Core Strategy Submission Document
Rochford District Council response to Matters and Issues 20" April 200
1) Spatial Vision

a) Does the CS present a clear spatial vision for the District?

There is an overarching vision for the District, which is articulated within
the Core Strategy on a thematic basis.

b) Will it deliver sustainable development in accordance with national and
regional policy?

The Core Strategy is supported by Sustainability Appraisal which states
that “The majority of policies were found to have significant positive
sustainability benefits” (para 0.17 of the SA)) and concluded that “the
emerging Rochford LDF will make a significant contribution to
sustainability in the District, with a particularly strong focus on meeting
housing and community needs, enhancing accessibility and protecting the
Districts natural environment.” (para 0.22 of the SA).

The pre-submission consultation response from EERA confirms that the
Core Strategy is in general conformity with regional policy, and “the
overall objectives and policies [in the Core Strategy] seek to strike an
appropriate balance between delivering sufficient new growth to meet
regional targets while protecting the districts natural and historic built
environment.”

c) Is the approach in the CS consistent with the requirement in Paragraph
4.5 of PPS12 that the CS should make clear spatial choices about where
development should go in broad terms?

The Core Strategy clearly identifies general locations for development, as
illustrated on the Key Diagram.

d) Does the topic based approach hinder the expression of a spatial
strategy to an unacceptable extent? Should the topic based visions be
drawn together to provide a strategic spatial policy so as to provide a
clearer picture of the intended development pattern?

The Core Strategy follows a topic-based approach, but the document
makes clear that these are all interlinked, as illustrated by the Key
Diagram.

e) Does the strategy pay due regard to those of neighbouring authorities?
The Core Strategy recognises and integrates with the strategies of

neighbouring authorities through, for example, strategies around London
Southend Airport and environs (Southend Borough Council) and Rayleigh



2)

Weir junction improvements (Castle Point Borough Council). Other Core
Strategy issues, such as greenways and cycle network, account for sub-
regional strategies around the Thames Gateway and at County level.

The Council has sought to produce a shared evidence base with
neighbouring authorities where possible, to ensure that issues which do
not stop at administrative boundaries are properly considered. Such
evidence base documents include Thames Gateway South Essex
Strategic Housing Market Assessment; Thames Gateway South Essex
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Review Scoping Report; and Essex
Thames Gateway Water Cycle Study Scoping Study. The Council has
also worked closely with Essex County Council in developing the Core
Strategy to ensure issues arising at this level are accounted for.

Location and Supply of New Homes

a) Will the strategy deliver the number of new homes required to meet the
RSS requirements? Yes, this is set out within Policies H2 and H3 of
the Core Strategy Submission Document, and is supported by the
evidence base, most notable the SHLAA and the Employment Land
Study. EERA have commented on the Core Strategy and have stated
that “District housing targets are in line with regional policy. Local
policies H2 and H3 relate to general distribution and include indicative
housing numbers within settlement areas for the period to 2015, from
2015 -2021, and post 2021."

b) Is the CS consistent with PPS3 particularly in respect of the following:
I. the requirement to address housing delivery for at least 15 years
from the date of adoption; This is set out within Policies H1, H2
and H3 which set out the 15 year provision of housing delivery

and the expected phasing of this.

II. bearing in mind that Green Belt releases may be necessary, does
the CS provide the appropriate context and give adequate
guidance for a subsequent site allocations DPD readily to identify
the land needed without having to re-visit strategic considerations;
The Core Strategy identifies general locations on the edge of
settlements, in currently allocated green belt land, which has been
identified as a strategic consideration.

. is there sufficient flexibility?

Policy H2 states that “The Council will maintain a flexible with
regards to the timing of the release of land for residential
development to ensure a constant five year supply of land.”
Alongside this, the SHLAA has identified the potential for a
greater quantum of development at the general locations than is
required. Furthermore, sites within locations identified for
development post-2015 in the Core Strategy have the potential to
be brought forward if required.



c) Is there adequate evidence to support the requirements of Policy CS 7
(Housing Mix)? The Strategic Housing Market Assessment states that
Rochford District consists of a large number of 4 bed properties, and a
high proportion of detached and semi detached properties, with 49% of
the housing stock being semi detached and a further 33% being
detached. The SHMA concludes that the greatest need for housing
within Rochford District is for 3 and 4 bed houses. The SHMA also
sets out the recommendation that there is a 35% affordable housing
threshold, with and 80:20 social housing/intermediate housing split.

d) Is policy H6 (H7) (Gypsy and Traveller Sites) consistent with the advice
in circular 01/2006 and the RSS, notably the CS only deals with
provision to 2011. Is there evidence that the criteria proposed are
reasonable and the sites will be allocated?

The criteria states that provision of Gypsy and Traveller pitches will
only be made in accordance with circular 01/2006, and the RSS. The
Core Strategy states that the preferred locations of additional Gypsy
and Traveller Sites are to the west of the District, where transport links
and access to services are better. It also states that additional
requirements must be met; location in relation to GP services and other
health services, location in relation to schools, provision of a settled
base, the need to direct sites away from flood zone areas, and the
promotion of peaceful and integrated co-existence between the site
and the local community in accordance with Circular 01/2006. The
policy states that sites will be allocated, and specifies the broad
location as to the West of the District. Specific sites will be allocated
within the Allocations DPD which must conform to the Core Strategy.

Any future provision of sites for Gypsy and Travellers will be based on
needs assessments. A very recent Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment which has now been published (see
Appendix 1) states that the additional requirement of 15 pitches, in
combination with the 7 authorised pitches currently existing within the
District would equate to 22 pitches within the District. The number of
pitches in this case is considered to be low enough that this is not
considered to be a strategic issue, and shows flexibility in pitch
provision in future years.

e) Is there adequate evidence of local circumstances that both warrant
and allow the introduction of local policies in relation to CSH and
BREEAM standards (policies ENV9 and ENV10), in accordance with
PPS1 Supplement on Climate Change especially paragraphs 31 — 337?

The Core Strategy recognises the impact that accommodating additional
housing and employment development may have on the environment and
resources. Water supply to the District in particular is a concern as Rochford
District is reliant on water imported from outside the area, as identified in the
Essex Thames Gateway Water Cycle Study Scoping Study and additional
development will exacerbate this requirement. Development will therefore be
required to be implemented in a manner which minimises any environmental



impact. The phasing of development will also be required to be delivered in
such a way as to enable water supply providers to upgrade capacity in a
timely manner.

Addressing Climate Change is also a major priority for the Council, and as
such is included within the Corporate Plan and the Sustainable Community
Strategy. One of the major corporate aims of the Council is to reinforce the
Districts position as the “green” part of the Thames Gateway, and thus
provide a greener and more sustainable environment. There is therefore a
recognised need to reduce energy and water consumption for the benefit of
the local environs and also for the global environment.

By implementing policies which set out requirements for the Code for
Sustainable Homes, and BREEAM standards, the Council aims to alleviate
the environmental impacts that may come about as an effect of the additional
development.

f) Is there evidence to demonstrate that the requirements of policy H6
(lifetime homes) will not have an unacceptable impact on the
deliverability (viability) of new housing?

A number of studies into the costs and benefits of building to the Lifetime
Homes standard have been carried out. Conclusions drawn indicate that the
costs range from £545 to £1615 per dwelling, depending on:

. the experience of the home designer and builder;

. the size of the dwelling (it is easier to design larger dwellings that
incorporate Lifetime Homes standards cost effectively than smaller
ones);

. whether Lifetime Homes design criteria were designed into
developments from the outset or whether a standard house type is
modified (it is more cost effective to incorporate the standards at the
design stage rather than modify standard designs); and

. any analysis of costs is a ‘snapshot' in time. The net cost of
implementing Lifetime Homes will diminish as the concept is more
widely adopted and as design standards, and market expectations,
rise.

The most significant factor when considering costs was whether the home
had been designed to incorporate Lifetime Homes criteria from the outset or
whether a standard design had been modified.

In 1997 a study was carried out which looked at costs when incorporating the
Lifetime Homes standard from design stage
(http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/pages/costs.html).

The conclusions were that extra costs could be as low as £90 for a three-
bedroom, five-person social rented house, and £100 for the same size house
in the private sector. The study also found that most of the Lifetime

Homes design criteria cost nothing when designed in at the beginning. The


http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/pages/costs.html

inclusion of a downstairs toilet, with the possibility to incorporate a shower
later, incurred the highest cost. With the exception of the two-bedroom, four-
person house, the extra cost associated with the toilet was £69.

A second study was carried out in 2006 and the approximate costs were
found to be as follows:

Lifetime Homes Design Criterion Costs per dwelling (£)
Communal stairways and lifts Negligible
Doors and hallways Negligible
Entrance level WC and shower drainage 120
Bathroom and WC walls 50
Entrance level bedspace 100
Stair lift / through-floor lift 60
Tracking hoist route 25
Increasing floor area of 2 bed. houses to 70m2 192
TOTAL 547

Source: http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/pages/costs.html

An additional cost per dwelling of approximately £547 per dwelling is
considered modest and would not undermine viability.

3) Affordable Housing

a) Is policy H4 consistent with the requirements of PPS3, notably the
requirement at paragraph 29 to reflect an assessment of the likely
economic viability of land for housing within the area?

Rochford District Council has recently commissioned an Affordable
Housing Viability Assessment, and as such this issue will be examined
separately.

4) Employment and Economic Development

a) Will the Core Strategy ensure that sufficient land is available to meet
the additional jobs required by the RSS in the most appropriate
locations?

Land to be allocated for employment use has been set out in broad terms
within the Core Strategy to ensure that the additional jobs target as set out
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within the RSS will be met. The general locations are considered to be the
most appropriate in terms of location, access to services, proximity to
residential area, and highways access. Specific sites for additional
employment land will be specified within the Core Strategy. Notwithstanding
this, the Joint Area Action Plan also specifies that alongside development at
London Southend Airport land will be set aside for an employment park. The
guantum of land to be developed follows recommendations from the
Employment Land Study and the general locations specified within the Core
Strategy have due regard to this.

5) Infrastructure Requirements (including transport)

a) Does the CS clearly identify critical infrastructure to support the
development proposed, and does it articulate what, when and by whom
it will be provided?

Topic Paper 2 — Indicative Core Strategy Infrastructure Costs sets out critical
infrastructure which will be required alongside the additional development,
and also specifies the estimated costs of provision alongside who will be
responsible for providing it. The critical infrastructure set out within the Topic
Paper is location specific in order to identify the development that it will be
supportive of.

b) Are critical decisions which should be made in the Core Strategy being
delegated to the Transport SPD?

The Core Strategy sets out a strategic approach in relation to transport
issues. The aim of the Transport SPD is to identify specific transport issues,
including congestion, poor road conditions and accessibility; and to identify
solutions. From this a transport strategy will be developed outlining potential
short term actions and long term measures. This will support the options as
outlined within the Core Strategy, but will not detract from the critical decisions
that have already been made within the Core Strategy.

c) Is there adequate evidence to demonstrate that the requirements of the
proposed standard charges are reasonable and will deliver the
infrastructure necessary to support new development?

Topic Paper 2 — Indicative Core Strategy Infrastructure Costs has been
developed in conjunction with the service providers who have confirmed that
the costs are viable.

d) Is there adequate justification to depart from the PPS13 requirement
that parking standards should be expressed as maxima? (Policy T8)

The Essex County Council Parking Standards (September 2009) (see
Appendix 2) identified, following empirical research, that providing a reduced
number of parking spaces at a travel origin does not discourage people from



owning a car, providing evidence that justifies setting parking standards as
minima. This document underwent consultation which was supportive of this.

6) Retailing and Town Centre Uses

a) Does the Core Strategy establish the strategic context for the
preparation of AAP’s for Rayleigh, Rochford and Hockley?

The strategic context for the preparation of the AAPs for Rayleigh,
Rochford and Hockley is articulated within the Core Strategy itself,
including at paragraph 11.14, policy ED1 and in Chapter 12.

7) Flood Risk

a) Is the Core Strategy and supporting evidence consistent with the
requirements of PPS25, particularly with regard to proposed
development at Stambridge Mills?

The Core Strategy Topic Paper 1 — PPS 25 Sequential Test sets out reasons
as to why Stambridge Mills meets the requirements of PPS25. The Core
Strategy specifies that any land that is found to be within Flood Zone must
undergo the sequential test, and where necessary the exceptions test, in
accordance with PPS25.

8) Monitoring
a) Does the Core Strategy contain effective mechanisms for monitoring?

The Core Strategy details monitoring arrangements within the
Implementation, Delivery and Monitoring chapter. Rochford District Council
has a Service Level Agreement with Essex County Council with regard to the
provision of monitoring services. The Implementation Delivery and Monitoring
chapter outlines how each of the policies will be monitored, once
implemented.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Introduction

S1. The Housing Act 2004 made a major change in requiring that Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation needs be addressed by local authorities. The present study is one of the
results of that initiative and seeks to build on the 2006 GTAA by providing more robust
evidence on accommodation need that can be broken down to district level.

S2. Government guidance on GTAAs notes that housing need for Gypsies and Travellers goes
beyond households in unsuitable housing who cannot access suitable accommodation in
the market; it also includes Gypsies and Travellers with a psychological aversion to bricks
and mortar accommodation and with a consequent need for a pitch.

S3. The purpose of the assessment is to quantify the accommodation and housing related
support needs of Gypsies and Travellers. This is in terms of residential and transit sites,
and bricks and mortar accommodation. The results will be used to inform the allocation of
resources and as an evidence base for policy development in housing and planning.

The national policy context

S4.  Although much legislation implemented since the 1960s has negatively impacted on the
Gypsy and Traveller community, it is arguable that the 2004 Housing Act and subsequent
legislation has sought to address this imbalance. Also, whilst there is still some debate as
to what constitutes an adequate definition of ‘Gypsy and Traveller’, the Race Relations
Amendment Act 2000 has gone some way to ensuring that some members of the Gypsy
and Irish Traveller communities are afforded legal protection against discrimination.

S5. However, it is apparent that the most pressing issue remains that of insufficient residential
and transit site provision. With around one quarter of Gypsies and Travellers residing in
unauthorised developments or encampments, the Government has responded with
increased funding for site provision. Despite increased powers for local authorities to deal
with anti-social behaviour and to evict where necessary, the Government has
acknowledged that increased site provision is the most effective means of dealing with
unauthorised developments and encampments.

Page 1
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The regional and local perspective

S6.

The East of England RSS Single Issue Review on Gypsy and Traveller sites sets out
requirements for an additional 327 residential pitches in Essex. The figure was reached by
applying a formula to caravan count data, although the initial total was then reduced and
the distribution altered following representations from Essex councils. The Secretary of
State’s proposed changes reduces the total slightly to 322 additional residential pitches by
2011.

Trends in the population levels of Gypsies and Travellers

S7.

S8.

S9.

S10.

There is only one main source of data on Gypsy and Traveller numbers in Essex that being
the national CLG caravan count. It has significant difficulties with accuracy and reliability,
especially on a local level or when enumerating unauthorised encampments, tending to
underestimate in many cases. The count does not take into account Travelling Showpeople
or Gypsies and Travellers who live in housing, for both, little secondary data is available.
Nevertheless it is useful for providing comparisons between areas and over time.

The count indicates that the Essex has a higher number of caravans relative to the settled
community compared to the national average, but lower than the average for the East
region. A quarter of all caravans in the East of England are located in Essex. It has
proportionately higher numbers of caravans on unauthorised developments than the
regional and national averages, although fewer on unauthorised encampments and social
rented sites.

Within Essex, the district containing by far the largest proportion of caravans is Basildon.
Two-fifths of all caravans in Essex are located here, as are a third of all caravans on
authorised sites. Other areas have very low numbers of caravans, including Brentwood,
Tendring and Southend-on-Sea (which has none). Overall in Essex, two thirds of caravans
are on authorised sites, however there is variety among the districts, with all caravans in
Harlow and Maldon on authorised sites, but no authorised provision in Castle Point and
Southend-on-Sea, and no social rented sites in Brentwood, Colchester, Rochford and
Tendring.

In terms of changes over time, Essex has followed the national and regional trend for more
caravans on authorised sites and fewer on unauthorised sites (Figure S1). This is largely
due to increases in caravans on private sites. Not all districts recorded a rise: the numbers
in Braintree and Uttlesford have fallen in the past four years. Similarly, several districts
have seen an increase in caravans on unauthorised sites since 2004, with large percentage
increases in Basildon, Brentwood and Rochford.

Page 2
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Figure S1 Percentage change in number of authorised caravans since January 2004
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Population estimates

S11. In order to produce an estimate of the number of Gypsies, Travellers, and Travelling
Showpeople households in each district, data was collected from a range of sources,
including a named contact within each district, Traveller Education Services and The
Showmen’s Guild. It is estimated that there are 895 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople households in the study area. These estimates were used to construct the
sampling frame for 300 interviews.

S12. There remains a lack of reliable data on Gypsy and Traveller numbers which cannot be
overcome through accommodation needs research. We would therefore expect that the
estimate of around 900 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople living in Essex is a
conservative figure.

Stakeholder consultation

S13. A consultation with a range of stakeholders was conducted to provide in-depth qualitative
information about the perceived accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers in Essex*.
It was widely accepted that there had been an increase in the number of Gypsy and
Traveller household in the last decade, but that the levels had remained static in recent
years. The main concern was with accommodation for hidden and emerging households.

! Those organisations in attendance can be seen listed on Table 6.1 in the Stakeholder Consultation section.

Page 3
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S14.

S15.

S16.

S17.

The local authority departments were commonly in the dark with regards to the number of
Gypsies and Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation, often responding that
there was no way of knowing. A significant issue for local authority and statutory
organisations was that Gypsies and Travellers in housing were only known if they self-
identified, which many were reluctant of doing. Stakeholders agreed that there were
pockets of housed Gypsies and Travellers living in Essex and these were generally to be
found near authorised or long term unauthorised sites.

Unauthorised encampments were not seen as a significant issue for the majority of
stakeholders. Unauthorised encampments are frequently due to those returning to the area
on a seasonal basis for employment and those circulating Essex in search of authorised
accommodation; however, the council also acknowledges families who reside in the area
but do not wish to find authorised accommodation.

The majority of stakeholders expressed concerns over meeting the need figures presented
by the RSS Single Issue Review. The main concerns were with the methodology used and
the logical distribution of need. All stakeholders agreed that there was a need to be met,
however what that level was and how it should be met was a contentious issue.

It was felt that services for Gypsies and Travellers were generally good with frontline
workers visiting the majority of sites regularly. Education at secondary level was poor in
comparison with primary level, and stakeholders disagreed on the best method of
overcoming this problem.

Survey methodology

S18.

S109.

Based on the estimated Gypsy and Traveller household population, a proportional sampling
framework was developed. Four questionnaires were designed for the study, each taking
into account the current accommodation needs of the participant. Some 249 interviews took
place across all districts and site types.

The interviews were carried out with a team of interviewers who were either from the Gypsy
and Traveller community or had previously worked with this group. Where possible, local
support groups and site managers acted as ‘gatekeepers’ and introduced interviewers to
participants.

Gypsies and Traveller living on local authority sites

S20. Essex County Council own and manage 11 permanent residential sites: interviews were
carried out on all sites. In total 68 interviews were completed, comprising 43% of the
current total resident households and 27% of the entire sample.
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S21.

S22.

S23.

Levels of satisfaction with the sites were generally good with the majority (66%) reporting
that they were satisfied or very satisfied with their site. Sites with the highest levels of
satisfaction included Hop Gardens, Hovefields and Ridgewell. Participants were asked to
explain what they particularly liked and disliked about their site. Issues surrounding site
management, location and facilities, its image and sense of community affected how
positively participants viewed where they live. Satisfaction with utility blocks was particularly
low on Brickhouse, Cranham Hill, Fern Hill and Sandiacres.

The majority of participants (66%) did not believe that there were enough pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers in Essex. The strongest request was for permanent residential
pitches, but participants also raised the issue of short stay sites. Key issues that were felt to
be important when selecting a site included its environmental surroundings, neighbouring
communities and access to local services.

A quatrter of participants also noted that one or more family member would need their own
home within the next five years. In both cases there was a strong preference for site
accommaodation, although affordability was deemed a barrier to self-ownership.

Gypsies and Travellers living on private sites

S24.

S25.

S26.

S27.

Of the 301 estimated Gypsy and Traveller households living on private sites in Essex, 62
(21%) were included in the survey. The majority of those interviewed had full planning
permission (37), but a significant number had temporary (20) or personal (5) planning
permission. The average household size of the sample was 4.5.

Participants were settled on their sites, with the majority (79%) having lived in their current
accommodation for over five years and all participants responding that they neither
intended nor were likely to move in the next five years.

In general site satisfaction amongst participants was high with 66% (24) reporting that they
were satisfied or very satisfied and 93% (53) said that they felt safe. When participants
were asked to expand on what they liked, community, location and the security of having
planning permission were emphasised.

A third of the participants (33%, 19) noted that one or more members of their family would
need their own separate home within the next five years, which represented 33 emerging
households. It was felt that the majority of this need would be for site accommodation, with
a strong preference for private, self-owned sites. None of the participants believed that the
emerging households would require bricks and mortar accommodation.
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Gypsies and Travellers living on unauthorised sites

S28.

S29.

S30.

S31.

S32.

Of the 179 estimated Gypsy and Traveller households living on unauthorised sites in
Essex, 39 (22%) were included in the survey, with the average household size recorded at
6.7 — significantly above the average. The majority of the sample consisted of participants
living on unauthorised developments (37) and a small number living on unauthorised
encampments (2).

Participants therefore presented a settled account of their life, where they had been living
on their property for a significant period of time, and believed that they would remain on
their property for the foreseeable future.

The facilities available to participants were basic and limited and there was a degree of
resignation and acceptance in the response of participants to questions relating to their site
facilities, however levels of satisfaction with their sites were exceptionally high at 95%.
When this question was explored and participants were asked why they liked their sites,
three main themes emerged: community, location and ownership.

The participants agreed that there was a significant need for more sites for Gypsies and
Travellers in Essex. In contrast to many of the groups who believed that ‘smaller sites are
better run and respected’, participants from Dale Farm argued that there should be larger
sites available, of up to 40 to 50 pitches. This is due to the community element that has
developed on the site which was discussed earlier: ‘if we had to move, we would all like to
stay together’, and also that Dale Farm has a higher concentration of Irish Traveller families
who often prefer larger family group living.

The majority of participants reported that if they were found land that would be granted
planning permission they would move, although there was a preference to remain within a
15 mile radius of their current location and within their current district. The most important
factors in searching for suitable site location were community cohesion, local services and
being in a rural location.

Gypsies and Travellers living in housing

S33.

Some 43 interviews were carried out with Gypsies and Travellers living in housing,
comprising over a sixth of all interviews. Almost half of participants currently lived in the
social rented sector, although a third owned their home. For 85% of participants, their last
home had been on a site, with almost half on a social rented authorised site. Most had
moved into housing due to a lack of space on authorised sites or poor conditions on the
sites, or to access services more easily.
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S34.

Almost half were satisfied with their current accommodation, however those who had
previously lived on an authorised sites were the least likely to be satisfied. The added
comfort and improved security of living in housing were appreciated by some participants,
however most spoke negatively of their experience, criticising the lack of community and
family close by. Most would return to a site if they had a chance. Participants were
prepared to move from their current location to take up a pitch on a suitable site, but most
wanted to stay in the same district in Essex.

Access to services

S35.

S36.

S37.

S38.

Access to services varied strongly by the type and tenure of accommodation; those on
unauthorised sites and to a lesser extent local authority sites tended to have difficulty
accessing services if they were not able to drive. This was not true of Gypsies and
Travellers in housing, almost none of whom reported problems. As discussed in the
previous section, better access to services was one reason some Gypsies and Travellers
had moved into housing in the first place.

Almost all respondents (94%) were registered with a GP. However, many did report
discrimination from health services, far more than for any other public service, accounting
for 35% of all reports of discrimination in service provision. Four-fifths of those on
unauthorised sites reported that they had at some point used Accident and Emergency
facilities in Essex because they were unable to get an appointment with a GP. However,
only 21% felt that they generally had problems using health services in Essex.

Asthma and long term illness were the most significant health problems for Gypsies and
Travellers in Essex. Few required modifications to their home for reasons of health or
disability, but there were more requests for adaptations or services including additional
handrails, low level shower units, support services and help maintaining the home.

A total of 76% of those with children at school age had all children enrolled in school and
88% had some children enrolled. About half had experienced a situation preventing at least
one of their children from attending school, the most frequent being bullying and eviction.
Additional training was considered likely to be useful by 35% of respondents, particularly in
literacy, with by far the most common obstacle to this being the lack of (or expense of)
transport to educational facilities.

frdham Page ’

RESE

ARCH



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

Travelling Showpeople

S39.

S40.

Interviews were conducted with Travelling Showpeople families — 37 took place on 18 of
the identified 20 yards in Essex. The survey found a great deal of concern about a lack of
space on existing yards, whether for storing equipment or living space for current and future
family. Some had moved into housing as a consequence of the lack of space on yards. The
main barrier to bringing forward new yards was the difficulty in obtaining planning
permission, whether for new yards or for the expansion of existing ones. Affordability was
seen as a less significant issue and there was an expectation that Travelling Showpeople
would be able to provide the extra accommodation themselves should land be made
available to develop. Participants stressed their close connections to their local area and
community, suggesting that, where possible, existing yards should be expanded.

Two-thirds of participants said that someone lived all year round on their yard, rather than
using it as traditional winter quarters. The fact that almost all had lived there over five years
and were well-integrated into the local community is one reason why satisfaction with
where they lived was very high. This would also help explain why there was a strong
preference for staying in the same area of Essex.

Accommodation need

The following table summaries the estimated number of Gypsy and Traveller pitches and Travelling
Showpeople plots required. It shows that, in addition to the 33 new pitches being planned, a further
405 residential pitches are required by 2021, along with 36 short stay sites and 27 plots for
Travelling Showpeople.

Table S1 Summary of requirements

Gypsies and Travellers Travelling Showpeople
Period Residential pitches Short stay sites Plots
Total 2008-13 310 32 19
Total 2013-21 95 4 8
Total 2008-2021 405 36 27
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
Page 8 ﬁﬂ‘!f‘."!’l



Executive Summary

Conclusions

S41.

S42.

S43.

If the identified accommodation need is to be met, a substantial increase in current
provision is required: 90% in residential pitches and 50% in Travelling Showpeople plots by
2021. The amount is significantly swayed by the number of unauthorised developments,
particularly in a handful of districts. Breakdowns of need for each district show how much
the estimated requirement would fall should any unauthorised developments be granted
planning permission. Nevertheless limited spare capacity on council-owned sites and new
family formation means increases in pitch provision are required for areas even where
unauthorised developments are not a major issue.

The notable trend in Essex of Gypsies and Travellers buying agricultural land to establish
their own sites suggests that much of the total need could be met through the private
sector, by offering families help and advice with the planning process and by identifying
land in local planning documents that would be suitable for site development. Such an
approach would mean minimal capital expenditure for local authorities and meet Gypsies’
and Travellers’ preferences for family-sized sites. Remaining residential need will have to
be met through the social rented sector, either through expanding existing sites or
establishing new ones. A network of short stay sites will also need to be provided in the
social rented sector. For Travelling Showpeople, the issue is one of identifying land for
them to buy which is likely to obtain planning permission.

The accommodation assessment is based on identifying need where it arises and does not
make recommendations on how it can be distributed across Essex. However two
alternative scenarios are offered based on each district providing at least one extra site (as
used in the RSS Single Issue Review) and need from authorised sites being met in the
same district while that from unauthorised sites and housing being distributed evenly. Both
approaches lead to reductions for the districts with the largest amount of need, while
districts with smaller need estimates take on a greater share of the Essex total.

ssssssss
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1. Introduction

1. Introduction

Study context

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

In June 2008 Fordham Research was commissioned to conduct an assessment of the
accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers in Essex. The study area includes the 12
districts within Essex County Council and the unitary authority of Southend-on-Sea.
(Thurrock Council was excluded from the commissioning of this project). For the purpose of
this report we refer to this study area as Essex.

The purpose of the assessment is to quantify until 2015 the accommodation needs of
Gypsies and Travellers (including Travelling Showpeople) in terms of residential and transit
sites, and bricks and mortar accommodation. The results will be used to support
development plan policies and will be a material consideration in the review and
development of other local authority strategies affecting Gypsies and Travellers.

Data collection and analysis has followed Guidance set out in CLG’s Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessments (2007) and Local Housing Assessment: A Practice Guide
(2005), obliging local authorities to assess the level of need for Gypsy and Traveller sites.

This is the second GTAA to be carried out in Essex. The first, by Salford University in 2006,
was carried out before CLG draft guidance on the subject was published.? It is largely
qualitative in scope and does not contain a breakdown of pitch requirements to district
level. Producing figures for pitch need at district level is a principal output of this
assessment, as is providing a robust evidence base for planning and housing documents
relating to Gypsies and Travellers. While the study has not taken place in time to inform the
Examination in Public of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) Single Issue Review on
Gypsies and Travellers, it will provide evidence for local planning documents.

This report draws on several different research elements:

o Review of secondary information including a review of Essex councils’ strategies
and the national policy context

o Secondary data analysis of the Caravan Count and council information on Gypsies
and Travellers

o Population estimates and sampling frame for the survey of Gypsies and

Travellers living on sites and in bricks and mortar accommodation
o Survey of Gypsies and Travellers, across accommodation types and including
Travelling Showpeople

2 Ahmed, A., Brown, P. and Steele, A. (2006) Looking Back, Moving Forward: Assessing the housing needs of Gypsies and Travellers in
Essex), Essex Planning Officers Association, Chelmsford.

ssssssss
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1.6

. Assessments of need, broken down for each district, for residential and short stay
sites, and Travelling Showpeople plots

Section A sets the background for the research and analyses the secondary data. Data
from the primary research and the accommodation assessments are in Section B, along
with a concluding chapter.

Policy background

1.7

1.8

1.9

There is a national shortage of sites for Gypsies and Travellers. A study for CLG by Pat
Niner® stated that, between 2003 and 2007, 1,000-2,000 additional residential pitches
would be needed, as would 2,000-2,500 additional short stay sites. In 2003 and 2004, only
130 pitches were provided per year — equivalent to only 15%-25% of the need identified by
Niner; if continued at this rate, it will take over thirty years to reach the target.*

The Government is committed to ensuring that members of the Gypsy and Traveller
communities should have the same access to decent and appropriate accommodation as
every other citizen and that there are sufficient resources available to meet their needs. To
meet this aim, the accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers have been
mainstreamed within the wider housing and planning systems. The Housing Act 2004
requires local authorities to assess the needs of Gypsies and Travellers in the area and
develop strategies to meet the needs. It also states that, where the shortage of sites is a
particular problem, local authorities are expected to make this a priority, with the Secretary
of State able to direct them if necessary.

Following the Housing Act, a new Planning Circular 01/2006 was produced. It contains a
new definition of Gypsies and Travellers for planning purposes based on “nomadic habit”
and includes those who are too ill or old to still travel, but specifically excludes Travelling
Showpeople (who are covered by their own Circular, 04/2007). Its intention is to
significantly increase the number of authorised Gypsy and Traveller sites (in recognition of
the failure of the previous Circular 01/94 to deliver adequate sites) and reduce the number
of unauthorised encampments and developments. It details how data collected during
GTAAs should inform overall pitch levels in the Regional Spatial Strategies and
Development Plan Documents outlining specific site locations.

% Pat Niner (2003), Local Authority Gypsy/Traveller Sites in England, Centre for Urban and Regional Studies, University of Birmingham.
4 Robert Home and Margaret Greenfields (2006), Cambridge Sub-Region Traveller Needs Assessment, Anglia Ruskin University and
Buckinghamshire Chilterns University College.
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1.10 With such policies in place in Local Development Frameworks there will be more certainty
for all concerned when planning applications are determined by local planning authorities or
appeals are considered by the Secretary of State. Better understanding of needs should
ensure that provision meets the requirements of the Gypsy and Traveller community and
that it is fully used. In turn it is intended that this will help to avoid future unauthorised
camping and development.

1.11  In conjunction with Circular 01/2006, the CLG also released in February 2006 draft
guidance on conducting GTAAs®, finalised in October 2007.° The guide stresses the
importance of consulting with Gypsies and Travellers, their representative bodies and
support groups in how the assessment is conducted. It recommends that steering groups
should be formed to include members of the Gypsy and Traveller communities, and that
questionnaires should be drawn up with input from Gypsies and Travellers. The practice
guidance contains a slightly wider definition of Gypsies and Travellers than the Planning
Circular and includes Travelling Showpeople.

1.12 The Guidance contains important statements on the nature of need in this context:

In Planning Policy Statement 3, housing need is defined as °...households
who are unable to access suitable housing without financial assistance’
(para. 14).

[...] the distinctive accommodation requirements of some Gypsies and
Travellers will give rise to similar types of need, but in a different context, for
example: caravan dwelling households who have no authorised site
anywhere on which to reside; ... bricks and mortar dwelling households
whose existing accommodation is overcrowded or unsuitable (‘unsuitable’in
this context can include unsuitability by virtue of [a] proven psychological
aversion to bricks and mortar accommodation) (para. 15).

It should also be recognised that the shortage of sites and local hostility, as
well as lack of income, may prevent Gypsies and Travellers exercising their
free choice in the accommodation market — and that there may in fact be no
‘local accommodation market’in sites (para. 16).

1.13 Although the Guidance does not quite complete the thought process to a single short
definition of housing need in the context of Gypsies and Travellers, the trend of thought
seems clear enough. Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need goes beyond financial
constraints and the standard categories of unsuitability; it also includes accommodation
made unsuitable due to the psychological effects brought about by giving up the traditional,
caravan-based life.

® ODPM [CLG] Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments: Draft practice guidance, 2006.
¢ CLG, Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Need Assessments: Guidance, 2007.
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1.14 New funding arrangements have also been introduced. Since April 2006 funding for local
authority and RSL (Registered Social Landlord) sites can be accessed from the Regional
Housing Boards’ budgets and part of the Gypsy Site Refurbishment Grant can be used to
develop new authorised sites.

1.15 Local authorities will also need to have regard to their statutory duties, including those in
respect of homelessness under Part VI of the Housing Act 1996 and to their obligations
under the Race Relations (Amendments) Act 2000 which prohibits racial discrimination by
planning authorities in carrying out their planning functions.

Gypsies and Travellers in Essex

1.16 Gypsies and Travellers have a long history of living in Essex and, as shown in Chapter 4,
the County has a significantly higher proportion of caravans than the national average.
While the majority of caravans are on authorised sites, there appears to be a
disproportionately high number of unauthorised developments. This is partly due to Dale
Farm, the substantial unauthorised development near Cray’s Hill in Basildon. It is one of
Europe’s largest Gypsy and Traveller sites and has been subject to numerous court
appeals to avoid enforced eviction.

1.17 There is an established Travelling Showpeople population, mainly in the west of Essex,
although the largest population in the country is in Thurrock and outside the study area.
There are approximately 50 Travelling Showpeople yards in the study area.

1.18 There are eleven social rented residential sites in Essex, owned and managed by the
County Council. Their locations are shown on the map below. There is currently no local
authority owned transit sites in the study area.
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Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

At a regional level, a planning process was recently completed to determine the number of
Gypsy and Traveller pitches that should be developed in the East of England. Following an
RSS Single Issue Review on Gypsy and Traveller accommodation, the Government
published a response in July 2009 which set out the minimum number of pitches each local
planning authority is required to provide between 2006 and 2011.” The total for the Essex
study area is 322 residential pitches for Gypsies and Travellers, with each district providing
at least 15 pitches. For Travelling Showpeople, 103 plots are required for the Essex districts
and the unitary authorities of Southend and Thurrock (the latter is not included in this
GTAA's study area). No breakdown is provided of where the extra plots should be provided
but, as with Gypsies and Travellers, recommends broadening the choice available to
families by ‘providing some pitches in all parts of the region which will assist delivery by
ensuring all areas contribute’ (5.13).

"Government Office for the East of England, Accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople in the East of
England: A Revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England, July 2009.
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Who does the Essex GTAA study cover?

1.20 There are two definitions of who can be included as a Gypsy or Traveller for legislative
purpose. As stated previously, the planning definition is narrower and excludes Travelling
Showpeople. However it is the broader, housing definition which is the basis of the Essex
GTAA. This therefore includes Travelling Showpeople.

Project management

1.21 The research was commissioned by Essex County Council on behalf of the local authorities
in the study area. A Steering Group is overseeing the work and comprises members of the
Essex Planning Officers Association, the Essex Housing Officers Group, Traveller
Education Services, the Racial Equality Council and community members.

Summary

1.22 The Housing Act 2004 made a major change in requiring that Gypsies and Travellers
accommodation needs be addressed by local authorities. The present study is one of the
results of that initiative and seeks to build on the 2006 GTAA by providing more robust
evidence on accommodation need that can be broken down to district level.

1.23 Government guidance on GTAAs notes that housing need in mainstream cases means
households in unsuitable housing who cannot access suitable accommodation in the
market. In the case of Gypsies and Travellers, the guidance notes that the same principle
can be applied but extended to also include those with a psychological aversion to bricks
and mortar accommodation and with a consequent need for a pitch.

1.24 The purpose of the assessment is to quantify the accommodation and housing related
support needs of Gypsies and Travellers. This is in terms of residential and transit sites,
and bricks and mortar accommodation. The results will be used to inform the allocation of
resources and as an evidence base for policy development in housing and planning.
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SECTION A: CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

The first section of the Essex GTAA contains results from analysis of secondary data. Chapters 2
and 3 contained in this section originally appeared in an interim report prepared for the Steering
Group in 2008. The chapters draw on a range of secondary data:

o Current plans and strategies relating to Gypsies and Travellers
o CLG Caravan count data and information collected from the Councils on population levels
and accommodation patterns

These are considered in turn. Section A starts, however, by describing the national policy context in
which Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs should be addressed.
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2. The national policy context

2. The national policy context

Introduction

2.1

This section examines previous literature and research relating to Gypsies and Travellers in
the area. It discusses the impact of legislation on the Gypsy and Traveller community and
recent legislative measures to improve site provision. The aim is to provide the reader with
a background on Gypsy and Traveller issues and the policy context in which the Essex
GTAA is situated.

Definitions

2.2

2.3

Before discussing how legislating has impacted upon Gypsies and Travellers it is essential
to clarify who is covered by the term. According to the [then] Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (ODPM), there is no comprehensive source of information about the number or
characteristics of Gypsies and Travellers in England. As such, definitions are an obvious
obstacle to collecting comprehensive information about Gypsies and Travellers.
Approaches based on ethnicity, lifestyle and self-ascription would produce different figures.
Some Gypsies and Travellers, in some contexts, might be unwilling to acknowledge their
origins. A consequence of all this is the frequent 'invisibility' of Gypsies and Travellers in
service planning, delivery and monitoring.®

According to Niner®, there are three broad groupings of Gypsies and Travellers in England:
traditional English (Romany) Gypsies, traditional Irish Travellers, and New Travellers. There
are smaller numbers of Welsh Gypsies and Scottish Travellers. Romany Gypsies were first
recorded in Britain around the year 1500, having migrated across Europe from an initial
point of origin in Northern India. Irish Travellers, generally thought to have developed
indigenously, came to England in the 19th century (around the time of the potato famine)
and in greater numbers from 1960 onwards. New Travellers are extremely varied and are
on the road for a wide variety of economic, environmental, social and personal reasons.
Some have built up a tradition of travelling, with a generation of children born on the road.*

8 Morris (2000) cited in ODPM, Counting Gypsies & Travellers: A Review of the Gypsy Caravan Count System, February 2004, Pat
Niner, University of Birmingham.

° Pat Niner (2004), op cit.

% pat Niner, Ibid. page 143.
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24 As explained in the first chapter, there are however separate definitions in housing and
planning contexts. According to sections 225 and 226 of the Housing Act 2004, the
definition of Gypsies and Travellers is:

Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such
persons who on grounds only of their own or their family’s or dependants’
educational or health needs or old age have ceased to travel temporarily or
permanently, and all other persons with a cultural tradition of nomadism
and/or caravan dwelling.**

2.5 The definition used in Planning Circular 01/2006 however specifically excludes ‘members of
an organised group of travelling show people or circus people travelling together as such.’*?
Travelling Showpeople are recognised in their own Planning Circular, 04/2007.

2.6 Importantly, Gypsies and Irish Travellers have been recognised by the courts to be two
distinct ethnic groups, so have the full protection of the Race Relations Act. The courts
made clear that travelling is not a defining characteristic of these groups, but only one
among others. This is significant, because the majority of Britain’s estimated 300,000
Gypsies and Travellers are thought to live in conventional housing, some by choice, and
some because of the severe shortage of sites.” However, unlike Gypsies and Irish
Travellers, New Travellers are not considered to be an ethnic minority. The same is true for
Travelling Showpeople. Although some Gypsies and Travellers may earn a living as
‘travelling showpeople’, Travelling Showpeople as a group do not consider themselves to
belong to an ethnic minority*“.

2.7 Finally, in relation to Travelling Showpeople, a circular issued by the Communities and
Local Government (CLG) in August 2007 defined them as “members of an organised group
of Travelling Showpeople or circus people (whether or not travelling together as such).
They include such persons who on the grounds of their own or their family’s or dependants’
more localised pattern of trading, educational or health needs or old age have ceased to
travel temporarily or permanently, but excluding Gypsies and Travellers™®. Also, for the
purposes of Gypsies and Travellers Accommodation Assessments (GTAAS), Travelling
Showpeople are included under the definition of ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ in accordance
with The Housing (Assessment of Accommodation Needs) (Meaning of Gypsies and
Travellers) (England) Regulations 2006. It recommends that Travelling Showpeople’s own
needs and requirements should be separately identified in the GTAA.*®

" |bid, page 6.

2 CLG, Planning for Gypsies and Travellers, Circular 01/2006, page 6.

'3 Commission for Racial Equality, Common Ground Equality, good race relations and sites for Gypsies and Irish Travellers - Report of a
CRE inquiry in England and Wales,(Summary), May 2006, pages 3-4.

 CLG Planning for Travelling Showpeople, Circular 04/2007, page 4.

% CLG, Consultation on revised planning guidance in relation to Travelling Showpeople, January 2007, page 8.

6 |bid.
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2.8

2.9

Most recently, Statutory Instrument 2006 No. 3190, issued in January 2007, offers a similar
definition as used in housing legislation. It defines Gypsies and Travellers as:

i) persons with a cultural tradition of nomadism or of living in a caravan; and
i) all other persons of a nomadic habit of life, whatever their race or origin, including —
e such persons who, on the grounds only of their own or their families or
dependent’s educational, or health needs or old age, have ceased to travel
temporarily or permanently; and
e members of an organised group of travelling show people or circus people
(whether or not travelling together as such)

It is this definition that is used in the Essex GTAA.

It is evident from the above discussion that it is extremely difficult to satisfactorily define complex
ethnic and social groupings such as Gypsies and Travellers. However, such definitions have
important implications such as whether or not particular groups are afforded legal protection under
the Race Relations Act. Also, this issue may have important implications for GTAAs which seek to
accurately assess the current provision and future needs of the Gypsy and Traveller community.

Legislation relating to Gypsies and Travellers

2.10

Since the 1960s three Acts of Parliament have had a major impact upon the Gypsy and
Traveller way of life. The Caravan Sites and Control of Development Act of 1960 made it
difficult for Gypsies and Travellers to buy and winter on small plots of land, unless they had
a licence that could only be gained through planning permission. This law led to the closure
of many sites traditionally used by Gypsies and Travellers. Even those staying on the
private land of farmers they were working for, could no longer do so. The effect of this was
to push even more Gypsies and Travellers on to the roadside. A survey in 1965 showed
that 60% of the families had travelled in the previous year, mainly as a result of harassment
from police and council officials. Few children received regular schooling. Only 33% of the
families had access to a water supply. The report concluded that there were too few local
authority sites."’

7 Friends, Family & Travellers located at: http://www.gypsy-Traveller.org/law/historical/
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2.11

2.12

The Caravan Sites Act 1968 (Part Il) required local authorities ‘as far as may be necessary
to provide adequate accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers residing in or resorting to
their area'. It empowered the Secretary of State to make designation orders for areas
where he was satisfied that there was adequate accommodation, or on grounds of
expediency. By 1994 a third of local authorities had achieved designation, and thus became
exempt from making further provision and given additional powers against unauthorised
encampment. The 1994 Criminal Justice and Public Order Act repealed most of the 1968
Act, abolished any statutory obligation to provide accommodation, discontinued
government grants for such sites, and made it a criminal offence to camp on land without
the owner’s consent. Since the 1994 Act the only places where Gypsies and Travellers can
legally park their trailers and vehicles are as follows:

i) Council Gypsy caravan sites. By 2000 nearly half of Gypsy and Traveller caravans
were accommodated on council sites, although new council site provision stopped
with the end of the statutory duty.

i) Privately owned land (usually by a Gypsy and Traveller) with appropriate planning
permission, now accommodating a third of Gypsy caravans in England. Sites can be
occupied solely by the owning family, or have pitches rented to other Gypsies and
Travellers.

iii) Some land with established use rights, other caravan sites or mobile home parks by
agreement or licence, and land required for a seasonal farm worker (under site
licensing exemptions).*®

However, by the late 1990s, pressure was being exerted upon the Government over the
damaging effects of the 1994 Act. A Home Office study found that groups of Travellers
were being ‘chased...from one bit of land to another bit of land, to another bit of land to
another bit of land...you just chase them around’ (in the words of a police officer).™
Travellers were tending to group together into larger bands on fewer sites, leading in turn to
higher public anxiety over their presence and further rounds of evictions.

'8 Robert Home and Margaret Greenfields (2006) op cit., page 9.
' Cited in Ibid, page 9.

Page 22 forthan



2. The national policy context

2.13

2.14

A major review of policy resulted in the replacement of Circular 01/94 by Circular 01/2006
(discussed below), and guidance on accommodation assessments. Part 6 of the Housing
Act 2004 contains several provisions designed to mainstream the provision of
accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers alongside that of the settled community, and to
ensure that local authorities take a strategic approach to assessing and meeting the needs
of Gypsies and Travellers as they do for the rest of the community. Importantly, the
Housing Act 2004 requires local authorities to include Gypsies and Travellers in their local
housing needs assessments. As well as this Act, local authorities also need to have regard
to their other statutory duties, including those in respect of homelessness under the
Housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homelessness Act 2002) and to their obligations
under the Race Relations (Amendments) Act 2000.

Planning Circular 01/2006 Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites set out guidance
stating that local planning authorities need to identify appropriate land for Gypsy and
Traveller sites through the planning system in line with need in their area, to deal with the
growing shortage of sites and prevent unauthorised sites in problem locations. The Gypsy
and Traveller Sites Grant made up to £56 million available nationally over the years 2006/7
and 2007/8 to fund new provision and refurbish existing sites. A further £97m has been
made available for 2008-11. The grant is distributed through the Regional Housing Boards.
The extension of the permissible purposes of RSLs has enabled them to provide and
manage Gypsy and Traveller sites and access funding from the Gypsy and Traveller Sites
Grant to do so, although take-up has been limited.

It is evident that much past legislation negatively impacted on Gypsies and Travellers. However,
more recent legislation has more positively attempted to respond to the needs of Gypsies and
Travellers by placing duties on local authorities to assess, and provide, accommodation needs.
Perhaps reflecting Government desire for increased social inclusion and community cohesion,
legislation has also placed greater emphasis on encouraging Gypsy and Traveller community
participation in local decision-making processes.

Current provision of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation

Introduction

2.15

As noted above, the 1994 Criminal Justice and Public Order Act removed the obligation for
local authorities to provide sites for Gypsies and Travellers. This has led, along with a
change in the use of land and more land being identified for housing, to too few sites for
Gypsies and Travellers.

sssss
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Types of sites

2.16

Nationally there are six different types of site accommodation in use by Gypsies and
Travellers including: local authority sites, privately owned commercial sites, family owned
private sites, Gypsy-owned land without planning permission (also known as unauthorised
developments), unauthorised encampments and transit accommodation®:

i. Local Authority sites

2.17

According to Niner®, the great majority of local authority sites are designed for permanent
residential use. In January 2008 only 277 pitches were intended for transit or short-stay use
in England (and not all of these are actually used for transit purposes). Most sites were built
during the period 1970 to 1994 when local authorities (latterly County Councils,
Metropolitan Boroughs and London Boroughs) had a duty to provide site accommodation
for Gypsies ‘residing in and resorting to’ their areas.*” The latest caravan count undertaken
in January 2008 suggests that at that time local authority sites in England had a capacity for
7,953 caravans. Management arrangements can vary greatly, with some sites having
onsite wardens and others off-site managers. Site rules are generally laid out in licenses or
agreements; tenancies are rare.

ii. Privately owned commercial sites

2.18

2.19

The majority of privately owned commercial sites are Gypsy and Traveller owned and
managed. Most are probably used for long-term residence, but there is also an element
(extent unknown) of transit use. The site owner/manager determines site rules and
allocation policies. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the latter can be highly selective,
meaning that pitches are only available for extended families and acquaintances. There is
no comprehensive information on rules on private sites.”

Unfortunately, the caravan count does not distinguish between family owned caravan sites
and other forms of privately owned sites. In January 2008, the caravan count recorded
7,351 caravans on privately owned sites.

% This section draws extensively on research undertaken by Pat Niner in 2003 on behalf of the then Department for Transport, Regions
and the Environment (DETLR) on the provision of Gypsy and Traveller sites in England and later incorporated into her paper on
Accommodating Nomadism? An Examination of Accommodation Options for Gypsies and Travellers in England (2004), op cit.

2 pat Niner (2004), op cit.
2 |pid. Page 145.
2 |bid. Page 146.
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iii. Family owner-occupied private sites

2.20

As Niner states, family sites are seen as the ideal by many Gypsies and Travellers in
England.* They are also often seen as unattainable. There are two major obstacles:
money/affordability and getting the necessary planning permission and site licence. While
the former is clearly a real barrier to many less well-off Gypsies and Travellers, getting
planning permission for use of land as a Gypsy caravan site (and a ‘site’ in this context
could be a single caravan) is currently a major constraint on realising aspirations among
those who could afford to buy and develop a family site. Research has found, the vast
majority of local planning polices are criteria-based and do not identify possible site
locations.” It has also been found that Gypsies and Travellers are less likely to obtain
planning permission than the settled population.? Planning permission for family owner-
occupied private sites is sometimes given in the form of a personal planning permission.
This entitles a named family, or members of the family, to live on the land only.

iv. Gypsy-owned land without planning permission

2.21

In January 2008 2,287 caravans were recorded as being on unauthorised sites on Gypsy-
owned land consisting of 1,054 tolerated’ and 1,233 ‘not tolerated’ by local authorities in
England. Again, according to Niner, while evidence is lacking, there is a strong impression
from local authority officers and parliamentary questions that the number of Gypsies and
Travellers moving onto their own land without planning consent is increasing. This has
contributed to dissatisfaction with planning enforcement powers on the part of the settled
community.?’

v. Unauthorised encampment

2.22

In May 2006 the CLG published local authority guidelines for dealing with unauthorised
encampments. Whilst much of the discourse of this document refers to legislative powers
local authorities hold in order to remove unauthorised campers, it nonetheless recognises
that such unauthorised camping is at least partly the consequence of too few permanent
sites. This is again acknowledged by the CLG? who underline the view that enforcement
against unauthorised sites can only be used successfully if there is sufficient provision of
authorised sites. They argue that the scale of the problem is small (when compared to the
general housing shortage) and a sustained programme supported by a grant system which
will need to continue for some years, should enable most areas to provide permanent sites
with a network of transit sites, sufficient to meet the present requirement of pitches for
4,000 caravans and future growth.”® The January 2008 caravan count suggests that there
are 1,564 on unauthorised encampments.

* |bid. Page 146-7.

%% Wilson, M. (1998), A Directory of Planning Policies for Gypsy Site Provision in

England. The Policy Press: Bristol.

% williams, T. (1999), Private Gypsy Site Provision. Advisory Council for the Education of Romanies and Travellers.

T |pid. Page 147.

zz CLG, Gypsy and Traveller Task Group on Site Provision and Enforcement: Interim Report to Ministers, March 2007.
Ibid. Page 7.
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vi. ‘Transit’ accommodation

2.23

2.24

It is the option for accommodation for full-time Travellers and for seasonal and occasional
Travellers while away from ‘home’ or base that is most inadequate. As stated above, there
are only 271 transit or short stay pitches (not all used for short-term purposes) in England.*
At present unauthorised encampments ‘accommodate’ the great majority of ‘transit’ mobility
in an almost totally unplanned manner. No national record is kept of the number of actual
‘sites’ affected, but extrapolation from local records in different areas suggests that it must
be thousands each year. As noted above, conditions for Gypsies and Travellers on
unauthorised encampments are very poor and such ‘accommodation’ cannot be considered
satisfactory by any measure. Both the frequency and geography of movement are affected
by variable responses of local authorities, landowners and police to unauthorised
encampments. Rapid evictions increase the apparent rate of movement; very strict policies
may deter some Gypsies and Travellers from an area so long as there are economic
opportunities in other areas where it is easier to stop.*

To summarise the figures noted above:

o In January 2008, data from CLG for the number of caravans show that there are
17,898 in the England

. 14,047 or around 78% of these are on authorised sites (6,696 on local authority
sites and 7,351 on authorised private sites)

. 3,851 or 22% are on unauthorised developments or encampments — 2,287 or 13%

on unauthorised developments (where Gypsies and Travellers own the land but do
not have planning permission) and 1,564 or 9% on unauthorised encampments
(where Gypsies and Travellers do not own the land and planning consent has not
been given for use as a site)

o Between January 2006 and January 2008 the total number of caravans recorded
increased from 15,746 to 17,898; the number of caravans on authorised council and
private sites increased, while the number of caravans on unauthorised
developments decreased (although proportionately more of these are now tolerated)

% pat Niner Local Authority Gypsy / Traveller Sites in England, ODPM, 2003, page 190.
%1 ODPM (2004) op cit. Page 151.
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2.25 From the above it is clear that, despite powers given to local authorities under the 2004
Housing Act, there remains a lack of suitable residential and transit site provision. Indeed,
the Government acknowledge that whilst around three-quarters of Gypsy and Traveller
caravans are on authorised sites, most of which are well-run and an established part of the
community, the remainder do not have an authorised place to stop and that the continuing
increase in unauthorised sites is likely to contribute to increasing community tensions
between Gypsies and Travellers and the settled community. Research undertaken by the
Commission for Racial Equality shows that over two-thirds (67%) of local authorities say
they have had to deal with tensions between Gypsies and Travellers and other members of
the public. They gave three explanations for this: 94 per cent of these authorities stated that
unauthorised encampments were one of the chief problems, 46 per cent pointed to
planning applications and enforcement and 51 per cent spoke of general public hostility.
The community tensions mainly took the form of complaints by local residents to the council
(61%), and hostile media coverage (43%). The most significant overall consequence of
these tensions was public resistance to providing any more public or private sites.*

2.26 Inresponse, the Government is providing £56m for site provision in 2006-08. However,
according to the CLG, this amount constitutes both a very small percentage of the overall
social housing budget, and that a similar level of funding is required over the next few years
in order to maintain the baseline. They also acknowledge that more consideration needs to
be given to refurbishment and new sites and whether the level of grant available for this
work should be changed.® Interestingly, they also acknowledge that the costs of
enforcements against unauthorised developments and encampments demonstrate that
providing sites may be more cost effective in the medium term as well as being more
socially and economically satisfactory for both Travellers and the settled community. For
example, Bristol spent around £200,000 per annum on enforcement before building a
transit site which cost £425,000, after which their enforcement costs fell to around £5000
per annum)*. Finally, CLG underline the importance of undertaking GTAAs, and
emphasising the contribution that these make towards estimating site provision need.

Increased provision of permanent and transit sites is not only to ensure the Gypsies and Travellers
are accommodated, but to ensuring good relations between the Gypsy and Traveller community
and settled communities. The provisions of the 2004 Housing Act go some way to ensure that the
site provision gap left by its predecessor is adequately addressed. Also, whilst it is apparent that
the CLG acknowledge that improved provision, rather than legal enforcement, is the more cost-
effective response to unauthorised encampments, it is not yet clear how far the £56m additional
funding will go in resolving the site provision gap.

%2 CRE (2006), op cit., page 7.
% CLG (2006), op cit., page 4.
3 CLG (2007) op cit., page 5.

ﬁcébm Page 21



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

Travelling Showpeople accommodation

2.27

2.28

Accommodation for Travelling Showpeople differs from Gypsies and Travellers. For one, it
is privately provided, with a ‘yard’ either owner-occupied by a family or rented to other
Travelling Showpeople (each with their own ‘plot’). Each plot contains an area for
accommodation (typically caravans and mobile homes) and a separate space for storage,
maintenance and testing of equipment. Traditionally, yards were used as ‘winter quarters’
and only occupied out of the fairground season. However, increasingly yards are
permanently occupied by some members of the family, especially older family members
and children.

The combination of land for residential and business uses means that yards do not
conveniently fit into existing land-use categories. Site-splitting is not acceptable for
Travelling Showpeople as there is a reluctance to store valuable fairground equipment on a
separate yard. This is one reason why, like Gypsies and Travellers, Travelling Showpeople
have struggled to obtain planning permission for land, giving rise to unauthorised
developments. The shortage of accommodation is also due to rising land values and
competition from residential developers for peripheral brownfield sites typically used for
yards.

Summary

2.29

2.30

It is not possible for a brief discussion, as in this section, to adequately encapsulate all
research relating to such a complex and diverse social group as Gypsies and Travellers.
Nonetheless, it is possible to identify a number of key themes. Although much legislation
implemented since the 1960s has negatively impacted on the Gypsy and Traveller
community, it is arguable that the 2004 Housing Act and subsequent legislation has sought
to address this imbalance. Also, whilst there is still some debate as to what constitutes an
adequate definition of ‘Gypsy and Traveller’, the Race Relations Amendment Act 2000 has
gone some way to ensuring that some members of the Gypsy and Irish Traveller
communities are afforded legal protection against discrimination.

However, it is apparent from the research discussed above that the most pressing issue
remains that of inadequate permanent and transit site provision. With around one quarter of
Gypsies and Travellers residing in unauthorised developments or encampments, the
Government has responded with increased funding for site provision. Despite increased
powers for local authorities to deal with anti-social behaviour and to evict where necessatry,
the Government has acknowledged that increased site provision is the most effective
means of dealing with unauthorised developments and encampments. Lastly, the need for
detailed information regarding the current and future accommodation needs of the Gypsy
and Traveller community further reinforces the need for GTAAs.
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3. The regional and local perspective

Introduction

3.1

3.2

As explained in the previous chapter, the new statutory arrangements mean the local
housing assessment process will be the key source of information enabling local authorities
to assess the level of provision that is required for Gypsies and Travellers. To facilitate this,
strategies are required which outline how any identified need will be met as part of their
wider housing strategies.

The Essex GTAA will of course be the main policy basis for councils to establish the
required level of provision. However to assess the current state of play, existing documents
have been examined to see what reference is made to Gypsy and Traveller issues. The
intention is to highlight areas of effective practice in Essex, and examine the extent to which
authorities are currently addressing the issue. Furthermore, understanding the current
position will be important in the development of future strategies intended to meet
accommodation and housing related support need among Gypsies and Travellers.

The East of England Plan

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Planning Circular 01/2006 explains the role of the Regional Planning Body (RPB) in the
provision of Gypsy and Traveller sites. Following completion of a GTAA, the figures are
checked at a regional level and, if necessary, modified from a regional perspective (e.g. to
ensure provision is distributed equally across the region).

The East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) have been designated the Regional
Planning Panel (RPP) for the East of England, and as such they are responsible for the
production of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), which gives the regional planning
context up to 2021.

The current RSS was published in May 2008, and consequently in December 2008 a
revised draft policy was published based upon the EiP held by the Secretary of State in
response to the RSS. The EiP Report of the Panel, RSS Single Issue Review: Planning for
Gypsies and Travellers outlined how Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need should be
addressed in the East of England.

The Single Issue Review accounts for provisions until 2011 and outlines that:

o Recent government policy has focused upon promoting privately owned sites and
facilitating this is a priority for councils.

ssssssss
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3.7

The needs of Travelling Showpeople need to be accounted for more, especially in
the provision of short stay transitory sites.

There is current underestimation regarding the housing needs of New Travellers
and Gypsy and Travellers in bricks and mortar accommodation, those in bricks and
mortar accommaodation frequently express an interest in returning to living on a site
and this should be considered by councils as a more cost effective use of
resources.

An approach of wider distribution of sites is accepted, in opposition to more specific
site locations as a product of GTAA findings. Generalised distribution of sites is
seen to provide more choice to Gypsy and Travellers and distribute the balance of
sites away from the most heavily populated districts, Basildon and Epping Forest.

In July 2009 the Government published a response.* This gave the minimum additional

pitches required for Gypsies and Travellers in each district between 2006 and 2011, based
on each district providing a minimum of 15 pitches and a redistribution of pitches away from
the districts which currently have the largest provision. It also gave a total number of
Travelling Showpeople plots required in Essex (including Thurrock, which has the largest
Travelling Showpeople population) but does not state how this should be distributed,
beyond restating the principle of distributing provision to all parts of the area. The provision
for Essex is shown below.

* Government Office for the East of England, Accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople in the East of
England: A Revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England, July 2009.
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Table 3.1 Minimum site provision for Essex, 2006-2011

Minimum additional,

District Authorised, 2006 Minimum by 2011
2006-2011
Gypsies and Travellers residential pitches
Basildon 112 62 174
Braintree 25 25 50
Brentwood 10 15 25
Castle Point 0 15 15
Chelmsford 35 46 81
Colchester 5 25 30
Epping Forest 94 34 128
Harlow 34 15 49
Maldon 39 15 54
Rochford 3 15 18
Tendring 2 15 17
Uttlesford 37 25 62
Southend-on-Sea 0 15 15
Total 396 322 718
Travelling Showpeople residential plots
Essex* 166 103 269

* Including Thurrock
Source: Government Office for the East of England.

3.8 In terms of meeting the additional need, The Government response encourages joint-
working between neighbouring authorities to meet the pitch requirements. It also makes the
following points about meeting the need:

o The provision of residential Gypsy and Traveller pitches contributes towards
meeting local housing targets

o Delivery of the required pitches by 2011 will provide for the existing backlog. A 3%
compound increase in provision should be applied to meet needs after 2011

o Accommodation is concentrated in certain parts of the region. The distribution aims

to balance, providing most additional pitches in those parts of the region where most
Gypsies and Travellers currently live with broadening the choice available to
families by providing some pitches in all parts of the region

o Development Plan Documents should consider the need for rural exception sites
and the alteration of Green Belt boundaries, where necessary, to meet the required
provision.
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Local documents

Basildon District Council, Gypsy and Traveller Sites Monitoring Report, January 2008

3.9

3.10

3.11

The Planning Services of Basildon District Council have complied a Gypsy and Traveller
Sites Monitoring Report, which presents information on the provision and demand for
Gypsy and Traveller Sites in the area. In response to the Draft Policy the report states that
Basildon has not agreed to the figures due to the fact that the formulaic approach ‘runs
contrary to the DCLG guidance which aims to separate need from demand and aspiration’.

The report describes how Basildon has a higher needs figure than other districts in the
study area due to 63 unauthorised pitches at Dale Farm and Hovefields. It is argued that if
‘the Judicial Review finds in favour of the Council and these 63 pitches are cleared, then
there will be 18 unauthorised pitches in the District’.

It is further argued that the 32 caravans on 18 unauthorised pitches is a more realistic
picture of the level of unauthorised activity in Basildon as it is equal to the level of
unauthorised pitches in 2000. It then follows that this figure of underlying level of
unauthorised pitches should be used to calculate need rather ‘than using the
disproportionately high level of demand as currently exists’.

Brentwood District Council, Gypsies and Travellers Development Plan Document, Issues
and Options Stage 2 Consultation — Suggested Site Options, May 2008

3.12

3.13

3.14

Brentwood District Council is being required by the Government to address the issue of
Gypsy and Traveller accommodation through a DPD. As the first stage, an Issues and
Options paper was subject to public consultation in July 2007 and, as a result, a second
document outlines which sites have been suggested. Following further public consultation,
the document will progress to the next stage, the Preferred Options.

In total 18 sites or general locations are suggested as possible residential sites, both to
meet current need and future requirements. None of these sites have been put forward by
the owners of the land or are promoted by them.

The report comments that there is no agreed level of need for pitches in Essex and states
that the Council is not convinced that the level of unauthorised encampments is an
accurate reflection of required provision.
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Epping Forest District Council, Consultation on Options: Development Plan Provision for
Gypsies and Travellers in Epping Forest District, November 2008

3.15

Epping Forest District Council was directed by the Secretary of State in September 2007 to
prepare a planning document specific to Gypsy and Traveller sites. The Direction required
the submission of a DPD by the end of September 2009. Consultation on Options was
carried out between November 2008 and February 2009. The exercise was controversial
from the outset, with ill-feeling being stirred up by coverage in the local and national media.
There were over 10,000 responses, some of which are very lengthy and complex, and
several threats of judicial challenge. The workload resulting from the consultation has
meant that it was not possible to meet the Direction deadline. Negotiations are continuing
(September 2009) with GO-East about a revised timetable.

Summary

3.16 The draft East of England RSS Review on Gypsy and Traveller sites sets out requirements

for an additional 322 residential pitches in Essex. The figure was reached by applying a
formula to caravan count data, although the initial total was then reduced and the
distribution altered following representations from Essex councils.
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4. Trends in the population levels of Gypsies
and Travellers

Introduction

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

This chapter examines Gypsy and Traveller numbers in Essex and population trends using
secondary data. The primary source of information for Gypsies and Travellers in the UK as
a whole is the CLG caravan count. This was introduced in 1979 and places a duty on local
authorities in England to undertake a twice yearly count for the CLG on the number of
Gypsy and Traveller caravans in their area. The CLG caravan count was intended to
estimate the size of the Gypsy and Traveller population for whom provision was to be made
and to monitor progress in meeting need.

Although the duty to provide sites was removed in 1994, the need for local authorities to
conduct the count has remained. There are, however, several weaknesses with the
reliability of the data. For example, across the country counting practices vary between
local authorities, and the practice of carrying out the count on a single day ignores the
rapidly fluctuating number and distribution of unauthorised encampments. Concerns have
also been raised over a lack of commitment on the part of some local authorities to detect
Gypsies and Travellers (particularly on unauthorised sites), since this minimises the
apparent need for new sites and services.*

Travelling Showpeople are excluded from the CLG caravan count, as are New Travellers by
some local authorities. Significantly, the count is only of caravans and so Gypsies and
Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation are excluded. It should also be noted
that pitches often contain more than one caravan, typically two or three.

However, despite fears about accuracy, the CLG caravan count is valuable because it
provides the only national source of information on numbers and distribution of Gypsy and
Traveller caravans. It is therefore useful for identifying trends in the Gypsy and Traveller
population, if not determining absolute numbers.

The CLG caravan count distinguishes between socially rented authorised sites, private
authorised sites, and unauthorised sites. Since January 2006 unauthorised sites have been
broken down between unauthorised developments (where the site is on Gypsy or Traveller
owned land) and unauthorised encampments (on land not owned by the inhabitants), and
specifies whether the sites are tolerated by the council or are subject to enforcement action.
The analysis in this chapter includes data from January 2004 to January 2008, so some
data predates the more detailed figures provided since 2006.

% pat Niner, Local Authority Gypsy and Traveller Sites in England, ODPM, 2003.
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4.6 The analysis in this chapter starts by placing the overall situation in Essex in a regional and
national context. It then compares the number of caravans in each Essex district, both in
absolute terms and in relation to the size of its settled population. Finally it looks at changes
in caravan numbers since January 2004.

Total population

4.7 The total Gypsy and Traveller population living in the UK is unknown, although it is
estimated that 90,000 to 120,000 live in England®. There are uncertainties partly because
of the number of different definitions that exist, but mainly because of an almost total lack of
information about the numbers of Gypsies and Travellers now living in houses or flats.
Estimates produced for the CLG suggest that at least 50% of the overall Gypsy and
Traveller population are now living in permanent housing.

4.8 The January 2008 Count (the most recent figures available) indicated a total of 17,898
caravans. Applying an assumed three person per caravan multiplier*® would give a
population of just under 53,700. Again applying an assumed multiplier and doubling this to
allow for the numbers of Gypsies and Travellers in housing,* this gives a total population of
around 107,500 for England. However, given the limitations of the data, this figure can only
be very approximate and is likely to be significantly underestimated.

Regional perspective

4.9 Having looked at some of the basic characteristics of the Gypsy and Traveller population,
we now examine these features in slightly more detail. Given that one of the distinctive
characteristics of the population is its mobility, it is first of all necessary to consider the
national situation as this will help put the situation in Essex into context.

4.10 The figure below shows the results from the caravan count in January 2008 for each region
of England. Due to the differing sizes of the English regions, the values have been adjusted
for population to create useful comparative figures. The table below then shows the
absolute number of caravans.

%7 3. P. Liegeois, (1994) Romas, Gypsies and Travellers Strasbourg: Council of Europe. This is equivalent to 0.15% to 0.21% of the total
population.

% pat Niner (2003), op. cit.

% Ipid.
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South West 1 |48.7
South East | |41.9
East Midlands 1 |36.5
ENGLAND | |35.5
West Midlands Region 1 |32.5
Yorkshire & Humber 1 | 29.0
North West :I 20.3
North East :’ 19.9
London 1 11.7
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Caravans per 100,000 settled popn.

Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008) / National Statistics (mid-2005 population estimates)

South West South East London East West Midlands
2,470 (13.8%) 3,420 (19.1%) 883 (4.9%) 4,443 (24.8%) 1,745 (9.7%)
East Midlands Yorkshire & Humber North West North East ENGLAND

1,571 (8.8%) 1,469 (8.2%) 1,389 (7.8%) 508 (2.8%) 17,898

Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008)

4.11 It can be seen that the Eastern Region has by far the largest number of caravans of any
region in England, with over twice the national average. A quarter of all caravans in England
are in the East, with a total number of almost 4,450 recorded in January 2008.

4.12 The following figure and table show how the East of England caravan population is broken
down among counties and unitary authorities. It can be seen that, relative to the size of the
settled population, Essex has slightly less than the regional average, and significantly less
than Cambridgeshire, which has three times the East of England average. In absolute
terms however, the table shows that Essex has almost a quarter of all the caravans in the
region.
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Cambridgeshire [224.3
Thurrock UA | [125.5
Peterborough UA | [110.8
Bedfordshire | | 88.3
East | [80.2
Essex _ 71.6

Norfolk | |58.6

Suffolk | | 55.2
Hertfordshire | [45.0

Luton UA | |18.4
0 50 100 150 200 250
Caravans per 100,000 settled popn.

Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008) / National Statistics (mid-2005 population estimates)

Bedfordshire Cambridgeshire Essex Hertfordshire Luton UA

351 (7.9%) 1,321 (29.7%) 1,074 (23.4%) 472 (10.6%) 34 (0.8%)
Norfolk Peterborough UA Suffolk Thurrock East of England

483 (10.9%) 177 (4.0%) 382 (8.6%) 184 (4.1%) 4,443 (100.0%)

Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008)

4.13 Finally we consider how the breakdown of site types in Essex compares with the regional
and national picture. The figure below shows that Essex has proportionally higher number
of caravans on unauthorised developments (32% compared to 16% regionally and 13%
nationally), although relatively few on unauthorised encampments (just 1%). The proportion
of caravans on authorised sites (67%) is below the regional (78%) and national (79%)
average, and only 20% are on social rented sites, compared to 30% regionally and 37%
nationally.
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100%
90% A
80% A
70% A
60% -
50% A
40% A
30% A
20% A
10% A

0% T T 1
England East Essex

Caravans

O Social rented @ Private O Unauthorised development O Unauthorised encampment

Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008)

Areas within Essex

4.14 The tables below show the location of caravans, according to the CLG caravan count, in
the individual local authority areas in Essex. The columns show numbers in absolute and
relative terms. (NB: for Basildon the January 2008 count states there are no social rented
pitches in the District. This is an error and we have used the July 2007 figures of 35
caravans).

4.15 Overall there is a great range in numbers of caravans in each district. As can be seen,
Basildon has by far the highest number of caravans. Compared to Epping Forest (the
second highest district), Basildon has almost three times as many in absolute terms and
over twice as many relative to its population. It contains 41% of the total number of
caravans in Essex. In contrast three areas have fewer than 20 caravans — Brentwood,
Tendring and Southend-on-Sea (which has none).
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4.16

Figure 4.4 Caravans in Essex areas, total and per 100,000 population, January 2008
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Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008) / National Statistics (mid-2005 population estimates)
In terms of all caravan types, the following figure show the percentage of social rented,

private and unauthorised sites, both tolerated and not tolerated. Given that only 1% of
caravans are on unauthorised encampments, we have grouped the unauthorised sites into
those which are tolerated by the local planning authority and those that are not. Overall in
Essex, just over half (46%) of caravans are on private sites, with a further fifth on social
rented. Over a quarter (28%) are unauthorised with only 5% tolerated by the local authority.
Again we see a wide difference in caravan type profiles among the Essex local authorities.
All the caravans in Harlow and Maldon are on authorised sites, as are large majorities in
Basildon, Braintree, Chelmsford and Uttlesford. Castle Point however has no authorised
provision, and caravans on unauthorised sites form the majority in Brentwood, Rochford
and Tendring (although here they are tolerated by the Council).
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Caravans

O Social rented @ Private O Unauthorised (tolerated) B Unauthorised (not tolerated)

Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008)

Authorised sites

4.17 With regards to authorised provision only, the figure below shows the total number of social
rented and private pitches in each district. Again, Basildon has significantly more caravans
than any other district, with almost twice as many on private sites than the next highest
(Epping Forest). Almost a third (31%) of all caravans on authorised sites in Essex are in
Basildon. In contrast, there is no authorised provision in Castle Point and Southend-on-
Sea, and no caravans on social rented sites in Brentwood, Colchester, Rochford and
Tendring.
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Figure 4.6 Caravans on authorised sites in Essex, January 2008
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Source: CLG caravan count January 2008

Unauthorised encampments

4.18

4.19

4.20

As has previously been noted, the CLG data for individual districts in relation to caravans
which are not tolerated by the local authority tends to fluctuate dramatically since it is based
on a single day. However, by averaging the data across the past four years, a general
comparison can be made between levels of unauthorised encampments and developments
in Essex and other areas.

As with the total number of caravans, Essex has a much higher number of unauthorised
caravans per 100,000 settled population than the national average (20.6 compared to 4.8),
but significantly less than the regional average (32.5). Experience in other areas of the
country suggests this could potentially be subject to distortion due to local reporting
practices or by a limited level of monitoring elsewhere in the country.

When comparing districts, the figure below shows that Basildon again has a vastly higher
level of unauthorised caravans, which can be attributed to the large unauthorised
development at Dale Farm. Brentwood, Chelmsford and Epping Forest have a relative
number of unauthorised caravans higher than both the county and regional average. Seven
authorities however have unauthorised levels relatively lower than the national average
(Castle Point, Colchester, Harlow, Maldon, Tendring, Uttlesford and Southend-on-Sea). This
suggests that caravans on unauthorised encampments are disproportionately concentrated
in the south west of the County.
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4. Trends in the population levels of Gypsies and Travellers

Figure 4.7 Caravans in districts (not tolerated), adjusted for population:
Jan 2004 — Jan 2008
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Source: CLG caravan count (January 2008) / National Statistics (mid-2005 population estimates)

Recent population trends

4.21 Itis also useful to know how the population of Gypsies and Travellers and distribution of
sites and encampments have changed in recent years. As can be seen in the chart below,
the number of caravans on authorised sites in Essex has increased since January 2004 by
30% (from 549 to 716 caravans), although it has fluctuated during that time, while it has
held more or less steady in the rest of the UK. Since authorised sites are almost always
filled to capacity, this is likely to reflect an increase in levels of provision over the four year
period. The increase therefore follows matches the national trend (30% increase) although
is at a slightly lower rate than the East region (39% increase).
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4.22

4.23

4.24

Figure 4.8 Percentage change in number of authorised caravans
since January 2004
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The upwards trend has not however been uniform in all Essex districts. The following figure
shows percentage change in authorised caravan levels since January 2004 for eight Essex
local authorities with the largest population. Local authorities with fewer than ten authorised
caravans in the January 2004 count (Castle Point, Rochford, Tendring, Southend-on-Sea
and Colchester) have been excluded as percentage comparisons are less useful at small
levels.

It shows that in most districts the level of caravans on authorised sites has increased, with
the exception of Braintree (where there has been a 5% decrease) and Uttlesford (a fall of
27%). In both these districts the decrease can be accounted for the drop in the number of
caravans on private sites; the number on social rented sites has broadly remained
constant.

The largest increase in caravans is found in Brentwood, where the number has more than
doubled, admittedly from a small base. Other large increases can be seen for Chelmsford
(49%), Basildon (45%) and Harlow (44%). Harlow is the only district whose increase is due
to a rise in caravans on social rented sites, although the sites are not currently full to
capacity.
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Figure 4.9 Percentage change in number of caravans on authorised sites
since January 2004

——+——  Basildon — ~ —  Braintree —_—— - Brentwood
——  Chelmsford —h— Ep||o|n Forest —m— Harlow -
120% A Maldon Uttlesford /
< 1
S 100% - '
N
8
= 80% A
[}
o
£
o 60% -
(%]
e
IS
T 40% A
®
o
£ 20% A
()
g
< 0% -
<
o Ja
X
-20%
-40% -

Source: CLG caravan count January 2008

4.25 Aninteresting trend at a national level has been the rapid increase in unauthorised but
tolerated caravans since 2005, by around 30% nationwide. Although not shown here
graphically, a large proportion of this increase has been from unauthorised developments,
which are situated on land owned by the occupier but without planning permission. This
category has increased by 72% across England since January 2004. In the East of England
the rise has been 35%. Interestingly the trend is not replicated in Essex, which has seen a
fall of 31% in the number of caravans on tolerated unauthorised developments. There has
not, however, been a corresponding increase in unauthorised developments that are not
tolerated by the local planning authority. While this has remained steady nationally, it has
fallen by a third in the East and by 14% in Essex. The number of caravans on unauthorised
developments is therefore falling in Essex. It is not clear at this stage whether this is
because the sites have gained planning permission and become private authorised sites, or
because residents have moved into different accommodation.

4.26 Considering caravans on all types of unauthorised sites, the following shows percentage
changes since January 2004 at national, regional and county levels. The first discernable
trend is the seasonal variation nationally and regionally, with higher numbers for the July
Count. This is consistent with the greater frequency of travelling by Gypsies and Travellers
in the summer months, whether for work or cultural reasons. Given the shortage of
authorised short stay sites nationally, many stay short-term on unauthorised encampments.
However this trend is less apparent in Counts from the past two years in Essex.
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4.27 While nationally there has been an 8% increase of caravans on unauthorised sites,
regionally there has been a 16% drop and an 18% decrease in Essex. The increased
authorised provision suggested in Figure 4.8 is likely to be one reason for the fall, although
Gypsies and Travellers leaving the area or moving into housing cannot be discounted.

Figure 4.10 Percentage change in number of caravans on unauthorised sites
since January 2004
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4.28 Finally we look at how this breaks down among Essex districts. Again, to allow meaningful
comparison we have excluded areas with fewer than ten caravans in January 2004 (Castle
Point, Harlow, Maldon, Tendring, Uttlesford, and Southend-on-Sea). There is a noticeable
divide between the four selected districts where levels have fallen quite dramatically (from
52% in Colchester to 84% in Chelmsford), and the remaining three showing large increases
(31% in Basildon, 62% in Rochford and 106% in Brentwood). There is some evidence then
of a geographical pattern, with the countywide trend of decreasing levels of caravans on
unauthorised sites not being replicated in the south of Essex.
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Figure 4.11 Percentage change in number of unauthorised caravans
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Travelling Showpeople

4.29 The cultural practice of Travelling Showpeople is to live on a plot in a site yard in static
caravans or mobile homes, along with smaller caravans used for travelling or inhabited by
other family members (for example, adolescent children). Their equipment (including rides,
kiosks and stalls) is kept on the same plot. This makes determining how many dwellings
are found on a particular site difficult. Counting caravans or vehicles in general may give a
misleading picture.

4.30 No secondary data is available specifically for Travelling Showpeople in the study area: this
is because the CLG do not collect ethnicity information, and therefore their caravans may
be included in the statistics above. However, this depends on the practices of individual
local authorities in counting: some exclude such caravans from the statistics entirely.
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Summ

4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

ary

There is only one main source of data on Gypsy and Traveller numbers in Essex that being
the national CLG caravan count. It has significant difficulties with accuracy and reliability,
especially on a local level or when enumerating unauthorised encampments, tending to
underestimate in many cases. The count does not take into account Travelling Showpeople
or Gypsies and Travellers who live in housing, for whom both no secondary data is
available. Nevertheless it is useful for providing comparisons between areas and over time.

The count indicates that Essex has a higher number of caravans relative to the settled
community compared to the national average, but lower than the average for the East
region. A quarter of all caravans in the East of England are located in Essex. It has
proportionately higher numbers of caravans on unauthorised developments than the
regional and national averages resulting from Dale Farm, the largest unauthorised site in
Europe being located in Basildon, although fewer on unauthorised encampments and social
rented sites.

Within Essex, the district containing by far the largest proportion of caravans is Basildon.
Two-fifths of all caravans in Essex are located here, as are a third of all caravans on
authorised sites. Other areas have very low numbers of caravans, including Brentwood,
Tendring and Southend-on-Sea (which has none). Overall in Essex two thirds of caravans
are on authorised sites, however there is variety among the districts, with all caravans in
Harlow and Maldon on authorised sites, but no authorised provision in Castle Point and
Southend-on-Sea, and no social rented sites in Brentwood, Colchester, Rochford and
Tendring.

In terms of changes over time, Essex has followed the national and regional trend for more
caravans on authorised sites and fewer on unauthorised sites. This is largely due to
increases in caravans on private sites, with Harlow the only district where the number on
social rented sites has increased. Not all districts recorded a rise: the numbers in Braintree
and Uttlesford have fallen in the past four years. Similarly, several districts have seen an
increase in caravans on unauthorised sites since 2004, with large percentage increases in
Basildon, Brentwood and Rochford.
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5. Population estimates

Introduction

51

To help construct a sampling frame for the survey and to use as the basis for the
accommodation assessments, we have produced estimates for the number of Gypsy,
Traveller and Travelling Showpeople families living in the study area, and the type of
accommodation they live in. As discussed in Chapter 4, there is a lack of reliable secondary
data on Gypsies and Travellers. This is especially so for Gypsies and Travellers who live in
bricks and mortar accommodation: they are not included in the caravan count, are often not
known to local housing departments (since they are not usually included as a distinct ethnic
category when collecting data) and, in any event, may not self-identify as a Gypsy or
Traveller.

Data collection

5.2

5.3

54

5.5

Data has been collected from a range of sources and, where possible, cross-checked to help
ensure accuracy. In the first instance questionnaires were sent to each district asking for
numbers of Gypsies and Travellers living on private and unauthorised sites, and in housing.
This exercise revealed that many districts relied on caravan count figures, whilst a minority
had comprehensive monitoring systems for private and unauthorised sites. Only one district
held information on the estimated number of Gypsies and Travellers living in housing within
their district.

In the second place, Essex Traveller Education Service (TES) was contacted for the same
information and cross-checked with the boroughs’ figures. While TES data includes Gypsies
and Travellers in housing and is generally broken down by community group, it only has
details on families with children of school age and from families who have moved into
housing within the past two years. We have not been able to gather TES information broken
down by district (except for Southend-on-Sea where the separate TES provided an
estimate). How we estimated the breakdown by district is described later in the chapter.

For Travelling Showpeople, the Showmen’s Guild of Great Britain provided information on
the number of families registered in Essex.

The previous GTAA estimated that there were 575 Gypsy and Traveller households in Essex
living on sites. This was based on caravan count data and information collected from the
survey regarding average caravan occupancy level and average household size. This figure
does not take into account Gypsies and Travellers living in housing, or the Travelling
Showpeople population.

ssssssss
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Population estimates in the study area

5.6 Based on data gathered from councils and the TES, we estimate that there are 895 Gypsy
and Traveller households living in Essex. We stress however that these are estimates and
based on data sources that are not all wholly reliable. Furthermore a central aim of this
GTAA is to gain a better understanding of population levels for Gypsies and Travellers in
Essex.

The table below gives a breakdown for each district across accommodation types. The paragraphs
following give explanation of how figures for each column were derived.

Table 5.1 Household estimates based on secondary data

Social Private Unauthorised Unauthorised . Travelling
. . Housing Total
rented site site encampment development Showpeople

Basildon 25 - 15 19 260
Braintree 21 - 12 1 61
Brentwood - 32 8 13 6 - 59
Castle Point - - - 1 8 1 10
Chelmsford 19 43 4 3 14 24 107
Colchester - 7 - 1 15 - 23
Epping Forrest 16 - 11 10 95
Harlow 36 - - - 7 - 43
Maldon 23 29 - - 5 3 60
Rochford - 6 - 7 1 22
Southend - - - - 77 - 77
Tendring - 3 - 1 13 2 19
Uttlesford 17 32 3 - 6 1 59
Total 157 301 15 164 196 62 895

Figures in bold italics are those that have been calculated from caravan or pitch figures using a formula approach given in Table 5.2.
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Social rented sites

5.7 Social rented sites are managed by Essex County Council and information regarding the
number of households was supplied by the management. It is not believed that overcrowding
is an issue on these sites however, following the survey this may alter should ‘doubling up’
be found.
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Private sites

5.8 The number of households on private sites is taken from information from the district
guestionnaires. Where the district is not aware of the number of households on private sites
but has information on the number of caravans, or where site visits during the survey
fieldwork found a different number of pitches on the site, a formula from the 2006 survey
devised by Salford University based on survey responses is used. Our survey data found
that the assumptions on occupancy level and household size used in the 2006 GTAA remain
broadly true. The table below describes the formula:

Table 5.2 Formula for estimating current household formation level

Caravan count x average caravan occupancy level (2) = estimated Gypsy and Traveller population
Estimated Gypsy and Traveller population + average household size (4) = number of Gypsy and Traveller
households

Sources: Essex GTAA 2006 — Salford University; Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
5.9 This approach was applied for Basildon, Braintree, Brentwood and Epping Forest districts.
Unauthorised encampments

5.10 Information on the number of households on unauthorised encampments was collected
through the questionnaire sent to all districts.

Unauthorised developments

5.11 The number of households living on unauthorised developments was collected through the
guestionnaire sent to all districts. Where the district has information on the number of
caravans rather than the number of households, the formula described above is used.

5.12 Basildon was unable to supply us with the number of caravans on unauthorised
developments. Therefore data from the January 2008 caravan count was used and the
formula applied to the number of caravans to estimate the number of households living on
unauthorised developments.

5.13 Braintree and Epping Forest were unable to supply the number of households living on
private sites, therefore the formula was used on caravan or pitch numbers supplied.

Bricks and mortar accommodation

5.14 Information relating to Gypsies and Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation
was supplied to Fordham Research through Traveller Education Services (TES).
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5.15 The first step was to take into account that children registered by TES may be from the same
household.TES figures were therefore reduced by 60% to ensure that the housed household
estimate is not an over-estimate.

5.16 Next, the distribution of the number of households between the districts was achieved by
relating these figures to the distribution of the settled population in Essex. This method was
chosen in preference to proportioning the total by existing site populations as districts with a
smaller site population may still have a significant housed population (as is the case for
Southend-on-Sea). Using data from the ONS mid-2005 population estimates the following
distribution was achieved:

Table 5.3 Distribution of estimated households in bricks
and mortar accommodation by population proportion

Population Housed estimate

proportion
Basildon 12% 15
Braintree 10% 12
Brentwood 5% 6
Castle Point 6% 8
Chelmsford 12% 14
Colchester 12% 15
Epping Forest 9% 11
Harlow 6% 7
Maldon 5% 5
Rochford 6% 7
Tendring 11% 13
Uttlesford 5% 6
Total (Essex districts) 100% 119
Southend - 77
Study area total - 196

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

5.17 As a Unitary Authority, Southend-on-Sea has a separate Traveller Education Service: from
their data it is estimated that there are 77 Gypsy and Traveller households living in bricks
and mortar accommodation in the area. This is higher than any other district’s estimated
figure.

5.18 Intotal, it is estimated that there are 196 Gypsy and Traveller households living in bricks and
mortar accommodation in Essex.
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Travelling Showpeople

5.19

Information regarding the number of Travelling Showpeople households in Essex was
derived from information collected from The Showmen’s Guild. As an interim measure, the
addresses of those registered were searched using Google Earth to identify the size of the
yard and how many plots were on each yard. This information was then used to estimate the
number of households on each yard. Yard visits are currently taking place which will
ascertain more accurately how many households live at each yard. Where the address
registered was a residential bricks and mortar or caravan site address, it was assumed that
there was one household at the address.

The sampling frame

5.20

5.21

5.22

The study has 300 interviews to distribute throughout the study area and across each
accommodation type. A proportional sample, where the number of interviews is a relation to
the total population, would mean that districts with smaller populations would have
insufficient interviews to assess accommodation need. Consequently it was decided that that
a proportional sample be used as a base which would then be adjusted to ensure the
following criteria:

° At least one interview would take place at all sites (authorised and unauthorised)
° 40% of local authority site households would be interviewed

Where the sample is boosted, interviews are redistributed from those living in bricks and
mortar accommodation, ensuring that enough interviews take place within this tenure to

ensure robustness in the findings.

The following table is the resulting sample framework:
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Table 5.4 Sampling framework

Social Private  Unauthorised Unauthorised Housing  Travelling  Total
rented site encampment development Showpeople
site

Basildon 10 24 - 32 2 8 76
Braintree 10 2 - 6 4 24
Brentwood - 12 3 4 2 - 21
Castle Point - - - 1 3 2 6
Chelmsford 9 13 1 1 4 9 37
Colchester - 6 - - 4 - 10
Epping Forest 7 13 - 1 4 4 29
Harlow 17 - - - 2 - 19
Maldon 11 9 - 6 2 2 30
Rochford - - - 2 2 2 6
Southend-on-Sea - - - - 9 - 9
Tendring - 3 - 1 3 10
Uttlesford 7 11 1 - 2 2 23
Total 71 95 5 54 43 34 300

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

5.23 The distribution of Gypsies and Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation is a
crude estimate. If during the fieldwork period it is believed that a district’s target is
unachievable their outstanding interviews will be redistributed to Southend-on-Sea or other
districts with a larger housed Gypsy and Traveller population. The availability of this data can
be improved through central record keeping and sharing of Gypsy and Traveller housing

information between local agencies.

Summary

5.24

In order to produce an estimate of the number of Gypsies, Travellers, and Travelling

Showpeople households in each district, data was collected from a range of sources,
including a named contact within each district, Traveller Education Services and The
Showmen’s Guild. It is estimated that there are 884 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople households in the study area. These estimates were used to construct the

sampling frame for 300 interviews.

5.25

There remains a lack of reliable data on Gypsy and Traveller numbers which cannot be

overcome through accommodation needs research. We would therefore expect that the
estimate of almost 900 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople households living in

Essex is a conservative figure.
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SECTION B: PRIMARY DATA

This section describes the primary research elements of the study. These consisted of a
consultation with stakeholders and a survey of Gypsies and Travellers living on sites and in
housing. The data is therefore qualitative; it is based on participants’ views and experience of
accommodation provision and wider service issues. Also contained in this section are the
accommodation need assessments for each district and a concluding chapter.
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6. Stakeholder consultation

6. Stakeholder consultation

Introduction

6.1 A consultation with a range of stakeholders was conducted to provide in-depth qualitative
information about the perceived accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers in Essex.
The aim was to obtain both an overall perspective of issues facing Gypsies and Travellers
and an understanding of local issues that are specific to Essex and each district.

6.2 Themes covered in the interviews included: the need for additional provisions and facilities;
travelling patterns, the availability of land; accessing services, and work taking place to
meet the needs of Gypsies and Travellers. This chapter presents brief summaries of the
consultations and highlights the main points that were raised.

6.3 All districts were contacted to take part. The consultation took the form of telephone
interviews with the following organisations:

Table 6.1 Stakeholder consultation participants

Basildon District Council — Planning Department
Brentwood Borough Council — Planning Department
Castle Point Borough Council — Housing Department
Chelmsford Borough Council — Planning Department

Dale Farm Housing Association
Gypsy and Traveller Services — Essex County Council
Harlow District Council — Planning Department
Maldon District Council — Housing Department
Rochford District Council — Planning Department
Southend-on-Sea Borough Council — Planning Department
Tendring District Council — Housing Department
Traveller Education Service

Uttlesford District Council — Housing Department
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Population

6.4 Stakeholders reported that the Gypsy and Traveller population in Essex had remained the
same in recent years. It was suggested that there had been periods over the past decade
where there had been a significant increase, but this had now levelled out.
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6.5

6.6

Views on the Gypsy and Traveller population were mainly gained through analysis of the
caravan count, which a small number of stakeholders pointed out were flawed. Caravan
count practices were felt to have improved over recent years, and therefore analysis over a
period of time could be misleading.

The Traveller Education Service had a more detailed understanding of the Gypsy and
Traveller population size which was based on their own experiences and records, rather
than relying on the caravan count data.

Authorised accommodation

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

The County owned and managed sites tended to have been built some years ago and it
was felt that they did not meet the standards set today in terms of location and layout. Local
authority departments had little or no involvement in the management of the County sites
and it was often the case that local departments only got involved when there were issues:
‘the [district] Council only get involved when there are problems, otherwise all management
issues are dealt with by the County Council’.

Local authority departments had very little contact with those living on private, authorised
sites and did not report any significant management issues. It was believed that the
majority of sites were small, family owned sites. Sub-letting of pitches was not known to be
common, although some pitches were known to be used seasonally.

It was reported that the rise in the number of authorised private sites was a consequence of
the unauthorised sites gaining temporary and personal planning permission. These were
often granted by courts which had dismissed a full planning application.

The planning department had the majority of contact with these residents and reported that
enforcing planning permission condition, such as the number of caravans on sites was the
only reported issue with these sites. It was often the case that these conditions were due to
health and safety regulations and therefore upholding the conditions was a priority.

Stakeholders reported that doubling up on authorised pitches was a common occurrence
and believed that the majority of future housing need would result from hidden and
emerging households.
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Gypsies and Travellers in bricks and mortar accommodation

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

The local authority was commonly in the dark with regards to the number of Gypsies and
Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation. A common response was ‘we have
no way of knowing’. Ethnic monitoring of housed residents often did not include Gypsies
and Travellers, and there were concerns that where it did or the council had considered
adding the option, Gypsies and Traveller would not identify themselves. There was
therefore a feeling of uncertainty about how the council could gather this information.

This was also a problem for non-council departments and organisation, which were only
able to offer their services to those who self-identified as a Gypsy or Traveller. It was
explained that ‘it is known that housed Travellers often keep their identity hidden, and it is
therefore difficult to estimate the true number of Travellers living in bricks and mortar
accommodation’.

It was assumed by stakeholders that there were Gypsies and Travellers living in housing.
Those who had direct experience of working with Gypsies and Travellers in housing had
mixed experiences. In the majority of cases it was felt that the housed Traveller population
was relatively settled with only a small number of known new families making the move,
generally due to ‘a lack of alternative accommodation’.

Stakeholders agreed that there were pockets of housed Gypsies and Travellers around
Essex, acting as a community, and that these were generally to be found near authorised
or long term unauthorised sites.

Unauthorised sites

6.16

6.17

Unauthorised encampments were not seen as a significant issue for the majority of
stakeholders. Some stakeholders reported that they had very little known unauthorised
encampments, whilst others knew of families who were being moved from one
encampment to another within the Essex area, the County Council has reported that the
majority of unauthorised encampments were either passing through for work, or just looking
for short term accommodation. Other unauthorised encampments were comprised of
regulars who moved around Essex, but were not thought to want to stay on a residential
site with other Gypsies and Travellers, this group were either looking for bricks and mortar
accommodation or were prepared to live on unauthorised encampments.

Others knew of certain families or groups that travelled through or to the area for work
purposes on a seasonal basis, travelling in groups of up to 20 caravans. For these
stakeholders it was felt that a transit site would be beneficial to the local authority as it
would introduce a tool which could be used to manage these encampments.
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Meeting the need figure

6.18 Two main themes emerged over concerns with the need figures presented to each District
which were: issues with the methodology and logical distribution of need.

6.19 A number of stakeholders doubted the robustness of the initial GTAA and the more recent
RSS Single Issue Review formula approach. The main concern expressed is over the use
of aspiration and unauthorised developments as evidence of need: ‘Should unauthorised
figures be used as a reflection of need? Or is it simply a case of desire?’.

6.20 The second concern raised was with regards to the logical distribution of need. It was
reported that many of the council areas were restricted in their availability of suitable land
for the development of Gypsy and Traveller sites. Factors affecting the availability of land
included Green Belts areas, flood risk areas, British nature reserves and highly urbanised
centres. Stakeholders explained that this problem also extended to providing
accommodation for the settled community and planning urban extension areas for
employment and education purposes.

6.21 These two concerns resulted in a number of stakeholders preferring a distribution of the
needs figure for Essex between the districts based on quotas and a logical approach taking
into account land availability.

6.22 This approach was criticised by other stakeholders who saw it as highly unethical: ‘A policy
to distribute an ethnic group among a county’s districts does not meet with today’s
standard’. The distribution of households was viewed as treating humans ‘as commodities’.
There was also a concern that if households were distributed they would be moved to areas
where they had no social network or employment opportunities to support them.

6.23 There was some uncertainty with regards to how new sites would be brought forward, with
some stakeholders reporting that they currently worked from a criteria based policy and
others being in the process of specific site selection. Many stakeholders would be looking
to the GTAA for guidance on the affordability split for sites. Some stakeholders thought the
majority of sites should be in the social rented sector, however others argued that there
would be more interest in private sites as demonstrated by the increase in unauthorised
developments.

6.24 In term of management, it was envisaged that any social sites would be managed by
Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) rather than the Local or County Council. A suggestion
was made for a regional Trust to be established to co-ordinate services for Gypsies and
Travellers, including the management of mixed sites.
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Summary

6.25

6.26

6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

A consultation with a range of stakeholders was conducted to provide in-depth qualitative
information about the perceived accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers in Essex.
It was widely accepted that there had been an increase in the number of Gypsy and
Traveller households in the last decade, but that the levels had remained static in recent
years. The main concerns focused upon hidden accommodation and emerging households.

The County Council own and manage the socially rented sites in Essex and there was
some disagreement between stakeholders regarding the effective management of these
sites in relation to individual site management and environmental issues. However, the
majority of councils had very little knowledge of how the sites were managed and what
potential issues they might have.

The local authority departments were commonly in the dark with regards to the number of
Gypsies and Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation, commonly responding
‘we have no way of knowing’. A significant issue for Council and non-Council organisation
was that Gypsies and Travellers in housing could only be identified if they identified
themselves, which many Gypsies and Traveller living in housing were reluctant to do.
Stakeholders agreed that there were pockets of housed Travellers living in Essex and these
were generally to be found near authorised or long term unauthorised sites.

Unauthorised encampments were not seen as a significant issue for the majority of
stakeholders. Unauthorised encampments were mainly due to those returning to the area
on a seasonal basis for employment, and those circulating Essex in search of authorised
accommodation.

The majority of stakeholders expressed concerns over meeting the needs figures that they
had been presented by the RSS Single Issue Review. The main concerns were with the
methodology used, and the logical distribution of need. All stakeholders agreed that they
had a need, however what that level was and how it should be met was a contentious
issue.

It was felt that services for Gypsies and Travellers were generally good with frontline
workers visiting the majority of sites regularly. Education at secondary level was poor in
comparison with primary level, and stakeholders disagreed on the best method of
overcoming this problem.
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7. Survey methodology

7. Survey methodology

Introduction

7.1

As explained in the first chapter, the Essex GTAA has been conducted in line with
Government practice guidance. This chapter provides details on how it was conducted to
meet the requirements.

The questionnaire

7.2

A pilot questionnaire was designed in consultation with the Steering Group. There were in
fact four questionnaires used in the survey tailored for different groups and accommodation
circumstances:

o Gypsies and Travellers living on sites (authorised and unauthorised)
o Gypsies and Travellers living in bricks and mortar accommodation

o Travelling Showpeople living on yards

o Travelling Showpeople living in bricks and mortar accommodation

The sample and data gathering

7.3

As discussed in Chapter 5, a proportional sampling framewaork for 300 interviews was
devised based on Gypsy and Traveller household estimates. A total of 249 interviews were
completed, with the shortfall mainly due to residents on smaller private sites being reluctant
to take part. Nevertheless the distribution of the interviews was sufficient to allow robust
analysis and assessments of need.

Project management

7.4

7.5

A group of interviewers with previous experience of working with Gypsies and Travellers
was recruited and trained for the project. The questionnaires were checked for quality by
Fordham Research. Interviews took place between October and November 2008.

Where possible, local support groups and site managers acted as ‘gatekeepers’ and
introduced interviewers to participants; this is particularly important for Gypsies and
Travellers living in housing who may conceal their identity. A briefing note was distributed to
Gypsies and Travellers through gatekeepers and post, explaining the purpose of the
research and encouraging participation (see Appendix 2).
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7.6 The approach proved successful, with the interviewers able to survey several sites where
tensions exist between residents and authorities.

Summary

7.7 Based on the estimated Gypsy and Traveller household population, a proportional sampling
framework was developed. Four questionnaires were designed for the study, each taking
into account the current accommodation needs of the participant.

7.8 The interviews were carried out with a team of interviewers who were either from the Gypsy
and Traveller community or had previously worked with this group. Where possible, local
support groups and site managers acted as ‘gatekeepers’ and introduced interviewers to
participants.
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8. Gypsies and Travellers living on local
authority sites

Introduction

8.1 This chapter starts by outlining the profile of participants living on sites owned by a local
authority, before describing their accommodation circumstances. The conditions on the
sites are then discussed followed by participants’ accommodation history and travelling
patterns. Views on the sites are those of the participants and it was beyond the scope of
this study to assess conditions on sites. Finally the accommodation expectations of
participants and other family members are described.

The sites and sample

8.2 Essex County Council own and manage 11 permanent residential sites in Essex. They
have a combined total of 166 pitches and represent 51% of the authorised provision in the
County (the remainder being privately owned). In all, 68 interviews were carried out with
households living on local authority owned sites, comprising 41% of the current total
resident households and 27% of the entire survey sample. The following table shows where
the interviews were conducted.

Table 8.1 The sample of local authority sites

. . Occupied Interviews
Local Authority Site name i %
pitches completed
Basildon Hovefield Caravan Site 25 10 40%
Braintree Sandiacres Caravan Site 12 5 42%
Ridgewell Caravan Site 12 5 42%
Chelmsford Cranham Hall Caravan Site 10 4 40%
Ladygrove Caravan Site 12 5 42%
Epping Forest Hop Gardens 16 4 25%
Harlow Fernhill Caravan Site 15 7 47%
Elizabeth Way Caravan Site 21 9 43%
Maldon Brickhouse Gypsy Site 6 2 33%
Woodcorner Caravan Site 20 8 40%
Uttlesford Felsted Caravan Site 17 9 53%
Total 166 68 41%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

8.3 From our sample of participants, the average household size was 3.2. This figure does
however hide some variation, as can be seen from the table below.
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Households size Frequency Percentage
1 15 22%

2 14 21%

3 9 13%

4 11 16%

5 12 17%

6 4 6%

7 2 3%

8 1 2%
Total 68 100%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

8.4 The majority of the sample (77%) described their ethnic origin as Romany / Gypsy, as can
be seen from the table below.
Ethnicity Count Percentage
Romany / Gypsy 52 7%
Irish Traveller 6 9%
New Traveller 2 3%
Other background 3 4%
Refused 5 7%
Total 68 100%
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
8.5 Just under half the participants (49%) had been living on their site for more than five years.
The table below illustrates that the majority of those interviewed from nearly all sites (the
exception being Sandiacres) were settled on the sites.
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Figure 8.1 Length of time on site

Woodcorner ] 38 [ 13 | 50 |
Sandiacres 1 40
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Hop Gardens 1 100 |
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Elizabeth Way 1 89 |
Cranham Hall 1 100 |
Brickhouse 1 100 |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

0O0-3 months O5-6 months O1-2 years B 3-5 years OMore than 5 years |

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

8.6 The majority of participants (78%) responded that they did not intend to move from their
current accommodation; this percentage increased to 100% in Ridgewell and Sandiacres,
but fell to 20% of those interviewed from Ladygrove.

8.7 Experiences of finding their current site accommodation were evenly mixed; approaching
half of the sample (43%) found the experience easy or very easy and a considerable
proportion (35%) reported the experience as difficult or very difficult. This pattern was
evident for those having moved onto the site less than two years ago, and for those who
had moved on more than two years ago.

8.8 Levels of satisfaction with local authority sites was generally good with the majority of
participants (66%) reporting that they were satisfied or very satisfied with their site, as
illustrated in Figure 8.2. The figure also demonstrates that satisfaction levels were higher
on some sites than on others: participants living in Hop Gardens, Hovefields and Ridgewell
reported the highest levels of satisfaction, whilst those in Brickhouse, Cranham Hill, Fern
Hill and Ladygrove reported the highest levels of dissatisfaction.
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Figure 8.2 Level of satisfaction with site

Total | 24 | 42 [ 9 el 19 |
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Ridgewell 1 60 [ 40 [
Ladygrove 1 40 [ 20
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Hop Gardens 1 75 [ 25 |
Felsted |13 ] 50 [ 13

Fern Hill 1 29 | 71 |
Elizabeth Way 1 56 [ 11 [ 22 |
Cranham Hall | 50 [ 25 25 |
Brickhouse 1 50 | 50 |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

O Very satisfied O Satisfied O Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied B Dissatisfied O Very Dissatisfied

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

8.9 Participants were asked to explain what they particularly liked and disliked about their site.
The themes that emerged include site management, site location, facilities within and
beyond the site, the image of the site and the importance of community. Each of these
themes is explored in turn.

8.10 The standard and type of site management had a direct impact on the lives of the
respondents. Within this theme issues were raised regarding the ability of wardens to
uphold site regulations and the reporting and handling of faults and repairs.

8.11 Where these issues did not represent a problem, the site managers were highly praised:
‘The way the warden keeps on top of everything [is good]. It's very clean . . . the people,
the warden; it's peaceful’. Respondents displayed a preference for a style of management
that was strong but fair, with regular visits, transparent processes and sense of community.

8.12 Participants explained that wardens needed to uphold site regulation more efficiently, and
with all site residents. A common complaint related to the number of ‘wild dogs’ that existed
on the sites: one respondent explained that ‘there are dogs running free all over the site,
the Council should be stricter with tenants’.
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8.13

8.14

8.15

8.16

8.17

The reporting and handling of faults and repairs was an issue evident in responses: ‘Trying
to get anything fixed here is a problem’. There appeared two ways of dealing with this
issue. Some respondents reported waiting for long periods of time, whilst others took
matters into their own hands due to the lack of assistance, as demonstrated by the
following quotes: ‘My electric meter and hook up need fixing and | have been waiting for
two months to get it fixed’ and ‘when | arrived | had to sort out my plot, which needed two
Skips for the rubbish which we had to do ourselves’. In response to this Essex County
Council has outlined that such issues were of a temporary nature and that under Health
and Safety guidelines they are obliged to fix such problems immediately. The Council also
outlined that clearance of sites was in normal circumstances the responsibility of the
Council, however in some cases, with the agreement of the new tenant, sites were let and
the responsibility given to the new tenant in order to make use of the site as soon as
possible.

Issues with the repair and maintenance of the site were not restricted to occupied pitches.
There were issues with drains that led to rats on nearly all sites: ‘We have complained
about the rats but nothing is being done’. A number of complaints were also made about
the lack of lights on sites which was explained to be due to ‘a fault that has just never been
fixed’. This has been addressed by the Council who currently are attempting to work with
residents to ensure better handling of rubbish and sensible management of animals such
as horses which can be seen to encourage rats. The Council also assure that the
longstanding issues on the Felstead site have now been resolved.

The location of the site was another key factor influencing what participants liked and
disliked about their sites. This theme combined issues relating to local transport, the
environmental surroundings, local facilities and site landscaping.

The lack of public transport routes near sites had a negative effect on how participants felt
in relation to the location of their sites. Many reported that they were too far from shops and
services and that ‘you can’t walk anywhere, it’s too dangerous. There are fast cars and no
pavements’. In some instances children had missed out on educational services due to the
location of the site and lack of transport to local schools.

The environmental surroundings were given as key drivers for liking or disliking a site and
produced strong reactions from participants. Peaceful sites in quiet areas were greatly
praised: ‘It’'s peaceful and quiet and looks out over the fields'. Less desirable locations
included areas in close proximity to settled estates (“. . . stuck too close to private housing —
Gauja are not very friendly’) and industrial areas (‘Because we live by an industrial estate
we get charged industrial fees’).
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8.18

8.19

8.20

8.21

Facilities and services within and beyond the sites had a direct impact on the lives of
residents, and therefore on how they perceived their sites. Isolated sites had no local
transport routes to local services and participants felt that they could not access these
services: ‘We're too far from the shops and doctors, and there’s no bus route.’ In more than
one case access to education had been prohibited by lack of local transport, as one
participant explained that her child ‘missed years of school because [there was] no
transport provided [to the site] because the site is less than three miles — but the main road
is extremely dangerous, especially in the winter’.

The importance placed on good community relations, both with other Gypsies and
Travellers and with the settled community, was significant. It was felt that a negative of
living on the County Council site was ‘the stigma’ attached to it by both the settled
community and the Gypsy and Traveller community.

Participants agreed that there was a strong ‘community atmosphere’ on the majority of
sites, where ‘people leave you alone, but if you need them are always there for you’. Some
participant felt extremely close to the local community: ‘I have been here for 25 years. My
son is buried in the graveyard and my son died here in a road traffic accident’.

In a separate questions, participants were asked to rate their sites location. Over half of the
participants on Ladygrove and Cranham Hill reported that their sites were poorly located,
whilst over a half living on Ridgewell, Hop Gardens and Felsted reported that their site
location was good.

Figure 8.3 Site location
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Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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8.22 The majority of participants (73% on average) on all sites reported that they felt safe living

on their pitch.

Site facilities and condition

Participants were asked a series of questions about the facilities on their pitch and site and what
additional facilities were required.

8.23  All but one participant on Hop Gardens reported that they had an amenity block on their

8.24

pitch, although only a minority reported that they were satisfied with their amenity block.
The following graph illustrates that participants from Brickhouse, Cranham Hall, Fern Hill
and Sandiacres were particularly unsatisfied with their amenity block.

Figure 8.4 Level of satisfaction with amenity block

Total | 9] 2 I - | 36 |

Wood Corner | 38 [ 13 i 38 |
Sandiacres | 20 | 80 |
Ridgewell | 20 ] 20 | 0 |
Ladygrove | 20 | 20 | 60 |
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Fern Hill |14 [NOR] 57 |
Elizabeth Way | iz I - S|
Cranham Hall | 100 |
Brickhouse | 100 |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

O Very satisfied O Satisfied
@ Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied B Dissatisfied
O Very dissatisfied

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

New guidance on site design includes ‘essential’ features for amenity blocks.*® Participants
were asked whether they had each of these facilities and, if not, whether they were seen as
necessary. Table 8.3 below represents the number of participants from each site who
responded that they were in need of these ‘essential’ facilities.

“° Tribal, CLG and the Housing Corporation, Guidance for the Design of Sites for Gypsies and Travellers, April 2007, page 19.
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8.25 The survey found that there were participants in need of at least one or more of these
essential facilities on all sites. The largest deficit was in the provision of a kitchen and
dining room, secure storage for medicine, and enclosed areas for food and cleaning

products and space for a cooker and fridge/freezer.

8.26 A very small proportion (4%) reported an issue with access to hot and cold water in their
amenity block: this was a problem at Cranham Hall, Felsted and Ladygrove. * The most
significant need reported was for a separate WC, where 40% of the sample reported that

they were in need of this facility (on Brickhouse, Cranham Hall, Felsted, Hovefield,
Ladygrove and Wood Corner).

Brickhouse

Cranham Hall

Elizabeth Way

Fern Hill

Felsted

Hop Gardens

Hovefield

Ladygrove

Ridgewell

Sandiacres

Wood Corner

Total

Table 8.3 Participants in need of ‘essential’ facilities

Hot & cold water
Separate WC

100%
()

25% 100%
) (4)

22% 100%
) ()

30%

©)
20% 100%

1) (5)

50%

(4)
6% 40%
(4) @7)

Bath/shower
room

50%
)

11%

)
25%

)
10%

1)

7%
(%)

Kitchen & dining
room

100%
)
75%
@)
11%
)
86%
(6)

30%
@)
40%
2
40%
2
20%
)

43%
(29)

= 3] -
& % o =) § @
7 o 2 o - £
> o5 82§
‘s (O] c o 9
= S [a))
§ 5t 9t
w 0 Qo ®
100% 100%
(2) (2)
25% 100% 75%
(1) (4) (3)
33% 22%
3) (2)
100% 100%
(7) (7)
11% 89% 78%
(1) ®) (7)
40%
(4)
20% 100% 20%
(1) (5) (1)
40% 40%
(2) 2)
20% 20%
(1) (1)
100% 100%
(8) (8)
5% 65% 22%
(3) (44) (33)

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

products

Space for cooker
& fridge/ freezer

100%

100%
(4)
11%
)
71%
®)
89%
®)

100%
®)
20%
)
20%
)
63%
®)
22%
(32)

“! Essex County Council outlines that all pitches on Essex sites have access to hot and cold running water, this anomaly figure of 4%
suggests that this is a rare instance/fault, faults and repairs to the hot water system would take priority. Alternative reason for no hot and

cold running water includes no credit / payment on electricity meter.
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8.27 Using data on the number of bedrooms and the profile of the family, a third of pitches were
assessed as being overcrowded. Participants were also asked whether they shared their
pitch with any other families who would ordinarily require a separate pitch, termed ‘doubling
up’. The level was very low, with just three participants (4.5%) saying they did.

Accommodation expectations

8.28 The majority of participants (66%) did not believe that there were enough pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers in Essex. Participants were also asked to explain what they thought
should be provided.

8.29 The strongest request was made for permanent residential pitches. The advocated size of
sites varied, but there was a general agreement that sites should not exceed 20 pitches
and that a small site should have approximately seven pitches.

8.30 It emerged that participants tended towards small local authority sites, and slightly larger
private sites. This could be due to the different management styles required on the sites, as
one participant clarified: ‘travellers would look after their own site’ and on ‘smaller
sites...the people get on better with each other’.

8.31 On the theme of site size, participants noted that the size of pitches and amenity blocks
was important; ‘chalets should be bigger with big kitchens and day rooms with space for a
sofa. A good sized bay [pitch], there should be room for at least three trailers’.

8.32 Participants also raised the issue of transit sites. Transit sites were seen as occupying two
functions; firstly as a place where visiting friends and family could stay, and also as a
means to support those who wished to continue the nomadic lifestyle into which they were
born. Common explanations included: ‘We need transit sites, lots of them, so that people
can keep moving if they want’ and ‘There should be room for family to come and stay
nearby.’

8.33 Participants had no specific location recommendations but were clear regarding on which
criteria a site should be judged. Key issues that were felt to be important in the selection of
a site included its environmental surroundings, neighbouring communities and access to
local services. The following comment sums up the main points made: Sites] should be in
rural areas; close to amenities but not too close to towns’ people so as to cause trouble’.

8.34 Eleven participants reported that they would need or are likely to move to a different home
within the next five years, with a strong preference for private sites. However, when
participant were asked if they could afford land in Essex the overwhelming majority (94%)
could not afford this option.
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8.35 All those who reported that they needed or were likely to move within the next five years
reported that this was mainly due to harassment (11), although it was not clear if this was
from other site residents or the settled community. Other reasons given included; a lack of
space (6), affordability (6), too far from school and other services (6) and for employment

(6).

8.36 A quarter of the participants (25%) noted that one or more family member would need their
own home within the next five years, which culminated in 39 emerging households. The
majority of these households are believed to require site accommaodation, with only two
participants noting that the emerging households would consider moving into bricks and
mortar accommodation.

Summary

8.37 Essex County Council own and manage 11 permanent residential sites: interviews were
carried out on all sites. In total 68 interviews were completed, comprising 41% of the
current total resident households and 27% of the entire sample.

8.38 The average household size of the participant was 3.2, although this figure did however
hide some variation (see Table 8.2). The majority of the sample (77%) described
themselves as Romany/Gypsy and just under half (49%) had been living on their site for
over five years. Levels of satisfaction with the sites were generally good with the majority
(66%) reporting that they were satisfied or very satisfied with their site. Sites with the
highest levels of satisfaction included Hop Gardens, Hovefields and Ridgewell.

8.39 Participants were asked to explain what they particularly liked and disliked about their site.
The themes that emerged included site management, site location, facilities within and
beyond the site, the image of the sites and the importance of community. These themes
directly impacted on the day-to-day lives of participants in both positive and negative ways.

8.40 The majority of participants (73% on average) on all sites reported that they felt safe living
on their pitch. Those on Ladygrove and Cranham Hill reported that their sites were poorly
located. Satisfaction with utility blocks was particularly low on Brickhouse, Cranham Hill,
Fern Hill and Sandiacres.

8.41 A small proportion (4%) was in need of running hot and cold water in their amenity block:
this was a problem on Cranham Hall, Felsted and Ladygrove. The most significant of what
could be seen as the basic essential facilities was the need for a separate WC, where 40%
of the sample reported that they were in need of this facility (on Brickhouse, Cranham Hall,
Felsted, Hovefield, Ladygrove and Wood Corner).
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8.42 The majority of participants (66%) did not believe that there were enough pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers in Essex. The strongest request was for permanent residential
pitches, but participants also raised the issue of short stay sites. Key issues that were felt to
be important when selecting a site included its environmental surroundings, neighbouring
communities and access to local services.

8.43 Eleven participants noted that they needed or were likely to move within the next five years.
A quarter of participants also noted that one or more family member would need their own
home within the next five years. In both cases there was a strong preference for site
accommodation, although affordability was deemed a barrier to self-ownership.
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9. Gypsies and Travellers living on private
sites

Introduction

9.1 This chapter starts by outlining the profile of participants living on authorised private sites.
The conditions on the sites are then discussed followed by participants’ accommodation
history and travelling patterns. Views on the sites are those of the participants and it was
beyond the scope of this study to assess conditions on sites. Finally the accommodation
expectations of participants and other family members are described.

The sites and sample

9.2 Information regarding the estimated number of Gypsies and Travellers living on
unauthorised encampments and developments in Essex was gathered by combining
information held by local authorities and information from the caravan count. It was
estimated that there were 296 Gypsy and Traveller household living on private sites. Of the
296 estimated households, 62 were included in our survey representing 21% of the
estimated Gypsy and Traveller population living on private authorised sites.

9.3 The majority of our sample had gained full planning permission, but a significant number
had other forms which are presented in the table below:

Table 9.1 Sample and site ownership

Site ownership Count
Self-owned with planning permission 37
Self-owned with temp. planning permission 20
Self-owned with personal planning permission 5
Total 62

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
9.4 From our sample of participants, the average household size was 4.5.

9.5 A significant majority of the participants (79%, 48) had been living on their site for more
than five years, as can be seen from Table 9.2. All participants responded that they either
did not intend to move, or that they would stay for more than five years.

9.6 Participants therefore presented a settled account of their life, where they had been living
on their sites for a significant period of time, and believed that they would remain there for
the foreseeable future.

ﬁcébm Page Tt



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

Table 9.2 Length of time on site

Length of time Count
Less than 3 months 1
3 months — 1 year 1
1-3years 4
3 -5years 7
More than 5 years 48
Total 61

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Living on sites

9.7

9.8

9.9

9.10

9.11

In general site satisfaction amongst participants was high with 78% (24) reporting that they
were satisfied or very satisfied and 93% (53) felt safe an ‘always’. When participants were
asked to expand on what they liked and disliked about living on their site the following
themes emerged; community, location and planning permission.

Community was a very strong theme and impacted both positively and negatively on the
experiences of the participants. Community cohesion within the sites was good with
respondents noting that they were surrounded by friends and family, one respondent
explained that the site offered them an opportunity to see their ‘children playing outside
without fear of anyone hurting them, [and] being able to look after my mum’.

However the relationship with the local settled community varied, and impacted on how
participants viewed their accommodation. In cases where community cohesion was not an
issue it was given as the primary reason for liking their site: ‘We are from Essex areas, this
is home to us. We feel like part of the community here.’ In other instances community
relationships were strained and this was given as the primary reason for disliking a site:
‘We have occasional problems with local people’s prejudices against Travellers.” There
were examples of how poor community cohesion could escalate: ‘The place was recently
attacked by men wearing balaclavas and carrying clubs. [They] smashed up the chalet and
vehicles, and we've been very nervous ever since.’

The location of the sites impacted on the ability of participants to access services. A
number of participants felt that they had achieved the ideal balance between achieving a
rural way of life whilst retaining the ability to access local services and work opportunities,
as one respondent explained: ‘It’s peaceful and we get left alone. [There is] easy access to
[the local town] and schools.’

The planning status that the sites had achieved impacted on the lives of participant, with
those achieving full planning permission encountering less issues with the amenities
available to them on their sites.
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9.12

9.13

9.14

Those who had temporary or personal planning permission felt that there was an ongoing
emotional and financial battle with the Council for their right to remain on their land; 7/ don't
like] the stress related to planning, and finding the money for court fees. Now | am on
Benefits, before | came here | didn’t need Benefits.’

Other households felt that the conditions included in their planning permissions were too
restrictive and didn’t allow them what could be considered as basic facilities: ‘We share a
bathroom with two other families. ‘We've got conditions [with the planning permission] so
we can’t have any other mobile homes or chalets...There is open sewer running across the
entrance to the site; if we got permanent planning permission it would be good if it were
blocked in or buried. It smells in the summer and is very dangerous.’

Households who had been granted full planning permission felt that this offered them a
sense of ownership, belonging and safety which they hadn’t been able to achieve at other
accommodation types. Some participants simply responded that they liked their site
because ‘it’s ours’, whilst others described how this affected their lives in a positive manner:
‘not having to move everyday. Knowing when me and my family go away my caravan will
be there when | get back...it’s our own place and we like it here.’

Previous accommodation

9.15

9.16

9.17

A small number (12) of participants had previously lived in bricks and mortar
accommaodation. There were various reasons for having lived in settled accommodation
including marriage, settled Romany parents, curiosity and lack of alternatives. However,
similar themes emerged when participants were asked to explain why they had moved out
of bricks and mortar accommodation.

The main theme was isolation. One participant who had moved into housing after her
caravan was stolen described that 1 missed my family who were still out on the road.’

A number of participants had been roadside travellers before buying their own land. The
experience was described as difficult, as one participant explains: ‘When we moved to the
site we’d had years of harassment from the police. We couldn’t stay anywhere [and] were
moved on constantly. [We] couldn’t get any education or appointments with doctors. There
was police and council harassment everywhere we went.’

sssss

RcH

frdham Page 79



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

Travelling patterns

9.18

9.19

9.20

9.21

9.22

Half of the participants had travelled over the past 12 months. When asked why they travel,
the majority explained that travelling was a part of their culture and they did so to attend
fairs ‘such as Stow, Epsom and Appleby’, to ‘mainly work these days’ and also to visit
family. One participant explained, ‘It’s just our way of life, we work, we visit family and we
go to fairs.’

The majority of those who still travelled stayed roadside when they did so, this resulted in
evictions: ‘We were asked to leave a lay-by that we have used many times before because
it’s large and hidden from the road. It was very disappointing and we were angry’. For those
that travelled for work the evictions created barriers to employment opportunities: ‘We
moved because we could not get work in this area. We had to return as we were getting
moved on too often and could not get any work done. It made me feel like a piece of dirt.’

For those that had stopped travelling, the following table represents reasons as to why they
no longer traveller:

Table 9.3 Reasons for no longer travelling

Reason Percentage Count
Lack of transit sites / places to stay 87% 27
Threat of evictions 77% 24
Age / too old 58% 18
Safety / harassment 52% 16
Employment 35% 11

Source: Essex GTAA Fordham Research

When asked if there was a need for transit sites in Essex a quarter replied positively with
regards to visiting friends and family, and a further quarter said they were necessary for
their own needs. When discussing the preferred location of transit sites, no exact locations
were described. However, a theme that did emerge was the need for a network of transit
sites across the country, including Essex.

Those who needed sites for their own needs explained that they lived and travelled around
Essex for work, and therefore needed transit sites in the County; ‘They need to be
anywhere we can find work. We mostly stay in Essex as we know all the areas well.’

Accommodation expectations

9.23

Whilst the majority of participants felt that they had no need and were unlikely to move to a
different home within five years, five participants believed that they would be moving. These
households showed a preference for site accommodation, with two reporting that they
would consider moving to a detached house, preferably a bungalow.
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9.24

9.25

9.26

The main reason participants gave to needing to move home was due to harassment,
proximity to local services such as schools and a lack of space on their current land. The
majority of participants reported that they did not need to move to supported or sheltered
accommaodation (54%, 31) or a floating support services to stay where they were (56%, 32).
A minority (5) did however express an interest in finding out more about these services.

A third of the participants (33%, 19) noted that one or more member of their family would
need their own separate home within the next five years, which represented 33 emerging
households. It was felt that the majority of this need would be for site accommodation, with
a strong preference for private, self-owned sites. None of the participants believed that the
emerging households would require bricks and mortar accommodation.

The majority of the participants felt that the emerging households would prefer to stay on
their current site, or move to a site within the same district. Only one participant noted that
the household would be moving outside of the County area.

Summary

9.27

9.28

9.29

9.30

9.31

Of the 296 estimated Gypsy and Traveller households living on private sites in Essex, 62
(21%) were included in the survey. The majority of those interviewed had full planning
permission (37), but a significant number had temporary (20) or personal (5) planning
permission. The average household size of the sample was 4.5.

Participants were settled on their sites, with the majority (79%) having lived in their current
accommodation for over five years and all participants responding that they neither
intended or were likely to move in the next five years.

In general site satisfaction amongst participants was high with 78% (24) reporting that they
were satisfied or very satisfied and 93% (53) felt safe as ‘always’. When participants were
asked to expand on what they liked and disliked about living on their site the following
themes emerged; community, location and planning permission.

Whilst the majority of participants felt that they had no need and were unlikely to move to a
different home within five years, five participants believed that they would be moving. These
households showed a preference for site accommodation, with two reporting that they
would consider moving to a detached house, preferably a bungalow.

A third of the participants (33%, 19) noted that one or more members of their family would
need their own separate home within the next five years, which represented 33 emerging
households. It was felt that the majority of this need would be for site accommaodation, with
a strong preference for private, self-owned sites. None of the participants believed that the
emerging households would require bricks and mortar accommodation.
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10. Gypsies and Travellers living on unauthorised sites

10. Gypsies and Travellers living on
unauthorised sites

Introduction

10.1

This chapter starts by outlining the profile of participants living on unauthorised sites: this
includes those on unauthorised developments and encampments. The conditions on the
sites are then discussed followed by participants’ accommodation history and travelling
patterns. Views on the sites are those of the participants and it was beyond the scope of
this study to assess conditions on sites. Finally the accommodation expectations of
participants and other family members are described.

The sites and sample

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5

10.6

Information regarding the estimated number of Gypsies and Travellers living on
unauthorised encampments and developments in Essex was gathered by combining
information held by the Council and information from the caravan count. It was estimated
that there were 179 Gypsy and Traveller household living on unauthorised sites. Of the 179
estimated households, 39 were included in our survey representing 22% of the estimated
unauthorised Gypsy and Traveller population.

The majority of the sample consists of participants living on unauthorised developments
(37), with a small number of participants living on unauthorised encampments (2). They will
be analysed together for the purpose of this chapter, but where differences do exist due to
the form of ownership this will be commented on.

From our sample of participants, the average household size was 6.7, significantly above
the average.

A significant majority of the participants (76%) had been living on their site for more than
five years, as can be seen from Table 10.1. With the exception of those living on
unauthorised encampments who were uncertain of what their future held, all participants
responded that they believed they either did not intend to move, or that they would stay for
more than five years.

Participants therefore presented a settled account of their life, where they had been living
on their property for a significant period of time, and believed that they would remain on
their property for the foreseeable future.
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Table 10.1 Length of time on site

Length of time Frequency
Less than 3 months 2
3 months — 1 year 1
1-3years 2
3 -5years 4
More than 5 years 29

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Living on sites

10.7

10.8

10.9

10.10

10.11

The facilities available to participants were basic and limited and there was a degree of
resignation and acceptance in the response of participants to questions relating to their site
facilities. Participants felt that they needed ‘decent toilets and washing facilities but until we
have full planning permission we can’t do anything’..."We'd like to put hard standing down
but we’re trying not to fall out with the planners.’

Levels of satisfaction with sites were exceptionally high, with 95% of participants reporting
that they were very satisfied with their site. When this question was explored and
participants were asked why they liked their sites, three main themes emerged: community,
location and ownership.

The proximity of friends and family made a significant impact on the way participants
described their sites, a typical explanation was as follows ‘I feel like I've won the lottery! |
am so happy to be here with my friends and family all around me who | trust. We are all
one, we are a community’.

The rurality of site locations was also an important factor contributing to a feeling of
‘privacy, peace and quiet’. These themes contributed to a high level of satisfaction on the
unauthorised sites, as summed by one participant: 7 like it here because of the countryside,
the peace and the quiet; a good school for my grandchildren.’

Whilst ownership of the land was seen as a positive (‘It's mine and | love it), not being able
to obtain planning permission to live on their own land was viewed as a strong negative
factor. Frustration over the planning status of the land was expressed through two main
themes — the lack of facilities available to participants and the insecurity they felt.
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10.12

10.13

10.14

As discussed earlier, the lack of planning permission means that participants could not
acquire basic facilities for their sites: ‘We have a lack of facilities on the site because we
don’t have planning permission.” The lack of planning permission also contributed towards
a feeling of insecurity and uncertainty about the future which was felt to have a detrimental
affect the health of participants. A participant explained that ‘the lack of planning
permission, consent to be here, makes me feel angry, depressed and insecure...it gives me
a migraine’.

A small number (5) of participants had previously lived in bricks and mortar
accommodation, two of whom said they would consider moving back into this form of
accommaodation if they found a property which was safe and secure.

The reasons for moving into accommodation were varied and included affordability, lack of
alternative accommodation and discrimination on the road.

Travelling patterns

10.15

10.16

10.17

The vast majority of participants had not travelled within the last 12 months.
Those who had travelled did so for ‘work, family, church festivals — it's what we've always
done’ and commonly stayed on private family sites, land owned by themselves but which

had no planning permission or by the roadside.

For those that had stopped travelling, the following table represents reasons as to why they
no longer travel:

Table 10.2 Reasons for no longer travelling

Reason Count
Lack of transit sites / places to stay 24
Threat of eviction 22
Health and / or support needs 19
Safety / harassment 19
Employment 11
Age 10

Source: Essex GTAA Fordham Research
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Accommodation expectations

10.18 The participants agreed that there was a significant need for more sites for Gypsies and
Travellers in Essex. There was a desire for a mixture of different site ownership and
management types in order to create choice for the community: the different types included
private family sites, private rented sites, local authority (social) sites and transit sites. This
was reflective of affordability issues, with only a third of participants reporting that they
would be able to afford their own land in the Essex. This may be an underestimate
however. It is notoriously difficult to gather accurate information relating to finances in
Gypsy and Traveller surveys, and as the high level of unauthorised developments
indicates, many Gypsies and Travellers are finding ways to buy land for development in
Essex.

10.19 The idea that dominated discussions of what was needed in the area was how to bring
these sites forward. The main concern was that ‘there needs to be the freedom for people
to gain planning permission for land that they’ve bought'.

10.20 In contrast to many of the groups who believed that ‘smaller sites are better run and
respected’, participants from Dale Farm argued that there should be larger sites available,
of up to 40 to 50 pitches. This is partly due to the strong sense of community that has
developed on the site which was discussed earlier: ‘/f we had to move, we would all like to
stay together.’ It should also be noted that Dale Farm is comprised of Irish travellers whom
prefer larger sites compared to English/Roma travellers.

10.21 The majority of participants reported that if they were found land that would be granted
planning permission they would move, although there was a preference to remain within a
15 mile radius of their current location, and within their current local authority.

10.22 Participants were asked to list the three most important factors that they felt made an area
a suitable location for a site. The following table represents the strongest themes that
emerged; community, local services and rurality:

Table 10.3 Factors influencing good locations

Community cohesion — within the site and with the local community
Services — including health and education
Rurality — in rural areas with good public transport links

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

10.23 A significant minority of the participants had individuals in their households who would need
their own separate accommodation within the next five years, all of whom would require a
pitch on the same or neighbouring site.
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Summary

10.24

10.25

10.26

10.27

10.28

Of the 179 estimated Gypsy and Traveller households living on unauthorised sites in
Essex, 39 (22%) were included in the survey, with the average household size recorded at
6.7 — significantly above the average. The majority of the sample consisted of participants
living on unauthorised developments (37) and a small number living on unauthorised
encampments (2).

Participants therefore presented a settled account of their life, where they had been living
on their property for a significant period of time, and believed that they would remain on
their property for the foreseeable future.

The facilities available to participants were basic and limited and there was a degree of
resignation and acceptance in the response of participants to questions relating to their site
facilities, however levels of satisfaction with their sites were exceptionally high at 95%.
When this question was explored and participants were asked why they liked their sites,
three main themes emerged: community, location and ownership.

The participants agreed that there was a significant need for more sites for Gypsies and
Travellers in Essex. In contrast to many of the groups who believed that ‘smaller sites are
better run and respected’, participants from Dale Farm argued that there should be larger
sites available, of up to 40 to 50 pitches. This is due to the community element that has
developed on the site which was discussed earlier: ‘if we had to move, we would all like to
stay together.’

The majority of participants reported that if they were found land that would be granted
planning permission they would move, although there was a preference to remain within a
15 mile radius of their current location, and within their current district. The most important
factors in searching for suitable site location were community cohesion, local services and
rurality.
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11. Gypsies and Travellers living in housing

11. Gypsies and Travellers living in housing

Introduction

11.1 This chapter focuses on the circumstances and needs of Gypsies and Travellers living in
bricks and mortar accommodation. It starts by considering their current accommodation
circumstances before looking at their future expectations and requirements.

The sample

11.2 Assixth (17%) of the total interviews were conducted with Gypsies and Travellers living in
bricks and mortar accommadation. The following table shows where the 43 interviews took
place, along with estimates of the total number of housed Gypsy and Traveller families.
More interviews took place in Southend than in other areas, consistent with Southend
having the largest estimated housed population.

Table 11.1 Sample of interviews with Gypsies and
Travellers living in housing

. Number Estimated Percentage
Local authority Interviewed population interviewed
Basildon 2 15 13.3%
Braintree 4 12 33.3%
Brentwood 2 6 33.3%
Castle Point 3 8 37.5%
Chelmsford 6 14 42.9%
Colchester 4 15 26.7%
Epping Forest - 11 0.0%
Harlow 1 7 14.3%
Maldon 5 5 100.0%
Rochford 2 7 28.6%
Southend 9 77 11.7%
Tendring 3 13 23.1%
Uttlesford 2 6 33.3%
Total 43 196 21.9%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

11.3 The table below shows the ethnic profile. The vast majority were English Gypsies. The
average family size was fairly small, at 2.8 people.
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Table 11.2 Profile of participants

Ethnicity No. of interviews No. of interviews
English Gypsy 34 79.1%
Irish Traveller 4 9.3%
Scottish Traveller 2 4.7%
Refused 3 7.0%
Total 43 100%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

11.4 The following table shows where participants had lived prior to moving into housing. It is
noticeable that the previous home for a large proportion of participants was on a site;

almost half (44%) had previously lived on a social rented site and a quarter on an

unauthorised site.

Table 11.3 Previous accommodation

Accommodation type Number
Social rented site 19
Private site 6
Unauthorised development 2
Unauthorised encampment 9
Transit site 1
Total Sites 37
Owner-occupier 2
Socially rented housing 1
Private rented housing 3
Total Housing 6
Total 43

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Current accommodation

%
44.2%
14.0%

4.7%
20.1%
2.3%
85.3%
4.7%
3.0%
7.0%
14.7%
100.0%

11.5 The vast majority of participants (88%) lived in houses. The table below also shows that
almost two-thirds (65%) rented, with 44% socially. Almost a quarter (23%) owned their

home outright.
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11.6

11.7

11.8

Table 11.4 Housing profile

Property type
Number  Percentage

Detached house 9 20.9%
Semi-detached house 10 23.3%
Terraced 19 44.2%
Flat 5 11.7%
Total 43 100.0%

Tenure type
Owns outright 10 23.3%
Owns with mortgage 5 11.6%
Rent from Council / RSL 19 44.2%
Rent privately 9 20.9%
Total 43 100.0%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Most participants (64% reported a degree of difficulty in finding their home and only 9%
said it was easy. Difficulties mainly related to the length of time it took to buy a home, or to
access social housing through waiting lists, with staying in temporary accommodation
before finding somewhere permanent often criticised: 1 had a baby at 15 so they wouldn't
give me a house. Then | had to wait until 16 before they put me in a B&B that was tiny for
18 months’.

Two main reasons were given for moving into housing. The most frequent reason was
simply the lack of alternatives. For those who had lived on the roadside or on unauthorised
developments, the threat of evictions was a factor: ‘My wife was fed up of keep getting
rejected planning permission for her own land she’d bought’; ‘I had no choice. There was a
trailer fire - lost everything, so moved from north of England to be near family’; ‘I've no other
choice. | wouldn't live on site by myself with no other family members. When | was 8 our
caravan burnt down and we were forced into housing with family.” For those who had
moved off authorised sites, the conditions and management of the site meant they had little
alternative than to move into a house: I got sick of living on sites with all the bullying and
rowing between different families. There’s nowhere else to go now roadside pick-ups are
banned’

The second main reason was to access services, for the kids’ education, to give them a
more stable life and to try and give the kids something we didn't have.’ Finally some
participants stressed how they had chosen to move into housing, often due to old age or
because of marriage: ‘We’re getting old and we need the comforts of a house.’ ‘| grew up
on a site and when | get old enough | ran off to get married to a Gauja and we got a house.

RESE

ARCH

frdham Page 91



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

11.9

Previous accommodation Neither Very

The following table shows satisfaction with the current home by previous accommodation
type. Overall almost half (48%) said they were satisfied with their current accommodation.
However those who had previously been on sites were less likely to be satisfied, possibly
due to the threat of evictions meaning they felt forced to move into housing, and that they
were less accustomed to it than those who had a longer history in housing.

Table 11.5 Satisfaction with current home
Satisfaction

Very satisfied  Satisfied Dissatisfied Total

/ nor dissatisfied

Authorised site 24% 12% 8% 22% 34% 100%
Unauthorised site 14% 14% 14% 46% 12% 100%
Housing 28% 56% 16% - 9% 100%

Total

11.10

11.11

11.12

26% 22% 15% 20% 17% 100%
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

The most popular benefits of living in housing was the extra comfort and better facilities
compared to a site, followed by better security: ‘Some things | don't like but other things |
do like it's more comfortable, and you've got everything you need here. | wouldn't go back
to a trailer.’, ‘It was hard at first but I've grown used to it — it's more comfortable than the
old life’. Having family close by was an important factor in being satisfied with living in
housing: ‘1 don't mind it too much. I've plenty of family around and good Gauja neighbours.
Its easier for me now my health is bad.” The relative stability a home offered was an
important factor for those who had previously lived on the roadside: /t’s more settled down
for the children and going to school. Now some of my kids have gone back on the road,
others are in houses. | miss the old life but we're too old for all the trouble — nowhere to
park, trouble at sites and so on.’

However most participants gave mainly negative factors when discussing living in housing.
The main disadvantages related to the lack of space and a sense of claustrophobia from
living in a house: 1 hate it. I've had more illness since I've been here than ever, | can't leave
windows open at night, there’s no fresh air and you got to keep all the doors locked. It’s like
being in prison, like being in hell.’; 7/ don't like it much, | feel hemmed in. | miss my family,
it’s easier because of the kitchen and bathroom but I'd rather find a site somewhere.’

A small majority (61%) said they would go back to living on a site if they had the chance.
However this should not be confused with a definite need to move back to a site, rather an
accommodation preference should a suitable pitch become available. The following table
shows that those who had previously lived on an authorised site were the most likely to
want to return. This may reflect participants’ views that poor site conditions and a lack of
space meant they had little choice to move into a house. Those who had previously lived in
housing were generally well settled.

Page 92 forthan



11. Gypsies and Travellers living in housing

Table 11.6 Preference to return to a site

Previous accommodation Move back Stay in housing Total
Authorised site 75% 25% 100%
Unauthorised site 64% 36% 100%
Housing 26% 74% 100%
Total 60.5% 39.5% 100%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

11.13 Overcrowding was fairly high: 14% were assessed as being in overcrowded conditions
using the Bedroom Standard, compared to the national overcrowding average of 7.1%.

Accommodation expectations

11.14 When asked whether they thought there was enough accommodation for Gypsies and
Travellers in Essex, the overwhelming majority (88%) said there was not. Of those who
wanted to move to a different type of accommodation, over half (51%) would like a private
site on their own land, followed by 40% who would like a social rented site. However only
16% thought they would be able to afford to buy land in Essex.

11.15 The questionnaire attempted to establish how far participants would be prepared to move to
move to take up a pitch on a site. The results suggest there would be a willingness to move
away from the current location but there remains a strong attachment to the current district
and Essex generally. On the one hand, 28% said they would be prepared to move
anywhere. The remainder all wanted to stay in Essex but there was still willingness to move
if it meant finding a safe and secure site: a further 28% said over 15 miles, and 20%
between 10 and 15 miles. 12% would not be willing to move more than four miles. However
elsewhere in the questionnaire participants stressed the importance of remaining in the
local area: 51% wanted to live in their current district, 35% would be prepared to move
elsewhere in Essex, and only 14% wanted to move outside Essex.

11.16 The importance of local connections was emphasised when participants were asked for the
factors that make an area a good place to live. The most popular response, given by 46%
of participants, was having family and their community close by. This was followed by
access to local services and amenities (37%). Other factors mentioned were specific to the
accommodation, such as safety (13%) and large plot sizes (11%).

11.17 Almost half (46.5%) said they needed or were likely to move to a different home in the next
five years, with a third within the year. Reasons given for moving include: a lack of space
and accessibility: ‘My house is too small, I'm waiting to be re-housed. I've no money for a
trailer or a pitch on any sites, or | would go back to old life.’; ‘l need to move to sheltered
accommaodation, but they should put it on sites for old people without family or whose family
live far away’.
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11.18 Over a third (34%) expected a family member to move into their own separate home within
the next five years. The preference for future families was more towards sites than to stay
in housing: 21% expected them to want a social rented site and 16% a self-owned site.

Travelling patterns

11.19 A quarter of the sample still travelled, mainly stayed on private sites or on the roadside.
Visiting family, horse fairs and work were the main reasons given for travelling. Others said
they would like to travel but lack of space of sites and apparent restrictions in their social
housing tenancies prevented them: 1 would like to travel but there’s nowhere to stay. I'm
also frightened of losing the house if we do travel. If we’re away for more than two weeks
the locks are changed and the house is given to someone else.’

Summary

11.20 A total 43 interviews were carried out with Gypsies and Travellers living in housing,
comprising over a sixth of all interviews. Almost half of participants currently lived in the
social rented sector, although a third owned their home. For 85% of participants, their last
home had been on a site, with almost half being on a social rented authorised site. Most
had moved into housing due to a lack of space on authorised sites or poor conditions on
the sites, or to access services more easily.

11.21 Almost half were satisfied with their current accommodation, however those who had
previously lived on an authorised sites were the least likely to be satisfied. The added
comfort and improved security of living in housing were appreciated by some patrticipants,
however most spoke negatively of their experience, criticising the lack of community and
family close by. Most would return to a site if they had a chance. Participants were
prepared to move from their current location to take up a pitch on a suitable site, but most
wanted to stay in the same district in Essex.
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12. Access to services

Introduction

12.1

While the focus of the survey was on accommodation requirements, the questionnaire also
collected information on access to services, including health and education. Research has
found that poor accommodation can prevent access to services and so cannot be seen in
isolation.*” This chapter outlines the main findings with emphasis on barriers to service
uptake and how services can be improved.

Use of services

12.2 Participants were asked about their ability to access local services, including shops, health
and education. The results are shown in the three tables below, showing the proportion of
respondents reporting difficulties accessing services on foot, by public transport and by car.
The main variation was by site type; the majority of those on unauthorised sites and
developments found it difficult to access any service on foot, most likely due to the relatively
remote locations of many of these sites. Nearly all (about 80%) on these types of site found
public transport access to shops and health services to be difficult.

12.3 Those on privately owned sites generally found access to services easier than those on
local authority sites; nearly two thirds on local authority owned sites had difficulty accessing
any of the services listed by public transport, compared to around a quarter on private sites.
In contrast, almost none of those living in housing reported difficulties accessing any
services.

Table 12.1 Percentage finding gaining access to local amenities ‘hard’: on foot
Accommodation Shops a.nd Post Health Centre or Primary School Secondary School
type Office GP
Local authority site 55% 58% 56% 58%

Private site 33% 37% 37% 36%
Unauthorised 60% 70% 71% 71%
Housing 0% 0% 0% 3%
Total 37% 41% 41% 42%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

“2 a.g., Glenys Parry, et al, The Health Status of Gypsies & Travellers in England: Summary of a report to the Department of Health,
University of Sheffield, 2004.
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Table 12.2 Percentage finding gaining access to local amenities ‘hard’: using local

transport

Accommodation Shops qnd Post Health Centre or Primary School Secondary School
type Office GP

Local authority site 62% 64% 61% 59%
Private site 26% 27% 25% 24%
Unauthorised 79% 79% 36% 36%
Housing 0% 0% 0% 0%

Total 40% 41% 34% 33%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 12.3 Percentage finding gaining access to local amenities ‘hard’: by car

Accommodation Shops and Post Health Centre or

. Primary School Secondary School
type Office GP
Local authority site 5% 10% 10% 10%
Private site 0% 0% 0% 0%
Unauthorised 0% 0% 0% 0%
Housing 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total 2% 0% 0% 0%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

12.4 The questionnaire asked for further information about the practical impact of any transport
difficulties. Many people on all types of sites stated that a car was a necessity; this caused
significant problems, especially for the elderly and others unable to drive. The lack of
pavements on nearby roads was also mentioned by some respondents as a problem:

‘I can’t walk far because of my arthritis. | don’t own a car so I rely on family.’ local
authority site)

‘Teenagers like myself feel very isolated. Nothing to do and can’t get out to
anywhere, since we can't afford taxis.’ (local authority site)

‘I am here on my own with a baby and | can’t drive so | have to rely on others for
lifts.” (private site)

‘Kids can’t walk to the school as the road is dangerous.’ (private site)

12.5 A significant minority (about 10%) of respondents living on sites had no parking provision
on their pitch, all of these were on social rented sites. In the light of the level of difficulty
experienced by those living on pitches in accessing services without a car, this is clearly
likely to be a serious issue for this group. It is currently council policy and condition of the
licensing agreement that all sites must have parking provision and that all vehicles must be
kept inside the confines of the plot. One possible explanation for the lack of space reported
could be that parking space is being used for another purpose.
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Health and support needs

12.6 Registration with a GP surgery was high, at 94%. This did not vary significantly across the
site types or between sites and housing. Respondents who were not registered were also
asked if they had ever been refused registration at a GP’s surgery; only five of those not
registered responded to this question, three of whom stated they had been refused access.

Table 12.4 Registration with a GP surgery
Permanent Temporary None Total
Local authority site 93% 1% 6% 100%
Private site 95% 5% 0% 100%
Unauthorised 97% 0% 3% 100%
Housing 95% 3% 3% 100%
Total 95% 2% 3% 100%
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

12.7 Despite this high level of registration at GP services, 50% had at some point used Accident
and Emergency facilities because they were unable to see a GP, ranging from 36% on local
authority sites to 80% on unauthorised sites. However, only 21% felt that they had
problems generally using health services in Essex.

12.8 However, those who were dissatisfied with health services mostly felt that this was due to
discrimination against Gypsies or Travellers:

TDoctors should] see children when they need to see them, and not turn them away
because they’re Gypsies.’

‘The local surgery’s receptionist is biased against Travellers so we go further away.’
{They] could treat Travellers the same as everybody else - | had to lie about my
address and identity.’

12.9 There were also some other concerns, including a reported reduction in mobile services
which used to visit sites:

Female travellers would prefer to speak to a female doctor.’
There was a mobile unit before but not now.’
12.10 A series of questions were asked about specific disabilities and illnesses. The results are

shown in the table below. Respondents could report more than one issue, and so figures do
not sum to 100%. Overall, a total of 58% of respondents reported some form of disability or
illness, with the most common being asthma, reported by 27% of respondents, with long
term ilinesses reported by 21%.
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Table 12.5 Specific disabilities and ililnesses reported by survey
respondents

Percent of respondents

Age-related health or mobility issues 14%
Non-age-related physical disability 7%
Child with physical disability 3%
Learning disability 6%
Long term illness 21%
Severe sensory impairment 4%
Asthma 27%
Mental illness 13%
Other 8%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

12.11 Relatively few respondents thought that their disability or illness required housing
adaptations; however among those reporting one of the disabilities or illnesses above, 4%
required handrails in their home, while 3% required each of the other alterations (e.g.
ramps, low level shower units, support services, and help maintaining their home).

12.12 Of those who thought that help from the Council or health service would be relevant to the
disability or illness they or a member of their household suffered, slightly less than half
(45%) stated that they were already receiving help.

Education and skills

12.13 Of participants with children of school age, about three quarters (76%) said they were all
enrolled in school, and 88% had some children enrolled in school. 21% of children attended
vocational training outside school; however it should be remembered that these groups
overlapped; only two of the respondents who had children not attending school had children
attending vocational training.

12.14 Overall, 51% of respondents stating that they had children of school age had experienced a
situation that prevented their children from going to school. The following table shows that
bullying was the most frequent problem preventing attendance, closely followed by
evictions. Non-attendance at school out of parental choice was a factor, but only reported
by a relatively small group, as shown in the table below. Respondents could state more
than one issue, so the numbers below do not sum to 100%.
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Table 12.6 Reasons reported as preventing children from
attending school

Percentage of those with

Reason children of school age
Bullying 25%
Evictions or being moved on 23%
Seasonal movement 13%
Lack of permanent address 13%
Prefer to be taught at home 8%
Inappropriate curriculum 6%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

12.15 35% of those who responded felt that further education or training would help their family in

12.16

finding work, although not all agreed: 1 already have lots of training and qualifications, but
no good at all as prejudice stops me gaining work’. Among the group interested in such
training, the most commonly mentioned forms of training were literacy-based or vocational.
Computing, building-related skills and farming skills were among those suggested by
respondents.

‘Reading, writing and anything else on offer’
1 would like to go back into education and do GCSEs, as / left school at 15’
‘A training course to work with animals’

By far the most commonly mentioned obstacle to training was the difficulty and expense of
transport; some suggested that a mobile service should be provided, while others felt that
transport improvements would solve this problem.

Someone [could] come to the site and help us with literacy’

‘I've paid for taxis so | can attend training courses’

‘Help with transport for training and work’

[Provide] transport or bring a bus or mobile classroom onto the site’

‘Broadband access would be good — we are charged business rates which are too
expensive’

Employment

12.17

Altogether 39% of respondents believed that they had been denied employment because of
their being a Gypsy or a Traveller, in some cases on multiple occasions. In the majority of
cases it was believed that the discrimination had come through the means of potential
employers recognising their address as a caravan site; also those on unauthorised sites
with no official address faced problems in applying.
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‘As soon as the address is given it’s the end of the interview.’

When | lived on a site, the site address would give my identity away.’
‘As soon as your address becomes known, you’ve no chance of work.’
We have to lie about our address — | give my sister’s instead.’

‘I don’t have an address which can be a problem.’

12.18 It should be remembered that some of the remaining 61% who had not experienced such
discrimination are likely to be self-employed or looking after the household. In addition,
three respondents felt that they were unfairly restricted by site rules against business
activities or commercial vehicles, and seven mentioned a lack of space to run their
business.

Council services

12.19 More than half (51%) of respondents felt that the best way for the Council to keep in touch
with Gypsies and Travellers would be via a newsletter, although 24% thought that a
voluntary group would also be a useful way of maintaining relations, and 15% favoured
visits by liaison officers or support workers. Other suggestions made included an email list
or keeping contact via the Gypsy Council.

12.20 Of all respondents, 44% stated that they had suffered discrimination of some sort when
trying to access services. Respondents were asked to describe the nature and source of
that discrimination. While some respondents did state that they had suffered discrimination
from multiple services, each response was classified according to the service given the
most emphasis. The results are shown in the table below; healthcare services were by far
the most likely to be criticised in this area.

Table 12.7 Sources of discrimination in service provision

Percentage of those reporting

Reason discrimination
Healthcare services 35%
Education and training 11%
Council services 9%
Postal or courier services 9%
Transport services 9%
Police 2%
Other 13%
Not stated 18%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Page 100 ﬁcqb.ﬂm



12. Access to services

Summary

12.21

12.22

12.23

12.24

12.25

Access to services varied strongly by the type and tenure of accommodation; those on
unauthorised sites and to a lesser extent local authority sites tended to have difficulty
accessing services if they were not able to drive. This was not true of Gypsies and
Travellers in housing, almost none of whom reported problems. As discussed in the
previous chapter, better access to services was one reason some Gypsies and Travellers
had moved into housing in the first place.

Almost all respondents (94%) were registered with a GP. However, many did report
discrimination from health services, far more than for any other public service, accounting
for 35% of all reports of discrimination in service provision. Half of respondents reported
that they had at some point used Accident and Emergency facilities in Essex because they
were unable to get an appointment with a GP, with the figure rising to 80% of respondents
on unauthorised sites. However, only 21% felt that they generally had problems using
health services in Essex.

Asthma and long term iliness were the most significant health problems for Gypsies and
Travellers in Essex. Few required modifications to their home for reasons of health or
disability, but the more requested adaptations or services included additional handrails, low
level shower units, support services and help maintaining the home.

A total of 76% of those with children at school age had all children enrolled in school, and
88% had some children enrolled. About half had experienced a situation preventing at least
one of their children from attending school, the most frequent being bullying and eviction.
Additional training was considered likely to be useful by 35% of respondents, particularly in
literacy, with by far the most common obstacle to this being the lack of (or expense of)
transport to educational facilities.

Some 39% believed they had been denied employment opportunities due to being a Gypsy
or Traveller, which usually took the form of being refused interviews due to having an
address on a caravan site.
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13. Travelling Showpeople

Introduction

13.1

Travelling Showpeople are included in the definition of Gypsies and Travellers for the
purposes of housing strategies, but are subject to separate planning guidance. Given the
presence of Travelling Showpeople in Essex and that they face similar shortages of places
to live as Gypsies and Travellers, they have been included in this report. However in
recognition of their different cultural identity, separate questionnaires were administered
leading to a separate accommodation needs assessment in Chapter 15. The questionnaire
(see Appendix 3) was adapted to recognise the different accommodation requirements that
Travelling Showpeople can have.

The sample

13.2

Twenty-nine interviews were conducted with Travelling Showpeople families living on yards
and eight with those living in housing, equivalent to 15% of the entire sample. They took
place on 18 of the 20 yards in Essex. Yards were identified in the first place from the
Showmen’s Guild of Great Britain, however snowballing also identified a number of yards
whose owners were not members of the Guild (for example the Association of Independent
Showmen).

Table 13.1 Sample of interviews with Travelling Showpeople

Local authority Housing interviews Yard interviews
Basildon - 11
Braintree - 3
Brentwood - -
Castle Point 1 -
Chelmsford 3 7
Colchester - -
Epping Forest 1 4
Harlow - -
Maldon - 2
Rochford 1 -
Southend - -
Tendring 2 -
Uttlesford - 2
Total 8 29

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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13.3 The cultural practice of Travelling Showpeople is to live on a plot in a site yard in static
caravans or mobile homes, along with smaller caravans used for travelling or inhabited by
other family members (for example, adolescent children). Some yards contain several plots
with different families living on each, while others are occupied by a single family. Their
equipment (including rides, kiosks and stalls) is kept on the same plot. It should
consequently be borne in mind that the amount of land needed to live on is greater than for
Gypsies and Travellers. For clarity, we refer to Travelling Showpeople ‘plots’ rather than
‘pitches’ to recognise the differences in design.

Current accommodation

13.4 Most of the yards were fairly small in terms of the number of families living in them, with
only one family occupying them. The two largest yards were at Wickford (Basildon) and
Hassenwood Writtle (Chelmsford) respectively with six and five families living on separate
plots.

13.5 The average number of people living on each plot was 4.5. Almost two-thirds (62%)
reported that a member of their family lived on the plot all year round, suggesting that yards
are commonly no longer solely used for winter quarters, but also as a residential base. All
reported that this was their main home and only three respondents (10%) had lived there
for less than three years. Only two expected to move within the next five years.

13.6  Satisfaction with living on their current yard was very high; 43% of participants noting that
they were very satisfied and only three saying they were dissatisfied. All said they felt safe
living there, 72% had space on the yard for their children to play safely and all except for
two said noisy or dangerous traffic was not an issue. When participants were asked for the
benefits of living on their yard answers mainly centred on the surrounding community and
access to facilities: ‘We’ve got our friends and family near by, it's peaceful and no one
bothers us’; ‘Easy access to the road network, helpful local community, good schools’.

13.7 The main negative aspect of the yard was the lack of space for all members of the family to
live or to erect equipment. Just over half of those questioned (52%) reported they did not
have enough space on their yard. Extra space was needed for concealed households or
future family growth or for storing equipment:

‘Family needs are now pending. The kids will require their own accommodation and
there is no space for them to live as the yard is and we can'’t expand it any further’

‘I have other equipment but there’s no room in the yard to keep it and the council won’t
let us expand for storage.’
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13.8

Testing equipment to ensure it complies with safety regulations was critical, but this took up
additional space which often wasn’t available: ‘Explained that had to test the rides when
arrived at the fairs but if there’s a problem they have to travel back to the yard to carry out
the repairs’ (interviewer’s notes).

Future accommodation

13.9

13.10

13.11

Only two participants thought that there was currently enough space for Travelling
Showpeople in Essex. When asked if extra land was made available for yards in Essex,
participants made several suggestions about their design and location. As regards size, at
least half an acre was suggested by several participants for each family-sized plot, and
around four acres for the total size of the yard, with spare capacity for future family growth.
Access to utilities and the road network was stressed, along with perimeter landscaping
and hardstanding. In terms of location, the strong preference was for extra space in the
same district as local connections were well established.

Many of those interviewed believed that the accommodation shortfall could be met privately
by granting planning permission to Travelling Showpeople to expand or buy new yards.
Over half (55%) had tried to buy land in Essex but their plans had fallen through for various
reasons (e.g. being outbid or the vendor withdrawing from the sale). However twelve
participants (52%) had been informed that planning permission would not be granted by the
local council. In some case this was because the land was in the Green Belt however in
other instances participants were less clear as to why permission was not granted:

‘We were looking into buying two acres for winter quarters. We talked to the council
about planning permission but as soon as they knew who we were they discontinued
the discussion’

‘We looked at three acres in [district] and spoke to council but they said they had
sufficient yards in the area and look elsewhere’
‘Showmen want to buy their own yards but it's impossible to get planning permission’.

Two-thirds thought they would be able to afford to buy additional land in Essex.

Travelling Showpeople living in housing

13.12

Eight of the Travelling Showpeople lived in housing. Reasons for living in housing varied.
Three had always done so, while another had married a non-Showman and had stopped
living on the yard at that point. One saw buying and moving to a house as an investment,
while another stated that they ‘saw no future in the travelling way of life. | wanted a better
future for my children so they could settle down and get jobs. | wanted it easier for them’.
One participant however suggested that the lack of space on yards was the main reason: ‘|
was settled in Clacton but there’s no room for trailers so could not go to a yard’. Two said
they would want to live on a yard if possible.
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Access to services

13.13

13.14

All were permanently registered with a GP surgery in Essex and none reported problems
accessing health or other services beyond what would be expected for the general
population (e.g. difficulties getting appointments, longer waiting times). Just over half (57%)
reported a health issue in their family, although only half of these were receiving help for
this issue through the council or health services.

Of those who had children of school age, half said that their children attended school all
year round, with the remainder not attending all year or using education packs for when
they were not at school. Most expected their children to work in the same industry but some
were pessimistic about future prospects: ‘The expenses are Killing the game. If it continues
with all the high costs, showmen will have no work and we’ll be left on our yards.’

Summary

13.15

13.16

37 interviews were conducted with Travelling Showpeople families, on 18 of the identified
20 yards in Essex. The survey found a great deal of concern about a lack of space on
existing yards, whether for storing equipment or living space for current and future family.
Some had moved into housing as a consequence of the lack of space on yards. The main
barrier to bringing forward new yards was the difficulty in obtaining planning permission,
whether on new yards of for the expansion at existing ones. Affordability was seen as a
less significant issue and there was an expectation that Travelling Showpeople would be
able to provide the extra accommodation themselves should land be made available to
develop. Participants stressed their close connections to their local area and community,
suggesting that, where possible, existing yards should be expanded.

Two-thirds of participants said that someone lived all year round on their yard, rather than
using it as traditional winter quarters. The fact that almost all had lived there over five years
and were well-integrated into the local community is one reason why satisfaction with
where they lived was very high. This would also help explain why there was a strong
preference for staying in the same areas of Essex.
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SECTION C: NEED ASSESSMENTS

The final section of this report contains the accommodation need assessments. Chapter 14
contains the assessments for Gypsies and Travellers, and outlines need in terms of residential
pitches, short stay sites and bricks and mortar accommodation. A similar methodology is applied in
Chapter 15 which contains the assessment of plots for Travelling Showpeople. The final chapter
draws conclusions on the research findings.
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14. Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need

Introduction

14.1 This chapter presents the detailed technical calculation of the Gypsy and Traveller needs
assessment. The model used is based on the example given in the GTAA Guidance.®
General comments on the findings will be found in Chapter 16.

Requirement for residential pitches, 2008-2013: summary

14.2 The need for residential pitches in the study area is assessed according to a 14-step
process, closely based upon the model suggested in CLG guidance (page 22). The results
of this are shown in the table below, while the subsequent section contains explanations of
the sourcing and calculation of the figures for each step.

14.3 As can be seen the overall need is for an additional 310 pitches, on top of the 33 pitches
already planned. This amounts to a total need, additional to any existing planned
construction, for approximately 62 pitches per annum for the 2008-2013 period.

“* ODPM [CLG] (2006) op cit. page 22.
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Table 14.1 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

458.0

16.0
8.9
2.5

12.9

33.0

95.3

168.6

113.0
30.8
141.2
64.5
73.8
6.5
429.7

29.3
8.6
10.6
48.5

309.5
61.9

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Requirement for residential pitches, 2008-2013: steps of the calculation

Step 1: Current occupied permanent / residential site pitches

14.4 Based on information provided by the County Council, districts and corroborated by
information from site surveys. There are currently estimated to be 458 occupied (and
authorised) Gypsy and Traveller pitches in the study area, including those owned by a local

authority and privately.
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14.5 It should be noted that the data has been standardised for the model; an allowance has
been made for the fact that private site pitches tend to be larger, to avoid underestimating
either the capacity of these sites or their existing population. This base figure may therefore
be higher than other estimates of the number of existing pitches.

Step 2: Number of unused residential pitches available

14.6 Atotal of 16 vacant pitches were on authorised sites in Essex which provides a small
amount of supply.

Step 3: Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant, 2008-2013

14.7 This is calculated using mortality rates, as applied in conventional Housing Needs
Assessments. The figures for mortality, however, have been increased in line with studies of
Gypsy and Traveller communities suggesting a life expectancy approximately 10 years
lower than that of the general population.* The table below shows the relevant calculation.

Table 14.2 Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant 2008-2013

From authorised pitches

Current supply of occupied permanent / residential site pitches 458

Pitches released from this number by mortality per year according to adjusted mortality 1.789

rates (assuming inheritance of pitch by any remaining adult residents of pitch)

Expected pitches released 2008-2013 (1.789 x 5) 895—-9
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Step 4: Number of households in site accommodation expressing a desire to leave Essex

14.8 It was assumed, given that development of sites is likely to occur in the Counties
surrounding Essex as well as in the County itself, and that survey respondents were
unlikely to say they would move unless it was a feasible option, that those currently living
on sites expecting to leave the County permanently in the next five years would generally
be able to do so. This is assumed for those moving out of choice (Step 8) or due to
overcrowding (Step 11).

14.9 Nevertheless, as reported in the survey finding chapters, there was a low level of interest in
leaving Essex, so this step only results in the supply of three pitches.

“ E.g. L. Crout, Traveller health care project: Facilitating access to the NHS, Walsall Health Authority, 1987. NB: For Travelling
Showpeople, the standard mortality rate is used.
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Step 5: Number of households in site accommodation expressing a desire to live in housing

14.10 It was assumed that all those currently living on sites and planning to move into housing in
the next five years would be able to do so. This excluded those planning to move due to
site management issues, since it was assumed that these could be resolved in the light of
the findings of this study.

14.11 A supply of 13 pitches was expected from this source, excluding those moving out of
Essex, since these are already counted in Step 4.

Step 6: Residential pitches planned to be built or brought back into use, 2008-2013

14.12 Overall 33 pitches are likely to be provided according to information provided by Essex
councils. The total comprises a 12 pitch social rented site in Colchester and the possible
granting of planning permission to a 21 pitch unauthorised development in Braintree.

Step 7: Additional supply generated by movement within the stock

14.13 This figure, although not included in the CLG model, allows for the fact that movement of
families from pitches onto different pitches (Steps 8 and 10) not only generates
demand/need but also supply. Pitches vacated by moves out of Essex or into housing are
excluded, since these are already counted in Steps 4 and 5 above. This generates a total
supply of 95 pitches.

14.14 ltis recognised that, of course, those moving from overcrowded pitches will not release
pitches large enough for every family; however there are many smaller newly forming
households within the total households generating need.

Step 8: Households sharing pitches

14.15 An occurrence in areas with a shortage of site accommodation is for families to ‘double up’
on their pitch with another family who would ordinarily have their own separate pitch.

14.16 The table below shows that those on unauthorised developments were the most likely to
share their pitch resulting in overcrowding — overwhelmingly at Dale Farm, Basildon. The
survey did find significant doubling up on private sites, but due to the generally larger
pitches, not all of this resulted in overcrowding. This has been taken into account in the
model.

14.17 Based on these responses, it is estimated 113 additional pitches would be required to
resolve doubling up, shown in Step 8.
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Table 14.3 Percentage of pitches with families overcrowded
due to doubling up

% overcrowded due to

Site type % doubling up doubling up
Unauthorised development 67.3% 52.7%
Private site 18.3% 6.3%
Social rented site 4.5% 4.5%
Unauthorised encampment N/A N/A
Total 27.8% 18.1%

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
Step 9: Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in Essex, 2008-13

14.18 The Guidance suggests that those moving from pitch to pitch should be included in the
need section. The supply also generated by this is taken into account in Step 7. These
households reported that they ‘needed or were likely’ to move to a different home in the
next five years, and wanted to stay on an authorised site, or that they were currently
seeking accommodation.

14.19 This category of need overlaps with those moving due to overcrowding, counted in Step 10,
and so any households which are both overcrowded and seeking accommodation are
deducted from this total. This generates a total need from this source of 31 pitches.

Step 10: Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring residential pitches in Essex

14.20 The Guidance indicates that all those living on unauthorised encampments or
developments must be provided with alternative accommodation. Using survey data, it has
been calculated how many families on unauthorised sites want residential pitches in the
County. They generate a need for 141 residential pitches, as shown in Table 14.4. This is
substantial figure, overwhelmingly based on the high number of unauthorised
developments in Essex, and largely comprising the unauthorised development at Dale
Farm, Basildon.

Table 14.4 Households on unauthorised sites requiring new accommodation in the area,

2008-2013
From unauthorised pitches
Currently on unauthorised sites 164.0
Minus those expecting to leave the County 2.3% -3.8
Minus those not seeking a residential pitch 11.9% -19.1
Total 141.2

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Step 11: Households on overcrowded pitches requiring residential pitches in the area

14.21 Guidance indicates that those on overcrowded pitches should be provided with pitches of
an adequate size. These households are considered in the table below, although
households which also contain a newly formed household that has not yet left are excluded.
This is because it is assumed that once the extra household leaves (included in the need
figures in Step 11), their accommodation will no longer be overcrowded. NB: Households
doubling up, and so included at Step 2, have not been counted here as well.

Table 14.5 Households in overcrowded accommodation on authorised sites, 2008-2013

From authorised pitches

Number of pitches overcrowded 92
Minus those with an emerging household likely to leave the pitch 18.6% -17.1
Minus those expressing a desire to leave the County 2.3% -1.7
Minus those not seeking a residential pitch 11.9% -8.7
Total 65

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
Step 12: New households forming on sites requiring residential pitches

14.22 The number of individuals needing to leave pitches to create new households was
estimated from survey data to be 157 in the next five years, as shown in the table below.
Allowing for those planning to leave the study area, and for estimated rates of marriages to
both Gypsies and Travellers and non-Gypsies and Travellers, it is thought that this will
result in the formation of 74 new households requiring residential pitches during the 2008-
2013 period.

Table 14.6 Newly forming households on sites, 2008-2013

From authorised pitches and unauthorised pitches

Individuals needing or likely to leave existing households, 2007-2012 164.2
Minus proportion expressing a desire to leave the County 0.0% 0.0

Minus those not seeking a residential pitch 11.9% -195
Discount for marriage to non-Gypsies and Travellers 15.0% -21.7
Discount for marriage between Gypsies and Travellers 40.0% -49.2
Total 73.8

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Step 13: New households expected to arrive from elsewhere

14.23

In the absence of any data derivable from secondary sources on the moving intentions of
those outside the Essex study area, it is assumed that inflow of Gypsies and Travellers into
the County will be equivalent to the outflow. In addition, inflow equivalent to the outflow of
newly forming households must be considered. Together, these amount to an inflow of only
seven households.

Steps 14-16: Households in housing requiring a pitch

14.24

14.25

The Guidance includes an allowance for families living in bricks and mortar accommodation
but who have a ‘proven psychological aversion’ to housing. Given that a psychological
aversion cannot be demonstrated in a social survey, our approach is to include only those
respondents who demonstrate through their answers to the questionnaire an aversion to
living in housing which could be remedied by moving to a pitch. This was determined by
identifying those respondents who said in their questionnaire responses that they had been
forced to live in a house or that they suffered adverse psychological effects due to leaving a
site.

Need for a pitch due psychological aversion to housing is broken into three categories:
those with a stated intention to move, those in overcrowded housing, and newly forming
families. Even if the household in question was in overcrowded or unsuitable housing,
psychological aversion was taken into account, since if no psychological aversion was
present, the need for larger accommodation could potentially be met within the housing
stock. This generated a total need for 48.5 pitches from Gypsies and Travellers, equivalent
to 24.7% of the estimated population.*

Requirement for residential pitches, 2013-2021: summary

14.26 Looking further into the future, with all existing need having been taken into account, only

natural increase, mortality, and movement into and out of Essex need be taken into
account. Since movement within the stock is largely neutral in terms of pitches or dwellings
released, this is not taken into account. The base figures for this calculation are shown
below.

> The same methodology produced figures of 16% in London and 30% in Northamptonshire.
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Table 14.7 Base figures as at 2013, assuming all need is met for 2008-2013

2008 Base Change 2008-2013 2013 base
Authorised sites 458* +310** 817
Unauthorised sites 164* -164 0

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
** Figure excludes currently planned new pitches, and effect of any existing vacant pitches being brought back into use.
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

14.27 Survey data suggests a rate of natural increase in households of 17.5% over the first five
years (2008-2013) for Gypsies and Travellers in the County, equating to 3.27% per year.
This figure includes an allowance for those moving out of the County, and represents an
average of the rate for both sites and housing. This is a little below the CLG suggested rate
of 3.90%. Mortality rates are projected to be the same as in 2008-2013, although due to the
changing size of population, the absolute numbers of pitches and houses freed will vary.
Movement into and out of the study area is also assumed to continue at the 2008-2013
rate. The table below shows an additional requirement for the period 2013-2021 of 95
pitches.

Table 14.8 Estimate of the need for residential pitches, 2013-2021

Pitches as at 2013

1) Pitches occupied by Gypsies and Travellers 816.5
Supply of pitches

2) Pitches expected to become vacant due to mortality 2013-2021 25.5

3) Number of households on pitches expected to move out of County 2013-2021 1.9

4) Number of households on pitches expected to move into housing 0.0

5) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock 81.3

Total supply 108.8
Residential requirement: from pitches*

6) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area 81.3

7) New households forming on sites requiring pitches 107.7

8) Total households expected to arrive from elsewhere requiring pitches 2.3

Total gross requirement 191.3
Residential requirement: from housing

9) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area 0.0

10) Existing households forming in housing requiring pitches 12.7

Total gross requirement 12.7

Balance of requirement and supply
Total additional pitch requirement** 95.2
Annualised additional pitch requirement 11.9

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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District summaries

14.28 The following table gives an overview of projected need for residential pitches by district,
over the 2008-2021 period. We stress that these figures are evidence of need and are not
targets for new provision; the final district targets may well vary. The requirements are in
addition to pitches already planned for 2008 (shown in districts’ individual tables).

Table 14.9 Additional residential pitch requirements for Essex study area, 2008-2021

Requirement  Total occupied  Requirement  Total occupied  Total requirement

Area Tolelat2008  o00g-2013*  pitches, 2013 20132021 pitches, 2021 2008-2021
Basildon 119 +148 267 +29 296 +177
Braintree 27 +9* 60 +7 66 +16
Brentwood 32 +24* 57 +6 63 +30
Castle Point 0 +3 3 +1 4 +4
Chelmsford 62 +23* 88 +10 98 +33
Colchester 7 -61* 14 +2 16 -4
Epping Forest 65 +32 97 +11 108 +43
Harlow 36 +13 49 +5 55 +18
Maldon 52 +10* 70 +7 77 +17
Rochford 6 +12 18 +2 20 +14
Southend 0 +19 19 +6 25 +25
Tendring 3 +5 8 +2 10 +7
Uttlesford 49 +17 66 +7 73 +24
Essex total 458 +310* 817 +95 912 +405

* Figure excludes currently planned new pitches, and effect of any existing vacant pitches being brought back into use.
T Negative figure indicates estimated need will be met if all planned pitches are built.
NB: Totals may not equal sum of districts’ figures due to rounding
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

District and borough breakdowns

14.29 The following tables show a detailed breakdown of projected need for residential pitches
and for housing units for each Essex district, over the 2008-2013 period. They first show
the calculations of need for residential pitches for 2008-2013, broken down into
contributions from overcrowding, planned moves and newly forming households. The
summary table further down each sheet shows the overall need broken down equally over
each five year period, and an annual average need figure. (NB: due to rounding, the sum of
the district totals may exceed the countywide totals.)

14.30 These are based on the proportions of pitches and houses showing these needs or
demands on a countywide basis, rather than individual cases within the district or borough.
This is because the statistical sample for individual districts and boroughs is relatively
small, and therefore analysing small sub-groups within individual districts and boroughs,
especially where the overall Gypsy and Traveller population is small, may create significant
anomalies.
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14.31 The pitch requirements are based on an assessment of need following fieldwork in autumn
2008. Local authorities may wish to consider whether circumstances have changed when
including figures in their planning and housing strategies. For example, if unauthorised
developments have been regularised since this assessment took place, the overall need
figure will fall by the number of pitches given planning permission.

14.32 In addition the summaries show the projected changes to the overall Gypsy and Traveller
population in housing, although this change is dependent on the provision of the pitches
reported to be required. Finally, the summary provides an overview of the resulting situation
in terms of the location of the Gypsy and Traveller population over the 2008-2021 period,
starting with the base figures at the current time, calculated by adding the number of
families on authorised pitches to the number sharing pitches on authorised sites (steps 1
and 8 of the calculation).

Page 118 ﬁcqb.ﬂm



14. Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need

Basildon

Table 14.10 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches 119.0
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available 0.0
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality 2.3
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years 0.7
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years 3.4
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013 0.0
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock 25.2
Total Supply 315
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding 29.4
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area 8.4
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area 92.1
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area 16.8
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches 26.8
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere 2.8
Total gross requirement 176.3
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area 2.2
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area 0.7
16) Households in housing requiring pitches 0.8
Total Need 3.7
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement** 148.4
Annualised additional pitch requirement 29.7

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.11 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021 Change
Housing units 15 33 37 +144%
Authorised pitches 148 267 296 +100%
Unauthorised pitches 107 0 0 -100%
Total 270 300 333 +23%

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Braintree

Table 14.12 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches

Current residential supply

2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years

5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013

7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock

Total Supply

Current residential need from sites*

8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area

11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area

12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere

Total gross requirement

14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area

Current residential need from housing

15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches

Total Need

Balance of need and supply

Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement
* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Table 14.13 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

27.0

3.0
0.5
0.2
0.8
21.0
5.7
311

6.7
1.9
18.1
3.8
5.7
0.6
36.7

1.8
0.5
0.6
3.0

8.6
1.7

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 12 14 15
Authorised pitches 34 60 66
Unauthorised pitches 21 0 0
Total 67 74 81
* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Brentwood

Table 14.14 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

32.0

1.0
0.6
0.2
0.9
0.0
6.7
9.4

7.9
2.2
11.2
4.5
5.3
0.4
315

0.9
0.3
0.3
15

23.7
4.7

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.15 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 6 8 8
Authorised pitches 40 57 63
Unauthorised pitches 13 0 0
Total 59 65 71

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Castle Point

Table 14.16 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.9
0.0
0.1
0.1
1.0

1.2
0.4
0.4
2.0

3.0
0.6

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.17 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 8 7 6
Authorised pitches 0 3 4
Unauthorised pitches 1 0 0

Total 9 10 10
* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Chelmsford

Table 14.18 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

62.0

3.0
1.2
0.3
1.7
0.0
12.7
18.9

15.3
4.0
2.6
8.7
7.7
0.4

38.7

2.1
0.6
0.8
3.5

23.2
4.6

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.19 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 14 15 16
Authorised pitches 77 88 98
Unauthorised pitches 3 0 0
Total 94 103 114

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Colchester

Table 14.20 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

7.0

1.0
0.1
0.0
0.2
12.0
1.4
14.8

1.7
0.5
0.9
1.0
0.9
0.1
5.1

2.2
0.7
0.8
3.7

-6.0
-1.2

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.21 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 15 13 13
Authorised pitches 9 14 16
Unauthorised pitches 1 0 0
Total 25 27 29

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Epping Forest

Table 14.22 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches 65.0
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available 0.0
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality 1.3
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years 0.4
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years 1.8
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013 0.0
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock 134
Total Supply 16.8
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding 16.0
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area 4.2
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area 7.7
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area 9.2
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches 8.8
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere 0.5
Total gross requirement 46.5
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area 1.6
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area 0.5
16) Households in housing requiring pitches 0.6
Total Need 2.7
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement** 32.4
Annualised additional pitch requirement 6.5

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.23 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021 Change
Housing units 11 14 14 +31%
Authorised pitches 81 97 108 +33%
Unauthorised pitches 9 0 0 -100%
Total 101 111 122 21.3%

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Harlow

Table 14.24 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

36.0

0.0
0.7
0.2
1.0
0.0
7.3
9.2

8.9
2.3
0.0
5.1
4.3
0.2
20.7

1.0
0.3
0.4
1.7

13.2
2.6

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.25 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 7 8 7
Authorised pitches 45 49 55
Unauthorised pitches 0 0 0
Total 52 57 62

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Maldon

Table 14.26 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

52.0

8.0
1.0
0.3
1.4
0.0
10.6
21.3

12.8
3.3
0.0
7.3
6.2
0.3

29.9

0.7
0.2
0.3
1.2

9.8
1.8

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.27 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 5 7 6
Authorised pitches 65 70 77
Unauthorised pitches 0 0 0
Total 70 76 83

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Page 127



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

Rochford

Table 14.28 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches 6.0
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available 0.0
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality 0.1
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years 0.0
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years 0.2
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013 0.0
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock 1.3
Total Supply 1.6
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding 15
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area 0.4
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area 6.9
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area 0.8
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches 1.7
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere 0.2
Total gross requirement 115
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area 1.0
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area 0.3
16) Households in housing requiring pitches 0.4
Total Need 1.7
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement** 11.7
Annualised additional pitch requirement 2.3

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.29 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021 Change
Housing units 7 7 6 -7%
Authorised pitches 7 18 20 +166%
Unauthorised pitches 8 0 0 -100%
Total 22 25 26 +17%

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Southend-on-Sea

Table 14.30 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.4
0.4

115
3.4
4.1

19.0

19.4
3.9

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.31 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing units 77 66 71
Authorised pitches 0 19 25
Unauthorised pitches 0 0 0
Total 77 86 97

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Tendring

Table 14.32 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available

3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality

4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years

5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013

7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area

11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area

12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing

14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area

15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need

Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

3.0

0.0
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.6
0.8

0.7
0.2
0.9
0.4
0.5
0.1
2.8

1.9
0.6
0.7
3.2

5.2
1.0

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.33 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing 13 11 11
Authorised sites 4 8 10
Unauthorised sites 1 0 0
Total 18 20 21

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Change
-15%
+161%
-100%
18.9%
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Uttlesford

Table 14.34 Estimate of the need for permanent / residential site pitches, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied authorised residential site pitches
Current residential supply
2) Number of unused residential pitches available
3) Number of existing pitches expected to become vacant through mortality
4) Number of households on sites expected to leave area in next 5 years
5) Number of households on sites expected to move into housing in next 5 years
6) Residential pitches planned to be built or to be brought back into use 2008-2013
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total Supply
Current residential need from sites*
8) Households sharing pitches causing overcrowding
9) Existing households on pitches moving and requiring pitches in the area
10) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring pitches in the area
11) Existing households on overcrowded pitches requiring pitches in the area
12) New households forming on sites requiring pitches
13) Households expected to arrive from elsewhere
Total gross requirement
Current residential need from housing
14) Existing households in housing moving and requiring pitches in the area
15) Households in overcrowded housing requiring pitches in the area
16) Households in housing requiring pitches
Total Need
Balance of need and supply
Total additional pitch requirement**
Annualised additional pitch requirement

49.0

0.0
1.0
0.3
13
0.0
10.0
12.6

121
3.1
0.0
6.9
5.8
0.3

28.2

0.9
0.3
0.3
15

17.1
3.4

* Please note that a household cannot be counted as being in more than one of these categories, except where a household both
lives on an unauthorised pitch and containing a newly forming household needing to move to independent accommodation.
** Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place.

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Table 14.35 Distribution of Gypsies and Travellers (2008 — 2021)

Base: 2008* 2013 2021
Housing 6 7 7
Authorised sites 61 66 73
Unauthorised sites 0 0 0
Total 67 73 80

* Total households on sites — may be larger than the number of pitches
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Change
+17%
+20%

N/A
+20%
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Requirement for short stay sites

14.33 In addition to permanent residential pitches, in order for provision to be complete short stay
sites need to be considered. Many Gypsies and Travellers in the survey described short
term travelling as part of their culture, way of life or livelihood. Stakeholders also suggested
that they were required for Essex Gypsy and Traveller families who did not want to settle in
one location and move to a residential site.

14.34 The questionnaire considered two possible uses of such sites; for travelling by families
already living in the area, and for family or friends to visit those living on permanent pitches.
There is also the possibility of households without family ties visiting the area temporarily;
the survey however did not succeed in locating any such households, which suggests that
their numbers are quite small.

14.35 The results obtained from the questionnaire, weighted up to represent all Gypsy and
Traveller households in Essex, are shown below. They have included a vacancy rate of
10%, because the level of travelling will vary throughout the year; for example families
might be more likely to travel during school holiday periods. Also included is a growth rate
over the next five years, equivalent to the estimated growth rate on residential pitches. This
is based on the assumption that as the residential population grows, so will the number who
will need to make use of short stay sites. For growth beyond 2013, a growth rate of 11.9%
is applied for the eight years between to 2021 (again, this is the same as for residential
pitches). This gives a total requirement of 36 short stay sites over the study period.

Table 14.36 Requirement for short stay pitches

Households who state that their family would use a local

o . number 171.6
short stay site in order to visit them
Allowing for an average (total) travelling time of 1
g L ge ( ) g short stay pitches 14.3
month per year within Essex
Households who would use short stay sites in Essex when
. Number 146.6
travelling
Allowing for an average (total) travelling time of 1
g . ge ( ) g short stay pitches 12.2
month per year within Essex
Total short stay pitches required at any one time 26.5
Allowance for a 10% vacancy rate 2.7
Growth 2008-2013 (10.6%) 2.8
Total short stay pitches required in Essex at 2008-13 32.0
Growth 2013-2021 (11.9%) 3.8
Total short stay pitch requirement, 2008-2021 35.8

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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14.36 The next stage is to distribute the total across Essex. Ordinarily we would refer to the
pattern of unauthorised encampments and assume those with higher levels require more
transit provision and apportion the total accordingly. Given that so few unauthorised
encampments show up in secondary data in Essex, we have instead based the distribution
on each district’s size, so if one accounts for 5% of the total Essex land mass, it receives
5% of the short stay requirement. The results are shown for each district and borough in
Essex in the table below.

Table 14.37 Requirements for short stay sites, 2013-2021

District Requirement Requirement Total requirement
2008-13 2013-21 2008-2021

Basildon 1 - 1
Braintree 5 1 6
Brentwood 1 - 1
Castle Point - - -
Chelmsford 3 - 3
Colchester 3 - 3
Epping Forest 3 - 3
Harlow - - -
Maldon 4 1 5
Rochford 2 - 2
Southend-on-Sea - - -
Tendring 4 1

Uttlesford 6 1

Total 32 4 36

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

14.37 In practical terms however it makes little sense in providing short stay pitches on a district
basis when numbers are so small. It would be more cost-effective and more appropriate for
meeting Gypsies’ and Travellers’ needs if fewer but larger short stay sites were provided
across Essex, close to major transport routes. It should also be remembered that Gypsies
and Travellers sometimes travel in large groups, which would also make it more practical
for neighbouring authorities to provide a single larger site. The following table shows how
the need is distributed across the East of England housing investment sub-regions.*® Half
of the need over the next five years is required in Haven Gateway in the East of Essex, with
only a small amount in the Thames Gateway districts.

“6 East of England Regional Assembly, Regional Housing Strategy for the East of England, 2005-2010, 2005.
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. Requirement Requirement Total Requirement
Sub-region
2008-13 2013-21 2008-2021
Thames Gateway*’ 3 - 3
London Commuter Belt*® 13 1 14
Haven Gateway™ 16 3 19
Total 32 4 36
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
Summary

14.38 The following table summarises the number of residential and short stay sites required. It
shows that, in addition the 33 new pitches being planned, a further 425 residential pitches

are needed by 2021, and 36 short stay pitches.

Short stay pitches

Period Residential pitches
Total 2008-13 310
Total 2013-21 95
Total 2008-2021 405

32
4
36

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

7 Basildon, Castle Point, Rochford, Southend-on-Sea.
“8 Brentwood, Chelmsford, Epping Forest, Harlow, Uttlesford
“ Braintree, Colchester, Tendring.
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15. Travelling Showpeople accommodation
need

Introduction

15.1 This chapter seeks to quantify the level of need for the provision of new accommodation for
Travelling Showpeople within the study area, based on the survey data, which included 37
families living on yards and in housing. Although the sample is small, given that there are
only 54 Travelling Showpeople families living in the study area, it is sufficient to allow a
reasonably accurate estimation of need.

15.2 Itis important to note that multiple families can live on the same yard, often on their own
‘plot’, demarcated from the rest of the yard. As with Gypsies and Travellers, we have based
our assessment on each household requiring a plot.

Requirement for plots, 2008-2013: summary

15.3 The need for plots in the study area is assessed using the same basis as for Gypsies and
Travellers, although currently no guidance exists for Travelling Showpeople need. The table
below summarises the results, while the subsequent section contains explanations of the
sourcing and calculation of the figures for each step. As can be seen, the overall need is for
19 plots over the next five years.
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Table 15.1 Estimate of the need for Travelling Showpeople plots, 2008-2013

1) Current occupied plots 54.0
Current supply
2) Number of unused plots available 0.0
3) Number of existing plots expected to become vacant through mortality 0.2
4) Number of households on plots expected to leave area 1.6
5) Number of households on plots expected to move into housing 0.7
6) Yards planned to be built or to be brought back into use 0.0
7) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock 8.5
Total supply 11.0
Current requirement: from yards
8) Existing households on yards moving and requiring yards in the area** 6.7
9) Existing households on unauthorised sites requiring yards in the area 0.0
10) Existing households in overcrowded yards requiring yards in the area* 2.8
11) New households forming on yards requiring yards 5.0
12) Total households expected to arrive from elsewhere requiring yards 2.0
Total gross requirement 16.4
Current requirement: from housing
13) Existing households in housing moving and requiring yards in the area** 2.7
14) Existing households in overcrowded housing requiring yards in the area* 0.0
15) New households forming in housing requiring yards 0.8
Total gross requirement 3.5
Total plot requirement
Balance of requirement and supply 8.9
Adjoining plots required for storage of equipment 10.0
Annualised additional yard requirement 18.9

* Excluding those also containing an emerging household
** Excluding those also overcrowded
NB. Numbers in table may not add exactly due to rounding errors; the final figures are calculated before rounding takes place
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Need calculation: 2008-2013

Stage 1: Current supply

15.4 All the yards surveyed were fully occupied so there are no vacant plots. We have made
small allowances for mortality, families moving into housing, and moving out of Essex. The
main element of supply is generated from movement within the stock. This is based on the
assumption that as new plots come forward, families who move into the new
accommodation will free up space for another family to take.
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Stage 2: Current requirement from yards

15.5 The requirement for plots is made of five elements. The first is from families who say they
intend to move to another yard in Essex (e.g. through lack of space to store equipment).
There are no plots on yards without planning permission, so the requirement from
unauthorised yards is zero. Overcrowding does however create a requirement. It was
assumed that any family currently living on an overcrowded plot would require an additional
plot. Overcrowding was according to the criteria shown in the table below.

Table 15.2 Criteria for overcrowding

HOUSEHOLDS CONSIDERED TO BE OVERCROWDED MUST:
Consider themselves to have insufficient space when asked
AND FULFIL AT LEAST ONE OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA:

Mentioned lack of space for essential purposes* when asked about drawbacks of the yard
Mentioned lack of space for essential purposes* when asked to give general comments about the yard
Had a high ratio of bedrooms needed** to number of trailers (more than 2.1)

* ‘Essential purposes’ were considered to be space for residential accommodation or for the basic maintenance and testing of rides
Additional space for storage of all rides and/or equipment was not considered essential since a separate storage yard was often
used
** ‘Bedrooms needed’ was defined as: One bedroom per couple or single person; children under the age of 10 could share a room
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

15.6 As discussed in Chapter 13, more than half (52%) of participants considered themselves
not to have enough space for their family; however, in the case of Travelling Showpeople
the issue of overcrowding is complicated by differentiating between overcrowding in terms
of essential living space, and overcrowding in terms of a lack of space impeding the
commercial aims of the business.

15.7 Reasons not considered to be ‘overcrowding’ in the strictest sense might include the
commercial goal of storage of all rides and equipment on one yard or having space for
possible future purchases, the desire to unite related families currently living separately, or
a household wanting to allocate space on an adjacent plot for future generations.

15.8 Using the extended criteria shown above, the number of families considered to be living on
currently overcrowded plots was 22% (12 families). From this figure is deducted those who
are counted elsewhere as a newly forming family, or who said they were likely to leave
Essex. This gives a total requirement from overcrowding of 2.8.

15.9 Itis estimated that 14 plots contain new forming families (those who will require their own
separate accommodation). Again, deductions are made, for those who may move off a yard
or marry other Travelling Showpeople. This gives a requirement for five plots.

ﬁcébm Page 137



Essex Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment

15.10

Finally we have made an allowance for in-migration to Essex of new Travelling Showpeople
families. This equates to two families (the same as those expected to leave), giving a total
requirement from Travelling Showpeople currently on yards of 16 plots.

Stage 3: Current requirement from housing

15.11

There is also Travelling Showpeople living in housing in Essex. The survey found that in
some for these cases it was due to a lack of space on existing yards, so we have made a
small allowance for this in the requirement for plots, equivalent to four plots.

Adjustment to balance of supply and demand

15.12

The balance of the supply and demand gives a need for 8.9 plots. However the survey
found that one of the pressures on space on Travelling Showpeople’s yards is for storing
equipment and fairground machinery. We have therefore made an adjustment based on the
assumption that some families would make use of any neighbouring plots that are vacated
to store their equipment. We have estimated that 0.5 plots would be required per family
reporting a space shortage in the survey. An equivalent of 20 families in the survey said
they lacked space for equipment, meaning an additional ten plots has been added to the
balance of supply and demand. The total additional requirement is therefore 19 plots.

Requirement for plots, 2013-2021: summary

15.13

15.14

15.15

Looking further into the future only natural increase, mortality, and movement into and out
of the Essex study area are taken into account. Since movement within the stock is largely
neutral in terms of accommodation released, this is not taken into account. The base
figures for this calculation are shown below.

Table 15.3 Base figures as at 2013, assuming all need is met for 2008-2013

2008 base Change 2008-2013 2013 base
Households 54 + 19 73
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Based on new households requiring housing in the years 2008-2012 (excluding those
needing to move ‘now’, suggesting a new household that may have been suppressed by a
lack of housing) it is estimated that there will be a rate of natural increase in households of
16.5% over the first five years (2008-2013) in Essex for Travelling Showpeople, equating to
3.30% per year. It is suggested that this rate is likely to continue through 2013-2018.

Mortality rates are also unlikely to change significantly for 2013-2018, although in practice
the released plots for the Travelling Showpeople population remains zero. Permanent
movement into and out of the County is also assumed to remain at zero or very close to
zero as in 2008-2013.
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Table 15.4 Estimate of the need for plots, 2013-2021

Plots as at 2013
1) Plots occupied at 2013
Supply of plots
2) Plots expected to become vacant due to mortality 2013-2018

3) Number of households on plots expected to move out of County 2014-2021

4) Number of households on plots expected to move into housing
5) Additional supply generated by movement within the stock
Total supply
Current residential requirement: from plots
6) Existing households on plots moving and requiring plots in the area
7) New households forming on sites requiring plots
8) Total households expected to arrive from elsewhere requiring plots
Total gross requirement
Current residential requirement: from housing
9) Existing households in housing moving and requiring plots in the area
10) Existing households forming in housing requiring plots
Total gross requirement
Balance of requirement and supply

Total additional pitch requirement
Annualised additional pitch requirement

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

Summary: District breakdown, 2008-2021

73.0

0.3

1.9

0.0
11.7
13.9

11.7
7.5
2.0

21.2

0.0
0.0
0.8

8.1
1.0

15.16 The following table shows how the total requirements of 27 plots are distributed across
council areas in Essex. The largest requirements are in Basildon and Chelmsford, the two

areas with the largest number of Travelling Showpeople in 2008.
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Area Total at Reg'mt Total at Reg'mt Total at Total Req’mt
2008 2008-2013 2013 2013-2021 2021 2008-2021

Basildon 16 6 22 2 24 8
Braintree 3 1 4 0 4 1
Brentwood 0 0 0 0 0 0
Castle Point 0 1 1 0 1 1
Chelmsford 22 7 29 3 32 10
Colchester 0 0 0 0 0 0
Epping Forest 9 3 12 1 13 4
Harlow 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maldon 2 1 3 0 3 1
Rochford 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southend 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tendring 0 1 1 1 2 2
Uttlesford 2 1 3 1 4 2
Essex total 54 19 73 8 81 27

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

15.17 As with the assessment for Gypsy and Traveller residential pitches, the distribution is based
on need where it arises. As the RSS Single Issue Review makes clear, there is potential for
the need to be distributed among districts. It may make sense for housing sub-regions to
provide need jointly, given that Travelling Showpeople in the survey expressed flexibility
about where in Essex they could live.
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16. Conclusions on the evidence

Introduction

16.1 This final chapter of the Essex GTAA summarises the main findings relating to
accommodation need and draws conclusions on how this can best be met by Essex local
authorities. The main source is the two quantitative analysis Chapters 14 (on Gypsies and
Travellers) and 15 (on Travelling Showpeople).

Summary of accommodation need

16.2 Summarising from the two preceding chapters the results of the accommodation
assessment are as follows.

Table 16.1 Summary of requirements

Gypsies and Travellers Travelling Showpeople
Period Residential pitches Short stay pitches Plots
Total 2008-13 310 32 19
Total 2013-21 95 4 8
Total 2008-2021°° 405 36 27

Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research

16.3 This represents a substantial increase in residential pitch requirements — an increase of
68% on current authorised provision in the next five years and 90% to 2021. Additionally
around 36 short stay pitches are required, where none currently exist. A large increase is
also required in plots for Travelling Showpeople — 35% over the next five years and 50% by
2021. The five year total of 310 Gypsy and Traveller pitches is close to the figure proposed
in the Government response to the RSS Review; the distribution found in this assessment
is quite different however, as explained below.

16.4 The issue of residential pitch provision is significantly affected by the large number of
unauthorised developments in Essex. Almost half of the total Essex requirement is
comprised of providing authorised pitches for families on unauthorised developments, while
in Basildon it accounts for 60% of the pitch requirement. The breakdowns in Chapter 14
show how much pitch requirements would fall should unauthorised developments be
retrospectively granted planning permission.

* Figures presented here are calculated on 5 year time span similar to the RSS. RSS figures begin 2006-2011, whilst Fordham
Research begins 2008-2013. The figure 2008-2021 is adjusted to assist with local planning strategy timeframes.
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16.5

It is unlikely however that evictions would have the same effect in reducing need. Chapter
10 explained how families on unauthorised developments had often lived for several years
on the site and had developed strong employment and family links to the local area. Given
the lack of vacant pitches on council sites, it seems highly unlikely that evictions would
mean this element of need would disappear altogether, but re-emerge on other
unauthorised sites either in the same district or elsewhere in Essex.

Tenure of new provision

16.6

16.7

16.8

When it comes to providing new sites only 17% of survey respondents said they would be
able to afford land in Essex to develop as a site themselves. This would suggest that most
provision would need to be in the social rented sector. However it is difficult to establish
reliable information on financial matters in Gypsy and Traveller surveys. The reality in
Essex has been a steady increase in the number of unauthorised developments as Gypsies
and Travellers buy up land for private sites.

Also the preference expressed in the survey for smaller, family-sized sites would be more
easily facilitated through the private rather than social rented sector. We therefore
recommend that in the first instance local authorities try and meet the additional need
through encouraging small, owner-occupied developments on land that is suitable for
development. This can be done through identifying appropriate sites in LPDs and providing
clear guidelines about how planning permission can be obtained.

For Travelling Showpeople, the issue is different from other Gypsies and Travellers as their
yards are privately provided. The survey found that the shortage of available space was
related to difficulties in obtaining planning permission for new land or extensions on existing
yards. Local planning authorities should offer guidance to Travelling Showpeople on the
type of land which is suitable under current planning policy and identify specific sites in
future policies. They should also discuss with individual Travelling Showpeople families
whether existing yards can be expanded or whether new ones are needed.

Alternative distributions of need

16.9

16.10

Following Circular 01/2006, we have distributed pitch requirements on the principal of
meeting need where it arises. This means that areas with larger populations have larger
pitch requirements to meet. The Circular makes clear that is for the regional planning body
to decide on where need should be met and through an RSS redistribute the requirements
identified in the GTAA.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the Revision to the RSS uses a formula to estimate need in
Essex over five years, adjusted to ensure that each district provides a minimum of 15
pitches.
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16.11 The table below shows the GTAA and RSS figures. The totals are quite similar (310
additional pitches in the GTAA; 322 in the RSS Review). However, the distribution is quite
different. The minimum of 15 pitches in each district given in the RSS Review means that
seven districts have a higher requirement than in the GTAA, while the requirement for
Basildon is less than half than the GTAA due to its need being redistributed among districts
who presently provide fewer authorised pitches.

16.12 The table also presents an alternative scenario. This sees need arising from growth and
overcrowding on existing authorised sites kept in the same district, while that arising from
unauthorised sites and housing is distributed evenly. Again, Basildon’s requirement is more
than halved, while for most districts this means a higher pitch requirement.

Table 16.2 Alternative distribution of pitch requirements, 2008-13

Alternative scenario
Area Essex GTAA RSS

(authorised growth kept)
Basildon +148* +62 +67*
Braintree +9* +25 +2*
Brentwood +24* +15 +26*
Castle Point +3 +15 +15
Chelmsford +23* +46 +32*
Colchester -61* +25 +4*
Epping Forest +32 +34 +37
Harlow +13 +15 +26
Maldon +10* +15 +23*
Rochford +12 +15 +18
Southend +19 +15 +15
Tendring +5 +15 +16
Uttlesford +17 +25 +30
Essex total +310* +327 +310*

* Figure excludes currently planned new pitches, and effect of any existing vacant pitches being brought back into use.
T Negative figure indicates estimated need will be met if all planned pitches are built.
NB: Totals may not equal sum of districts’ figures due to rounding
Source: Essex GTAA 2008 - Fordham Research
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Conclusion on accommodation need

16.13

16.14

16.15

Regardless of how the requirement is distributed, all districts (with the exception of those
who have new sites planned already) will need to provide additional residential pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. As Chapter 4 described, the amount of authorised provision has
increased in Essex in recent years, however it has not kept pace with new family growth,
nor been sufficient to alleviate overcrowding and reduce the number of unauthorised
developments. If all the identified need is to be met, up to 27 new sites are required in
Essex, a land-take of 6.5 hectares.* The amount will of course be reduced if any
unauthorised developments are granted planning permission.

In terms of location, survey and focus group participants (see Appendix 1) stressed the
importance of local ties and living with their family close by. While there was a preference
for staying in the same district, many said they would be prepared to move in Essex if they
could stay living with their family on a suitable site. They also emphasised the importance of
well designed and maintained sites, or a preference for expanding existing sites. The
precise location (along with design and facilities) will, however, need to be drawn up in
consultation with Gypsies and Travellers to ensure the extra provision meets their needs.
Government guidance on site design stresses the importance of access to services and the
promotion of ‘integrated co-existence’ between the site and surrounding community.** The
health and safety implications of a new site’s location should be considered in finding a
balance between offering sites in good locations and the additional land costs this would
entail. The settled community neighbouring the sites should also be involved in the
consultation from an early stage. There may be scope for expanding existing sites to meet
some of the need. However, as stated above, the survey found a preference for smaller
sites which tend to be easier to manage.

The need assessment also identified a requirement for short stay sites. However given that
the level of unauthorised encampments is very low in Essex, priority should be in bringing
forward residential pitches for which there is a far greater and more urgent need. If short
stay sites are provided before the shortfall in residential pitches is met, there is a risk that
they will effectively be used as permanent/residential sites with all the ensuing
management issues this would incur. Although short stay pitch requirements have been
given for each district, it may be more cost-effective for districts to work together in meeting
the need, e.g. by providing one short stay site in each of the three housing sub-regions.

*! Estimates based on each site having 12 pitches, and each pitch occupying 200m?, including parking and storage space on the pitch,
site roads and any incidental open space. This is the size used in the CLG RSS Review report, 2007.
%2 CLG, Draft Guidance on the design of sites for Gypsies and Travellers: a consultation paper, May 2007.
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16.16 A need is also present for an increase in Travelling Showpeople yards, equivalent to space
for sixteen families. However the issue is different from other Gypsies and Travellers as the
provision will be privately provided by Travelling Showpeople themselves. The survey found
that the shortage of available space was related to difficulties in obtaining planning
permission for new land or extensions on existing yards. Local planning authorities should
offer guidance to Travelling Showpeople on the type of land which is suitable under current
planning policy and identify specific sites in future policies. However the requirements of
Travelling Showpeople can vary considerably, depending on family size and the type of
equipment kept on a yard. More research may be required with individual Travelling
Showpeople families to determine whether existing sites can be expanded or whether new
sites are needed.

Summary

16.17 There is an overall shortfall over the next five years of some 310 additional residential
pitches and 32 short stay sites for Gypsies and Travellers, and 19 plots on Travelling
Showpeople yards. The large number of unauthorised developments that have been
established in Essex in recent years suggests that much of the additional residential
requirement can be met through new private sites, although social rented sites will also be
needed. This would help meet the communities’ preferences for living on smaller, self-
owned sites. The policy process that follows this research should consider the information
and support available to Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople to help them
through the planning process to find suitable sites.
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Glossary

Authorised site

A site with planning permission for use as a Gypsy and Traveller site. They can be either privately
owned (often by a Gypsy or Traveller), leased or socially rented (owned by a council or Registered
Social Landlord).

Average

The term ‘average’ when used in this report is taken to be a mean value unless otherwise stated.
Bedroom standard

The bedroom standard is that used by the General Household Survey, and is calculated as follows:
a separate bedroom is allocated to each co-habiting couple, any other person aged 21 or over,
each pair of young persons aged 10-20 of the same sex, and each pair of children under 10
(regardless of sex). Unpaired young persons aged 10-20 are paired with a child under 10 of the
same sex or, if possible, allocated a separate bedroom. Any remaining unpaired children under 10
are also allocated a separate bedroom. The calculated standard for the household is then
compared with the actual number of bedrooms available for its sole use to indicate deficiencies or
excesses. Bedrooms include bed-sitters, box rooms and bedrooms which are identified as such by
respondents even though they may not be in use as such. For this study, a modified version of the
bedroom standard was applied to Gypsies and Travellers living on sites.

Bricks and mortar accommodation

Permanent housing of the settled community, as distinguished from sites.

Caravan

Mobile living vehicle. Also referred to as a trailer.

Concealed household

A household that currently lives within another household but has a preference to live
independently and is unable to access appropriate accommodation (on sites or in housing).

Doubling up

More than one household sharing a single pitch.
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Eastern European Roma
Gypsies from Eastern Europe. Culturally distinct from English Gypsies but with some cultural and

linguistic links, most no longer live in mobile accommodation. Their numbers have increased in the
UK since the fall of Communism and the expansion of the European Union in 2004.

Gypsy

Member of one of the main groups of Gypsies and Travellers in Britain. In this report it is used to
describe English (Romany) Gypsies, Scottish Travellers and Welsh Travellers. English Gypsies
were recognised as an ethnic group in 1988.

Gypsy and Traveller

As defined for the purpose of the Housing Act 2004, in this report it includes all Gypsies, Irish
Travellers, New Travellers, Travelling Showpeople, Eastern European Roma and other Travellers
who adopt a nomadic or semi-nomadic life.

Household

A group of related people who live and/or travel together. It is assumed that each household would
require one pitch to live on, containing up to three trailers. It is used as the basis for assessing
accommodation requirements.

Irish Traveller

Member of one of the main groups of Gypsies and Travellers in Britain. Distinct from Gypsies but
sharing a nomadic tradition, Irish Travellers were recognised as an ethnic group in England in
2000.

Mobile home

For legal purposes it is a caravan, but not normally capable of being moved by towing.

Net need

The difference between need and the expected supply of available pitches (e.g. from the re-letting
of existing socially rented pitches or from new sites being built).

New Traveller

Members of the settled community who have chosen a homadic or semi-nomadic lifestyle (formerly
New Age Traveller).
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Newly forming families

Adult individuals, couples or lone parent families living as part of another household of which they
are neither the head nor the partner of the head and who need to live in their own separate
accommodation, and/or are intending to move to separate accommodation, rather than continuing
to live with their ‘host’ household.

Overcrowding

An overcrowded dwelling is one which is below the bedroom standard. (See 'Bedroom Standard'
above).

Permanent / residential site

A site intended for long-stay use by residents. They have no maximum length of stay but often
constraints on travelling away from the site.

Pitch

Area on a site developed for a household to live. On socially rented sites, the area let to a licensee
or a tenant for stationing caravans and other vehicles.

Plot

Area on a yard for Travelling Showpeople to live. As well as dwelling units, Travelling Showpeople
often keep their commercial equipment on a plot.

Primary data

Information that is collected from a bespoke data collection exercise (e.g. surveys, focus groups or
interviews) and analysed to produce a new set of findings.

Private rented pitches

Pitches on sites which are rented on a commercial basis to other Gypsies and Travellers. The
actual pitches tend to be less clearly defined than on socially rented sites.

Secondary data
Existing information that someone else has collected. Data from administrative systems and some

research projects are made available for others to summarise and analyse for their own purposes
(e.g. caravan count).
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Settled community

Used to refer to non-Gypsies and Travellers who live in housing.

Short stay site

Also known as a transit site, intended for short-term use, with a maximum period of stay.

Site

An area of land laid out and used for Gypsy and Traveller caravans, which can be authorised (have
planning permission) or unauthorised. They can be self-owned by a Gypsy and Traveller resident,
or rented from a private or social landlord.

Socially rented site

A Gypsy and Traveller site owned by a council or Registered Social Landlord.

Tolerated

An unauthorised development or encampment may be tolerated by the local authority meaning that
no enforcement action is currently being taken.

Trailer
Term commonly used by Gypsies and Travellers for a moveable caravan.
Travelling Showpeople

People who organise circuses and fairgrounds and who live on yards when not travelling between
locations. Most Travelling Showpeople are members of the Showmen’s Guild of Great Britain.

Unauthorised development

A site / land owned by Gypsies and Travellers, but without the appropriate planning permission to
station caravans.

Unauthorised encampment

Where Gypsies and Travellers reside on land they do not own and without permission from the
owners. The land can be public or privately owned.
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Unauthorised site

Land occupied by Gypsies and Travellers without the appropriate planning or other permissions.
The term includes both unauthorised development and unauthorised encampment.

Winter quarters

A site occupied by Travelling Showpeople, traditionally used when not travelling to provide fairs or
circuses. Many now involve year-round occupation.

Utility block

A small permanent building on a pitch with bath/shower, WC, sink and (in some larger ones) space
to eat and relax. Also known as an amenity block or shed.

Yard

In this report, term used for a site occupied by Travelling Showpeople. They are often rented by
different families with clearly defined plots.
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Appendix 1 Consultation focus groups

Al.l

Al.2

Al.3

AlA4

To further our understandings of Gypsy and Travellers living in Essex, a series of
consultation events were held, one event took place in each of the three housing sub-
regions in Essex, each in districts with large Gypsy and Traveller populations; Chelmsford,
Basildon, and Maldon.

Consultation with Gypsy and Travellers about the current stock of sites and how the
situation could be improved was held at locations in Chelmsford, Basildon, and Maldon.
Initially it was hoped that through the focus groups it would be possible to understand the
everyday experience of living on site. Although three sessions were arranged at community
centres close to sites there was no attendance and the decision was made to visit several
nearby sites, both authorised and unauthorised, and conduct focus groups there. The
questions asked aimed to understand accommodation issues, community integration, and
travelling patterns.

The fact that no Gypsy or Travellers turned up to the consultation sessions perhaps
highlights tense relationships between Gypsy and Travellers and council projects, and a
degree of weariness in taking part in another consultation event. With the example of Dale
Farm, many people we approached were cautious to become involved in council work,
while residents on other sites are cynical about what happens with the results of GTAAs; “If
you want anything done they just say “yeah yeah yeah”, and then you don’t hear anything
from it” this indicates that close consultation with Gypsy and Travellers about their needs
would be recommended in the implementation of new sites across the County. This could
also open up opportunities for rebuilding trust with the local authority and local Gypsy and
Traveller communities.

As Government Guidance suggests:

“Consultation with the local Gypsy and Traveller community is crucial in
deciding how best to proceed with the overall layout of the site and to get
full value from the investment in it. It is a key element in obtaining the trust
and full support of the prospective residents at the very outset of the
project”®

%3 Community and Local Government (2008) Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites; good practice guide, pg21.
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Al5

This consultation should overall aim to be a creative process which acknowledges the
specific cultural needs and low literacy levels of Gypsy and Traveller communities, this is
especially important as architects, designers, and local authority professionals will not have
experience of living on a site. Ideally consultation should be conducted in partnership with
representatives from the Gypsy and Traveller community and place emphasis upon verbal
and visual aids for transferring information and verbal and visual modelling of sites and how
they will function.*

Accommodation

Al.6

Al.7

Three main themes concerning accommodation needs and requirements were addressed
through the research questions; location of sites, available facilities on sites and the
potential relocating of Gypsies and Travellers to new improved sites.

Location of sites was an important issue, many responses indicated that poor sites were
not unusual and responses indicated that the quality and accommodation circumstances on
sites can have knock on affects to the sense of pride and community of those living there.
When asked about the location of current sites and where new sites were needed,
concerns were raised about the shortage of sites in general and the overall practical
location of sites in relation to industrial wastelands or to the settled community.

‘None of our sites are in the right places, they are built on old rubbish tips,
Basildon has the biggest need and the biggest population of Travellers in
Essex.’

I wouldn't say they are in the right or wrong place, | just know that there is
not enough sites around here...no one wants to build them and no one
wants to pass permission for our private sites.’

Tthe site] is 4-5 miles to a shop, this site is no good for the elderly or
disabled; it’s too far out for them.’

There needs to be more sites and more opportunities to make sites in
appropriate places. The Hovefield site is situated next to a sewage farm
and should be relocated.’

‘Access to schools, the nearest primary school is two miles away; the
nearest secondary school is four miles away and there are no footpaths’

** See further Communities and Local Government, Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites: good practice guide, 2008, and as practised in
Learning from the Local; Newtown Neighbourhood Project, 2008, West Kent Housing Association.
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Al.8

Al1.9

Al1.10

Access to sites and the location of sites are important issues facing local authorities; this is
especially the case for those operating in areas with lots of protected green spaces. Current
policy presented in the Secretary of State’s revisions to the RSS Single Issue Review
encourages local authorities to work together across counties in co-ordinated LDDs to
ensure sufficient provisions are made in the area as a whole. The revised RSS Single Issue
Review also suggests that where necessary, councils look into freeing up protected green
spaces as an alternative to using unsuitable waste lands.

‘Local Development Documents should consider the need for rural
exception sites and the alteration of Green Belt boundaries, where
necessary to meet the required provision.” >

‘Sites should not be situated near refuse sites, industrial processes or other
hazardous places, as this will obviously have a detrimental effect on the
general health and wellbeing of the residents and pose patrticular safety
risks for young children.”*°

From the responses collected it appears that inline with the survey, participants thought that
the current number of sites is not enough to meet demand, and that existing sites can fail to
adequately support the needs of those with mobility issues such as the elderly, disabled,
children and those unable to drive. Through enabling easier access to the local community
it is also anticipated that better relations between the settled community and the Gypsy and
Traveller community could happen, as government guidance points out;

‘Easy access to local services, and to social contact with other residents in the
community, should help deal with the myths and stereotypes which can cause
community tensions and instead encourage a greater sense of community with
shared interests.”*’

When asked about what facilities tenants would like to see on their sites, or how the ideal
site would function, responses focused upon sites being run informally by tenants alongside
general improvements being made to the standard and size of outbuildings.

‘Most Romani Gypsies and Irish Travellers prefer to live on their own sites,
run by themselves and owned by themselves, however there needs to be
council sites for people who can't afford their own... existing sites that don’t
have planning permission should be given permission unless they are in a
particularly bad situation. Green belt should not be used as a justification
for with holding planning permission, as there is a crisis situation’

%® Secretary of States Proposed changes to RSS for Gypsy and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople in the East of England, 2009, p

20.
% ibid

" Communities and Local Government; Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites good practice guide, 2008, pg 14.
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Al.11

Al.12

‘a site with my own people and us running it, not the council’

‘I want to live in my trailer and just be me, live with my family. | don’t want
no houses.’

‘I want to stay where | am, here at Dale Farm. | know they won't let us stay
but we will keep fighting.’

‘Pitches should have a dayroom with bath/shower and a kitchen with a
dinning area or lounge. Pitches should also have an area where people can
store items for their work such as tools or even scrap metal. Some people
would like the option to have room to keep a horse and a dog. Perhaps
communal area for horses might be workable in some places.’

The desire to maintain autonomy was a strong theme in responses, as many respondents
wanted to buy their own land and set up a small family pitch, independent of the council.
Such ties should not be underestimated as in attempts to build new sites and form new
communities, good relations between groups is one of the primary difficulties facing
councils trying relocate sensitively. Greater involvement of Gypsy and Travellers in the
building and the everyday running of sites would encourage a sense of community and a
sense of shared place in sites and ensure that both councils and tenants get the best return

upon invested monies.

When asked about the possibility of moving to new sites which would offer improved
facilities responses described how the overall standard of existing sites was seen as low
and how people were reluctant to move to new areas.

‘All sites should be the same good standards all over the country, and any
council that has a site not fit for a human to live on it should be fined for
such sites.. like they do with houses...no landlord, not even the council
could or would be allowed to rent out a rat infested property, if | pay rent
and taxes | expect the same standards as everyone else.’

Al1.13 Others though would be willing to move as long as they were able to remain with their

families:

‘I would live up to 20 miles from here (Dale Farm) and would only move with family.’

1 want to be with my family, and stay where they are or go...to me | want to
be safe and know my children are safe and won't get bullied cause we are
in a large group...l don't really want to move from here... (Dale Farm)’

‘Every site should be in line with planning law and not next to rubbish
dumps, motorways, sewage farms or other unsuitable areas.’
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Al.14

‘We want to stop where we are (Dale Farm)’

These responses suggest that whilst good quality sites are needed, there is a significant
sense that a site which provides stability and a fixed place for families to bring up children
and build strong relationships with each other and the local community is paramount.
Family groups need to be kept together, and accommodated into medium-large sites if
considering relocation from much larger sites such as Dale Farm. Relocation should also
take into account ethnic diversity and preference e.g. Irish Travellers often prefer larger
extended family sites whilst smaller sites are commonly requested by Roma Travellers.

Community

Al.15

Al.16

Discussions focused upon how Gypsy and Travellers felt about integration with the settled
community highlighted two major points which could be focused upon to improve cohesion
and integration. Firstly it was felt that reactions from the settled community can be hostile
towards Gypsy and Travellers and this is often perpetuated by local media coverage of
sites and the behaviour of those who live on them. Secondly the relationship between the
local authorities and Gypsy and Traveller communities would benefit from greater
transparency to ensure trust through effective communication between groups.

‘They [relationships with the settled community] are getting better, but they
won't let us join the residents association’

‘We’ve been chased all our lives - by the gavvers [police] and council.’

Very little has changed for the Gypsy Traveller into race issues which taints
everyone’s perception in a negative way.’

It appears that if local councils would like to see improved relations and better integration
between the settled community and the Gypsy and Traveller settlements there needs to be
a strong drive to improve public and media representations of Gypsy and Traveller
communities. This could be accomplished through positive images and publications of the
traveller culture working alongside the settled community i.e. through culture days or
education/arts projects. It became clear throughout the research that Gypsy and Travellers
were suspicious and held negative opinions of the work local authorities conducted, through
better communication between these two groups it would be hoped to build a trust which
would help inform local policy and make developments more efficient.
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A1.17 When asked how the current situation with the settled community could be improved it
became clear that the discrimination of the Gypsy and Traveller culture and the stigma
attached to living on a site was problematic. In order to combat this, it was suggested that
travellers have their own representation and the opportunity to build bridges between the
settled community and other travelling groups.

“Stop all this council going to the newspapers making us look like animals,
stop allowing these big meetings and councillors using us as cow fodder to
gain votes.”

“Allow people to see us through their own eyes, not through the scandal of
the newspaper...stop the witch hunts on our people”

“People look at you differently when you say Caravan Park, so no council
should name their sites”

“The Gypsy Traveller community needs to be given the resources to
change the situation and only then will relations improve. There needs to be
bridge building between the Irish Travellers and Romanic community and
also between settled communities and the GRT community. The initiative
needs to be lead by the Gypsy and Traveller community and not people on
their behalf, history proves that doesn’t work.”

A1.18 Through working with both Gypsy and Traveller communities and the local settled
community, councils could work towards removing common stereotypes which would also
help to ease potential frictions with the settled community when establishing new sites in
the County.

Travelling Patterns

Al1.19 When asked about short stay sites, where and for whom they would be of most use to,
responses showed that short stay sites would be welcomed and used by family, friends and
those who travel for work. These sites should ideally be located close to every major
town/city which would provide an ideal location for those who visit towns and cities
seasonally such as Travelling Showpeople and account for the fact that a lot of work is
frequently located in towns or cities.

My family travel all the time so they would use them and be happy to have
them, | think all travellers would use them as it is there and a way of being
able to travel again without having to be moved on by the police’

‘every major town and city across the country’
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A1.20

Al.21

‘make sure that councils don’t build these to stop them from building real
ones.’

By more local councils providing short stay sites Gypsy and Travellers would be
encouraged to travel more, something important in retaining their culture and traditional
lifestyle. However there was a little concern that monies would be put into providing short
stay sites as apposed to transit sites, and councils should caution against this by outlining a
strategic plan which demonstrates that both permanent and short stay sites would be
provided for in any planned developments.

The needs of Gypsy and Travellers living in and around Essex stress that better quality
sites in improved locations need to be sourced by the local authority, this also is in line with
current Government policy. The number of sites needs to be increased to follow current
guidelines set out by the EiP, however this process would benefit from close engagement
and consultation with residents of new sites. Overall the process of implementing new sites
would benefit from closer partnership working between Gypsy and Traveller groups, local
authorities and the settled community to encourage better relations and representations of
Gypsy and Traveller sites in the local community.
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FINDING OUT THE ACCOMMODATION NEEDS OF
GYPSIES AND TRAVELLERS IN ESSEX

A survey is taking place in Essex which affects you and where you live. This note
explains what this survey is. We hope you’ll want to take part.

MORE AND IMPROVED SITES
The government wants to increase the
number of sites for Gypsies and
Travellers and to improve the quality of

? existing ones.

As the first step towards doing
this councils must gather information on
what the needs of local Gypsies and
Travellers are. This means interviewing

Gypsies and Travellers to find
out about the type of site they’d
like and how it should be
designed.

THE ASSESSMENT

Essex County Council have appointed our company, Fordham Research, to find out the
needs of Gypsies and Travellers. We're an independent company and everything you tell
us will be completely confidential. This means we won’t be asking for names or collect
individual details and there is no way anyone from the councils can find out who said
what.
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THE INTERVIEWS

iterview | Qur interviewers will be visiting sites in September and October to speak to

%2 people. We won't interview all families on the site and you don’t have to take
part. We'll also speak to Gypsies and Travellers who live in housing and may

need your help finding them.

The interviews last about 40 minutes. If there are questions you would prefer not to answer
then that won’t be a problem.

WHAT DO WE WANT TO FIND OUT?

We want to know about where you currently live and what you think about it. We’ll ask
whether you have enough space and how the site can be improved. If you have children
we’ll also ask about their needs and whether they’d like a pitch to live on. If you live in
housing we’ll like to know whether you’d prefer to live on a site. We'll also ask about
access to health, education and other services that you want for you or your family.

All this information will help the councils plan sites for the future and improve existing
services.

WHY SHOULD YOU TAKE PART?
This is a genuine chance to let the council
know how you think accommodation and
other services can be improved. It'll make
it much harder for councils to ignore
Gypsies’ and Travellers’ needs as they
will be reported in the Regional Spatial
Strategy and will help with the planning of
future sites.
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Remember — the interview is completely confidential and confidential

no one can find out who has taken part ._,@

NEXT STEPS
Once the survey is finished, we’ll prepare a report for the councils. This will explain the
need for any additional sites in each area.

FURTHER INFORMATION If you'd like to find out more or are worried
n about anything; feel free to speak to us. Please call Jamie Keddie or Sara
ﬂ Elias on 020 7289 3988 or free-phone 0800 163 231.

phone
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The first Parking Standards Document was produced in 1978 and set the
standards for Parking in the then County of Essex including Southend on Sea
and Thurrock, for all land uses. At that time these were expressed in minimum
standards that is to say that no less than the proscribed number of parking
spaces should be provided for the identified land use.

The 1998 Transport White Paper saw a change in direction with parking
provision, using reduced parking availability as one of the tools to achieve a
change in travel behaviour to more sustainable modes such as public transport,
cycling and walking. This approach was promoted in Regional Planning
Guidance 9 (RPG9) and Planning Policy Guidance 13 (PPG13) both issued in
March 2001. In response to these changes the existing parking standards were
reviewed in order to harmonize them with the guidance contained within PPG13
that required standards to be reduced and expressed as a maximum rather
than a minimum. This was a desk top exercise and was carried out on behalf of
and with the help of the Essex Planning Officers Association in 2001.

Planning Policy Guidance 3 (PPG3) and PPG13 also advocated higher
residential densities and better use of existing previously used land, this
together with the revised 1997 Essex Residential Design Guide (revised 2005)
generated a new style of development in Essex promoting shared surfaces
for cars and pedestrians and enclosed street scenes with small or no front
gardens, and continuing the move away from prairie style developments of the
sixties that were road dominated.

The 2001 maximum standards were also applied to commercial development of
all types.

The move to a new planning system during 2006 further shifted the responsibility
for determining parking standards to individual Planning Authorities whilst at the
same time Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3), indicates that local circumstances
should be taken into account when setting standards. It gives further advice that
proposed development should take a design-lead approach to the provision of
car-parking space, “that is well-integrated with a high quality public realm and
streets that are pedestrian, cycle and vehicle friendly.” The recent Planning Policy
Statement 4 (PPS4) consultation document (January 2008) gives a further steer
on Government thinking and proposes to cancel paragraphs 53, 54 and Annex D
of PPG13 which refer to maximum parking levels.

The East of England Plan published in May 2008 states in Policy 14 Parking:

Parking controls, such as the level of supply or the charges, should be used as
part of packages for managing transport demand and influencing travel change,
alongside measures to improve public transport accessibility, walking and
cycling, and with regard to the need for coordinated approaches in centres which
are in competition with each other. Demand-constraining maximum parking
standards should be applied to new commercial development. The standards in



PPG13 should be treated as maximums, but local authorities may adopt more
rigorous standards to reinforce the effects of other measures particularly in
regional transport nodes and key centres for development and change.

In the supporting text dealing with commercial parking it acknowledges the need for
a common approach to avoid competition between areas, that parking restraint and
accessibility are important tools and form a package of measures to be balanced
against such factors as economic buoyancy and impact on historic centres.

In response to these changes, and recognition that the 2001 Standards were
giving some rise to concern, it was decided that the current standards needed to
be reviewed to ensure they were fit for purpose and offered qualitative advice to
the Local Planning Authorities (LPA’s) of Essex, setting a common bench mark.

In considering new parking standards for Essex a wider view has been taken of the
role that parking has to play in place shaping as well as a possible tool for promoting
travel choice. Case studies have been used to assess the impact of current parking
standards and their functional relationship to the development they serve.

A fundamental change included in the revised parking standards is a move
to minimum standards for trip origins (residential parking) and maximum
standards for trip destinations (for example, commercial, leisure and retail
parking), acknowledging the fact that limiting parking availability at trip origins
does not necessarily discourage car ownership and can push vehicle parking
onto the adjacent public highway, diminishing the streetscape and potentially
obstructing emergency and passenger transport vehicles.

It is considered that this approach is entirely consistent with current
Government guidance such as PPS3 and emerging PPS4 in as much as
residential parking should reflect the local circumstances of a development.

The standards form a consistent basis for discussion between developers
applying for planning permission and the appropriate LPA. It is intended that
they should be applied throughout Essex. However, it is recognised that
situations may arise where the local economic environment and the availability
of alternative means of travel to the private car may lead to parking provision
that is more appropriate to local circumstances.

This document, “Parking Standards: Design and Good Practice Guide”, is a

result of a public consultation in accordance with the advice contained within
‘Communities and Local Governments Planning Policy Statement 12’, the
consultation included the preparation of a Strategic Environmental Assessment;
the Guide has been produced as Essex County Council Supplementary Guidance
in partnership with the Essex Planning Officers Association (EPOA). The Guide is
recommended to Essex Planning Authorities and others as providing quality advice
and guidance on the provision and role of parking within residential, commercial
and leisure areas in Essex, and ccan be appended to a Local Authority’s Local
Development Framework (LDF) as a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).



The Review Group, formed to look at parking standards, consisted of
representatives from the District Authorities and various departments within
Essex County Council, who reflect a range of related disciplines. The objective
of the Group was to:

This has been achieved by:

a. Reviewing background information and advice

b. Reviewing current practice
c. Reviewing supporting technical information
d. Undertaking site visits related to various land uses
e. Observing cause and effect of current standards and external influences
f. Carrying out resident surveys.
g. Developing new parking standards and related infrastructure
h. Producing evidential support for the new standards

The Review Group comprises Officers representing:
Braintree District Council Tessa Lambert
Chelmsford Borough Council John Pollard
Colchester Borough Council George Phillips
Colchester Borough Council Jane Thompson
Colchester Borough Council Lee Smith-Evans
Essex County Council (Strategic Development) Andrew Cook
Essex County Council (Education) Blaise Gammie
Essex County Council (Urban Design) Elizabeth Moon
Essex County Council (Strategic Development) Emma Featherstone
Essex County Council (Strategic Development) Hilary Gore
Essex County Council (Strategic Development) Keith Lawson
Essex County Council (Planning) Paul Calder
Essex County Council (Urban Design) Peter Dawson
Essex County Council (Strategic Development) Phil Callow
Southend-on-Sea Council Zac Ellwood
Tendring District Council Gary Pullan
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Background

The Need for Vehicle Parking Standards

The need for greater control of parking has developed as a result of
growth in motor traffic and particularly in the ownership and use of
private cars. The number of private cars in Great Britain has more than
doubled in 30 years, increasing from 12.5 million in 1975 to 26 million
in 2005. This level of vehicle ownership has led to increased levels of
congestion and pollution, particularly in more densely populated areas.

The publication of the Transport White Paper “A New Deal For
Transport: Better For Everyone” by the DETR in 1998 represented a
change with regard to transport policy and planning. Local authorities
are expected to promote sustainability through encouraging modal
shift and the use of alternative forms of travel to the private car,
primarily through the use of public transport, walking and cycling. The
2004 White Paper “The Future of Transport” continues this theme,
acknowledging that mobility is important but it can have a financial,
social and environmental cost, and that sustainable methods should
be encouraged. In 2007, the Government published a consultation
draft of the Local Transport Bill which endorses previous White Papers,
the Bill is likely to give more power to local authorities in supporting
sustainable travel allowing them to review and propose their own
arrangements for local transport governance to support more coherent
planning and delivery of local transport.

Following the 2001 publication of PPG13 and its recommendation to
adopt maximum parking standards to promote sustainable transport
choices, and ultimately reduce the need to travel, especially by car,
changes in the planning system now place the responsibility to set
parking standards with the LPA for that area. Advice contained within
PPS3, published in 2006, states that when assessing design in order
to achieve high quality development, “a design-lead approach” is taken
“to the provision of car-parking space that is well-integrated with a
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high quality public realm and streets that are pedestrian, cycle and
vehicle friendly”. Furthermore, it states that “Local Planning Authorities
should, with stakeholders and communities, develop residential
parking policies for their areas, taking account of expected levels of car
ownership, the importance of promoting good design and the need to
use land efficiently”. Draft PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic
Development now goes further and proposes to cancel paragraphs

53, 54 and Annexe D of PPG13. It maintains a maximum standard
approach for non-residential parking but set against criteria that
recognises the needs of various types of commercial development and
locational influences.

The purpose of this document is to support the aspirations expressed
in PPS3 and provide the highest quality advice to local authorities.

It is intended to:

1. Assist the LPA’s in determining appropriate standards for their
areas;

2. Advise members of the public in a readily comprehensible manner;

Assist intending developers in preparing plans for the development
of land; and,

4. Expedite the determination of planning applications by ensuring that
applications submitted include an appropriate level and location of
car parking provision that also contributes to the public realm.

The Need to Review Parking Standards

As with any policy and guidance it is good practice to review

regularly to ensure that the document is still serving its purpose.

It is acknowledged in Essex that parking is an issue, especially in
residential areas. It is also acknowledged that cycle parking standards
set in 2001 are unnecessarily onerous and should be reviewed.
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A working group was set up in order to review the 2001 Vehicle Parking
Standards document. Site visits were undertaken, to residential areas
on weekdays and weekends in June and July 2007, to assess the
residential parking situation. A resident’s survey was undertaken in May
2007 to compliment one previously carried out in 2006. Copies of these
surveys can be found on the County Council’s website.

The following residential areas were looked at to assess the
existing situation:

Balkern Hill, Colchester

Beaulieu Park,
Chelmsford

Bridge Hospital
Development, Witham

Chancellor Park,
Chelmsford
Churchill Gate,
Colchester Garrison,
Colchester

Church Langley, Harlow

Clements Park,
Brentwood

George Williams Way,
Colchester

Highwoods, Colchester
Horizons, Colchester
Kings Hill, Kent
Laindon, Basildon
Maltings Lane, Witham

Mary Ruck Way, Black
Notley (ex hospital site)

New Hall, Harlow

Nottage Crescent,
Braintree

Oakwood Park, Felsted
Panfield Lane (off
roundabout nr Tabor
School)

Poundbury, Dorset
Sawyers Grove,
Brentwood

St James Park,
Colchester

The Gables (Ongar
Leisure Centre Site),
Ongar

The Village, Chelmsford
Walter Mead Close,
Ongar

Examples of unattractive parking courts



Many garages are too small for modern cars as illustrated in the
photographs above
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Through the review group a number of conclusions have been drawn:

1.

93 out of 267 (35%) wards in Essex have an average car
ownership in excess of 1.5 vehicles per household (2001 census).

70% of Essex is rural and for many areas public transport does
not offer an attractive alternative to the private car (e.g. service
frequency, destination etc.)

It is acknowledged that previously advised garage dimensions
are too small for modern cars (random sample of manufacturer’s
specification 2007).

78% of garages are not used to store vehicles but used for general
storage/utility uses instead (Mouchel resident’s study 2007).

Often rear parking courts are used to facilitate the increase in use
of wheelie bins and recycling storage containers (working group
site visits 2007).

Parking bays are of an inadequate size for modern vehicles
(working group site visits 2007, random sample of manufacturer’s
specification 2007).

Parking Courts are often poorly located and designed as well as
unattractive and not secure (working group site visits 2007),

Parking courts must have easy and direct access to dwellings.

Setbacks from garages and gates lead to vehicles parking in front
of garages and blocking footways (working group site visits 2007,
random sample of manufacturer’s specification 2007).

1.5m setback design allows vehicles to obstruct footway/cycleway



1.2.5 However, the most significant conclusion is that people own more cars
than there are spaces for within residential developments. Government
advice to reduce car travel through reducing availability of parking
at origin and destination has not worked at origins, therefore vehicle
parking standards need to be increased, along with sustainable
transport measures. By changing the origin car parking standard
from a maximum to a minimum it is intended that appropriate parking
facilities will be provided.
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Setbacks from garages and gates lead to vehicles parking in front of
garages and blocking footways
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Guidance

The Application of Parking Standards

Whilst this document has grouped parking standards into Planning
Use Classes, there will inevitably be some developments that will not
fall into any of the categories. In such cases parking provision will be
considered on the developments own merit. However the onus will fall
to the developer to demonstrate that the level of parking provided is
appropriate and will not lead to problems of on street parking on the
adjacent highway network. This will usually be demonstrated through a
Transport Assessment (TA) or Transport Statement (TS).

If it is proven by the developer that the provision of parking according
to the standard will be insufficient for the development (destination),
then provision over the maximum should be considered by the LPA.

Environmental Considerations

The LPA may consider it desirable that additional land be provided
in order that car parking areas may be suitably screened and
landscaped. It is considered that such additional provision of land,
landscaping and residential amenity is a matter for negotiation
between the intending developer and the LPA.

The importance of good design and materials is emphasised. Car
parking areas are rarely attractive visually and should always be
located in such positions that would encourage their use and have

a positive impact on the streetscape. They should be designed with
adequate lighting and other features, so that people feel comfortable
using them, especially after dark.

Parking should not be considered in isolation from other design
considerations. It is part of the palette that makes for a high quality
environment and sense of place. It has to be considered along

with other influences such as location, context of public realm and
environmental considerations. Road widths, verges, and cycleways
may also dictate the location and type of parking for a given area.

Consideration must be given to “parking” and its relationship to

the built environment which it serves. The form and function of the
parking can have a determining influence on the successfulness of the
development design concept.
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Flooding is becoming an important consideration when planning
development. Whilst this is a planning issue, in terms of parking
standards, in a flood risk area underground parking is not advised,
and undercroft parking may be considered in residential developments
to elevate the living area. Sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) and
pollutant filters should be designed into parking areas to help address
flooding and water quality issues. Further guidance can be sought in
Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS25) and its companion documents.

In light of emerging legislation and the existing GPDO, consideration
should be given to permeable surface material. Essex County Council
is currently working on a ‘Street Furniture and Materials’ guide (summer
2009). In the interim period advice should be sought from the LPA.

The location of the development itself may have an impact on the

way parking is treated. A location near to other attractors such as
employment or commercial areas may lead to residential areas being
used as overflow car parks to the adjoining uses. Consideration may
need to be given to some form of parking control during working hours
to discourage inappropriate parking.

With good parking design the necessity for parking enforcement at trip
origins should be minimised, however parking enforcement may be
required to manage parking at destinations.

What is a Parking Space?

Car parking provision is usually
expressed in terms of ‘spaces’ and
includes car-ports and undercroft
parking as well as parking courts
but does not include garages
under a certain internal dimension.
Further explanation on this can

be found under the “Residential
Parking Design” section.

e
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Examples of Parking spaces
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Calculation of Parking Requirements

For trip destinations, parking requirement is calculated on Gross Floor
Area (GFA), or the number of visits (where the final employee/visitor
number can be estimated). As a rule, business and commercial use
vehicle parking requirements are calculated by GFA, whilst leisure
uses are based on the estimated number of vehicle visits. For trip
origins, the size of the dwelling is taken into account (by way of the
number of bedroom) and spaces are allocated on a per dwelling basis.

Where GFA is used to determine parking standards and the calculation
results in a fraction of a space, the number should be rounded up to
the nearest whole number. For example, the standard may be 1 car
parking space for every 4 sqm of GFA, and a development has a GFA
of 17 sqm, a calculation of 17 divided by 4 gives 4.25 spaces, rounded
up to the nearest whole number gives a total requirement of 5 spaces.

For the avoidance of doubt, where developments are smaller than the
relevant threshold in the use class table, the rounding up principal will
still apply. For example, a shop (A1) of 200sgm will require 1 cycle
space for staff and 1 cycle space for customers, despite being less
than 400sgm in GFA.

Where a development incorporates two or more land uses to which
different parking standards are applicable, the standards appropriate
for each use should be applied in proportion to the extent of the
respective use. For example, where a development incorporates B2
and B8 use, each use should be assessed separately according to

the appropriate standard, and the aggregated number of resulting
parking spaces reflects the maximum number of spaces that should be
provided. Any future change of use that requires planning permission
may require a change in parking requirements in accordance with the
standard.

With all end destination use classes (i.e. non-dwelling) being maximum
standards, the disabled parking provision should be included within the
appropriate vehicle parking standard.

Parking Standards in Urban Areas

For main urban areas a reduction to the vehicle parking standard
may be considered, particularly for residential development. Main
urban areas are defined as those having frequent and extensive
public transport and cycling and walking links, accessing education,
healthcare, food shopping and employment.
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Shared Use Provision

Often, especially in urban areas, parking provision can be shared with
other uses. For example, many leisure activities in urban areas can
rely on existing public parking as leisure peak times are often different
to retail peak times.

Shared use of parking areas is highly desirable, provided this works
without conflict and that car parking provision is within the standard
that requires the most number of car spaces applicable. Conflict
should not occur so long as the shared use developments operate

at differing times of day or days of the week, or the development is
considered ancillary to other activities (i.e. food and drink within a retail
area). Shared use may result in a reduction of the number of parking
spaces which a developer is required to provide. For example, a mixed
use development of shops, requiring 100 spaces for daytime use and
leisure requiring 120 spaces for evening use, can suffice with 120
spaces in total.

Extensions and Change of Use

Prior to any extension or change of use, the developer must demonstrate
that adequate parking will be provided. It is especially important to
ensure that there is adequate parking provision should the change of use
be from a garage into a habitable room for a residential dwelling.

Commercial Vehicles

Commercial vehicles are regarded as those vehicles delivering goods
to or removing goods from premises. It is recognised that servicing
requirements may be unique to a particular site. Commercial traffic
varies with the type of enterprise within a given use class (e.g. the
traffic serving a furniture shop may be very different in frequency and
character from that supplying a supermarket).

|

Commercial vehicles
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The onus is placed with the developer, who should analyse their
development’s own requirements in terms of the numbers and types of
commercial vehicles visiting their premises and should demonstrate to
the LPA that any development proposal includes sufficient commercial
vehicle provision to meet normal requirements such as provision for
loading, unloading and turning. Such commercial provision should

be clearly signed and marked to avoid being utilised as an overflow
parking area for cars.

Standard dimensions for commercial vehicle parking spaces can be
found in the “Design and Layout, Vehicles” section.

Coaches

Developments likely to generate coach traffic should provide
appropriate off-street parking facilities for the stopping, setting down
and picking up of passengers as well as appropriate turning facilities
(avoiding the requirement for coaches to reverse in or out of a site
where possible, taking into consideration pedestrian safety). The onus
will be on the developer to demonstrate to the Local Authority the
development has the appropriate level of provision.

Coach Parking at Freeport, Braintree
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Provision for Cycle Parking

Cycle Parking Standards should be applied by Local Authorities to all
applications for new or extended development. They are expressed as
minimum standards to reflect the sustainable nature of this mode of
travel. It is essential that cycle parking is designed into a development
at an early stage, prior to the granting of planning permission to ensure
it relates well to the development.

The provision of convenient secure parking and related facilities are
fundamental to attracting modal shift to cycling, particularly from single
occupancy motorised journeys made over shorter distances on a
regular basis. It is acknowledged that cycle parking demand varies
greatly between use classes and a straight ratio of car to cycle trips
can not be used to define the Cycle Parking Standard. Therefore,
current Cycle Parking Standards have been looked at on an individual
class basis. The standards represent a basis for helping to provide
sufficient cycle parking facilities throughout Essex. In addition to the
provision of cycle parking, developers will be required to demonstrate
that they have considered additional needs for cyclists, such as locker,
changing and shower facilities.

!
Cycle shelter |

i' 1
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In exceptional circumstances, where it is not possible to provide cycle
parking spaces on-site, developers will be expected to make a financial
contribution towards public provision of such facilities.

For information on the location, types and dimensions for cycle parking
please refer to the “Design and Layout, Cycle Parking Design” section.

At large development sites, the exact number of cycle parking
spaces will depend on the individual characteristics of the site and its
surrounding area.

Where a travel plan exists, cycle parking provision should be reviewed
annually to ensure there are adequate spaces to fulfil demand. If there
proves insufficient allocation, increased parking should be provided as
agreed with the Highway Authority and the LPA.

Cycle Parking Standards can be found under the individual Use
Classes.

Provision for Powered Two Wheeler Parking

The use of Powered Two-Wheeled vehicles (PTW) for short regular
journeys can create significant benefits, most notably in the form of
reduced congestion and reduced land use for parking.

Parking standards for PTWs are
represented as the minimum
provision required, which reflects
the advantages they have over
the car and single occupancy
vehicles in particular. As with
cycle parking, these standards Add Itinnal
represent a basis for helping to e
provide sufficient PTW parking Mﬂtﬂ rG]FCl
facilities throughout Essex.

Parking in
In addition to the provision of Bel Imead
secure parking, developers will be
required to demonstrate that they
have considered additional needs
for PTW users, such as locker
and changing facilities.




PTW parking facilities, Pros: Located centrally.
Cons: Cobbles destabilise PTW’s, long PTW will partially obstruct road
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Government transport statistics show that the ratio between car and
PTW ownership is 25:1. However, with regard to the congestion
benefits that the PTW provides, a varied ratio parking standard linked
to car parking spaces should be applied.

For the first 0-100 spaces 1 space, plus 1 space per 20 car
park spaces

Additional spaces over 100 1 per 30 car park spaces

For example a development that proposes a car park of 130 spaces
should calculate their PTW requirement in the following way:

1 space provided regardless of car park size =
1 space per 20 car parking spaces for first 100 spaces =
1 space for the remaining 30 car parking spaces

~N = o1 =

Total

A strategy for PTW in Essex has been published by Essex County
Council in 2001. Guidance on providing for PTW users is also available
from motorcycle industry groups.

Where a travel plan exists, PTW parking provision should be reviewed
annually to ensure there are adequate spaces to fulfil demand. If there
proves insufficient allocation, increased parking should be provided.

Provision for Blue Badge Parking

Under the Disability Discrimination Act 2005 it is the responsibility of
site occupiers to ensure that adequate provision is made for the needs
of people with disabilities. Parking for people with disabilities will be
required for their exclusive use at all sites. Use of these spaces will
usually require a Blue Badge to be displayed.

Examples of Blue Badge Parking, at a supermarket and Park & Ride site
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The number of spaces required for people with disabilities varies
between use classes and the standard has been based on the DfTs
Traffic Advisory Leaflet 5/95: ‘Parking for Disabled People’.

Car Park Used for: | Car Park Size

_ 200 bays or less Over 200 bays

Employees and (Individual bays 6 bays plus 2% of
visitors to business  for each disabled total capacity
premises employee plus) 2 bays

or 5% of total capacity,
whichever is greater

Shopping, recreation 3 bays or 6% of total 4 bays plus 4% of

and leisure capacity, whichever is  total capacity
greater

Educational 1 bay or 5% of total capacity, whichever is

Establishments greater

Note: Blue Badge parking provision to be included in the overall
vehicle parking standard provision. In circumstances where the
number of vehicle parking bays are less than 10, the LPA will consider
the Blue Badge Parking provision on a case by case basis, taking into
account the quantity of available Blue Badge Parking in the vicinity.

If it is known that there will be an employee with a disability, then
their space should be exclusive of the blue badge parking standard
required.

It should be noted that a larger number of spaces may be required by
the LPA at facilities where a higher proportion of users/visitors with
disabilities will be expected, for example medical, health and care
facilities.

The provision at the above levels or any required by the LPA does not
guarantee that the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act
will be met, this is the responsibility of the building occupier or service
provider.
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There are numerous sources of alternative advice available for
guidance on Blue Badge Parking. One being “Inclusive Mobility”

a guide to best practice on /access to pedestrian and transport
infrastructure and another being the “BSI British Standards BS
8300:2009 Design of buildings and their approaches to meet the needs
of disabled people — Code of practice”. Both documents offer slightly
differing advice to TAL 5/95. It is advised that these documents are
considered when planning Blue Badge Parking.

Planning Obligations

Origin sites — In exceptional circumstances there may be opportunities
to accept a commuted sum in lieu of the full residential vehicle parking
standard in sustainable locations.

Destination sites — In exceptional circumstances it may be appropriate
for the Local Authority to accept a commuted sum in lieu of on site
vehicle parking spaces.

Further guidance on developer contributions may be included in the
relevant district planning documents.

Transport Assessments

Developers will be required to submit a Transport Assessment (TA) to
support any large-scale development proposal, particularly where the
development will have a significant impact on demand for travel. The TA
will detail proposed parking provision. Essex County Council has produced
a guidance document to TA's which is available at www.essex.gov.uk.

For smaller scale developments a Transport Statement may suffice.

For educational establishment applications a School Transport Statement
will be required if there is a proposed increase in pupil numbers.
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Travel Plans

Travel Plans, through measures such as car clubs, car sharing,
and discounted public transport, home working, personalised travel
planning etc., are ways to encourage people to use their cars less.

Car share spaces

A developer may be required to develop and implement a Travel Plan.
Measures can be included that are designed to offer people a wider
range of travel choices and reduce the number and impact of single
occupancy car journeys. A Travel Plan can benefit both employee and
employer, by improved facilities, a healthier workforce and positive
publicity by reducing their carbon footprint.

A Transport Information and Marketing Scheme will be requested for a
residential development of 10 dwellings or more.

All educational establishments require a Travel Plan.

Vehicle, powered two-wheeler or cycle parking provision should not
be considered in isolation from Travel Plans. The level and design of
parking and the Travel Plan measures should complement each other.

Annual monitoring of a Travel Plan gives an opportunity to review
parking provision for all sustainable modes e.g. cycle, powered two
wheelers and car share spaces, and may result in the requirement for
provision to be increased.

For advice on Travel Plans or Transport Information and Marketing
Scheme Packs please contact the Essex County Council Travel Plan
Team (travelplanteam@essex.gov.uk) in the first instance.
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Design and Layout

As well as providing an appropriate level of car parking, it is important
that new or extended developments incorporate good design for

the layout, landscaping and lighting of parking. This should be user
friendly, and not interfere with the public highway or access adjacent to
the parking area. Further advice can be sought from the British Parking
Association (www.britishparking.co.uk).

Pedestrians

The needs of pedestrians should be taken into account when
designing the layout of parking for all modes. This includes both those
who have parked and those accessing the development on foot.

Shared surface pedestrian route

Pedestrian access to the development should be considered and
pedestrian desire lines identified. Pedestrian access, segregated or
shared surface, should then be provided along these routes rather
than simply relying on the vehicular route.

Within the car park, provision should be made so that pedestrians walk
through it easily and safely. The provision of raised footways through
the car park and crossing points across main vehicle routes will help to
alleviate conflict between pedestrians and vehicles.

A tactile distinction should be made between pedestrian areas and
vehicular areas, in order that people with visual impairment can
distinguish between the two. The provision of raised areas, footway
areas and tactile paving at all dropped kerbs should achieve this.
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3.2.5

Vehicles
Parking Bay Size
Preferred bay size for cars 5.5m x 2.9m
(Parallel parking bay length) 6.0m
Minimum bay size (only used in
exceptional circumstances) 5.0m x 2.5m
Notes:
Minimum bay size for vans 7.5m x 3.5m*
Minimum bay size for HGVs:
Articulated 17.0m x 3.5m
Rigid 12.0 x 3.5m

* To allow for the trend of increasingly long vans (e.g. Mercedes-Benz
Sprinter, up to 7345mm, Fort Transit, up to 6403mm)

Principally the preferred bay size should be used. The minimum bay
size may only be used in exceptional circumstances as determined by
the LPA.

Any smaller than the above minimum bay size and an occupant
might be unable to get in or out of an average sized family car parked
in the bay with cars parked adjacent and consequently bay sizes
smaller than the minimum stated above will not be considered a
usable parking space.

Layout of Parking Areas

The location and overall design should encourage maximum use of
the parking areas in order to minimise the risk of on-street parking
problems. As well as taking into account design features such as
security and landscaping, adequate bay sizes that are easy to enter
and exit and clear directional markings such as exit signs, will increase
the appeal of the parking area.

There are a variety of parking T
styles including:
® Square Parking
(or 90° Square Parking)
® Angled Parking
® Parallel or ‘End to End’
Parking

On street parking options
ref: p163 Essex Design Guide 2005
Essex County Council




3.2.6  Examples of parking arrangements are shown below:

45 degree parking 70 degree parking
6.0m 6.0m
77777777777777
) R
6.0m 6.0m
| 56m 3ml 9sm l3m ! sem |
90 and 45 degree mixed parking 90 degree square parking
5.5m
6.0m 17m

' 55m . 60m '  9.5m ' 60m ' 55m '

Examples of parking arrangements, note tree planting in photo on right
reducing bay size availability

3.2.7  Parking areas that have end bays adjacent to solid structures (e.g.
fence or wall) should increase the width of these bays by 1m to allow for
improved manoeuvrability and entry/exit of people to/from the vehicle.

3.2.8  Where a developer intends to employ a one-way system a clearly
marked route for drivers should be set out using suitable signs and
surface arrows.

3.2.9 Landscaping is important and should be incorporated into parking
areas but in some circumstances landscaping can reduce the available
bay size for vehicles meaning a reduced availability of parking spaces.
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3.2.11

3.2.12

3.2.13

3.2.14

3.3

3.31

Where entry and exit points are one-way, then appropriate signs will
be required, and the planning permission will be conditional on this
provision. Continued adherence to the entry and exit directions will
be expected. At difficult sites this approach will enable safe vehicular
access by maintaining appropriate sight lines.

At non estate locations, right angled parking spaces immediately
adjacent to the public highway with direct access onto major or minor
access roads are not advisable, except in the case of private dwellings
where care should be taken to ensure the safety of pedestrians.

Further guidance can be obtained from the Department for Transport.
Although it should be noted that this document recommends large
parking bays than DfT guidance, due to the increase in size of the
modern car.

Advice regarding Commercial Vehicles can be sought via the Freight
Transport Association.

The British Parking Association administers a Safer Parking Scheme.
Further details can be found at www.britishparking.co.uk

Blue Badge Parking Design
Location of Blue Badge Parking Bays

Spaces for people with disabilities should be located adjacent to
entrances, where possible, should be convenient to use and the
dimension conform to the relevant regulations.

J'.'- _——
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Blue Badge Parking at a Supermarket
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3.3.3

3.34

3.3.5

Parking provision for people with disabilities in residential locations
should also be considered, as an in-curtilage parking space may be
inappropriately located or not be of adequate dimension for access
by people with disabilities. Guidance from Lifetime Homes should be
considered to meet the changing mobility requirements of residents.

Blue Badge Parking Bay Dimensions

Parking bays for people with disabilities should be designed so that
drivers and passengers, either of whom may have a disability, can
get in and out of the car easily and safely. Bays should be longer and
wider than the preferred bay size. This ensures easy access from the
side and the rear for those with wheelchairs, and protects people with
disabilities from moving traffic when they cannot get in or out of their
car on the footway side of a bay on the highway.

There is much advice available with regards to blue badge bay sizes,
all differing slightly. The dimensions given in this document take
account of increased vehicle size with an increased preferred bay
size, consequently it is not necessary to increase the blue badge
bay size by the same amount DfT guidance advocates. The
dimensions given in this document are over and above that in any
national guidance (as national guidance has not been amended to
acknowledge the increase in vehicle size), but the increased size is
supported by disability groups.

Off-street blue badge parking bays should be at least 5.5m long by
2.9m wide with additional space as follows:

® Where bays are parallel to the access aisle and access is available
from the side, an extra length of at least 1.0m and an extra 1.0m
wide (minimum) safety zone to the (roadway) side to enable the
driver or passenger to alight on the side where traffic might be
passing, or

® Where bays are marked perpendicularly to the access aisle, an
additional width of at least 1.0m along each side. Where bays are
adjacent, space can be saved by using the 1.0m “side” area to
serve the space either side. A buffer of at least 1.0m should be
provided between the parking space and the roadway (without
reducing the width of the roadway) to allow safe access to the boot
of the vehicle.

When parallel to the access 6.5m by 3.9m

When perpendicular to access: 6.5m by 3.9m



Blue badge parking arrangements

Example of bay Square parking Parallel parking
I I . 2.6m i l} a e a
asm | 5.5m ] 1.0m fr ey lrrers
10m 7 1.0m rrrdi 5.5m 6.5m
' Am 1.0m
2.9mi 3.9m 1.0m '
1.0m

Blue Badge parking bays at a car park

Blue Badge Parking Design Consideration

3.3.6  Bays should be marked with lines and the International Symbol for
Access with the safety zone/aisle between the bays marked with
hatchings.

3.3.7  Dropped kerbs should be provided where necessary and pedestrian
routes to and from car parks for people with disabilities should be free
from steps, bollards and steep slopes. Further guidance can be sought
from “Guidance on the use of Tactile Paving Surfaces” DETR.

3.3.8  Further guidance can be obtained from the DfT’s Traffic Advisory
Leaflet 05/95 (although it should be noted that this information is
somewhat out of date), the DfT’s Inclusive Mobility document and the
BSI BS8300:2009.



3.4
3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

Residential Parking Design

When planning residential parking, consideration of the type and
scale of the development should be taken into account. Safe and
secure parking can be achieved where cars can be seen by owners
and neighbours. Layouts must accommodate the safe passage of
emergency, delivery and refuse collection vehicles.

Shared Surface

Shared surfaces, can offer opportunities for parking to be integrated
with the street.

Examples of shared surfaces which are not appropriate for the location,
note the indiscriminate parking

Shared surface design should be appropriate for the location. Shared
surfaces can lead to indiscriminate parking, blocking of footway and
the narrowing of the road which hampers access by service and
emergency vehicles. Shared Surfaces should therefore only be used
in appropriate circumstances, at very low densities as set out in the
Essex Design Guide.
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On street shared surface including formal visitor spaces



3.4.4

3.4.5

On-street Parking Provision

By using careful and innovative design, streets can be made to
incorporate a certain level of unallocated on-street parking in the form
of parallel or angled parking bays or parking squares (see “Design and
Layout, Vehicles”). However, consideration must be given to location,
proximity to accesses, sight lines and manoeuvring requirements

so that indiscriminate parking and the obstruction of footways and
carriageways is avoided. It is also important that the requirements of
emergency and other service vehicles are catered for together with the
needs of the disabled.

Inappropriate on-street parking No on-street parking due

leading to obstruction of footway to developer restrictions
|
FTT % D B

(site incomplete)
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On street parking options 90 degree/ Boulevard/ between trees

Bus routes within residential developments will require a minimum
clear passage of 6 metres (ideally 6.75 metres) which must be
available where on-street parking is proposed. Further street design
advice is contained in the Manual for Streets, the Essex Design Guide
and Essex County Council’'s Urban Place Supplement, as applicable.




3.4.6  On-street parking spaces which are not allocated to particular
dwellings may be considered for adoption by the Highway Authority
subject to appropriate design. Those which are part of the allocated
parking provision of individual dwellings will not be adopted and
therefore the developer must make arrangements for their future
management and maintenance. These areas can be designed to use
surface treatments, textures and/or lining.

194 L 3y ©
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On street parking height to width ratios
ref: p59 Urban Place Supplement 2007

apartments block with
underdeck parking .

tree planting used to \m .

control visitor parking

Visitor parking for apartments based on a one-way system







3.4.7

3.4.8

Parking Squares

These are pedestrian/vehicle shared surfaces, often consisting of
a junction of routes. A parking square should be directly fronted by
buildings.

Car parking can be provided in those areas which are not occupied
by the carriageway or footway. Parking requirements of the frontage
dwellings can be accommodated within the square, with the remaining
requirement between or behind the dwellings. Parking squares are

a good opportunity for hard landscaped shared spaces. The siting of
trees and street furniture can be used to informally manage parking.

parking adjacent to alternative layout includes
landscaped square 90 degree parking

[0 D]
00
[0 0]J

(00

Parking square option
ref: p163 Essex Design Guide 2005
Essex County Council



Parking square
option

ref: p163 Essex
Design Guide 2005
Essex County
Council

|
§

On street: housing square, The Dairy, Henlow, Bedfordshire
ref: p114 Car parking What works where
English Partnerships



3.4.9

3.4.10

3.4.11

3.4.12

Parking Courts

Parking courts need to be designed carefully and be overlooked with
direct access to/from the surrounding dwellings and have adequate
lighting (dusk to dawn energy efficient lighting to appropriate levels).
Boundary treatment should be designed to allow observation from
dwellings over the parking spaces.

They must be high quality in design terms and have a sense of place
and feel secure, to encourage ownership.

Overlooked rear parking court Access to properties from rear
parking court

They should not be located in inaccessible areas at the extremity of
the development.

Rear parking courts should ideally serve no more than six dwellings.

overlooked rear
spaces

small courtyard
generously
landscaped using
appropriate planting
and quality materials

Above: On plot parking and

small parking courts

ref: p165 Essex Design Guide 2005,
Essex County Council

Right: Type 2 Link Road —
small parking courts

ref: p125 Essex Design Guide 2005, %m-%m%m

Essex County Council







In-curtilage

3.4.13 Where housing densities are lower, space for car parking can be
provided “on plot”, within the curtilage of the dwelling, such as in the
form of a garage, car port, cart lodge, parking bay or private drive. Ideally
dwellings/premises should be accessed from the front, although side and
rear access can be appropriate in some circumstances (e.g. compact
terraces). Quality urban design dictates that care should be taken that
this does not result in streets dominated by parking spaces in front of
dwellings, or by building facades with large expanses of garage doors.
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On plot/integral garage, Cala Domus, Harlow
ref: p110 Car parking What works where English Partnerships

Photograph showing actual .h ~ . B
Cala Domus, Harlow =

Right: Private Drive
ref: p141 Essex Design Guide 2005 y
Essex County Council  __ _ _ _ _ L s_______




Car parked within curtilage of dwelling clear of footway




3.4.14

3.4.15

3.4.16

3.4.17

3.4.18

Garage Provision and Size

It is recognised that despite being an important design feature of
residential developments, garages are being used for other purposes,
such as general storage. It is acknowledged that storage space is
important, particularly as many properties do not have much storage
space within the dwelling itself. Garages need to be large enough to
accommodate a modern, family sized car and some storage.

Examples of garages

In the past a garage has counted towards a parking space allocation,
even if the garage is too small for a car and is used for storage,
resulting in increased pressure on on-street parking. For this reason:

Minimum Garage size for Cars: 7.0m x 3.0m (internal dimension)

Garages of the above dimension and over are considered large
enough for the average sized family car and cycles, as well as some
storage space, and will be considered a parking space. Any smaller
and the garage could not be considered a parking space or count
towards the parking space allocation.

Mixed Use Streets

In certain areas residential development will form part of a wider mixed
use development where other uses (retail/business) will dominate at
ground floor level.

In these situations the “Mixed Use Street” diagram (opposite) may be
used as an example.



0.5m wide textured carparking margin constructed using

UD!TJUDT

N I

- Speed table entrance and exit slopes 1 in 20 (5%) at a max height of 75mm.
Material the same as central reservation.

[

Tables as ECC highways and Essex Design Guide 2005 standards (p146).

N

granite setts (100 x 100 x 100) level with road surface.

Footway materials to be either stone or concrete flag stones. _|

0.5m wide textured carparking margin constructed using granite setts

Loading bays (2.5m wide with 0.5m textured edging)

|- Trees planted at min centres of 17m in pairs as drawn.
Tree sizes to be a min of 14-16cm girth.

0.5m wide textured central reservation constructed using
granite setts (100 x 100 x 100) level with road surface.

Parking bays edged with granite setts (100 x 200 x 100)

(100 x 100 x 100) level with road surface. Setts to be laid so that they do
not impede drainage.

Car parking bays (shown 2.0m wide with 0.5m textured edging) to be

surfaced with clay or stone setts which relate to the pallette of materials
throughout the scheme. Bays to a min 2.0m wide and 15.0m long

Lighting to ECC adoptable standards and needs to be designed to site specific
criteria of the street.

Trees planted in tree pits at a min width of 1.8x1.8 surrounded by root barrier system.

Motorcycle parking bay

Raised table gateway for
entrance into 20mph street.
NB: Special requirments for —

buses may apply.

See UPS for species recommendations

Bicycle stands must be sited where most
appropriate to the users.

Table level with adjacent footways and surfacing

material to be in keeping with footway.

Speed table entrance and exit slopes 1 in 20 (5%) at a max height of 75mm in granite setts.

mountable kerb with upstand

Mixed use street type

ref: p67 Urban Place Supplement 2007

Essex County Council




3.4.19

Underground, Underdeck and Undercroft Parking

For developments of higher dwelling density, it is unlikely that
sufficient space for car parking can be provided by in-curtilage and
garage provision (without a detrimental effect on the quality of the

development).

Iis }

L X ]

Underground parking with communal space above
ref: p83 Urban Place Supplement 2007

L
i

Partial underground
parking with raised floor
ref: p83 Urban Place
Supplement

_gfie {

Single aspect ground floor uses with
rear underdeck access
ref: p83 Urban Place Supplement

3

Underground parking using ground slope
ref: p83 Urban Place Supplement 2007



3.4.20 Underground, underdeck or undercroft parking should be provided

3.4.21

3.4.22

wherever possible, in accordance with the Urban Place Supplement
and the Essex Design Guide.

-

A

Undercroft parking facing onto Undercroft parking
central parking court

Locating car parking under buildings, either above or below ground
level, can significantly improve the quality of a development. Planning
Authorities will need to ensure that underground, underdeck and
undercroft parking is safe, secure and retained for parking.

Undercroft secure parking Visible undercroft parking
(gated entry).

Tandem Parking

Tandem Parking is acceptable on-plot, within the curtilage of a dwelling
but should be discouraged in areas which offer general access, e.g.
parking courts, The provision of tandem parking reduces the uptake of
spaces, often used instead for bin storage in rear parking courts, and
their provision encourages on-street parking.




3.4.23

3.4.24

Set Backs

Construction of garages, gates and driveways adjacent to the highway
using the previous standard 1.5m setback have lead to widespread
abuse by residents who use this area plus the adjacent footway/
cycleway/verge to park vehicles perpendicular to the main carriageway.
This creates an obstruction of the footway/cycleway and whilst this is
an enforcement issue in existing situations, it is appropriate to amend
the standard so that this does not occur as frequently in future.

i il

Examples showing the abuse of the 1.5m setback with footway

In order to reduce occurrences in future, the following standard should be
adopted. Where garages, gates (all gates to open inwards) and driveways
are placed directly adjacent to the highway the setback should be either:

1) No more than 0.5m to allow for the opening of the garage door
(or Om where gates or roller shutter doors are provided) and
with the adjacent distance between edge of highway and edge
of carriageway being no more than 2m. This gives a maximum
distance between garage/gate and running carriageway of 2.5m,
thus discouraging inappropriate parking.

1b: Gates

1a:Garage Door (up and over)

E E =or>6.0m
o - inward swing

—or<0.5m N L ofgates

= or < 2.0m footway = or < 2.0m footway

carriageway carriageway

Or

2) Greater than 6m from the edge  *°™
of the highway to allow for ;
parking in front of the garage/ | @
gates. In these circumstances
there is no need to restrict the
width of the adjacent footway/ ~————------- resticted
cycleway/verge as there is less footway

likelihood of abuse. carriageway

=or>6.0m



3.4.25

3.4.26

3.4.27

3.4.28

3.4.29

With a reduced distance between dwelling and carriageway,
consideration must be given to the safety implications of windows
opening into the carriageway/footway. In situations where windows are at
street level and there is no setback windows should not open outward.

Setbacks are reliant on good design to give at least some visibility for/
of emerging vehicles.

Exceptions to the above standard could be made in appropriate
locations, with suitable design and/or parking restrictions.

T
e o - .
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Good practice examples. Top left: Setback in excess of standard, yet with
parking restrictions to prevent obstruction. Top right: Parking space clear of
footway, in line with vegetation. Bottom left: Reduced setback but demarcated
to show footway limit and allow room for garage door to open. Bottom right:
Setback in excess of standard, yet parking can occur between dwelling and
landscaping (trees), causing no obstruction to footway/carriageway

Retirement/Warden Controlled Developments

Many residents are car owners and parking should be provided for
each unit unless there is the evidence base to support a reduction in
the standard.

Consideration should be given to safe storage and charging point
locations for mobility scooters when designing Retirement/Warden
Controlled Developments.



3.5
3.5.1

3.5.2

3.5.3

3.5.4

Powered Two Wheeler Parking Design

In terms of convenience, flexibility and security PTW’s have similar
characteristics to cycles, although PTW’s are heavier, bigger and have
reduced parking convenience. The requirements of the powered two
wheeler rider are often similar to those of the cyclist.

Powered two wheeler parking should be clearly signposted from the
highway and signed in situ, indicating that it is reserved for powered
two wheelers only. Sites should have dropped kerb access, anchor
points, quality, level, solid surfacing, CCTV and/or natural surveillance,
be located away from drain gratings, manhole covers, studs, cats
eyes, cobbles and gravel, and protected from the elements as well

as having good lighting. For long stay parking, such as workplaces,
lockers to allow storage of clothing and equipment including crash
helmet and changing facilities should be provided. PTW parking can be
vulnerable locations, particularly long stay parking. Ideally there should
only be access for PTW’s, not vehicles, which can be done by using a
causeway or pinch point. The parking area should be in a wide open
location, not in an isolated, secluded place.

Motorcycle parking bays are generally not marked out for individual
bikes, allowing flexible and efficient use of limited space by bikes of
different sizes. Consideration should also be given to height clearance,
with many bikes measuring upwards of 1.5m not including the rider.

Provision should be made in
which to secure PTW’s. There are
2 basic types of anchor points to
which motorcycles can be secured
to reduce the risk of theft:

Ground Level — An anchor point
below the surface, with a loop
allowing the user’s own lock to
be passed through. Anchor points
require regular maintenance and
can be dirty to use.

Short term PTW
parking, note
inappropriate

cobbles and
manhole cover
within parking area




Raised — A horizontal bar is provided at a height of approximately 400-
600 mm and requires the user to use their own lock. The continuous

rail allows for efficient use by bikes of varying style and size, is well
understood by users and is compatible with most types of shackling
devices. Raised horizontal hitchings are the preferred method of security,
preventing the ground being used as a anvil to break security chains.
Horizontal bars should be welded and not screwed into place.

3.5.4  Further information can be sought from the DfT’s Traffic Advisory
Leaflet 2/02 and from Motorcycle Industry Groups.
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Note, cobbles are not appropriate surface treatment for PTW parking



3.6
3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

3.6.4

3.6.5

3.6.6

Cycle Parking Design

Providing well-located, safe and secure cycle parking is a key factor in
encouraging people to cycle as an alternative to using the private car.

All cycle parking must:

be secure and covered;

be conveniently located adjacent to entrances to buildings;
enjoy good natural observation;

be easily accessible from roads and/or cycle routes;

be well lit; and

be located so it does not obstruct pedestrian and cycle routes.

Secure and covered cycle parking Secure and covered cycle parking
at a Park & Ride site within the grounds of a school

Long stay cycle parking, for example for employees, should be located
conveniently for the cycle user in a secured, covered area, to reduce
the chance of theft or tampering. Facilities should be present such as
showers, changing rooms and lockers.

Short term cycle parking, for example, for shoppers or visitors should
be secure and ideally covered and situated as close to the main
entrance as possible. The location should be highly visible to people,
thus reducing the chance of theft or tampering.

Normally Sheffield stands should be provided. Stands that grip only the
front wheel do not provide adequate support or security. When placed
1m apart and 0.5m from the wall, Sheffield stands can accommodate
two cycles. Where more than two stands are required, you may need
to provide a ‘toast rack’ facility.

Where children are likely to attend (schools, leisure facilities etc.)
an extra horizontal bar at 650mm above ground level or a reduced
sized stand to support the smaller frame of a child’s cycle should be
considered.



Secure, lockable individual cycle Covered shelter secured with
storage locker lockable gates

Two tier racks within covered cycle shelter




3.6.7  More detailed information can be found in the Essex County Council
‘Designing for Cyclists - Guide to Good Practice’ and via the Essex
County Council Workplace Travel Plan Team. Sustrans, the UK’s
national cycling organisation can also provide detailed design

information.
700 - 1000mm
Sheffield Stand
50mm dia (min) — g
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wall/fence/kerb/obstruction

Cycle parking stand ‘footprint’ (plan view)

(Source: Sustrans 2004, Information Sheet FF37 - Cycle Parking)



Sheffield cycle stands
for short stay parking
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Section 4 should be read in conjunction with the Background,
Guidance and Design and Layout sections of this document.

Shops, Retail Warehouses, Hairdressers, Undertakers, Travel and
Ticket Agencies, Post Offices, Pet Shops, Sandwich Bars, Showrooms,
Domestic Hire Shops, Dry Cleaners and Funeral Directors.

A1

1 space per

(excluding 20 sgm

food
stores)

A1 (Food
stores)

1 space per
14 sgm

1 space
per 400
sqm for
staff and

1 space
per 400
sqm for
customers

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or less
= 3 bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever is
greater,
Over 200
vehicle bays
= 4 bays plus
4% of total
capacity

Parking standards for large, stand alone developments, such as large
department stores and shopping centres will be considered on a case
by case basis and should be agreed with the relevant Local Planning
and Highway Authorities.

In all cases adequate provision should be made for the parking and
turning of service vehicles, serving the site, off the highway.

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.



Parking Standards for Use Class A2:
Financial and Professional Services

Banks, Building Societies, Estate and Employment Agencies,
Professional and Financial Services and Betting offices.

Standard:
A2 1 space per 1 space per 1 space, + 200 vehicle
20 sgm 100 sgqm for 1 per20 car bays or less =
staff plus 1 spaces (for 2 bays or 5% of
space per 15t 100 car total capacity,

200 sgm for spaces), then whichever is
customers 1 space per greater,
30 car spaces Over 200 vehicle
(over 100 car bays = 6 bays
spaces) plus 2% of total
capacity

Informative notes:

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking and
turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.



For the sale of food and drink for consumption on the premises —
Restaurant, Snack Bars and Cafes.

A3 1 space per
(excluding 5 sgm
Transport

Cafes)

A3 1 lorry

(Transport space per
Cafes) 2 sgm

1 space
per 100
sgm for
staff plus
1 space
per 100
sgm for
customers

1 space
per 100
sgm for
staff plus
1 space
per 200
sgm for
customers

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
1t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or less
= 3 bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever is
greater,
Over 200
vehicle bays
= 4 bays plus
4% of total
capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking and
turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.



Parking Standards for Use Class A4:

Drinking Establishments

Public Houses, Wine Bars, or other dinking establishments

(but not Nightclubs).
Standard:

A4 1 space per 1 space per
5 sgm 100 sgm for

staff plus 1

space per
100 sgm for

customers

Informative notes:

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces), then
1 space per
30 car spaces
(over 100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle

bays or less =

3 bays or 6% of
total capacity,
whichever is
greater,

Over 200 vehicle
bays = 4 bays
plus 4% of total
capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking and
turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.



Parking Standards for Use Class AS:

Hot Food Takeaways

For the sale of hot food for consumption off the premises.

Standard:

A5 1 space per 1 space per
20 sgm 100 sgm for

staff plus 1

space per
100 sgm for

customers

Informative notes:

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces), then
1 space per
30 car spaces
(over 100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle

bays or less =

3 bays or 6% of
total capacity,
whichever is
greater,

Over 200 vehicle
bays = 4 bays
plus 4% of total
capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking and
turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.



Offices, Research and development, Light Industry appropriate in a

residential area.

B1 1 space per 1 space per
30 sgm 100 sgm for
staff plus 1
space per
200sgm for
visitors

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces), then
1 space per
30 car spaces
(over 100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle

bays or less =

2 bays or 5% of
total capacity,
whichever is
greater,

Over 200 vehicle
bays = 6 bays
plus 2% of total
capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking
and turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.
Consideration should also be given to the requirement for any

overnight parking and facilities.



B2 1 spaceper 1 spaceper 1 space,+ 200 vehicle

50 sqgm 250 sgm for 1 per 20 car bays or less =
staff plus 1 spaces (for 2 bays or 5% of
space per 15t 100 car total capacity,
500 sqm for spaces), then whichever is
visitors 1 space per greater,

30 car spaces Over 200

(over 100 car  vehicle bays =

spaces) 6 bays plus 2%
of total capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking
and turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.
Consideration should also be given to the requirement for any
overnight parking and facilities.

If a site office is included in the development then a B1 parking
standard should be applied for that area.



Including open air storage.

B8 1 space per 1 space 1 space, + 200 vehicle
150 sgm per 500 1per20car bays or less
sqm for spaces (for = 2 bays or

B8with  1spaceper i tolus1 1100 car 5% of total

Il I g space per spaces), then capacity,
SRMAT: | 1 EPEEE 1000 sgqm 1 space per  whichever is
per _20 SAM  for visitors 30 car spaces greater,
Tl 2 (over 100 car Over 200
for cm_Jstomer spaces) vehicle bays
parking = 6 bays plus
2% of total
capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

HGV parking provision should be based on operational requirements.

In all cases adequate provision shall be made for the parking and
turning of service vehicles serving the site, off the highway.

Consideration should also be given to the requirement for any
overnight parking and facilities.

It is acknowledged that there is an increasing trend for B8
developments with a retail element where there is the option for
customers to visit a counter at the premises and make purchases, for
developments such as this, additional customer parking should be
allocated, equivalent to the A1 standard for the floor space that has
public access.

If a site office is included in the development then a B1 parking
standard should be applied for that area.



Hotels, Boarding or Guest House where no significant element of care
is provided.

C1 1 space per 1 space per 1 space, + 200 vehicle
bedroom 5 staff plus 1 per 20 car bays or less =
1 space spaces (for 3 bays or 6% of
per 10 1t 100 car total capacity,

bedrooms spaces), then whichever is
1 space per greater,
30 car spaces Over 200 vehicle
(over 100 car bays = 4 bays
spaces) plus 4% of total
capacity

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.

The modern day hotel is seldom used solely as a hotel and often offers
multifunctional amenities such as conference facilities, restaurants and
gyms. These multifunctional uses must be considered per individual
class use and adequate parking allocated to encompass all uses when
considering the potential for cross-visitation.



Residential Care Homes, Hospitals, Nursing Homes, Boarding
Schools, Residential College and Training Centres

Residential
care home

Hospital

Treatment
Centres (e.g.
ISTC* with
over night
facilities)

Residential
Education

Establishments

— Primary/
Secondary

Residential
Education

Establishments

— Further/
Higher

1 space

per full time
equivalent
staff + 1
visitor space
per 3 beds

To be
considered
on a case
by case
basis

To be
considered
on a case
by case
basis

1 space
per full time
equivalent
staff

1 space
per full time
equivalent
staff + 1
space per 5
students

1 space per
5 staff

1 space per
4 staff
Visitors

- to be
considered
on a case by
case basis

1 space per
4 staff
Visitors

- to be
considered
on a case by
case basis

1 space per
5 staff +

1 space per
3 Students

1 space per
5 staff +

1 space per
3 students

* Independent Sector Treatment Centre

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
1t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces
(over 100
car spaces)

Dependent
on actual
development,
on individual
merit,
although
expected

to be
significantly
higher than
business or
recreational
development
requirements

1 bay or 5%
of total
capacity,
whichever is
greater



Parking Standards for retirement developments that are warden
assisted yet provide independent living should fall under Class C3.

With regard to parking, it should be acknowledged that particular
needs of hospitals arising from their 24 hour service (which impacts
on accessibility for patients and visitors and on staff working patterns)
should be taken into account and parking provision provided
accordingly.

The impact of parking on the surrounding area should be considered
and if necessary provide appropriate traffic management measures
(e.g. resident parking scheme) to prevent illicit parking on neighbouring
streets by people travelling to the hospital site. Travel plans for staff,
patients and visitors play an important role in traffic reduction and
especially encourage modal shift for staff.



Use for provision of secure residential accommodation, including
use as a Prison, Young Offenders Institution, Detention Centre,
Secure Training Centre, Custody Centre, Short Term Holding Centre,
Secure Hospital, Secure Local Authority Accommodation or use as
Military Barracks.

C2A 1 space 1 space per 1 space, + 200 vehicle
per full time 5 full time 1 per20 car bays orless =
equivalent equivalent spaces (for 2 bays or 5% of
staff, staff, 15t100 car total capacity,
Visitor — Visitor — spaces), then whichever is
individual individual 1 space per greater,
merit merit 30 car spaces Over 200
(over 100 car vehicle bays =6
spaces) bays plus 2% of

total capacity

Class C2A includes a variety of uses which will demand a varying need
for parking. Standards should be used as a guide but there must be
flexibility and applications should be looked at on a case by case basis.

Visitor parking requirements will vary between institutions and should
be dealt with on an individual application basis.



Family houses, or house occupied by up to six residents living together
as a single household, including a household where care is provided
for residents.

Dwellings are predominantly travel origins as opposed to destinations.
Previously parking standards have attempted to reduce car use

by restricting parking spaces at origin and destinations. It is now
recognised that providing a reduced number of parking spaces at a
travel origin does not discourage people from owning a car. Therefore
parking standards for origins should be used as a minimum standard.
For travel destinations the standard will continue to be a maximum.

Flats and Houses are to be treated the same.

1 bedroom 1 space per 1 secure N/A N/A if parking
dwelling* covered space is in curtilage
per dwelling. of dwelling,
2+ bedroom 2'spaces per  Nong if garage otherwise
dwelling* or secure area is as Visitor/
provided within unallocated
curtilage of
dwelling
Retirement 1 space per 1 space per 8 2PTW N/A if parking
developments dwelling units (visitors) spaces is in curtilage
(e.g. warden and 1 of dwelling,
assisted space per  otherwise
independent 2 dwellings as Visitor/
living for mobility unallocated
accommodation) scooters

continued over >



Visitor/ 0.25spaces Ifnogarageor 1 space, 200 vehicle

unallocated per dwelling  secure area is +1per20 bays or less
(unallocated) provided within ~ car spaces = 3 bays or
(rounded up  curtilage of (for 1+t 6% of total
to nearest dwelling then 100 car capacity,
whole 1 covered and spaces), whichever is
number) secure space then 1 greater,
per dwellingina space per Over 200
communal area 30 car vehicle bays
for residents spaces = 4 bays plus
plus 1 space per (over 4% of total
8 dwellings for 100 car capacity
visitors spaces)

* Excluding garage if less than 7m x 3m internal dimension

Standards exclude garages under 7m x 3m (internal dimensions) as
a parking space but can include under croft parking and car ports
providing they have no other use.

Mobility Scooter spaces should be secure and covered with charging
facilities.

Visitor/unallocated vehicle parking to be provided for all dwelling types.

Visitor/unallocated vehicle parking can, subject to appropriate design,
be located on or near the road frontage.

Unallocated cycle parking for residents to be secure and covered,
located in easily accessible locations throughout the development.

Reductions of the vehicle standard may be considered if there is
development within an urban area (including town centre locations)
that has good links to sustainable transport (See Parking Standards in
Urban Areas section).

Car Clubs should be promoted in low provision/car free residential
developments and car club spaces provided.



Clinics, Health Centres, Créches, Day Nurseries, Day Centres,
Schools, Art Galleries, Museums, Libraries, Halls, Places of Worship,
Church Halls, Law Courts. Non Residential Education and Training
Centres.

Medical 1 space 1 space per 1 space, Dependent
Centres per full time 4 staffplus  +1 per20 on actual
equivalent 1 space per carspaces development,
staff + 3 per consulting  (for 1 on individual
consulting  room 100 car merit, although
room spaces), expected to be
then 1 significantly higher
space per than business
30 car or recreational
spaces development
(over requirements
. , 100 car
Creche, Child 1 space 1 space per 1 bay or 5% of
, spaces) _
care per full time 4 staff plus total capacity,
equivalent 1 space whichever is
staff + drop  per 10 child greater
offlpick up  places
facilities
Day Care 1 space 1 space per 1 bay or 5% of
Centre per full time 4 staff total capacity,
equivalent whichever is
staff + drop greater
off/pick up

facilities



Education
— primary/
secondary

Education —
further/
higher

Art Galleries,

Museums,
Public/

exhibition hall

Places of
Worship,
Libraries

1 space per
15 pupils

1 space per
15 students
for staff + 1
space per
15 students
for student
parking

1 space per
25 sqm

1 space per
10 sqm

1 space per
5 staff plus
1 space per
3 pupils

1 space per
5 staff plus
1 space per
3 students

1 space
per 4 staff
plus visitor
parking
(individual
merits)

1 space
per 4 staff
plus visitor
parking
(individual
merits)

1 space,
+ 1 per 20
car spaces
(for 1¢t
100 car
spaces),
then 1
space per
30 car
spaces
(over

100 car
spaces)

1 bay or 5% of
total capacity,
whichever is
greater

200 vehicle

bays or less =

3 bays or 6% of
total capacity,
whichever is
greater,

Over 200 vehicle
bays = 4 bays
plus 4% of total
capacity

Where a créche is located at a school, the parking standards for a
créche is added to the schools requirement.

A lower vehicle provision may be appropriate for educational
establishments in an urban location where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport to allow sustainable travel.

The relationship between a school and the residential area is important
and falls within the operational requirements of the school. Schools
should represent the heart of the community and community facilities
should be considered within the school site.

Special schools can be varied in their requirements and should be
looked at on their own merits.
Special Schools parking/drop off arrangements must be taken into
consideration as generally extra staff are required and most pupils/
students arrive by taxi or car.

Coach parking and facilities must be considered for all D1 uses.



Cinemas, Music and Concert halls, Bingo and Dance Halls (but not
Nightclubs), Swimming Baths, Skating Rinks, Gymnasiums or Sports
Arenas (except Motor Sports, or where firearms are used).

Cinema

D2 — other
uses

Team sports
(outdoor
sports
pitches)

Swimming
Pools,
Gyms,
Sports Halls

Golf Clubs

Other Sports
facilities

1 space per 5
seats

1 space per
20 sgm

20 spaces
per pitch plus
1 space per
10 spectator
seats

1 space per
10 sqm of
public area

3 spaces per
hole

Individual
merit

10 spaces plus
1 space per 10
vehicle space

10 spaces plus
1 space per 10
vehicle space

10 spaces plus
1 space per 10
vehicle space

10 spaces plus
1 space per 10
vehicle space

Individual merit

Individual merit

1 space, +
1 per 20 car
spaces (for
1t 100 car
spaces),
then 1
space per
30 car
spaces
(over 100
car spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or less
= 3 bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever is
greater,
Over 200
vehicle bays
= 4 bays plus
4% of total
capacity

Coach parking and facilities must be considered for all D2 uses.

Multifunctional uses must be considered per individual class use and
adequate parking allocated to encompass all uses, when assessing
the parking requirements of a development, taking into account cross-

visitation.

A lower provision of vehicle parking may be appropriate in urban
areas (including town centre locations) where there is good access to
alternative forms of transport and existing car parking facilities.



Theatres, Houses of multiple paying occupation, Hostels providing
no significant element of care, scrap yards. Petrol Filling Stations and
Shops selling and/or displaying motor vehicles. Retail Warehouse
Clubs, Nightclubs, Launderettes, Taxi Businesses, Amusements

Centres. Casinos.

Bus Stations None 5 spaces
unless per bus
justified bay

Bus Stops N/A 4 spaces

(Key) per Stop

Caravan 1 space 1 space

Parks per pitch per 5
+ 1 space  pitches
per full
time staff
equivalent

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

Individual
merit

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

N/A

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

continued over >



Car Park
(inc. Park
and Ride
sites)

Cash &
Carry/Retail
warehouse
clubs

Individual
merit

1 space
per 10

parking
spaces

1 space per 1 space

30sgm

per 4 staff

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity



Conference
Facilities
(see
Informative
notes)

Garden
Centres (see
Informative
notes)

1 space
per 5 seats
(sustainable
locations)

1 space
per 40 sgqm
(retail area
covered
and
uncovered)

1 space
per 4 staff
plus visitor
parking on
individual
merits

1 space
per 4

staff plus
customer
parking on
individual
merits

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =2
bays or
5% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =6
bays plus
2% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

continued over >



Hostel

Marina

1 space
per full
time staff
equivalent

1 space per
2 mooring
berths

Individual
merits

Individual
merits

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity



Motor Vehicle
Service
Centres

Motor Vehicle
Showrooms
(see
Informative
notes)

1 space
per full
time staff
equivalent
+ 1 space
per 35sqm

1 space
per 45sgqm
show area

1 space
per 4 staff

1 space
per 4
staff plus
customer
parking

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =2
bays or
5% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =6
bays plus
2% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =2
bays or
5% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =6
bays plus
2% of total
capacity
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Nightclubs

Petrol Filling

1 space per
50sgm

1 space

Stations (see per 20sgm

Informative
notes)

retail space

1 space
per 4 staff

1 space
per 4
staff plus
customer
parking

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity



Rail Stations

Recycling
Centre/Civic
Amenity
Site (see
Informative
notes)

Individual
merit

1 space
per full

time staff
equivalent
+ drop off/
waiting
facilities for
the users of
the site

20 spaces
per peak
period
service
(minor
stations)
40 spaces
per peak
period
service
(key
stations)

1 space
per 4

staff plus
customer
parking on
individual
merits

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car

spaces (over

100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =2
bays or
5% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =6
bays plus
2% of total
capacity
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Stadia (see
Informative
notes)

Taxi/Minicab
hire

1 space
per 15
spectators

1 space

per full time per 4 staff

equivalent
staff
member
permanently
deployed at
registered
base site

+ one
space per 5
registered
vehicles

10 spaces 1 space, +

plus 10%
of vehicle
parking

provision

1 space

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less = 2
bays or
5% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =6
bays plus
2% of total
capacity



Theatres
(see
Informative
notes)

Vehicle
rental/

hire (see
Informative
notes)

1 space per 1 space

5 seats

1 space
per full time
equivalent
staff
member
permanently
deployed at
registered
base

site + an
allowance
of visitor
parking

Shared use facilities

per 20
seats

1 space

per 4

staff plus
customer
parking on
individual

merits

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

1 space, +

1 per 20 car
spaces (for
15t 100 car
spaces),
then 1 space
per 30 car
spaces (over
100 car
spaces)

200 vehicle
bays or
less =3
bays or
6% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =4
bays plus
4% of total
capacity

200 vehicle
bays or
less =2
bays or
5% of total
capacity,
whichever
is greater,
Over 200
vehicle
bays =6
bays plus
2% of total
capacity

When a use forms part of a shared use facility, parking standards
must be looked at for all uses and the appropriate amounts supplied.
For example when conference facilities are included in a hotel facility,
appropriate parking standards must be applied for each use, however
cross-visitation must be taken into account.



Conference facilities

If in rural/semi rural location, standards to be considered on individual
merits, subject to a TA.

Garden Centres

Garden Centres attached to DIY stores should be considered under
A1 use.

Motor Vehicle Showrooms

Show area to include space inside and outside, used for the display of
cars. Layout must be considered for car transporters to load/unload off
of the highway.

Petrol Filling Stations

Consider layout of forecourt to include allowance for loading, unloading
and turning of delivery vehicles and ATM (if present) users.

Recycling Centre/Civic Amenity Site

Parking is required as close to end destinations as possible for
short periods of time (drop-off), naturally queues will form. Stack
back facilities should be provided to minimise queuing onto a major
route. A TA will be required to look at predicted queue lengths and
other factors.

Stadia

Consider adequate coach parking. A TA will be required.

Theatres

Shared parking for evening events should be considered on daytime
parking sites. Consider adequate coach parking.

Vehicle rental/hire

Sufficient allocation of visitor parking is required. Provision for ‘hired’
car parking must be considered, although not included in the parking
space allocation.



Appendix

Reference Documents:

1998 Transport White Paper — A New Deal for Transport:

Better for Everyone, DETR

2004 Transport White Paper — The Future of Transport,

Transport White Paper, July 2004, DfT

BS8300:2009 Design of buildings and their approaches to meet
the needs of disabled people — Code of practice, BSI British
Standards, 2009

Designing for Cyclists — Guide to Good Practice, February 2006,
Essex County Council

Designing for Deliveries, 2006, Freight Transport Association

East of England Plan, The Revision to the Regional Spatial
Strategy for the East of England, May 2008, Government Office
for the East of England

Essex Residential Design Guide, 1997 revised 2005,

Essex County Council

Guidance on the Use of Tactile Paving Surfaces, DETR, 1998
Inclusive Mobility, DfT, date unknown

Manual for Streets, March 2007, DfT & DCLG

PPG13 - Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport, April 2001, DCLG
(formerly ODPM)

PPG3 - Planning Policy Guidance 3: Housing, March 2000, DCLG
(formerly ODPM)

PPS25 — Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and flood Risk,
December 2006, Communities and Local Government

PPS3 — Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing, November 2006,
Communities and Local Government

PPS4 — Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning for Sustainable
Economic Development, Consultation Document, December 2007,
Communities and Local Government

RPG9 — Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9),
March 2001, Government Office for the South East

Sustrans Information Sheet FF37, www.sustrans.org.uk —

The UK'’s national cycling organisation

Traffic Advisory Leaflet 5/95: Parking for Disabled People,

April 1995, DT

Urban Place Supplement, March 2007, Essex County Council

Vehicle Parking Standards, August 2001, Essex County Council
on behalf of Essex Planning Officers Association
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