higher costs. To avoid this, local planning officers could require a
detailed report outlining whether archaeological work is required. This would allow
them to better assess the quality of the advice given to the developer and potentially
refuse those that do not provide sufficient evidence. For the purposes of this report
we will refer to these reports as ‘Desk-based Planning Assessments’ (an extension of
the current Desk Based Assessment style report that also provides the archaeological
advice currently provided by local planning archaeologists). This would require all
planning applications to provide a DBPA provided by suppliers in the marketplace.
The project team sampled current commercial providers of desk-based assessments
to estimate what the costs would be to cover all planning applications with DBPAs.
Prices vary greatly, depending upon the size of the development, location of the
project and contractors. The lowest, very basic price, for a small, simple
development, was £500. At this rate, the cost to the construction sector for DBPAs
would have been a minimum of £262.5m in 2017-18.
Desk-based Planning Assessments (DBPA) could potentially cost less than full Deskbased Assessments (DBAs). Archaeologists could find ways to streamline the process
but at a minimum they would have to present what they found in their search of the
local Historic Environment Record (HER). In some places, the access and searching
costs for a local HER is £100. Not all HERs charge for access and searches. Thus not all
would incur this cost but there are costs in time and so, for this exercise, we assume
an average of £100. Even assuming an ‘at cost’ rate of an average of £100 per DBPA
the cost would still be £53m per year.
This cost is based on the current system where some of the costs to maintain an HER,
in most cases, are met from a form of cross-subsidy from the planning service as the
HER is an essential tool for Planning Archaeologists. If that system changes or the
Planning Archaeologist role disappears, then commercial search charges might have
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to radically increase in order to achieve full cost recovery. It may be that costs would
actually increase above the estimated £500 per DBPA.
As outlined in other sections of this methodology, the estimated cost of local
authority archaeologists and HER officers is between £13-17m. This is significantly
less than the minimum estimated cost of £262.5 million for the possible system
outlined above. Essentially, the current system allows Local Authority archaeologists
to consult the HER and make initial appraisals of the c.525,000 planning applications
which often avert the need for full desk-based assessments, as only 4% really require
more investigations, at a fraction of the cost.
However, this only works because of trust and independent reviews. They are not
dependent on pleasing clients by finding a particular outcome. Any system looking to
replace this will incur significant increases in costs in order to be able to mitigate the
problems of not having trust and independence. The current system might be the
most cost-effective method there is.
Client Failure

To obtain data on the number of projects where clients have collapsed before the
project was completed, in the autumn of 2018, Landward Research Ltd surveyed
employers in commercial archaeology as part of the recent State of the
Archaeological Marketxxvi survey and included a question to gather these data: ‘In the
year ending 31st March 2018, how many of your projects were not completed
because of a client suffering business failure?’
Of the 51 respondents to the survey, 12 confirmed at least one incidence of client
business failure - 7 had one client fail, 4 had two clients fail and 1 had three clients
fail for a total of 18 failures. The respondents represent the employers of 26.6% of
archaeologists in the commercial sector, who secured 25.4% of the sector’s annual
turnover. Extrapolating this out to the rest of the sector produces an estimate for the
number of archaeological projects not being completed because of client business
failure of around 70 projects per year across the whole UK.
This represents 0.33% of the 21,000 planning applications with archaeological
implications. These could include projects where work never started. Conditions
might have been set but the project then collapsed before any archaeological work
ever got underway. Regardless of when the projects fail, 0.33% does not represent a
failure of the system. Evidence, in the form of comments on the survey, indicated
some of these failures were the result of the liquidation of Carillion in 2018 and
would indicate that the rate was unusually high in 2017-18 (the year the data were
collected).
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This is a sample survey, but 25% coverage of the sector means that at a 99%
confidence level the margin of error is ± 3%.
Does archaeology in development management impede development?
As with other data provided by ALGAO these numbers were adjusted to account for
those missed by the survey.
Does archaeology cause systemic delays to construction?
Systematic research was conducted, and the only data found is presented in the text.
Given that archaeological work is only involved in less than 4% of planning
applications it is not surprising that it is not considered a major delay.
Does the cost of archaeology contribute significantly to the UK’s housing crisis?
We reviewed all of the evidence about delays presented in various Bills and White
Papers over the last few years. This is what we found in terms of comments on it and
the fact that there is no supporting data:
Fixing our broken housing market (2017)xxvii
Building Homes Faster
‘unnecessary delays caused by planning conditions’ (p.36)
‘Local authorities and developers have told us about a range of issues that slow down
the building of new homes, such as local planning authority capacity to handle
applications (1); too many applications going to appeal; the time taken to discharge
planning conditions or address planning obligations; a lack of infrastructure;
problems securing the necessary utility connections; excessive bureaucracy in
protecting species like great crested newts; and skills shortages.’
Tackling unnecessary delays caused by planning conditions
2.26 We will tackle unnecessary delays caused by planning conditions by taking
forward proposals, through the Neighbourhood Planning Bill, to allow the Secretary
of State to prohibit conditions that do not meet the national policy tests, and to
ensure that pre-commencement conditions can only be used with the agreement of
the applicant. We introduced a new deemed discharge mechanism for planning
conditions in 2015 and we are keen to hear more from developers, local authorities
and other interested parties about how this is working and if we can streamline the
process further.
A strategic approach to the habitat management of protected species
2.27 House-builders have identified the licensing system for protected species such
as great crested newts as a significant impediment to timely housing delivery.
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Natural England and Woking Borough Council have piloted a new strategic approach
which streamlines the licensing system for managing great crested newts – the
species which particularly affects development. The Government will roll out this
approach to help other local authorities speed up the delivery of housing and other
development. (p.48)
Neighbourhood Planning Bill 2017
First Reading Neighbourhood Planning Billxxviii – unavailable, website issue
Second Reading Neighbourhood Planning Billxxix
Theresa Pearce (Lab Shadow SoS): “London Councils has said that there is little
robust evidence to suggest that the current planning conditions system has led to an
under-supply of housing… I am yet to see firm statistical evidence of how much precommencement planning conditions restrict building”. Complained prevalence of
anecdotal evidence.
Gavin Barwell (Con Minister for Housing and Planning): “The DCN (District Councils
Network) has acknowledged that the discharge of planning conditions can be an
actor on slow decision making and supports the government in seeking to address
conditions.”
DCN clarified that “slowness of statutory consultee responses and the impact this is
having in timely decision making which can influence significantly the speed at
which the conditions are dischargedxxx”
GB: “The consultation paper states: “This measure will not restrict the ability of local
planning authority to propose pre-commencement conditions that may be
necessary—for example, conditions in relation to archaeological investigations or
wildlife surveys. “So there is protection there”.
GB: “A survey of small and medium-sized builders carried out by the National House
Building Council reported that 34% of them were concerned about the time to clear
conditions and 29% of them were concerned about the extent of those conditions, so
there is real evidence of concern on that issue.”
His source: NHBC Foundation (2014), Improving the prospects for small house
builders and developersxxxi, pp. 5.
More recently: NHBC Foundation(2017), Small house builders and developers:
Current challenges to growthxxxii, pp.19
Anecdotal evidence added by:
Geoffrey Clifton-Brown (Con) “over-zealous pre-commencement conditions”
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Robert Neill (Con) “24 conditions, 14 of them pre-commencement... A number of
them in effect duplicated building regulation requirements… regulations on fuel
conservation”
Chris Philip (Con) “the notorious cases of bat and newt studies… wretched creature”
Oliver Letwin (Con) “absurd pre-commencement conditions”
Kevin Hollinrake (Con): “a landscape scheme before starting on the development
itself, as a pre-commencement condition”
“Bats and newts” a key catchphrase.
Caution against the bill:
Roberta-Blackman-Woods (Lab) “I have a list from a development taking place in my
constituency and I cannot see what is wrong with any of these conditions”
Theresa Villiers (Con) “announcement of the Bill in the Queen’s Speech indicated
that obligations to carry out archaeological and wildlife surveys would be “swept
away”.
TP: “It is not pre-commencement planning conditions that slow planning consent,
but the chronic underfunding of local planning authorities.”
RN: “The Welsh Assembly Government have put the historic environmental record
on a statutory footing. It might be useful to do that here so that local heritage
information is available. That would avoid the risk of something being thrown up that
delays the process after a good deal of investment has taken place.
Commons Committee Debate: First Sittingxxxiii
BPF Roy Kinnock: Killian Pretty Reviewxxxiv identified an average of eight conditions,
now could “range up to as many as 22” [however according to NHBC (2017): 7%
would have 21-30 conditions]
FMB Andrew Dixon: “signing off of planning conditions came at No. 2 out of six, I
think, just behind the under-resourcing of local planning departments”xxxv
“Under-resourcing is a major issue that causes numerous hold-ups within the system,
and we think it is one of the drivers behind the excessive use of conditions”
HBF Andrew Whitaker: “It’s very much a chicken-and egg situation. If local
authorities do not put enough resources into determining a planning application, the
temptation is—rather lazily, in my opinion—to deal with everything via condition,
rather than as part of the primary application. If authorities focused their resources
on what needed to be done as part of the application, they would need to condition
less”

44
(Historic England) Duncan Wilson: “Essentially, we believe the current system works
quite well. We understand that developers need certainty and the system provides
for conditions relating to investigation of sensitive sites. Only about 2% of planning
applications are covered by these archaeological pre-commencement conditions.”
“We think, on balance, the system as it exists works pretty well for developers
because it is based on an investigation of what is actually there and an assessment of
the risks. That relies on local authority expertise and resources to help make that
assessment, and we [HE] have our part to play in that too.”
(Town and Country Planning Association) Hugh Ellis: “The short answer to your
question about whether we have evidence that conditions result in delay is that we
do not. What we do have is a growing concern that planning has to strike the right
balance between the efficiency of the system for applicants and outcomes for
people.”
Gavin Barwell: “in the year to 30 June, this country granted a record number of
planning applications for housing, but that there is a gap between the planning
permissions we are granting and homes being built out. If you do not think planning
conditions are part of the problem—I would certainly say they are not the sole
problem”
Commons Committee Debate: Fifth Sittingxxxvi
Roberta Blackman-Wood (Lab): Little evidence provided. “The BPF at least helpfully
referred to a survey; the HBF admitted that it was relying more or less on anecdotes
from builders … We heard in oral evidence the opinion of some of the volume house
builders, although we did not get from the HBF any examples of what types of
conditions were proving problematic … I say that because nobody else seems to have
identified pre-commencement conditions as a problem, but clearly the Minister
thinks they are and some of his colleagues seem to think they are.”
Helen Hayes “officers are currently using pre-commencement conditions because
they are simply unable to resolve every aspect of the planning application before the
deadline for making a decision”
GB: “I want to pick up on three specific examples that we were given of precommencement conditions, one of which may help to provide my right hon. Friend
the Member for Chipping Barnet with the reassurance she sought. I thought that the
three examples delineated very well the difference between the two sides of the
Committee on this issue. One example related to archaeological concerns. Clearly it
is entirely appropriate to address those through a pre-commencement condition. If
there are concerns that the moment someone gets on site and starts to do
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groundworks they will destroy a key archaeological site, the issue has to be dealt
with by a pre-commencement procedure.
The other examples concerned the use of materials and landscaping. I, and I am sure
all members of the Committee, would accept that those issues are legitimate ones
that communities would want to address through the planning process. However, I
do not accept that they must be dealt with before a single thing can be done on site,
as the development begins to get under way. There is no reason why they cannot be
dealt with during the process.”
Lords Committee Debate: First Sittingxxxvii
Reference to the HBF report: Playgrounds
Reference to the NHBC 34%/29% Stat (see above)
Lord Stunell (LD): The noble Lord, Lord Young, produced the outstandingly shocking
news that developers do not like planning applications. I would not have thought it
difficult to get a developer to write a letter to say, “I do not like planning conditions”,
but developers are not always the best judge of what makes a sensible planning
condition. A developer in a rush may find a pre-commencement planning condition
that says, “You must carry out a proper archaeological survey” as nothing but a
waste of time and money—it is only a pile of old stones. If a local authority cannot
impose a pre-commencement condition relating to archaeological investigation as a
result of some ministerial direction—well, I am sure that the Minister will reassure us
that this is not the intention. He will say, I predict, that archaeology will still be
permitted to be set as a pre-commencement condition, which I am pleased about. I
could ask a whole lot of other questions and I am sure that he would say exactly the
same to all of them: “The Government have no intention of introducing regulations”.
Cutting Red Tape: Review of house building (HM Government) (2017) xxxviii
“There was a substantial consensus amongst house builders that the six policy tests
in the National Planning Policy Framework for the implementation of planning
conditions are not being properly practised by Local Planning Authorities. They
believed that too many unnecessary planning conditions are imposed and they can
take too long to be discharged.” (p.4)
Methodology: 41 targeted interviews and received 133 comments via the Cutting
Red Tape website. We also received a number of detailed emailed submissions from
key interest groups.
“One house builder reported the cost of dealing with great crested newts in 2013 at
an average of £2,261.55 per newt relocated. This took into account consultant fees,
land purchase for the relocated newts and contracting costs for the physical
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relocation. Another large builder reported a sum of £500,000 spent on one site
where just five newts were found.” (p.5)
Building More Homes (2016)xxxix
“Delays in the planning system…
The imposition of planning conditions and delays certifying compliance with these
conditions.
David Orr from the National Housing Federation stated that in his experience it could
be a year after planning consent was granted “before you can actually lay a brick”.
Jennie Daly (Taylor Wimpey): 415 sites with detailed planning permission, 371
already on site and building, 34 gearing up to start immediately, 8 waiting for
planning conditions to be discharged, 2 sites with viability issues. Question is about
land banking and the use of Taylor Wimpey’s short-term pipeline of 45 sites.
Describes the 2 unviable sites as ‘such a small level that it is below the level of
statistical importance or relevance’.
Dame Kate Barber: “Why do you not get on the site the day after the planning
permission? Generally, you are waiting for your planning conditions to be cleared. At
the moment, one of the issues is that local authorities have stripped their staff down
so much that you can sometimes wait two or three months to get your planning
permission cleared”
David Orr: “local authority planning departments are under resourced and there is
also a lack of focus on delivery post-consent. Between us, we need to sharpen up
that post-consent part of the process; it can often take a year before you can actually
lay a brick after consent.”
Implementation of planning changes: technical consultation. Summary of
Responses (2017)xl
“ Many respondents asked for further clarity about who would deal with various
steps in the planning process, such as pre-application advice, appeals and discharge
of conditions.” (pp.21)
“On farmshops, the main issues raised related to planning conditions which were felt
to be unreasonable, such as a high percentage of home-grown produce being placed
on the sale of goods and opening hours excluding weekends and Bank Holidays.
Some respondents raised issues related to transport and highways considerations,
due to the increase in vehicle movements.” (pp.39)
Previous Government (2010-2015 Coalition)
Building regulations as a delay in housebuildingxli
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Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England (2011)xlii
“We will encourage action on stalled development by allowing developers to require
local authorities to reconsider those S106 agreements agreed in more prosperous
market conditions prior to April 2010.” (pp.9)
Benchmarking the costs to applicants of submitting a planning application (2010) xliii
“Of those that were determined out of time, applicants attributed the extra cost to
further derivations of design required by the LPA and the extra negotiations required
with officers to determine the application. In some cases, requests for additional
information such as a flood risk assessment or an archaeological survey contributed
to the time taken to determine the application.” (pp.39)
“where conditions had been discharged, the applicant highlighted that he felt that
one particular condition was onerous and overly costly to discharge: a high
proportion of the overall costs was paid to a landscaping consultant to prepare and
submit a detailed landscape management plan.” (pp.39)
Killian Pretty Review (2008)xliv
“Other concerns include that Government targets only account for the part of the
overall planning journey occupied by processing the applications. Also, there is little
incentive to continue processing an application expeditiously if it has missed a target,
a tendency to use conditions for unresolved issues (within the deadline, instead of
negotiating further and missing the deadline), and a lack of monitoring or discharging
of conditions, since authorities are focused solely on processing applications”.
(pp.127)
Recommendation 6: improve the approach to planning conditions, unnecessary
conditions are avoided and process of discharging is clearer and more efficient. Case
study research: more conditions are now being attached.
On average 8 conditions, as many as 22 (pp. 74).
Circular 11/95xlv Six Tests: conditions must be necessary; relevant to planning;
relevant to the development; enforceable; precise; reasonable in all other respects.
‘A one-off CLG survey in 2006 indicated that these so-called section 106 agreements
are responsible for at least 50% of the delays that can occur with processing major
developments’ (pp.12 – unable to find this source, not referenced)

Single year
The contribution varies year-by-year as the commercial numbers fluctuate. Thus
these calculations and others regarding employment and economic contribution
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should be viewed as the results of a single year. If these reports were to be run
annually the results would change.

Progressive Enhancement of Research
The results presented in this report were made with the best data available. Several
deficiencies in our data and methods have already been identified e.g. savings likely a
maximum. This means that future research with better datasets are likely to refine
and improve the precision of these numbers.
In the process of conducting this research the project team identified several areas
where research could improve the precision of the results:
• Knowing where in the process projects end because of client business failure
would refine the number of projects that require national governments to
step in.
• Knowing the number of archaeological investigations that result in positive
finds + the costs of such projects would allow for refinement of the money
saved by developers.
We hope further research will provide this information and refine the results of this
report.

Northern Ireland
Northern Ireland is not included in these surveys as ALGAO does not have data for
Northern Ireland. In terms of other numbers, which are UK wide, e.g. the commercial
archaeology data, it might affect the results slightly. The State of the Archaeological
Market does track the registered location of a business but not the country its
funding comes from. Without being able to separate out the numbers the
commercial archaeology numbers include Northern Ireland, but the local authority
archaeology numbers do not. However, it is not likely the inclusion or exclusion of
these data would significantly change the results.
For example, assuming that work is proportional to populations then the spend and
number of commercial archaeologists would need to be reduced by 2.8%. So the
total number of commercial archaeologists would fall by 100. Though but given the
above-mentioned range in possible numbers it is in the margin for error. The possible
numbers are just too small to affect the outcomes.
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