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Title: 

Local Government Transparency Code 2015 
Impact  Assessment No: DCLG-2015-01 

Lead department or agency: 

Department for Communities and Local Government 

Other departments or agencies:  

      

Impact Assessment  

Date: 26/02/2015 

Stage: Enactment 

Source of intervention: Domestic 

Type of measure: Secondary legislation 

 

Contact for enquiries: 
Begona Vilaplana; 
begona.vilaplana@communities.gsi.gov.uk 

Summary: Intervention and Options  

 

Regulatory Policy Committee Opinion: 
Not Applicable 

 
Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option 

Total Net Present 
Value 

Business Net 
Present Value 

Net cost to business per 
year (EANCB on 2009 prices) 

In scope of One-In, 
Two-Out? 

Measure qualifies as 
 

£m £m £m No NA 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary? 

The Local Government Transparency Code 2014 was published in 2014. The government also promised 
to assess how best to increase the transparency of information on the value of social housing assets, which 
underpins local authorities’ housing debt. This impact assessment therefore covers the latest version of the 
Local Government Transparency Code (2015) which includes requirements on social housing asset values. 
 
The 2015 Code reflects the government’s desire to place more power into citizens’ hands, increase 
democratic accountability and overcome information asymmetries to make it easier for local people to 
contribute to the local decision making.  

 
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects? 

The policy objectives of the Code are to:  

• Promote democratic accountability. 

• Support service transformation and cost savings, by providing the information for local people and 
groups to participate  in local decisions about how services are delivered; and 

• Support growth and open up markets for small and medium enterprises and voluntary, community and 
social enterprise organisations by unlocking data on local authority assets and procurement.  
  

What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred 
option (further details in Evidence Base) 

Option 1: Do nothing. To rely on the existing requirements in the Transparency Code 2014 and under the 
Housing Revenue Account (Accounting Practices) Directions 2011. However, this option would not produce 
information on social housing asset values in a form that could be widely understood by local people. 
 
Option 2: To update the Local Government Transparency Code with a mandatory requirement for local 
authorities who own social housing assets to also publish information regarding the value of those assets. 
This is our preferred option as we think this would increase local accountability and support all councils to 
manage their assets more effectively. 
  

Will the policy be reviewed?  It will not be reviewed.  If applicable, set review date:  Month/Year 

Does implementation go beyond minimum European Union requirements? N/A 

Are any of these organisations in scope? If Micros not 
exempted set out reason in Evidence Base. 

Micro
No 

< 20 
 No 

Small
No 

Medium
No 

Large
No 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)   

Traded:    
N/A 

Non-traded:    
N/A 

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that (a) it represents a fair and reasonable view of the 
expected costs, benefits and impact of the policy, and (b) that the benefits justify the costs. 

Signed by the responsible Minister: Brandon Lewis    Date: 27 February 2015 
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence Policy Option 1 
Description:        

FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

Price Base 
Year  2013 

Present 
Value Base 
Year  2014 

Time Period 
Years  10 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: Optional High: Optional Best Estimate:       

 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost  
(Present Value) 

Low  Optional 

    

Optional Optional 

High  Optional Optional Optional 

Best Estimate 0.08m 0.02m 0.1m 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

The only affected group is local authorities who have a Housing Revenue Account (local housing 
authorities): 

 
- administrative costs to set up the new format for publishing their existing accounting information on 

social housing assets values (£0.08m)  
 

- ongoing administrative costs to prepare and publish mandatory dataset on social housing assets 
values (£0.02m)  

 

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

      

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit  
(Present Value) 

Low  Optional 

    

Optional Optional 

High  Optional Optional Optional 

Best Estimate Not monetised Not monetised Not monetised 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

      

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

(i) Local people - improved democratic accountability by increasing local publication of information. Enables 
consideration of whether higher value, vacant properties can be used to fund more affordable housing, 
increasing housing supply and helping reduce social housing waiting lists;  
(ii) Wider economy – indirect benefits from data availability; 
(iii) Local authorities - better use of assets to enable savings and strategic investment.  

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate 
(%) 

3.5% 

(i) that local authorities  have already set-up all the processes needed for publication of data under the 2014 
Code; (ii) the costings and assumptions for the impact assessment for the 2014 Code are still applicable;  
(iii) local housing authorities have existing data and systems regarding the location and value of their 
social housing stock; (iv) the costs to local authorities associated with publishing transparent 
information on social housing asset values is met through their Housing Revenue Accounts and there 
is financial capacity from rental income to cover these costs. 

 
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 2) 

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m:  In scope of OITO?   Measure qualifies as 

Costs:       Benefits:       Net:       No NA 
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets) 

 

Problem under consideration 
 

Background 

1. The Coalition Programme for Government committed to ‘extend transparency to every area 
of public life’ to ‘throw open the doors of public bodies, to enable the public to hold 
politicians and public bodies to account’. 
 

2. The Code of Recommended Practice for Local Authorities on Data Transparency (‘the 
Code’) was published in September 2011. The Code was issued to meet the Government’s 
desire to extend transparency and to place more power into citizens’ hands, increase 
democratic accountability and make it easier for local people to contribute to the local 
decision making process and help shape public services. 

 

3. Following publication in 2011, there was evidence that publication of the minimum datasets 
specified in the Code was inconsistent. The Department for Communities and Local 
Government therefore carried out consultations during October and December 2012 and 
between December 2013 and January 2014. As a result, the Local Government 
Transparency Code 2014 was published and Part 2 of that Code was made mandatory.  

 

4. The Department also consulted between 11 July to 8 August 2014 on a proposal to require 
local housing authorities (those local authorities that own social housing stock) to publish 
the valuation of their housing assets every year. There were 34 respondents, the majority of 
whom agreed with the Government’s aim to increase transparency as, in their view, this 
built on the existing requirements under the Housing Revenue Account (Accounting 
Practices) Directions 2011. 

 

5. As a result, the Government has updated the existing Transparency Code to include a 
requirement to publish information on social housing assets values. This impact assessment 
therefore covers the Local Government Transparency Code 2015. 

 

Problem  

6. Self-financing for council housing was introduced in April 2012 to put all local authority 
landlords in a position where they could support their own stock from their own income. The 
objectives of the reforms were: 

• To give local authorities the resources, incentives and flexibility they need to manage 
their own housing stock for the long-term and to drive up quality and efficiency. 

 

• To give tenants the information they need to hold their landlord to account, by replacing 
the previous opaque system with one which has a clear relationship between the rent a 
landlord collects and the services they provide. 

 

7. Self-financing gave each local authority a level of debt it can support based on a valuation 
of its council housing stock. As the value of stock is a key component of self-financing, this 
Government also committed to increasing locally published information about the value of 
social housing assets.  
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8. Under the requirements set out in the 2015 Code, and the underpinning Regulations, local 
housing authorities will be required to publish the following information annually: 

 

• Valuation data for their social dwellings using both Existing Use Value for Social 
Housing and market value, with an explanation of the difference between the tenanted 
sale value of dwellings within the Housing Revenue Account and their market sale; and 
assurance that the publication of this information is not intended to suggest that 
tenancies should end to realise the market value of properties; and  
 

• Valuation data to be listed at postal sector level (without showing individual addresses 
or indicating individual property values) within set bands of value, and indicating 
whether these are occupied or vacant. 
 

Rationale for intervention 
 

9. The fundamental rationale for intervening in the publication of local authority data is to 
reduce the information asymmetry between authorities and local people, and to unlock 
the value of public sector information which risks being undervalued and therefore under 
provided by data holders. 

 

Reducing information asymmetry 

10. The first reason for intervention is to address the inherent information asymmetry between 
citizens and government1, which acts on their behalf. To help effective engagement and 
democratic accountability, local government can provide voters with information (either 
directly or via intermediaries) such as: 

• what services are provided on their behalf by government 

• how they are provided and who the beneficiaries are 

• how much the services cost 

• the outcomes of these services 

• the basis for public sector borrowing. 
 

11. Without this information, which authorities hold, it is difficult for local people to either 
effectively hold local authorities to account, or engage about what services they would like 
provided and how they would like them delivered.  

12. Transparency is designed to reduce the information asymmetry between local people and 
government by increasing the information made available2 to local people.  

Preventing under-provision of public sector information 

13. The second reason for intervention is to prevent the under-provision of public sector 
information due to systematic undervaluation and public good properties. 

14. Deloitte analysis for the Shakespeare Review3 identified that a key barrier to publishing 
public sector information stemmed from a lack of knowledge and information for data 

                                            
1
 Joseph E. Stiglitz, Information and the Change Paradigm in Economics. (2001), http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/economic-

sciences/laureates/2001/stiglitz-lecture.pdf  
2
 Brito and Perrault, Transparency and Performance in Government, Working Paper (2009)   
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holders and data users in understanding the benefits of the data – as ’by not being able to 
accurately ascribe value to different datasets, [Public Sector Information Holders] are 
generally unable to reach evidence-based decisions as to which datasets to publish, how to 
publish them and what support to provide’. 

15. Without information on the direct and indirect benefits to their data local authorities are less 
likely to make decisions to publish data based on the perception of there being relatively 
few direct benefits.  

16. Public sector information can also be considered as having the characteristics of a public 
good. Public sector information is non-rival – the cost of providing it to an additional user is 
zero, and in some cases it is non-excludable once available under open use or re-use 
licences. Therefore a market solution to providing public sector information may be 
inefficient if users are reluctant to pay for data that others will also benefit from.  

17. Government intervention in the publication of data is designed to alleviate the problem of 
under-provision by requiring the most valuable datasets are published to unlock the wider 
social value of public sector information. 

 

Policy objective 

 

18. The key objectives for the 2015 Code are to:  

• Promote democratic accountability 

• Support service transformation, by providing the information for local people and groups 
to participate in local decisions about how services are delivered  

• Support growth by unlocking data on local authority assets and procurement to open up 
markets for small and medium enterprises and voluntary, community and social 
enterprise  organisations; and 

• Enable better consideration locally of whether higher value, vacant properties can be 
used to fund more affordable housing, increasing housing supply and helping reduce 
social housing waiting lists. 

 

Description of options considered (including do nothing) 

19. The following section briefly outlines the options considered. 

 

Option 1: Do nothing.  

20. This option would retain the existing requirements under the Housing Revenue Account 
(Accounting Practices) Directions 2011 for local authorities to disclose as part of their 
annual statement of accounts the total balance sheet value of the land, houses and other 
property and the vacant possession value of dwellings within the authority’s Housing 
Revenue Account.  

21. However, this responds to separate specific accountancy requirements and the information is 
unlikely to be produced in a form that would be widely accessed and understood by local 
people. 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
3
 Market Assessment of Public Sector Information, May 2013, 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/198905/bis-13-743-market-assessment-of-public-sector-
information.pdf  
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Option 2: Introducing a mandatory requirement for local housing authorities to publish 
information regarding the value of the social housing assets they hold.  
 
22. Under this option the Government would introduce a mandatory requirement for councils to 

publish the value of the social housing stock that authorities hold under their Housing Revenue 
Accounts. This requirement would be introduced as a revision to the Local Government 
Transparency Code 20144. 
 

23. This is the preferred option. This would ensure the information is seen as part of the overall 
transparency approach, and not as a separate accounting issue. It is also considered to 
provide the best balance, meeting the policy objectives of increasing local accountability 
while remaining cost effective for local authorities to deliver.  

 

Monetised and non-monetised costs and benefits of each 
option (including administrative burden) 

24. Under option 1, local housing authorities would fulfil their existing requirements under the 
Housing Revenue Account (Accounting Practices) Directions 2011. As such, this option has 
no additional impacts or costs. 

25. The following section therefore looks at the potential impacts of option 2.  

 

Affected groups  

26. Local housing authorities (those local authorities with a Housing Revenue Account5) are 
expected to be impacted directly through the new requirements on social housing asset 
values.  

27. However, the implications are thought to be minimal as this requirement builds on the 
existing requirements in the Housing Revenue Account (Accounting Practices) Directions 
2011 for local authorities’ annual statement of accounts to include disclosure of the total 
balance sheet value of the land, houses and other property and the vacant possession 
value of dwellings within the authority’s Housing Revenue Account.  

28. Local housing authorities are already under a statutory duty to account separately for their 
housing stock in their Housing Revenue Account using the “Existing Use Value for Social 
Housing” as defined by Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS). This valuation 
approach is used as it reflects that the properties are social housing with tenants and that 
this reduces their value, compared to a value based on vacant sale. Under the Existing Use 
of Value for Social Housing methodology market value of the social housing stock is already 
taken into account. 
 

29. As such councils are currently required to carry out a full revaluation of their stock every five 
years. Individual local authorities have the discretion to decide if they wish to do this as part 
of a rolling programme, carrying out revaluations of different parts of the stock annually.  
The Department of Communities and Local Government guidance indicates that the last full 
valuation should have been carried out in 2011-12 and all councils should have revalued all 
of their stock by 2016-17. 
 

                                            
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/local-government-transparency-code-2014 
5
 Please see Annex A for a list of the other types of local authority that are covered by the full Code. 
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30. The information requirement introduced by the 2015 Code are not intended to change the 
local authorities’ preferred valuation timing, but councils would be required to publish their 
most up to date valuation information. 

31. The negligible costs to local authorities from the preparation and publication of this data set 
would be offset by the benefits arising from the release of this information, including savings 
from more efficient decision making regarding the management of authorities’ social 
housing stock. Many councils are already being proactive and planning how they can use 
their housing assets better in the interest of their communities, including considering 
whether higher value, vacant properties can be used to fund more affordable house 
building, increasing supply and helping reduce social housing waiting list. Publication of this 
information would help promote such good practice and encourage local authorities to make 
this universal. 

32. Local people are expected to directly benefit from access to the additional data which will 
facilitate both increased democratic accountability and community engagement regarding 
local authority services. 

 
33. Businesses, including small and medium enterprises and voluntary, community and social 

enterprise organisations, could benefit indirectly as the revised code may provide 
opportunities for businesses to exploit the additional data. 

 

Costs to local authorities 
 
34. The introduction of the additional social housing asset value information requirement in the 

Local Government Transparency Code 2015 will require some administrative work to 
prepare and publish the required dataset. This will primarily expected to relate to staff time 
in relation to the requirement for existing data to be published by postcode sector and 
within bands values. 

 
Methodology  
 
35. Estimates of administrative costs are based on expert views from two chartered surveyors with 

experience of local authority housing valuations. This is proportionate with the scale of the 
dataset and the work and costs involved. These views provided estimates of the staff time 
required to prepare and publish the dataset, using existing data, expressed as full time 
equivalent (FTE).  

36. Staff time estimates were translated into monetary costs using a standard assumption of £31 
per hour for pay. This is based on the Ministry of Justice review of costs of responding to 
Freedom of Information Act requests by the wider public sector8. 

37. To create a total figure, the estimated costs were then multiplied by the number of local 
authorities affected by the relevant dataset. For social housing asset values, this is local 
housing authorities.   

Monetarised costs 

38. Expert opinion from the two chartered surveyors estimated that set-up costs would be two FTE 
days per authority and the ongoing production costs would be half a FTE day per authority per 
year. 

39. At a rate of £31 per hour, this translates to £470 set-up costs and £120 ongoing annual costs 
per authority. With 167 local housing authorities, this totals to £0.08m one-off set-up costs and 
£0.02m annual running costs. 
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40. The government has separately carried out a new burden assessment for the new 
requirement on social housing assets values. It has been concluded that there is no new 
burden on local authorities as the amounts are negligible and this involves Housing 
Revenue Accounts with no recourse to council tax. 

Risks and assumptions 

41. This assessment has made and taking into account the following assumptions: 
 

• that local authorities have already set-up all the processes needed for publication of data 
under the 2014 Code and therefore the only additional impacts are on social housing asset 
values; 
 

• the costings and assumptions for the impact assessment for the 2014 Code are still 
applicable; 

 

• local housing authorities have existing data and systems regarding the location and 
value of their social housing stock. On valuations, this would include both the “Existing 
Use Value for Social Housing and their market value. Most authorities use the Beacon 
method as main approach for calculating the value of their stock. This approach seeks 
to obtain a value for the asset, based on the Fair Value (market value) assuming 
vacant possession of the asset which is then adjusted to reflect the asset’s use for 
social housing with a sitting tenant;  

 

• the costs to local authorities associated with publishing transparent information on 
social housing asset values is met through their Housing Revenue Accounts and there 
is financial capacity from rental income to cover these costs; 

 
The requirements on social housing asset values are specific to the services provided 
by local authority landlords in relation to the provision and management of their 
housing stock and therefore should be funded from the ringfenced Housing Revenue 
Account. This proposal should not have an impact on local authorities’ general 
finances, or on those local authorities not holding housing stock.  

 
It was the Department’s expectation in developing the self-financial settlement that 
local authorities’ ability to retain their rental income should allow (most of) them to 
build a surplus after the first few years. Hence it is reasonable to expect that there will 
be capacity within local authorities’ Housing Revenue Account budget to cover for 
these additional costs which fall within their overall housing management 
responsibilities. 

 
 

Benefits 
 

Monetarised benefits 
 

42. Given the negligible costs involved, it would be disproportionate to monetarise benefits for 
the new dataset requirement on the values of social housing assets. However there is 
relevant wider analysis. In the analysis provided for The Shakespeare Review of Public 
Sector Information by Deloitte6, it was estimated the total economic and wider societal 

                                            
6
 Market Assessment of Public Sector Information, May 2013 (commissioned for the Shakespeare Review of Public Sector Information): 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/198905/bis-13-743-market-assessment-of-public-sector-
information.pdf  
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value of all public sector information to be between £6.2bn and £7.2bn. This value 
comprised:  
 

• £1.2-2.2bn in economic benefits, from both paid for and free data by estimating 
consumer surpluses based on willingness to pay and usage assumptions. The direct 
consumer surplus represents the value of the data to the user (assumed to be the 
downloader) above any payments they make (zero in the case of free data). For 
example, this would include the direct value a business placed on using this data 
commercially, or the value a member of the public placed on using this data for 
information, but not necessarily capture all the downstream benefits from its use.  

• £5bn in wider societal benefits7, from the non-market impacts of publishing this 
information – for example ‘increased democratic participation’ and ‘greater 
accountability’. This was estimated using a crude input-output multiplier to estimate the 
additional wider value beyond the direct economic benefits. 

 
Non-monetised benefits 

43. Benefits to local decision making: Better internal data management, data quality and 
access to data can help improve internal reporting and decision making. Publishing 
information on social housing asset values could enable better strategic asset management, 
including consideration on whether higher value, vacant properties can be used to fund 
more affordable housing, increasing housing supply and helping reduce social housing 
waiting lists.  

 

44. Better use of public sector assets: Where public money is involved there is a clear public 
interest in being able to see how money is being spent, how assets are being used and the 
basis for borrowing and public debt. The valuation placed on social housing underpins the 
amount a local authority can borrow for its Housing Revenue Account. 

 
45. Democratic accountability is highlighted as a key component of the wider societal value of 

public sector information by the Deloitte analysis. The Local Government Association 
Transparency Survey 20128 found that 80 per cent of local authority respondents cited 
external accountability as a benefit of publishing open data. At a wider level, improving 
transparency is a popular democratic reform; the Hansard Audit of Political Engagement 
(2013) found the ‘most popular reform improvement, supported by 48 per cent of the public, 
would be to ‘make politics more transparent’.  

 
46. Engagement with communities is also a component of the wider societal benefits 

identified in the Deloitte analysis. Research by Ipsos MORI9 found that the more citizens feel 
informed, the more they tend to be satisfied with public services and their local authority. 
Overall satisfaction with local authorities is further heightened when an informed public feel 
they can influence local decision making.  

 

                                            
7
 Defined by the study as ‘increasing democratic participation’, ‘promoting greater accountability’, ‘greater social cohesion’ and ‘identifying 

previously unknown links between different policy areas’  
8
The Local Government Transparency Survey,2012,   

http://www.local.gov.uk/web/guest/local-transparency/-/journal_content/56/10171/3825698/ARTICLE-TEMPLATE   
9
 What do people want, need and expect from public services?, 2010,  
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Benefits to businesses and the wider economy  
 
47. Economic benefits from unlocking commercial value of data: The Transparency Code 

provides opportunities for businesses to benefit from and exploit council data - especially 
across authorities. For example, this could be used to develop websites, applications, or other 
products that use this data for commercial purposes. Businesses may also use local authority 
information (for example on land and assets) to inform investment decisions. 

 

Rationale and evidence that justify the level of analysis used in 
the Impact Assessment (proportionality approach) 

48. Rationale is based on Impact Assessment Toolkit guidance which recommends the final 
stage should fully monetise quantitative analysis, ‘assuming full quantification is possible 
and proportionate’. 

49. This impact assessment has made assumptions in order to give approximated monetised 
costs.   

50. Benefits which have not been monetised are associated with increased public accountability 
and community engagement. Monetising these is not possible without significant further 
analysis, and even then robust figures may not be obtainable.  

51. We believe the principle of proportionality applies. To attempt to provide detailed monetised 
costs and benefits would be costly and disproportionate for the scale of the impacts 
expected from the revisions in the 2015 Code.  

Direct costs and benefits to business calculations  

52. Not applicable. This policy does not regulate or deregulate business. Therefore it is outside 
the scope of the One-in Two-out framework.  

Wider impacts 

53. Direct financial and wider economic impacts are identified in previous sections. No wider 
social or environmental impacts as per the Better Regulation Framework Manual have been 
identified. 

Summary and preferred option  
54. The preferred option is option 2 - Introducing a mandatory requirement for local housing 

authorities to publish information regarding the value of the social housing assets they hold. 
 

55. Under this option, the government would introduce a mandatory requirement for councils to 
publish the value of the social housing stock authorities hold under their Housing Revenue 
Accounts. This requirement would be introduced as a revision to the Local Government 
Transparency Code, resulting in a revised 2015 Code. 
 

56. This is the preferred option. This is considered to best balance meeting the policy objectives of 
increasing local accountability, while remaining cost effective for local authorities to deliver. 
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Annex A: Authorities covered by the 2015 Code 
 

The Code applies in England only, and applies to the following local authorities: 
 
• a county council in England  

• a district council  

• a parish council which has gross annual income or expenditure (whichever is the higher) 
exceeding £200,000*  

• a London borough council  

• the Common Council of the City of London  

• the Council of the Isles of Scilly  

• a national park authority for a national park in England  

• the Broads Authority  

• the Greater London Authority so far as it exercises its functions through the Mayor  

• the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority  

• Transport for London  

• a fire and rescue authority (constituted by a scheme under section 2 of the Fire and Rescue 
Services Act 2004 or a scheme to which section 4 of that Act applies, and a metropolitan 
county fire and rescue authority)  

• a joint authority established by Part IV of the Local Government Act 1985 (fire and rescue 
services and transport)  

• a joint waste authority, i.e. an authority established for an area in England by an order under 
section 207 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007  

• an economic prosperity board established under section 88 of the Local Democracy, 
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009  

• a combined authority established under section 103 of that Act  

• waste disposal authorities, i.e. an authority established under section 10 of the Local 
Government Act 1985  

• an integrated transport authority for an integrated transport area in England.  

 

 
* The Code will remain as recommended practice for parish councils whose gross annual income or 
expenditure (whichever is the higher) does not exceed £6.5 million  


