









	
 Home

	 Add Document
	 Sign In
	 Create An Account














[image: PDFKUL.COM]






































	
 Viewer

	
 Transcript













National Housing Taskforce New Sources of Supply workstream Written evidence received, September 2016 The National Housing Taskforce is a coalition convened by the All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning and the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors. The taskforce was established to develop clear, workable proposals for both Government and industry to address the UK’s chronic shortage of housing. The evidence contained in this document was submitted to the workstream examining ‘new sources of supply’, addressing five areas: 1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. 3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. 4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors 5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?



Confidential evidence was also submitted by Cornwall CLT, Cornwall Council, the Greater London Authority, John Earnshaw and the Associated Retirement Community Operators.
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Submission from Andy Lloyd Community led development provides opportunities for vastly more sustainable forms of development in the future - new groups in Cumbria and elsewhere are proposing versions of development which they believe are needed to meet the challenges of our times - generating surpluses for community benefit, providing stability and improving affordability (not charging rent on unsold equity for shared ownership), embracing new build methods, combining food, energy production and community facilities – with the aim of creating truly exciting and sustainable neighbourhoods. Communities have a much more rounded and inclusive



vision of development than most developers which, if realised, would deliver big benefits in terms of health, increased disposable income, mutual care and support, environment etc. This would not be hard for government to promote with a little strategic thinking and relatively modest investment. Issues preventing roll out of community led development National advisory organisations The likes of the CLT Network struggle for funding but provide essential co-ordination, resources and best practice Solution - set up a long term endowment fund which will fund national enabling organisations through the interest it earns. This could be augmented if each development also makes a contribution where viability allows. Expertise – on tap, not on top. Professional development expertise is available from independent consultants and some Housing Associations, but needs to be scaled up, skilled up, and tuned in. We have the examples of Keswick Community Housing Trust and the Lyvennet Community Trust whose trustees have done their own project management extremely successfully – 47 affordable homes. But this is not the norm. Community trusts need to shape development and own the finished assets, but they need sympathetic professionals to work up and manage delivery for them. Professionals committed to helping the communities vision and requirements in terms of approach to affordability etc into existence, rather than dictating institutionalised methodologies. Solution – sort out pre-development funding below – this will provide a reliable route to development enabling communities to hire suitable expertise. Also put advisory organisations on sound footing to help promote best practice. Pre-development funding Early stages support – vital but organisations are not generally funded to do this. I give a large amount of my time for free. Development cannot happen without this. Pre-development funding – available from a patchwork of sources, can be tortuous to apply for, often time limited, and often does not add up to the real cost of predevelopment – say £100,000 for 8 units which can be repaid through the development
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Development finance gap funding – lenders are backing self funded market cross subsidy schemes I am putting together, but vary in the % of cost they will lend. There is always a gap which used to be met by housing grant but which now requires a second lender. Solution – set up a single fund covering early stages to start on site predevelopment costs repaid through development but with a grant element. Combine with capital grant available for both rented and shared ownership homes. Take lead from the new Scottish Community Housing Fund and the Venturesome CLT Fund – vital to have ultra low bureaucracy. Hand over the money – do not knit pick over itemisation of costs and quotes. Development is a dynamic process, expenditure will change. Government policy undermines affordability Conditions applied to housing grant are at odds with the basic requirements of community trusts – ie priority for local people, homes protected forever, shared ownership stair casing capped. First the right to buy was extended to Housing Associations, so because community trusts / co-ops etc were obliged to become HAs (Registered Providers) to get grant, they were immediately exposed to losing their rented homes – against all their aims and investment of time and money. Next imposed rent reductions wiped out management and maintenance budgets and undermined future viability. Some exemptions were won by the CLT Network, but the situation is not clear, trusts are very nervous, and huge amounts of effort and time have been spent by the sector which should have gone into schemes. The upshot for my work has been to replace grant with self funded schemes – only possible in high value areas – building market homes to fund affordable homes. The first example, Helsington below, has just submitted planning. Cross subsidy increases upfront costs but balances out very effectively when sales complete. Risk is reduced by selling off plan. Lenders are on board but vary on the percent they will lend. Secondary loans are required from the CLT Fund / LAs etc. These could also be provided by the single fund mentioned above. Cross subsidy also enables trusts to compete for full value commercial land. But just as you get this to work....‘starter homes’ arrive – starter homes cannot be recognised as either market or affordable housing – they will initially be sold at 20% below market value but within 5 yrs become personal windfalls sold at full value. They will displace market and real affordable housing – at around 20% of a development - which will wreck cross subsidy funded affordable schemes. Solution – re-introduce grant for rented homes, accompanied by permanently exempting community trusts from right to buy, rent reductions and starter homes policy. Boost urban community development by removing leasehold enfranchisement for all community development organisations. Live examples
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Helsington CLT – planning submitted July 14. Decision perhaps September depending on whether goes to Planning Board. After an 8 yr negotiation with the Forestry Commission, the group nearly abandoned the scheme when the government announced that the Right to Buy was to be extended to Housing Associations. To be eligible for housing grant I had achieved Stage 1 of the Registered Provider process for the group. But as grant levels had already been drastically reduced by government the scheme already required one market unit to balance the budget. Therefore the group opted to go for an all cross subsidy scheme. We found this worked and that lenders supported the approach. Market value units for cross subsidy 2 x 4 bed 150m2 homes 1 x 3 bed 90m2 home Affordable units 2 x 3 bed 90m2 shared ownership homes 3 x 3 bed 90m2 rented homes



Predevelopment costs c £100,000 Overall cost £1,615,796 Projected residual mortgage subject to market values achieved £292,496 over 28yrs Lender – Triodos Bank South Lakeland DC grant £120,000 CLT Fund loan £25,000 Sustainable Carlisle CLT – site 1 – invited by City Council to make proposal, just submitted. Would provide fantastic first site for Sustainable Carlisle CLT. However values are so low in the city that a self funded cross subsidy scheme would only stack up with v small house sizes and unusually low build cost. Proposed mix is based on low OMV and low cost shared ownership. Open market homes 6 three bed units 85m2 valued at £130,000ea 5 two bed units 75m2 valued at £100,000 Shared ownership homes 5 three bed 85m2 sold for 80% share of value £104,000 3 two bed 75m2 sold for 80% of value £80,000



Grant would help but the CLT would be concerned that it would undermine the aims of local priority and a cap on shared ownership staircasing Sustainable Carlisle CLT – site 2. Possible 15 units 50 / 50 mix of high value market homes and cross sub funded affordable shared ownership with community facilities / social enterprise. Above Derwent CLT – Braithwaite – excellent group. Sites thoroughly researched. Recent offer of site from LDNP. I’ve carried out 3 CLT Network scoping days (actually much more than three days). Action plan developed. Discussions due with LDNP. Due to apply for funding for
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incorporation and viability. Possible 8 unit scheme similar mix to Helsington. Same concerns re grant Distington – am finalising a housing report commissioned by the Big Local housing group into potential for community led development on a range of sites in the village. The British Legion have been receptive to selling a large derelict site in the center to the Big Local group. Difficult location – large amount of hard to let HA stock and extremely depressed house prices, but the village is crying out for regeneration and progressive examples are needed. Local estate agents advise that two bed retirement bungalows and starter homes have worked and at slightly better values, therefore am suggesting possible scheme of 12 units low density ideally incorporating community space along the lines gardens / play area requested by the community. The model could just about hang together if the higher value bungalows are treated as shared ownership to fulfil possible AH policy requirements, attract start up funding and give the community some protected homes. Same concerns apply re use of housing grant. Ulverston – Homes for Us CLT group have systematically researched all allocated and other sites and buildings in the town. Ambitiously they asked me to carry out viability on an 80 home site with input from architect, valuers, QS etc. Part of their motivation was to save 1 acre of high quality green houses for a social enterprise. Lender interest was positive. Viability looked good, but the land was optioned before the group were in a position to make an offer. They are currently assessing a range of other locations. Same concerns apply re grant. It is worth at least mentioning the German approach to development, where the Local Authority dictates land supply and price, carries out forward master planning, and hands out small amounts of land to a large number of – builders – not developers – who offer pattern books to customers, resulting in very diverse individual low cost high quality housing



Germany Local Authorities dictate land supply and values Most housing delivered via ‘custom build’ ie many small high quality building companies. www.houseplanninghelp.com// Strong culture of self build for single family homes and encouragement of diverse community housing projects. House prices reduced by 10 percent over the past thirty years UK increased by 233% same period - Collin Wiles, Inside Housing 2012 German ‘build groups’ – similar to uk community led development http://www. Holland - Local Authorities in places like Almera have zoned large areas for self build deliberately encouraging people to build in diverse styles creating personal investment in housing, plus ingenuity and a diverse and interesting architectural environment.
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Amsterdam – Regen Village - http://www.filmsforaction.org/



Self commissioned housing as % of overall market UK = 8% in 2013 Scotland = 9% of UK (1,200 of 13,000pa in 2008) not inc’ Ireland. Serviced market plots everywhere. Northern Ireland = 50% (4,000 of 8,000 total) new builds pa Southern Ireland = 55% (10,000 of 18,000 total) new builds pa (post housing market collapse) Australia, Melbourne - self commissioned housing = 31% (14,000) 2009 / 2010 Austria - self organised homes = 80% Scandinavia - self organised homes = 50% to 60% Summarised from “Lessons from International Self Build Housing Practices” Dr Sheila Owen, Department of Communities & Local Government. Commissioned by Nacsba. www.selfbuildportal.org.uk Australia - people are allowed to innovate and create there own mini communities using simple methods – why don’t we allow people to self help themselves into housing at a level they can afford? We prevent people from choosing their own solutions. We maintain extreme house values which suck money out of the real economy and exclude a a large majority from decent value for money housing, reducing their wellbeing and their life aspirations. £25k house http://www.



Related to viability of the community sector - rent reductions for Housing Associations and trusts are ostensibly supposed to reduce the national housing benefit bill. Yet their rents are low and housing benefit levels more modest. The more obvious problem is the amount of housing benefit subsidising high private rent levels
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NATIONAL HOUSING TASKFORCE CALL FOR EVIDENCE NEW SOURCES OF SUPPLY TO ADDRESS UK’s CHRONIC SHORTAGE OF HOUSING



PHILIP MASON I L BEEKS (HW) LTD ARCHWAY HOUSE BELLFIELD ROAD HIGH WYCOMBE BUCKS HP13 5HJ Tel No: 01494 525784 Email: [email protected]
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My name is Philip Mason I have previously been employed by Architects and Town Planning Consultants. My work over many years has been involved with Local Planning Authorities mainly in Bucks, Berks, Oxfordshire and Hertfordshire. I have negotiated many planning applications and appeals for schemes with a high success rate for development approvals. I am a member of a Planning Agents Panel with the Local District Council. Having been involved with Town Planning for over 35years and was interested in the process prior to this. I have witnessed the many changes in planning and development over this period. The main issue with housing supply since the turn of the century (2000) is Town Planning not adapting to the changing population. A significant increase in the numbers of people living longer has a major effect on housing supply. I am now a director of I.L. Beeks (HW) Ltd. The company has been trading for over 50years as a SME developer and Building Contractor. The Company employ approximately 30 direct staff with 4 apprentices and contract out parts of their construction packages to a number of specialist sub-contractors employing many others. The Company is involved with a spectrum of construction from new housing, industrial and commercial developments, refurbishments and extensions to existing buildings. Historically the Company has developed up to 50 houses annually but this has declined in recent years due to the lack of available viable land supply. An abrupt end to available land supply started soon after residential garden land was taken out of previously developed land which accounted for the majority of land zoned by LPA’s local plans in built up areas where development was previously allowed. This land accounted for the major supply of land for new housing. No alternative supply has existed since hence the rapid decline in SME developers and the significant reduction in new houses being built.
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Reports dating back to the 1990’s recognised the trend of forthcoming smaller households being created by a growing number of divorced, single, separated, increasing age before marriage and the ageing population. It has been known for many years that a lack of house building has existed in the right locations. The south-east plan set out required housing numbers but these were never achieved due to the lack of planning permissions. The last Labour Government set policies for building higher density development of 30 units per hectare. This created developments with high numbers of smaller flats in built up zones with limited car parking which is out of character with many areas. Many schemes were designed with little car parking provision which may be appropriate for city developments where regular public transport is available. Areas outside cities where public transport is less regular and has more limited destinations also requires provision for cars for use when public transport is not always available. The Conservative Government came to power and the Minister’s reported headlines of ‘no more garden grabbing’ removing existing residential gardens in built up areas from Brownfield designation. This land previously provided the majority of new house developments but no alternatives have been provided as a replacement for this major loss of housing provision hence the major shortfall of house building since. The South East plan was also extinguished to disguise the fact that suitable housing provision was not being provided. District Councils took this as a greenlight to reduce planning permission for new housing. This was a short sighted response created by both central and local government as future demands was increasing and supply reducing but heads were buried in the sand ignoring the increased crisis being created. Basic economics covers supply and demand which governs the price, and affordability. The lack of supply rapidly increased prices and house replacement or intensification was less viable. Viability is a very important part of financing developments. The addition of C.I.L. payments and affordable housing also reduced viability. This has now been recognised by Affordable housing not applying to schemes of 10 units or less dwellings.
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Planning applications will not be submitted on development schemes which have marginal viability prospects. The cost of preparing schemes for a planning application have increased with many specialist reports required to validate an application. Who would risk the high costs involved with only a marginal return if permission is granted. Many SME developers and builders soon became dormant or ceased trading due to lack of viable building land being available in appropriate areas. To meet housing demand it is extremely important to provide many smaller sites to meet local needs. The current local plan processes are only concentrating on provision of large sites on the pre-concept that this is sustainable development and good planning. Provision of large numbers of houses in fewer locations is false to be considered as sustainable development. Overall sustainability is to minimise travel and future affects. This is different for every person and what is good for one person may be bad for another. The ageing population is becoming a major change over the next decades which cannot be ignored without social consequences. Living longer, which is nice for all of us, means people will occupy existing houses for longer. This means less housing is available for younger people and families which is showing that younger people would not be able to afford a house until they are in their 30’s or 40’s, this is due to the lack of availability. As time passes this situation is likely to get even worse. Many older people have raised families and occupy family homes that they have lived in for many years, they know and are settled with a social life in an area. They are very unlikely to move to high density large new developments away from where they have lived for a long time. This creates many problems for the future where areas will become OAP dormitories changing the function of many villages and hamlets.
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If ageing people do not have children, grandchildren or relatives to live nearby to provide assistance to their lives the burden will fall upon the state to fund with Social Services help. It is unlikely Social Services will cope with the ever increasing numbers which then has a knock on effect to the NHS with older people blocking hospital bed spaces as they are not able to fully look after themselves. If younger member of families live nearby this situation is relieved and this will become increasingly important as time goes by. If Villages and Hamlets become OAP dormitories the whole function and sustainability of the area is badly affected. The decline of many result when insufficient younger people live in an area who support businesses, the older generation, public facilities and recreation. An evolving process needs to be in place where central and local Government elections do not hinder decision making on housing supply that has caused the current crisis. All Districts are assessing their housing needs with many hoping to pass on numbers to adjacent districts. If large numbers of houses are not developed where they are needed this is not sustainable development. If younger adults, now upto 40 who live in overcrowded accommodation with parents, cannot find a local home of their own near to ageing parents, their social life and established place of work excess travelling is bound to occur and this is not sustainable development. The OAP population I understand is likely to increase by some 6 million over the next 20 years with the majority remaining in their current homes. Family members supply the majority of unpaid social care to family members, neighbours and relatives. This situation underlines the importance of providing housing in the right location to enable families not to be separated due to homes not being provided. District Councils should not be able to pass on more than 10% of their needs to adjacent districts and should provide development were it is needed. Since the year 2000 many of the District Councils have added areas to the Green Belt on the basis they had adequate
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supply of land for future development. If those councils now do not have sufficient land to meet their needs these areas should be reverted to their original status. Local decision making could be generated where Villages or Hamlets have an excessive amount of people say over the age of 60 and amount to say 20% of the local population. This would ensure areas do not become a future burden on society. With the problem of ageing people, not willing to move out from an area and occupying family homes, land allocations could be provided for over 60’s who have lived in an area of say over 25years. Through the neighbourhood plan process land for small sites of high quality bungalows for qualifying residents could be allocated. Local taxation could also be generated through this process. Local shops could be built or combined with existing public houses.



These could be



supported by local tax, via council tax. Guaranteed levels of sales for viability is needed. Local residents can then have goods from the shops upto the value of the additional local tax. This will ensure the shops can provide improved sustainability to existing areas. Land could be allocated through a neighbourhood plans, and if not, District Councils could allocate areas if needs are not met. The land could be classed as rural exception development with Local tax generated to the Parish Councils to improve sustainability to their area. Small developments generally have little effect on infrastructure and make use of services that already exist. Utilising the capacity of existing services is more sustainable than major costs of new services.
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Inquiry Item 5 National Government changes to improve housing supply where needed 1.



Most District Councils in recent years since the year 2000 have been making their Local Plan decisions on the basis they had sufficient allocated land to meet their future requirements.



Assuming this was the case many additional areas were



changed from reserved land to green belt. These decisions would not have been made at that time if it was known that insufficient land was available in the future. If District Councils cannot now provide land within their own Districts to meet their current needs, areas previously allocated as reserved site should revert back to their original status 2.



Ensure Local plans include policies for the provision of smaller sites.



3.



Sustainable development is not provided if new housing is not provided in locations where people need to live. Local plans should only allow 10% of need to be allocated to adjacent Districts. Villages and Hamlets should not become OAP dormitories. Policies should be in place where say 20% of the population of an area is aged over 60 additional housing is provided for younger families or over 60’s housing for local residents. Land can be allocated by local decision making through neighbourhood plans. Site could be treated as rural exceptions.
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There are few barriers to providing increased housing supplies if viable sites are available with planning permission in the right locations. Finance would be readily available for small sites which are viable and located in the right areas. Attempting to build too many houses in the wrong places will not solve the housing shortage problem and provide sustainable development. Many dormant SME builders and developers would re-enter the market and provide new housing, as in the past, if the land was available to build upon. The other issues of the inquiry are solved if Town Planning allows. Decisions need to be taken quickly by Government as many Local Plans are currently being prepared which do not address the future issues adequately.
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Submission from Berrow Developments Ltd I am one of two Directors of a small development company that attempted to enter the housing market in 2013. My wife Catherine Jane Clemas is the only other Director and we are both shareholders of this embryonic family business We are submitting the recommendation below, which we regard as the 'one thing that National Government can do to make the most difference'. As stated in your section on 'New Sources of Supply', there is a drastic need to encourage small developers to start building houses to assist in reducing the chronic national housing shortage. Our Company tried to get planning permission for 6 dwellings (including 2 affordable and £31,000 Section 106 Agreement) on the edge of a village in Somerset in December 2013. After a protracted planning application process that took 17 months and approximately £15,000 in planning consultants fees plus hours and hours of our own time, the application was dismissed at appeal, primarily on the grounds of the site being in an unsustainable location, in the Inspector's judgement. Therefore, unless there is a change in the NPPF, that clearly defines 'sustainability', and Government introduces a clear mandatory scorecard system to be used by Planning Authorities in assessing projects' sustainability, we will not be considering risking thousands more in submitting a planning application for fewer dwellings (possibily for the elderly to downsize or for custom/self build plots.) We hope the Sustainability Commission that Government set up in April this year will produce a clearer definition of sustainability that will encourage housing provision on edge of town/village locations, which are predominately the type of housing scheme that small builders undertake. (see Planning Portal update 7th April 2016 - Guaging Sustainability) The above bad experience must be a scenarion that is still common with many small builders/developers throughout the country and, as you mention, has resulted in only eight major builders now controlling half of the market . Unfortunately,edge of village proposals are exactly the type of development that will be met with excessive local NIMBY resistence, compared with large new housing estates that are much loved by national house builders. even though big new estate developments can sometimes ruin the character of villages and small towns. There is huge potential to carry out discrete housing provision on infill and new sites in edge of village locations. These will significantly help towards predominately rural planning authorities achieving housing numbers in their Local Plans and 5 year housing land supply targets, and are also the exact locations where aspiring self builders would like to gain planning permission to build their own homes.
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Here in South Somerset, we have had the ludicrous situation where, prior to the Local Plan adoption,South Somerset District Council (SSDC) did not have a 5 year housing land supply; then claimed to have a 5 year supply when the Local Plan was deemed sound by the Inspector in March 2015. Unsurprsingly,not having a 5 year supply shortly afterwards! With the relatively long period that elapses between appealing against a planning application refusal by the Planning Authority, and Planning Inspectorate decision, the whole process becomes a lottery. It was 14 months in our above case. With regard to increasing the housing contribution from the custom/self build sector, forthcoming regulations, eminating from the Housing & Planning Act 2016, should allow/encourage planning permission to be granted to people who have been accepted on the Planning Authority's Self Build Register, especially where they own a reasonable site themselves. An edge of village site should not refused on the grounds of unsustainability, similar to the Government guidance to Planning Authorities in March 2015, regards barn conversions in open countryside . For illustration, we attach a plan of the infill site that we refer to above on which our Company lost its planning appeal. It clearly shows other properties further out from the village centre where everyday services are located. Apologies for the late submission of our views Kind Regards Roger Clemas Director on behalf of Berrow Developments Ltd
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All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning National Housing Task Force Submission 21st September 2016 Executive Summary Large scale developers enjoy several sources of competitive advantage and multiple barriers to market entry which protect their increasingly dominant position in the delivery of new housing in the UK. These include preferred positions on procurement panels, cost savings as a result of economies of scale and the ability to manage risks across a portfolio of development sites. The entrenched position of large developers is a major constraint on the emergence of new sources of housing. There are considerable financial and operational risks associated with housing development. These risks are accentuated by the market for land which is structured such that almost all of the marginal value of a completed housing development accrues to the landowner. Once land is acquired slim development margins makes funding housing development a relatively risky activity. To protect themselves finance providers rely heavily on development organisations demonstrating that they have financial strength and a track record of managing the risks associated with housing development. Coupled together this limits the development finance available for new small scale developers. Despite this a vibrant affordable community developed housing ecosystem has emerged in countries like the US. The catalyst for the sector in the US was the 1986 introduction of a system of Low Income Housing Tax Credits to funders of affordable housing. This gave community organisations developing affordable housing a cost of capital advantage over conventional large scale developers when competing for development sites and lead to considerable capital flows to the sector. No single action will unlock significant supply from new sources. A basket of measures is required to remove barriers which inhibit innovation in the sector.
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1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. 1. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. Development Panels set up to avoid extensive and complex procurement processes bar access to public land to SME builders, community-led housing organisations, self-builders, and other organisations that currently have a minimal role in direct supply. For example, the London Development Panel pre-approves a set of commercial developers who have a track record of delivery to take part in a streamlined procurement process1. While procurement processes and panels are designed to ensure that high quality housing is delivered, social objectives achieved and value for money for the taxpayer, the time and money expense involved exclude smaller scale organisations who are unwilling or unable to partner with a panel member. The need to hold procurement processes where public land or subsidy is involved in a development creates a major barrier to entry for organisations who are not large scale developers with a track record of delivering housing developments. Moreover, the social value created through development by and for the community is inconsistently recognised in the procurement process. As a result, smaller scale developers are frequently confined to niche public land which is uneconomical for larger developers. These sites are costlier to build per unit delivered than larger schemes which offer labour efficiencies. Barriers to accessing privately held land are discussed in the next section. Even where land has little or no value, sales at nominal or discounted prices are politically controversial. Bristol CLT found that an agreement to acquire its first site at 345 Fishponds Road for one pound from Bristol City Council was agreed, rescinded and re-agreed in the course of a single year.



2. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. The market for land is unique amongst the primary factors of economic production because it is naturally scarce. The total amount of land available does not materially change over sub-geological time scales. Land which has the right transport connections, services and public amenity for housing development represents a tiny proportion of the total land available. It is possible to increase the supply of 1 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/land-and-development/londondevelopment-panel#Stub-88857
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developable land by investing in infrastructure and entering the planning process to change the land’s permitted use. The planning system’s inherently political nature strongly restricts the supply of new developable land and the density of development which can be undertaken on developed urban sites. Limited supply, restrictive development consent and concentrated ownership means that for land the normal process of supply and demand does not operate. Higher demand for land does not lead to new market entrants who increase supply. As the costs of holding land are negligible, there is no imperative for landowners to sell land during intervals where demand for land is falling. Despite compulsory registration, the market for land is unusually opaque and beneficial ownership can be unclear. Potential development land may be tied up in private option agreements between owners and developers which are hidden from competitors, the public and government.



By reducing costs larger developers are able to outbid smaller developers competing for sites. Land is bought at sold at values which reflect the buyer’s view of the following: ● The value of a completed development on the land in question. ● The probability of achieving planning consent if not already granted. ● The cost of constructing the completed development including a developer’s profit of 10-15% of the overall cost of the development (including the cost of the land)
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Land is a naturally geared investment. This means that its value is directly linked to the value of the development which could be built upon the land. If the value of the finished product increases, for instance due to house price growth, and all other variables, such as build costs and planning risks, remain the same then almost the entirety of this value will flow to the landowner. Landowners are therefore incentivised to retain potentially developable land and work to remove planning uncertainty in order to maximise proceeds when the site is eventually sold. Competitive bidding processes to acquire land will be won by the party which believes it can achieve the highest value of completed development on the site with the least cost. Reducing costs means minimising affordable housing provision or reducing the cost of development by applying economies of scale. This leaves smaller developers at a competitive disadvantage to large scale house builders. The land price trap means that most development takes place close to the margin of viability. Increasing costs or falling values quickly erode developers’ profits. The natural gearing of land means that when construction costs rise or house prices fall these losses are immediately reflected in the market value of the land. When this happens developers are reluctant crystallise losses by selling land. Because the value of land depends entirely on what it can be used for the planning status of a site plays a key role in determining its value. Unit values of industrial land are 30-100 times equivalent agricultural sites. Residential land unit values are 2-4 times those of equivalently located industrial sites. New developers face significant hurdles of high prices and information asymmetry which prevent them from entering into the land acquisition market. Lack of transparency also makes it more difficult for local authorities to understand who really controls which sites which reduces their ability to identify sites for housing locally.



3. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. The planning system represents a key gateway in the process by which individual sites come forward for development. While the financial cost of the planning process is not necessarily disproportionate to the construction cost of a particular site, the time cost of planning has the potential to be a major barrier to smaller scale organisations with fewer resources. Both the financial and time costs of planning are speculative giving rise to considerable risk around individual planning processes. As a result, organisations which can manage planning risk by holding a portfolio of pre-planning sites have an advantage.
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Permission in principle and local development orders are new tools which local planning opportunities can use to remove elements of planning risk. They are advantageous to smaller scale developers in that they remove some of the advantages enjoyed by larger organisations who can take a portfolio approach to manage planning risk. They also reduce some the speculative costs of the planning process. However, land subject to planning permission in principle or local development orders will increase in value to reflect the reduced uncertainty of the planning process. This is likely to ultimately favour larger scale developers with the financial resources to acquire these now more valuable sites. While shortening the time to reach planning decisions would remove a barrier to new development organisations, in general further planning reforms are unlikely to meaningfully increase housing supply. Major reform could even be damaging in the short term by creating uncertainty which prevents new developers from coming forward.



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. 1. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. Funding pre-development costs represents a highly speculative investment. This is due to a number of inherent risks: ● That planning permission is not granted for the proposed scheme or that planning permission is granted for a less valuable finished development. ● The time between investment and any realisable profits, on completion of the development, is potentially very long. This is compounded by the twin risks that the value of the completed development will fall, or the cost of the development will rise, in the intervening period rendering the development financially unsustainable. In commercial situations this risks are often retained by the selling landowner by use of option agreements which gives a potential purchaser the right but not the obligation to buy the site for a predetermined price for a period of time. The option agreement gives its holder an interest in the land which allows the holder to make a planning application. If planning consent is not granted over the period of the option, or is granted in a form which makes the development financially unviable the holder is under no obligation to exercise the option. However, if a viable scheme is granted planning consent within a reasonable time frame the option holder is assured of an agreed price and exclusivity.



Big Society Capital



20



Because of the reasonably high likelihood of predevelopment costs being written off, most community housing schemes require philanthropic funding for pre-development costs. It is conceivable that an early stage pre-development venture fund could operate a business model which sought to fund predevelopment costs for schemes judged to be promising. However, each of these schemes would ultimately need to be potentially capable of making surpluses sufficient to repay the investment at a significant multiple of the original stake to compensate for the heavy rate of total losses on a proportion of the investments. Ultimately this will reduce the viability of schemes where the aim is to maximise the proportion of housing affordable to those on low incomes. CAF Venturesome CLT fund has offered community organisations funding for pre-development costs through non-recourse loans repayable when consented developments receive development funding. This element of the fund has not returned the amount of capital invested. Pre-development funding repayment obligations ultimately reduce the financial viability of schemes which do successfully receive consent, emphasising the need for equity or grant funding at this early stage. While risky development finance is more financially sustainable. Relatively short development periods mean that development finance is not particularly profitable for senior lenders. However, where housing is to be retained and let lenders are often keen to advance senior development finance up to 60% of costs, including the cost of land, to secure an investment loan once the development completes. These investment loans can require periodic capital payments or operate on a shorter term interest-only basis. They are key to the financial sustainability of schemes which retain housing for social purposes. With limited access to financial resources small development organisations frequently do not have the equity required to close the funding gap above the senior debt. Second lien (mezzanine) development debt is considered very risky because repayment relies on the ability of the delivery organisation to deliver the scheme on time within a narrow cost range. Additionally repayment of principal and interest is dependent on the sale of completed housing units once the senior debt has been repaid or refinanced.



2. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work.



Big Society Capital is unable to comment on the effectiveness of the wide range of historic public and charitable funds concerned with this area. The central government empty homes initiative was catalyst to the emergence a large number of community housing groups focused on bringing unused housing stock back into use as affordable homes. The ability of these groups to now scale up to undertake further
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larger projects is dependent on sustainable forms of repayable finance emerging which have the capacity community organisations need to engage in housing development.



3. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. Mortgage lending is dependent on very large volumes and economies of scale to cover costs. Any new products need to have a mass market appeal so it is very unlikely that a lender would be able to offer a product tailored to the needs a very small market segment. Big Society Capital has some experience of this through our work exploring better housing options for individuals who experience learning disability. For people disadvantaged in this way adaptations to properties which allow independent living significantly increase costs above those of general housing. One potentially promising housing option which alleviates this problem is shared ownership. Owning a share of the property by being a mortgage borrower allows universal credit recipients to claim additional support for their mortgage interest payments. Working with NHS England to provide good homes for 1,300 individuals who remain resident in inpatient facilities has demonstrated that mortgage lenders have limited appetite to issue niche products even with a substantial captive market and willing social impact co-investors.



4. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes.



It is easier for lenders to make bespoke loans when the individual loan sizes are larger as these loans require proportionally less administration. Long term mortgage lending to community organisations who own community housing assets are a promising area. Charity Bank and Triodos Bank are both active in this area currently. Loans covering the entire retained housing stock on a given housing development with similar payment profiles to personal mortgages could offer great benefits to the viability of community-led housing schemes. Correctly structured they could provide attractive long term investments. A particular feature of community-led development is the desire of most community organisations to retain ownership and control of a significant proportion of the homes constructed. This is a strong point of difference to conventional large scale developers and small scale builders. However, it creates a barrier to funding because investors financing the development stage cannot be repaid through sales. An alternative option for repaying development finance once the homes are complete and tenants are in place is to take out sustainable finance of the sort outline above. A long term mortgage which fully repays over decades can be serviced from rental income generated by the community’s homes.
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To date grants, soft loans, discounted land and social investment capital have all played a part in the viability of most community-led developments. The limited nature of these forms of capital is a barrier to community-led development at scale.



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. Big Society Capital feels it has too little direct experience of enabling infrastructure and partnerships to meaningfully comment on this area. Development is a technically complex area therefore for larger scale projects expert involvement is critical to funding.



1. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. 2. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multidisciplinary experts funded to support implementation. 3. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors 1. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome.



The barrier posed by restrictive procurement regimes has been mentioned earlier in this paper. Some of the complexity of this process could be reduced by Britain leaving the European Union which may allow the UK to implement its own procurement regime. Local authorities have constrained budget and time resources making it difficult to prioritise engagement with emerging community organisations and others with small scale housing proposals. The CLT Network has begun to create regional umbrella organisations representing multiple local community development organisations. These overarching bodies may allow for more productive engagement with local authorities.
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Larger scale examples of developments from new sources such as Lambeth Council’s Brixton Green Development2 or Luton’s partnership with the Cheyne Capital Social Property Impact Fund 3 have required in depth local authority involvement and financial support.



2. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level.



The Empty Homes grant program demonstrated the effect that removing funding constraints can have on building capacity. This was a national level program however the host of organisations which emerged in the wake of this program were concentrated in regions and localities, such as Leeds and Liverpool where market conditions and friendly local authorities assisted the work of grassroots organisations. Big Society Capital therefore contends that easing funding constraints is a necessary but not sufficient measure to ensure the growth of new capacity. Capacity will grow if structural barriers to small scale developers in the land market, planning and procurement systems are lowered. This will require action at a national level.



5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Community housing is a considerably more developed sector in the United States. The reason for this was the introduction in 1986 of Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). The introduction of this implicit subsidy was critical in attracting risk taking capital at scale into the then nascent community housing sector. Around this intervention a complete ecosystem of community development organisations and funding partners has developed. The way this system operates is explained clearly in the report of Vic O’Brien, Housing Association Development Director and Winston Churchill Memorial Fellow 4. The LIHTC regime in the US receives support across the political spectrum. Introduction of a similar system in the UK would be enormously catalytic for our own community housing organisations which are at an early stage in their development. However, no single action will remove all of the barriers facing new forms of supply. A portfolio of measures is required to reduce the speculative nature of housing development. Such measures include 2 http://brixtongreen.org/ 3 https://www.luton.gov.uk/news/Pages/Work-commences-on-80-new-affordable-homes.aspx 4 http://www.wcmt.org.uk/sites/default/files/report-documents/1185_1.pdf
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grant funding for pre-development costs which are uneconomical to fund through repayable finance, making the land market less opaque and a recognition of the social value of community-led development in the procurement process. Big Society Capital Big Society Capital is a financial institution founded in 2012 with a social mission to expand and directly support social impact investment. It has an expected endowment of £600m to invest with partner organisations which work to meet the financial needs of charities and social enterprises. To date Big Society capital has invested more than £60 million in housing which has attracted circa £300 million of co-investment capital. Housing projects funded by Big Society Capital support social interventions to relieve homelessness, improve the lives of individuals who experience disability, care for the needs of older people and provide affordable homes for low income workers.
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Written evidence submitted by Bioregional and Transition by Design Response to the APPG for Housing and Planning National Housing Taskforce call for evidence Contact:



Email:



Emily Auckland Development & Policy Manager BedZED 24 Helios Road London SM6 7BZ [email protected]



Tel: 0208 404 6331



1.0 Introduction 1.1



Bioregional and Transition by Design welcome the opportunity to submit evidence in response to the APPG for Housing and Planning National Housing Taskforce call for evidence. Our organisations are working in partnership to develop a new approach to housing delivery, OPAL, which prioritises citizen-engagement and genuine affordability, utilising the One Planet Living Framework for truly sustainable communities.



1.2



Bioregional is a registered charity and social enterprise championing a better, more sustainable way to live. Transition by Design is an Oxford-based architecture and design collective specialising in community-led design and alternative housing models.



1.3



Our submission builds on our collective practical expertise of designing and delivering housing projects and our research into new forms of affordability which meet current requirements in a modern housing delivery system.



2. Executive Summary 2.1



There is increasing engagement and demand for a diversified housing supply. It is necessary for government to respond to these demands. An example of a project looking to address this is our own work on OPAL which uses established mechanisms to enable community-led sustainable and affordable housing.



2.2



For these alternative or modern delivery approaches to work we need to understand and address the barriers in our existing housing system, most notably high land values and lack of financial support for smaller developers. Alongside this, site acquisition and purchase costs should factor in the social and environmental value of proposed schemes and not progress on a basis of monetised value alone.



Bioregional and Transition by Design



26



2.3



In the long-term we need policy that does not change regularly and remains in force for considerable periods of time. The homebuilding industry needs time to embed policy and if successive governments make regular alterations minimal impact will be had. Likewise, if landowners think that the policy will change in the next government then they wait to see what additional benefits they may gain and hold on to land. Stability at a national scale is key to a well-functioning housing sector.



3. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. 3.1



There is sufficient land in the UK to meet our housing demand but not enough is being released for the right kind of housing to meet current demand. Due to the financialisation of property, and the profit-led status quo of the housing industry, there is little incentive to deliver sufficient housing that is affordable1. Section 106 planning obligations have managed to deliver almost half of the new-build affordable housing in the country2 but does not necessarily address the alreadycompromised position that the country is in, meaning that affordable housing stocks3 are lower than ever.



3.2



Planning policy on land is a key area for improvement as there is not currently a strong approach to capturing the uplift attributed to land from society’s investment in improvement works such as roads, hospitals, and schools. The hugely-inflated value of land with planning permission effectively awards the landowner a return regardless of whether the land has been improved by the landowners themselves. In the German system the value of land is frozen at the point at which it is designated for housing and the landowner is then compensated for improvements that are directly attributed to their input4.



3.3



Although the actual number of potentially-developable sites owned by housebuilders is debated fiercely5, it is agreed that there are significant amounts of land owned nationally without strategy to warrant action. New forms of taxation on the unimproved value of land in urban areas would incentivise higher quality and more sustainable building practices because homeowners would look to the long-term value of a home. Landowners who do not intend to develop urban plots would be incentivised to release their land for more productive uses. If combined with other measures, then house prices would begin to fall as housebuilding increases and the occurrence of land banking falls.



3.4



Until a discussion on land reform is tabled for the UK there are a number of intermediate measures for capturing land value uplift which could be implemented. By enhancing the capacity of community land trusts, which lock in land value for long-term community benefit, more homes can be delivered which retain the value of land for use within a specified geographic area.



3.5



The disposal processes on publicly-owned land can disadvantage smaller housebuilders by requiring the best financial price, also known as ‘best value’. In our research it has become clear that it is difficult for smaller providers to



1 2 3 4 5



Defined as monthly payments making up around a third of people’s take home pay Brownill, S. et al. (2015). Rethinking Planning Obligations: Balancing housing numbers and affordability, JRF Affordable housing as defined by the NPPF (2012) Annex 2: Glossary p.50 Aubrey, T. (2015) ‘Britain’s dysfunctional housing market: a European comparison’, Policy Network [blog] Barker, K. (2004). Barker review of housing supply. HM Treasury.
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compete alone. Our own approach within the OPAL project, includes facilities for clustering smaller groups together to form an efficient entity that can work with local authorities and landowners to deliver homes. 3.6



The UK has a long-standing cultural heritage of ensuring all homes meet normative living standards for healthy and safe homes. Households have an economic tendency to over-consume housing, generally through over-occupation, and so these standards are implemented in law and subsidy is awarded to allow homes to meet these normative standards6. The result of cancelling subsidy programmes is that, when combined with land inflation rising out of reach of wages, prices are pushed up necessitating the subsidy of affordable housing. To be clear, if housing costs were appropriate to area incomes then subsidy would not be necessary.



3.7



Over the last 30 years, the UK Government has shifted away from subsidising property to subsidising individuals. This can be seen in the detail of the previous Affordable Housing Grant Programme which exacerbated issues by reducing the cost to taxpayer but building far fewer homes than the previous grant programme. To deliver homes that continually meet need, the UK should return to incentivising supply-side delivery of subsidised housing rather than demand-side.7



4. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. 4.1



The current financing structures for new housing favours large scale, thus excluding or making it more challenging for smaller development projects, community-led initiatives or modern approaches to housing delivery.



4.2



There is a need to build the financial capacity of community-led housing groups to support the acquisition of land for smaller development projects. There are small amounts of funding available specifically for the community-led housing sector however a lack of capacity, guidance and support is inhibiting growth and so further financial support is required for the representative bodies in this sector.



4.3



The creation of co-ordinated design guides at a local authority policy level would reduce risks for these groups through setting out the parameters of permitted development for community-led initiatives.



5. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. 5.1



OPAL attempts to build a scalable process which will enable communities to access professional services to increase their capacity to deliver affordable and environmentally-sustainable community-led housing projects. The process builds on our learning from existing developments, such as achieving high environmental performance at BedZED and One Brighton or the financial and governance structures demonstrated through Mutual Home Ownership at Lilac in



6



McDonald, J. F., & McMillen, D. P. (2010). Urban Economics and Real Estate: Theory and Policy. John Wiley & Sons 7 Robertson, M. (2014) Case Study: Finance and Housing Provision in Britain, Working Paper Series No. 51, July 2014
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Leeds.



6. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors 6.1



There is a need to diversify housing supply to meet the current unmet demand for differing bands the UK population. However, there are a number of structural barriers: land prices; lack of organisation at a sub-regional level; local authority requirement for maximising land value receipt despite long-term value propositions; funding-preference for volume delivery, which make it hard to deliver smaller scale projects in areas of high housing demand such as the South of England.



6.2



There is increasing engagement and demand for a diversified housing supply. It is necessary for government to respond to these demands. An example of a project looking to address this is our own work on OPAL which uses established mechanisms to enable community-led sustainable and affordable housing.



6.3



Support is needed for alternative approaches including finance, capacity, guidance and policy conditions which are conducive to delivering diversified housing stock appropriate to long-term need. Whilst much of this rests with central government, at a local level local authorities could be better enabled.



6.4



Creating the policy environment that enables the diversification of housing approaches and better supports small developers, community-led and modern housing approaches is likely to have lasting social and environmental benefits which are currently undervalued in our existing housebuilding industry.



6.5



Our Initial research has revealed social impact measurement as the best way of forecasting the benefits from OPAL. Social impact reporting attempts to capture the wider impact of an intervention, by taking an economic evaluation perspective that considers all social costs and benefits. While previously seen as a fringe approach, with legislation like the Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012, this perspective is gaining credence.



6.6



Several approaches to social impact measurement have gained widespread use across the public, private, and third sector, though most address two main issues: assessing the effects of an intervention and understanding their value to society. Social Value, as seen in the Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012 should be taken further to also apply to decision-making in the disposal of public assets so that community-led housing groups can compete through demonstrating longterm benefits over a quick release to the highest financial bid.



7 What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? 7.1



Giving councils the duty to allocate ‘Local Impact Sites’, effectively an urban exception sites policy for community-led housing would give communities who want to develop affordable housing in their area opportunities and access to publicly-identified housing sites. Delivered through Local Authority Local Plans
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alongside social value policies and with existing Community Right to Build powers, it would encourage housing associations and developers to be proactive in working with local communities to guide the development of affordable housing. Any funding awarded to prepare these sites would be retained in the land as part of a community trust and therefore allow the homes to remain affordable to subsequent households. 7.2



There are many other things that need to be done alongside this but it is the one thing that would make the most difference to building affordable housing in UK cities. The implementation has to gain popular support from across the political spectrum so that the policy can bed-in and the benefits can be felt by all members of the population.
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Brick Development Association response to the National Housing Taskforce consultation on housing supply 21st September 2016 Who we are The Brick Development Association (BDA) represents the United Kingdom’s clay brick and paver industries including brick manufacturers and brick work contractors. We assist architects, engineers, planners, specifiers, developers, landscapers, builders and property owners to further improve the built environment. Our response 1) Brick supply can deliver. Brick manufacturers look forward to making their contribution to addressing the chronic housing shortage. Considerable investment has been undertaken in new technology and new brick manufacturing plants. Brick supply is ready and able to meet an increase in housing construction. 2) Initiatives to increase housing supply are welcome. In supporting SMEs, regional builders, selfbuilders, community-led housing organisations, self-builders, local authorities, housing associations and others, as the Housing Taskforce seems to be doing, there is greater potential to increase housing numbers, encourage innovation and creativity. The involvement of organisations with diverse business models and interests can only be positive for housebuilding. It is useful to note the historic building rates. The only time a significantly higher level of house building was achieved was when public sector house building delivered a large numbers of homes. 3) Support specific initiatives to get the sector building – The affordable housing sector is well placed to get more homes built. Housing associations have experience and the skills in house building. They also have the size to build at scale. Amending the right to buy policy could free associations up to achieve more. This has had a significant impact on the financial viability of many housing associations. The BDA also urge Government to continue to support the help to buy policy beyond 2020. This has helped the house building sector deliver more homes. If help to buy reduces sharply in 2020, this could be detrimental to the construction industry. The UK built under 140,000 homes last year. This is woefully short of what the nation needs. Where the rate of house building increases this is good for the construction industry, employment figures and the economy. Brick and clay manufacturers and ready to assist to get the national building again.
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National Housing Taskforce Submission of evidence: Bristol Community Land Trust Context Bristol Community Land Trust (BCLT) was formed in 2011 and this year completed its first development of 12 self-finish homes, comprising 7 shared equity properties and 5 affordable rent properties. BCLT was established with the aid of a small grant from Bristol City Council to pay for one part-time member of staff to help with administration. The site of the first development was also provided by Bristol City Council on condition that BCLT spent £100k on the adjacent car park, effectively setting a land price at well below market value. BCLT also received some grant funding from The National CLT Network as part of the Urban CLT demonstration programme for our second project. BCLT applied successfully for funding from the government’s Affordable Homes Programme to contribute towards build costs of the development, and subsequently found that it needed to become a Registered Provider of social housing to receive this, despite having initially been otherwise advised by national Government announcements. BCLT is now in the process of planning its second development of around 50 homes, in partnership with a local Housing Association.



The following information has been compiled from discussion with two of our board members: - Steve Bendle is a retired housing professional, with expertise on CLTs having worked for Community Finance Solutions at the University of Salford, and having co-founded Community Land and Finance Limited, where he remains a member of their Investment Committee and Board. - Keith Cowling is a retired architect with 25 years experience as a community architect and social entrepreneur.



1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. 1.1 Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land.



When the local council were about to transfer the land for the first development to BCLT, legal concerns over a potential breach of EU state aid rules were raised. After an intervention by the mayor, it was eventually confirmed that the council would sell the site for the £100k contribution to the adjacent car park. Now that the UK seem set to leave the EU, it would be very helpful to have certainty that this kind of asset transfer of land at below best consideration (which is vital to this CLT model) is legally permitted. 1.2 Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. 1.3 The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help.
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Rural CLTs have been able to press ahead largely because of the rural exception policy, allowing affordable housing to be built on land that otherwise would not be considered for residential use. It would be most helpful if urban planning authorities had a similar flexibility to facilitate the provision of affordable housing. For example, LDOs could possibly be the mechanism by which this function could be executed. 2 Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. 2.1 New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of derisking schemes.



The pre-development debt finance funding from CAF/Venturesome has been very useful in addressing the difficulty of funding the predevelopment phase of projects, except that: - it doesn't really provide enough for larger schemes - there may not be enough in the pot for the future. The idea of the fund is that the 25% fee paid on top of the loan for successful schemes will be enough to allow debts from schemes which fail to proceed to be written off. If this is working, the fund needs further capital injections from Big Society Bank or similar sources: to allow a much larger raft of projects access to debt finance rather than grant support. A revolving loan fund such as that utilised by Cornwall Council (which is different to the CAF/Venturesome fund), would also help facilitate urban CLTs to deliver housing schemes. Debt finance for capital developments with proven business plans is available, but affordable rents from completed units do not provide enough of an income stream in the longer term to repay sufficient borrowing to cover the whole cost of construction. Regarding de-risking, if we want to see innovative schemes succeed, it would be better to expect and price in some percentage of project failures (as the Venturesome fund has done) rather than adopt an overly regulated and prescriptive approach that would be hard for community-based organisations to manage. 2.2 Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work.



As mentioned in the Contexts section above, in order to access the Affordable Housing Fund, BCLT had to become a Registered Provider. Submitting community groups to the same compliance regime that apply to Housing Associations imposes significant responsibilities and work load on groups largely composed of volunteers. BCLT’s experience is that the community housing sector needs a regulatory regime appropriate to its own circumstances, accepting that some schemes will fail, and which reflects the volunteer/nonprofessional capacity of many in this sector. A community building sector specific funding regime could address this. BCLT also received a small grant from the CLT Fund (mainly derived from Tudor Trust investment) which paid for 2-3 days of consultancy to prepare a feasibility study to show how a CLT scheme might work on opportunity sites. It explored potential sources of income to cover estimated costs for a scheme meeting the identified needs given identified income levels and household sizes. This has been helpful, although the number of schemes that actually have gone ahead has been quite small.
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2.3 Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models.



BCLT estimates that it currently costs about £120,000 to build a 3-bed 4-person 75m2 house before land costs. The hope is that land is donated or comes from the planning system. If BCLT can identify potential residents who can afford a £120k equity stake in their property, this is affordable. Where residents wish to rent however, borrowing £120,000 at typical current rates plus management and maintenance costs, would make affordable rents impossible without further elements of capital investment not derived from debt. Borrowing from pension funds might provide access to debt finance at cheaper rates than currently available An ideal loan would be at 3.5% index-linked (i.e. every year repayments rise with inflation so that if inflation is 2.5% the lender would be receiving a very reasonable return of 6% overall) over 40 years. Repayments would be close to £5,000pa so rent could be around £130pw including M&M. Some pension funds have confirmed they would be interested in such an investment. But, they want to invest no less than £20m and they want to take no more than 5% of the overall fund i.e. total fund size needs to be at least £400m. This might nevertheless be possible to set up if Government would facilitate. 2.4 Other types of funding that would be useful, for exam ple seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes.



A pilot could be set up with Government assistance to link pension funds with affordable housing. One example might be a fund where repayments are low for the first 5-10 years, but then rise to market levels in the following decades following the growth of rental income. Alternatively, longer term money or cheaper money or capital grants to pay off debt. Complex repayment schedules don't really fit with regular rent income. 3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. 3.1 Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important.



BCLT is now partnering with a Housing Association. The resources it is sharing, eg for housing management, development and repairs, are vastly increasing BCLT’s capacity. The German Baugruppen model allows community groups to have first option on new land for housing before it is placed on the open market. Bids are accepted if groups can show they are properly constituted and have appropriate finance in place. The Scottish Com munity Right to Bid is another similar model. . 3.2 How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi -disciplinary experts funded to support implementation.



The National CLT Network has proved to be an invaluable resource to support BCLT and other urban CLT’s to establish and go on to complete successful housing developments. 3.3 The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'.



Bristol City Council has been very supportive of BCLT, and it is hoped that this relationship will strengthen to meet mutual objectives of providing affordable housing in the city.
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As BCLT develops as an organisation, it will explore the possibility of becoming a regional umbrella, providing support to other community-based developer organisations in the area. Any financial assistance in developing these local support networks would be appreciated. A possible model might be based on the flourishing CLT scene in the United States, where umbrella CLT’s act as ‘central servers’, enabling capacity in the sector to grow quickly and efficiently. It seems that there is good network infrastructure based on established CLT’s, and Neighbourhood Development Plans are coming along. Connecting these with local authorities and the self build registers could really facilitate the implementation of the ‘right to build’. 4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors. 4.1 Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome.



The 4-5 year electoral cycle seems to stifle the long term planning needed to build the homes we require, locally and nationally. There is a need for cross-party consensus to facilitate long term (~20 year) planning. This Task force is a good start. 4.2 Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level.



A big challenge is volunteer capacity, particularly in the first five years of establishing a new organisation when new processes have to be established. As mentioned, BCLT intends to share its experience in getting over this hump with other up and coming community developers. It would make sense to harness the experience of successful com munity developers in order to share best practice (and lessons learned from what didn’t work). One way to achieve this would be to set up regional hubs, places which people can visit and learn about the process of bringing forward developments and building homes. It could bring together advice about planning, stories of successful (community) projects, information on the different stages of the development process etc. This could greatly increase awareness, and could help harness the huge untapped capacity of citizens who want to help themselves and their community into sustainable housing. 5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?



A funding / regulatory regime specifically designed for the community housing sector. Support networks appropriate to non-professionals in this sector would also be helpful, and could link up community minded development professionals with community developers / neighbourhood planners. Also a community right to bid mechanism for public land and assets could greatly increase delivery.
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National Housing Taskforce 2016 Submission from Audley English on behalf of Buildeco Background: Architect with over thirty years’ experience designing all types of social housing projects. My practice has been at the forefront of innovation and have won many design awards. We were the first practice to use Construction Management & Cost Plus procurement methods to deliver fast track projects in the 90s for the Housing Corporation; designed the first BREEAM rated Excellent housing scheme with low annual running costs of £170 in the 90s; and designed London’s first sedum roof social housing scheme. I sit on the development sub-committee of a medium sized London Housing Association advising on schemes layout, design and innovative construction solutions. This HA was recently named as the overall winner at the 2015 National Housing Awards and also received the award for the best regeneration project. Buildeco’s innovative approach is focused on how buildings are assembled using standardised components and semi-skilled labour. We deliver projects using our integrated supply chain partners in which we offer a streamline one stop service to Local Authorities & Housing Associations from inception to handover. Buildeco integrated delivery chain starts from the manufacturing of the panels through design, assembly and client handover of the completed project. The team consists of the manufacturing plant, the construction team and professionals from all disciplines, Architects, Structural engineers, MEP, Sustainable management and Project Managers. Projects are erected by system assemblers and completed by trained semi-skilled labour force team. We estimate that each fully automated factory once up and running can produce at full capacity 10,000 units a year.



CALL FOR EVIDENCE: How do we address this housing shortage without a silver bullet solution? The issues that we have identified as the most challenging that face people trying to get on the housing ladder, or SME developers accessing land and obtaining funding for new development opportunities, are: a)



Finding a housing solution that meets people's budget for outright purchase or self / custom build.



b)



Sourcing land at a reasonable price.



c)



Land that is affordable generally lacks basic infrastructure. Making such land financially attractive for early stage infrastructure investors to kick-start development opportunities.



d)



Encouraging the construction industry to provide offsite building solutions that can be assembled / erected quickly.



e) Ensuring offsite solutions are flexible enough to allow a variety of architectural styles, plan layouts and external finishes that fits in with the local vernacular style of the area. f)



Buildeco



Enabling offsite solutions to be completed by individuals or groups that pool their skills and resources together.
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g)



Building solutions which are energy efficient and as sustainable as possible while fitting within the overall budget.



Having studied under Walter Segal, my architectural practice was involved in an advisory role on two housing co-op schemes in the 90s in Lewisham using the Segal methods. Experience gained from that project and also from my initial training in the 70s with the largest volume house builders ‘Wimpey’s’ confirmed my belief that building cost can be driven down by adopting standardised solutions just like all other industries. The construction industry is the last to integrate automated methods into the delivery process, this makes it difficult for innovative solutions to be accepted within the sectors due to current negative acceptance. Large construction companies influence key decision makers not to take on untried risks for their own benefits. Over a long period, we have been gearing up and working towards Buildeco being able to meet the challenge of delivering housing more simply and quickly, and after delivery how this process can be scaled up in volume once proven. Once the delivery process has been set for mass production with the supply chain in place this process will drive down cost for the benefit of the consumer. The result is a new concept in flat-pack housing solutions which can be seen on our website www.build-eco.com . Below are proposals to address the challenges identified above: a)



A typical couple who are jointly on the minimum wage will be entitled to an approximate mortgage value of £53K provided the lenders criteria are fully met. The Government must commit to getting these couples onto the housing ladder or it will have failed them, and give them little hope of ever owning their own home no matter how hard they both work.



b)



Land value cost can contribute up to 40% of the total development cost, and for such couples must be taken out of the equation. Land cost can be funded by leasing the land which is paid for by an annual ground rent similar to other UK leasehold properties.



c)



Government to provide infrastructure loans, or underwrite private loans, to developers so they can kick-start development and secure land purchases or joint venture arrangements. Land is to be valued at the current market value and in the future an agreed percentage of the land uplift value is passed onto investor until loan is cleared and at that point the freehold passes to a land trust to maintain. The arrangement must include a commitment to a percentage being service plots to be provided and funded by Government along with incentives to the landowners encouraging the disposal of land onto the market. Under this initiative all purchasers will have to contribute to paying CIL and projects must be started by the developer within the agreed timescale. All CIL contribution will go towards funding additional places in schools, dental practices and doctor surgery.



d) There are current solutions on the market. e) Buildeco’s solutions meets that criteria.



Buildeco



f)



Many solutions meet that criteria.



g)



Energy efficiency and sustainability criteria differ between offsite solutions.
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Our solution on how to Increase starter home ownership or other types of home ownership: There should be two types of starter homes: Type 1 to be completely built by housebuilders. Type 2 would have the main structure built by a typical offsite home manufacturer similar to Buildeco’s model, internally finished in part by the self-builder. Currently starter homes are excluded from the Government Rent-a-Room scheme to exclude subletting of the property. It is our opinion that concession should be made for self-finishers of starter home properties of two bedrooms or more to be eligible for the Government Rent-a-Room scheme, which allows an owner to let out a spare room to a lodger. The extra yearly tax-free income from the rent up to a maximum of £7500 could be spent on the owner’s property or to help pay back loans. Starter home properties by self-finishers should be exempt from VAT on the purchases of building materials. With this initiative the self-finishers should still pay CIL charges as a contribution towards local additional amenities, which currently they are excluded which causes local resentment. These initiatives would encourage a greater number of people to get involved with self-build schemes. Additional benefits are that these build methods contribute to the local community spirit and encourages the use of local trades people. It’s a win-win situation for the Government, selfbuilders, the local community and the rest of the UK. The Government, GLA, HCA, LA’s & HA’s should encourage small and medium size companies to compete for new commissions, where possible, allocate a portion of larger sites enabling participation from others within this sector. These organisations should be flexible in their approach in appointing offsite SME’s and encourage their involvement by remove unnecessary red tape that restrict SME’s from competing for projects. The press recently reported that SME house builders are struggling to identify land for development and it was found to be the biggest barrier in preventing the delivery of more new homes. Another challenge facing SME house builders is the planning process. Councils need to find a way of allocating and granting planning permission for more small sites. Buildeco have developed various solutions that addresses housing requirements for self / custom build, co-housing, starter homes and we are currently developing our FlexiHouse. This FlexiHouse starts off as the basic two people one bed house @ 70m2 single storey and increases in phases to a maximum eight person four bed house @ 175m2 over three storey developed on the same footprint. We’ve been appointed by a LA to deliver a pilot housing project utilising our flat-pack solution for social rent and shared ownership tenure. More of these SME type partnerships between Government agencies, LA’s and HA’s should be encouraged and funding set aside for this to happen. We can’t continue relying on tweaked versions of the same delivery process if we seriously want to increase the supply of housing in meeting Government target. We all need to be thinking about innovative delivery solutions. We can’t solve problems by using the same kind of thinking we used when we created them” Albert Einstein
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New Sources of Supply BSHF Submission Introduction 1.1



The Building and Social Housing Foundation collects, shares and transfers knowledge and information about practices that improve housing outcomes for people on an international basis.



1.2



We run the World Habitat Awards and related knowledge transfer activities. We also run proactive programmes to support the transfer of specific areas of housing innovation. Our current programmes relate to Community-led Housing and Homelessness.



1.3



We have been working intensively with the community-led housing sector since 2014, and have been historically involved on numerous occasions with various areas of the communityled and wider housing sector. This submission reflects our own experience and refers to a range of research.



For further information contact: Jenny Line Programme Manager Building & Social Housing Foundation [email protected] 01530 510 444
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Executive Summary 1.4



We have identified the following barriers (through our work on community-led housing, but with wider application): 1. Best Value Dilemmas: Lack of clarity in landholding organisations with a social purpose about when to sell land for less than full market price. 2. Lack of understanding about community-led provision: A (mistaken) view that community groups are self-serving and should not get support. 3. Lack of technical expertise: New entrants and local authorities can lack the knowledge and expertise needed to deliver housing or to respond to innovative or different approaches to supply. 4. Cash flow: New suppliers don’t always have the money to pay for the expertise they need to deliver housing. 5. Rigidity of approaches to planning and land allocation: Expertise on extracting uplift values from many small sites as opposed to a few large sites is limited. 6. Risk aversion: The sentiment that ‘innovation is risky’ is shared among many including public authorities and financial organisations, and it prevents serious commitment or investment in new sources of supply. 7. Lack of clarity: Because housing innovation is a shifting landscape it can be difficult to understand, difficult to explain and therefore difficult to support or invest in.



1.5



We have identified the following opportunities for new sources of housing supply (specifically for community-led housing, but with wider application): 1. Local enabling: Numerous local authorities are taking the lead in supporting communityled approaches to housing through enabling policy, funding streams, asset transfers and long lease arrangement. There are many working practices that could be shared and duplicated. 2. Increased recognition: More ‘power players’ (i.e. those with land and/or money) are recognising the significance of failing housing markets and the impact this has on them. 3. Increased appetite for collaboration: Our work on community-led housing has revealed significant potential for collaboration to improve the way the movement shares information and resources. 4. Potential of crowdfunding: The ability of crowdfunding to enable equitable risk and reward sharing in housing has huge potential. 5. Holistic problem solving: As community-led housing ticks boxes for a whole range of social returns, it has great potential to attract new investment from non-traditional sources.
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1.6



We suggest a number of interventions which government could consider to boost new sources of supply: 1. Financial Support to suppliers: For technical and pre-development expertise, to underwrite finance, and in the form of capital grants would all assist delivery. 2. Political Support: Clarity about support for new approaches to housing and clear guidance to public bodies about “best value” decisions 3. Financial Support to local authorities: To enable them to buy in or develop expertise in new areas of housing supply including planning for multiple small sites, new forms of construction, and community-led development. 4. Flexible dialogue and programmes: Programmes and policies that are designed in partnership with practitioners and able to respond quickly to change are valuable in enabling new approaches to housing delivery.
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1



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development



1.7



The extent and severity of many barriers and opportunities in relation to housing land are influenced by political will, determination and the availability of knowledge and expertise.



Best Value Dilemmas 1.8



Within local authorities where asset disposal is concerned, conflict arises between Housing and Asset Management departments. One wants to achieve maximum capital receipts (sell land for as much as possible to get money into the public purse), the other wants to use the land to further the longer term social, economic and environmental interests of an area (usually by offering it as a subsidy package to help deliver lower cost housing). Guidance and legislation enables local authorities to choose one way or the other 1. The question ultimately becomes “where does housing come on our list of local priorities?”.



1.9



This dilemma is replicated across all public sector bodies. The argument that housing has a long term cost benefit and social return for a whole range of different public sector areas is often superseded by the need to top up finances in the short term.



1.10 If public sector bodies do prioritise maximising capital receipts, smaller, less established housing providers are immediately disadvantaged in bidding for public land. If a provider wants to build or renovate homes that are affordable for people on low incomes, and/or is prepared to accept lower margins to sell homes quickly (to support cash flow), they will not be able to offer as much money for land as developers going for high margins. 1.11 This ‘Best Value’ dilemma also applies to other large landholding organisations with a social purpose. Charitable land owners often lack clarity or confidence in applying well-being and social value exceptions when looking to dispose of land at below market values 2, 3. 1.12 If a small or new supplier has a social purpose (e.g. providing homes for people on low incomes), a limited budget, or will accept lower profit margins than a larger housebuilder, they will struggle to compete for decent development land on the open market. 1.13 Clear and consistent guidance would assist local authorities and other public sector bodies to reconcile conflicting priorities relating to the disposal of public land. Decision makers in all departments need to be encouraged to recognise and account for the social value of housing schemes, in particular where those schemes seek to offer a locally determined and supported solution to housing provision. This relates in particular to community-led housing provision, but is also relevant where small housebuilders are proposing to build homes that sell for less, but serve a section of the market not currently being served elsewhere. 1 For an overview see this presentation by Tim Buley of Landmark Chambers, “Public Law issues in public authority land disposal: Best Value, State Aid, Procurement http://www.landmarkchambers.co.uk/userfiles/TB.pdf (2014) 2 See the guidance provided by Housing Justice on using church land and buildings for affordable housing: http://www.housingjustice.org.uk/pages/fiah-resources-117.html 3 RICS committed to provide updated guidance in relation to ‘disposal of land at less than best consideration’ to help address this issue. See London Manifesto 2016: Vision for London (RICS, 2016) p.9
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Local authorities that are making public land, property and funding available for new sources of supply 1.14 Where the political will exists, local authorities can be proactive in supporting new or alternative housing supply4. Leeds City Council 1.15 Provides 99 year leases on empty properties at peppercorn rents, allowing community-led housing organisations to raise finance against the properties which can be treated as a secure asset. 1.16 Provides capital grant funding for purchase and repair of properties, funded through receipts from Right to Buy sales of local authority homes. 30% of the capital costs of purchase and repair projects are covered for community groups to create new affordable homes in the city. The funding is conditional with requirements that nominations must be granted to the local authority and that double subsidy is not obtained for the same site via HCA funding. 1.17 Liverpool City Council 1.18 Transferred housing assets to Granby CLT and other organisations operating in Granby at nil value to ensure regeneration can proceed and that the scheme remains viable. The transfer is conditional with requirements relating to timescale (commencement and completion); the provision of affordable homes for rent/purchase; transfer of responsibility for maintenance and security to the CLT, as well as responsibility for obtaining the necessary planning/building consents; properties to meet the Decent Homes Standard. 1.19 Shropshire Council 1.20 Provides grants to support community-led housing and works in partnership with Shropshire Housing Group, which established ‘Marches Community Land Trust Services’ which provides advice and support to communities 5. 1.21 Plymouth Council 1.22 Implementing a range of proactive interventions in meeting local housing need which include funding, collaborative working and community engagement 6. 1.23 East Cambridgeshire District Council 1.24 Supports the development of community-led housing through planning policy, funding and dedicated expertise. Waives charges for pre-application planning advice for genuinely community-led proposals7.



4 This is not an exhaustive audit but a selection of readily-available examples 5 See https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/affordable-housing/community-led-affordable-housing/ and http://www.shropshirehousinggroup.co.uk/marchesclts 6 See Plymouth City Council Plan for Homes 2016-21 7 See East Cambridgeshire District Council: Pro-active local authority support for community-led development at https://www.bshf.org/publications/community-led-housing-case-studies/
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1.25 Leicester City Council 1.26 Transferred disused land to a local community based organisation, Saffron Resource Centre for £1 in order to enable the provision of affordable homes. The freehold on the land will be held by Saffron Resource Centre; the income from which will enable them to provide support services like welfare, health and budgeting advice to the whole Saffron Lane Estate – one of the most deprived areas in the country 8, 9. 1.27 Lewisham Council 1.28 Working with local community groups (such as RUSS Lewisham 10) to deliver community-led sites where priorities align. 1.29 Exploring and delivering innovative short term or temporary interventions to ease pressure on meeting statutory homelessness duties (specifically the PLACE/Ladywell site which provides 24 units for homeless families built using modular construction) 11. 1.30 Birmingham City Council 1.31 Works in partnership to support and enable continued community-led regeneration with Witton Lodge Community Association and other stakeholders 12. Local authority priorities, objectivity and control 1.32 Local authorities often express interest in or implicit support for community-led initiatives but may also lack understanding about the breadth and potential of activity. Some common misgivings are outlined & discussed below. 1.33 “Why should we subsidise a community group when we are drowning from the need of hundreds/thousands of families who are homeless, potentially homeless or on our housing register?” 1.34 Our main counter arguments to this would be: 











‘Grass-roots’ community-led housing is a manifestation of unmet housing demand. It often includes provisions for affordable housing which specifically meets the needs of local residents. Often the priorities of community-led groups will align with council priorities so it’s not always an either/or decision 13. Community-led housing can be delivered in partnership with housing associations and/or local authorities with nominations and other conditions built in 14. Community-led housing is also delivered by existing community based organisations able to provide additional support services (like advice, training and support) to residents



8 See https://www.leicester.gov.uk/news/news-story-details/?nId=88063 9 http://srcentre.org.uk/ 10 http://www.theruss.org/ 11 See LSE London Housing (2016), Alternative Housing Action Points 12 See HCA Press Release (2014) Birmingham community association celebrates 20 years with 20 homes and http://www.wittonlodge.org.uk/ 13 See for example http://brixtongreen.org/ 14 This approach has been employed with particular success in Wales. See http://wales.coop/coop-housing/
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through the process. This not only meets housing need but also supports local authorities to provide additional statutory and non-statutory services in a more efficient and collaborative manner. Overall the provision of community-led housing in particular comes with a multitude of additional benefits which need to be appreciated so the local authority can make a fair assessment of scheme value. See “Added benefits of community-led housing”.



1.35 “Dealing with community groups/small providers is time consuming and messy.” 1.36 The need for technical support which acts as a conduit between community groups (and potentially other smaller providers) and other stakeholders like local authorities, housing associations, funders and finance providers is recognised and discussed later in this submission. 1.37 “Allocating lots of smaller sites doesn’t enable us to plan for infrastructure.” 1.38 Smaller providers are disadvantaged by a tendency among local authorities to allocate land as ‘large sites’, which might be seen as advantageous in terms of infrastructure provision, or efficient in relation to short term capital receipts, land allocations and designations. However this approach by definition excludes small providers and limits the development opportunity to a small pool of volume housebuilders whose business models are not conducive to rapid increases in delivery15. 1.39 In order to break this cycle public authorities should be encouraged to prioritise diversification and support for smaller housing providers within their land disposal and planning/land assembly strategies. This would help to mitigate the disadvantage caused by packaging disposals as large sites, which prevents smaller housebuilders from accessing the land 16. International examples exist that demonstrate how proactive planning can help to spread risk more equitably while still capturing land value uplift 17.



15 Explained in IPPR Report “We Must Fix It” (2011) 16 Ideas and evidence relating to nurturing new entrants are included in Parvin et al’s “A Right to Build: The next mass-housebuilding industry” (2011) 17 The way we provide infrastructure in the UK is compared with international practice by RTPI in “Planning as ‘market maker’: How planning is used to stimulate development in Germany, France and The Netherlands” (2015)
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Unlocking land from non-public sector stakeholders 1.40 Private or charitable landowners may make land available for community-led housing projects - in particular those that help to retain local people - where it would not otherwise be released. Recognition of the need for affordable homes to support economic and social sustainability is increasing among employers (particularly in London 18), faith based organisations19, and local landowners (particularly in rural areas) 20. Opportunities exist (including through Local Enterprise Partnerships) for public authorities to work collaboratively with communities and local landowners. The inclusion of the community in these conversations is important in ensuring landowners are reassured of the impact and long term benefits of releasing their land, as well as to procure local support to bring schemes forward. Community groups can also lever in other funding and resources to help schemes stack up and deliver additional outcomes21, 22. 1.41 For those who value long term security and stable returns, mechanisms exist which enable landowners to retain a stake in the scheme and receive an income (i.e. ground rent from a leasehold agreement), as well as enabling them to retain an interest as a permanent stakeholder in a new development. 1.42 Another way to avoid paying ‘ hope value’ for land is for groups (e.g. Neighbourhood Planning groups or other local consortia) to buy land privately at existing use value and take on the risk of acquiring planning permission themselves. In combination with established locally-led support for development this can help them to compete against larger developers for land 23.



18 See CBI London Business Survey 2015 19 See University of Bristol “Public Faith and Finance: Faith responses to the financial crisis” (2016) 20 See http://www.cpre.org.uk/media-centre/latest-news-releases/item/4128-rural-organisations-includingcpre-warn-against-agreement-on-right-to-buy 21 Many of these points are echoed in proposals we submitted to DCLG in relation to the forthcoming Community-led Housing funding (announced in the 2016 Budget). The submission was prepared in consultation and collaboration with many community-led housing organisations and received widespread support and endorsement. 22 See also BSHF (2014) “Locally Led New Settlement Partnerships” 23 An example of a community considering this approach can be seen at http://www.petersfieldsplan.co.uk/self-build/
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2



Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources



Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn’t work 2.1



The following are issues specific to funding community-led housing, identified through interactions with a wide range of different organisations and individuals over the past 2 years. Some are supported by a published evidence base, others are the product of a less formal process of discovery 24, 25, 26, 27.



2.1.1



Excessive expectations: Where community-led housing has been offered access to funding there have been expectations applied to community groups that are far beyond any attached to any other housing developer – for example the need for a referendum to measure the extent of public support, or a confirmed holding interest in land (e.g. planning permission) or property – before funding can be made available.



2.1.2



Rigid application of specific legal models: Community-led development comes in many forms. There are better known (e.g. Community Land Trusts) and lesser known (e.g. Mutual Home Ownership Societies) approaches where funders or financial organisations are concerned. The lesser known the concept, the higher the risk, the greater the interest rate applied, the worse the viability of the scheme. This is where underwriting and recognition of principles (as opposed to models) would be helpful. See “Added benefits of community-led housing”.



2.1.3



Requirements for match funding: While it is very often the case that schemes will bring in more than one source of funding to enable them to go ahead, often one funder will require the commitment of another before they will commit funds. Schemes then find themselves in a ‘stalemate’ situation with nobody willing to ‘go first’. The presence of a confirmed funding stream often provides other investors with increased confidence and enables faster and stronger delivery.



2.1.4



Fit-for-purpose administration speeds up the process: This is a key finding of the evaluation of the Empty Homes Community Grants Programme which was outsourced through Tribal rather than administering the fund via the Homes & Communities Agency. Far more organisations were able to emerge and withdraw funding without the requirement to become or work with a Registered Provider, or the need to navigate through the same system as large housing providers28.



24 See for example Smith Institute (Heywood, A) 2016: “Local Housing, Community Living: Prospects for scaling up and scaling out community-led housing” 25 See for example Demos (Cadywould & Leary) 2016: “Community Builders” 26 See for example Locality (Gooding & Johnston) 2015: “Understanding the Potential of Small Scale Community-led Housing” 27 See for example University of Birmingham (Mullins et al) 2015: “Building a Legacy: The impact of Empty Homes Community Grants Programme in the North East and Yorkshire and Humberside” 28 The rapid expansion of community based activity to tackle empty homes in response to the Empty Homes Community Grants Programme demonstrated the energy that can be released by funding. Around 110 community driven organisations created 1,290 homes using empty properties, attracting an additional £26m of
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2.1.5



2.2



Local capacity building in technical support delivers sustainable growth: The survival of the National Community Land Trust regional umbrellas is an example of a successful and enduring funding injection. As housing schemes take time to plan and deliver (though less time with technical support), there is a need to put some money in first to pay for the first stages of technical support and build momentum. After around 5 years with the right expertise in place, support starts to pay for itself through the delivery of successful housing schemes. Examples of funds mentioned by our stakeholders (there will be others) include:  



  



Community Rights funding – Community Right to Build in particular HCA Community-led project support funding – in particular the requirement to work with or become a Registered Provider is mentioned, as is the impenetrability of the Investment Management System for small organisations Power to Change funding for community businesses with particular reference to community-led housing29 Empty Homes Community Grants Programme (DCLG) Funding Grant funding to support the setup of CLT Umbrellas 30



Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models 2.3



There is interest from the financial sector in sustainable housing solutions and housing innovation. However the sector is known to be highly risk averse, which is why underwriting or match funding can be so important in bringing in investors in new sources of supply.



2.4



The growth in crowdfunding as a form of real estate investment in the U.S. has significant potential to replicate here31 – many community-led housing (and other projects) successfully crowdfund or issue community shares in order to raise funding 32. This is an area of largely unscaled potential which could help to spread the risks and returns of housing provision more equitably.



additional funding and generating multiple added benefits. See relevant work by the University of Birmingham 29 Power to Change are working with us and a wide range of stakeholders to address some of the issues raised 30 Refer to the National Community Land Trust Network for more information 31 See Huffington Post (2016) Crowdfunding Transforms Real Estate Investment 32 See for example http://leedscommunityhomes.org.uk/faqs/#communityshares-faq , http://www.homesforoxford.org/ , http://www.dezeen.com/2013/09/30/kevin-mccloud-hab-housingdeveloper-breaks-world-record-crowdsourced-equity-investment/
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Other funding that would be useful REVENUE/CASH FLOW FUNDING 2.5



If there is no pre-existing income stream and/or asset to borrow against, it is very difficult to find the money to pay for expertise at the point at which it is needed. There is no getting away from the problem of cash flow. Money is needed at all stages of housing development, and returns don’t start to come in until homes are built (or renovated) and sold or rented. Without money to pay for the right services and skills, at the right time, schemes are highly likely to stall and more likely to fail.



2.6



Making money available would help address this competitive disadvantage for smaller providers, who do not have reserves or cashflow to pay for the support they need, or to provide expertise ‘in house’. Cash injections at pre-development stage would help to pay for technical and pre-development support.



TECHNICAL SUPPORT FUNDING 2.7



Providing housing is complex and often new or small providers need to access specialist expertise (technical support). This is particularly true for new entrants who do not have comprehensive knowledge of the housing delivery process (e.g. community based organisations; novice self-builders; potentially proactive land suppliers like faith based organisations). Existing sustainable models of technical support centres exist in the form of Regional Community Land Trust Umbrellas like Wessex Community Assets 33 or CLT East34. These hubs required initial ‘pump-priming’ to set up but are increasingly financially sustainable through deferred income from completed schemes.



2.8



Technical support refers to the expertise needed to deliver suitable, high quality and cost effective homes, which can include: 



Independent advice and support on design







Community engagement including recruiting and training community organisers







Testing the feasibility of a scheme







Putting together a business plan







Assistance with raising capital funding







Providing support on running a build contract







Putting in place the necessary legal documentation







Help to broker relationships (e.g. with local authorities and other stakeholders)



33 http://wessexca.co.uk/ 34 http://clteast.org/
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2.9







Advice on the on-going maintenance and management of homes







Assistance with land identification and purchase







Assistance with accessing development finance



Providing a clear, consistent approach to funding that enables the technical support market to develop and mature should help with increasing new sources of supply.



2.10 BSHF along with others in the community-led field are now looking at how to increase the presence of local and regional support hubs by building on existing concentrations of community-led activity35. PRE-DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT FUNDING 2.11 Money to pay for specific expertise e.g. project manager, surveyor, engineer, architect, solicitor at specific stages of a housing scheme. CAPITAL GRANT 2.12 If we recognise that demand won’t be properly met unless some homes cost a lot less than market prices to rent or buy, then the need for subsidy quickly arises 36. Community-led housing providers can and do find subsidy through a range of different sources, but this limits the speed and responsiveness of delivery to local needs. The availability of capital grant would undoubtedly help. Combining this with technical support would help to ensure grant is used prudently and ensure value for money. 37 2.13 Community-led housing providers, particularly those who want to provide low cost housing, spend a lot of energy finding sources of funding to make their plans stack up financially. Funding injections enable that energy to be directed towards the delivery of homes 38. ACCESS TO MORTGAGE FINANCE AND DEVELOPMENT LOAN FINANCE 2.14 New entrants into housing supply struggle with lender perceptions of risk and limited ‘high street’ options. In the case of community-led and self-build housing there is a ready-made customer waiting to take on the homes provided, which essentially ‘de-risks’ the timetable for expected returns from sales or rents. Despite this, mainstream lenders are generally reported to be tentative and inconsistent in their support for these ‘alternative’ schemes. 35 For example we know there are already informal or emerging “hubs” in Leeds, Bristol, Liverpool, the North East more generally, London and the West Midlands. 36 The Urban Institute “Cost of affordable housing” tool explains the funding gap that arises when providing low cost housing. It is US based but most of it is applicable here. http://apps.urban.org/features/cost-ofaffordable-housing/ 37 These recommendations echo the advice/proposal we submitted to DCLG relating to the implementation of the £60 million per year fund announced to support community-led housing in rural and coastal areas. The proposal is supported by a range of organisations actively operating in this space. 38 The rapid expansion of community based activity to tackle empty homes in response to the Empty Homes Community Grants Programme demonstrated the energy that can be released by funding. Around 110 community driven organisations created 1,290 homes using empty properties, attracting an additional £26m of additional funding and generating multiple added benefits. See relevant work by the University of Birmingham
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2.15 Similarly, customers who want to access affordable home ownership through less ‘mainstream’ forms of tenure (such as shared ownership or resale price covenant homes) struggle to access ‘high street’ mortgage products. 2.16 A key measure to scaling up innovative approaches to homeownership is the encouragement of retail mortgage lender participation on intermediate mortgage products including shared ownership and resale price covenant. This could be achieved through government backed guarantees. 2.17 If partial funding is made available that will not cover full project costs, some provision for assistance in securing access to additional development loan finance would also be helpful. This could be in the form of government backed guarantees to give confidence to lenders, or a revolving loan fund using public finances 39.



3



Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support



3.1



To help meet demand from heterogeneous markets across the UK, it makes sense to nurture the growth of different types of housebuilder, including SME Builders, Self-builders, and Community-led Housing Providers to make supply equally varied 40.



3.2



There is an ongoing conversation about how to increase the supply of ‘alternative housing’. Numerous examples already exist of innovative solutions – the challenge is how to transfer and scale these solutions41.



3.3



BSHF is focused in particular on community-led housing, although due to the space it operates in, this area of housing cuts across others. We are working to support growth in communityled housing as a flexible solution to any housing challenge. We are collaborating and engaging with numerous experts and practitioners to try to achieve this. Political or financial assistance might help to achieve growth in this and other areas. Our specific objectives include:



3.4



Clarity and understanding. Community-led housing - its history and development - is diverse, so the landscape of terminology and resources is also diverse. This is confusing to policymakers, investors and newcomers. The sector has accepted this and we are working together to bring clarity to the concept. The government can support this by keeping communications open to stay on top of developments in this area. Involving housing practitioners working in innovative areas in the design of funding, policy and guidance would help to identify and address foreseeable flaws. Maintaining a two-way feedback loop and



39 Our advice/proposal prepared for DCLG (in relation to the £60million a year community-led housing fund announced in the 2016 Budget) suggests a ‘light touch’ administrative process to allocate funding, and that revolving loans could be managed by pre-existing or emerging infrastructure organisations. Community-led housing providers have reported they find funding administered by the HCA difficult to access, both because of complex administrative systems, and inconsistent application and interpretation of guidance/policy across regional offices. This is why ‘light touch’ with practitioner input was recommended. 40 Ideas and evidence relating to nurturing new entrants are included in Parvin et al’s “A Right to Build: The next mass-housebuilding industry” (2011) 41 See some examples in http://lselondonhousing.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Alternative-HousingAction-Points.pdf
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allowing for changes to funding, policy and guidance would help to address unforeseeable flaws, and accommodate a continually evolving market. 3.5



Build technical support infrastructure. New entrants to the housing market are immediately disadvantaged by the status quo. They have no reserves, no equity, no credit history. The provision of competent technical support to provide reassurance to investors and other stakeholders can be the difference between scheme success and failure.



3.6



The benefits of technical support can be seen through the Community Land Trust Umbrellas and CLT Start-Up fund, the activities of the Wales Cooperative Centre & Confederation of Cooperative Housing, Locality’s Early Stage Support Fund and other similar activities. All of our stakeholders agree that having access to a person who knows and understands the landscape of housing is often fundamental to getting a project off the ground.



3.7



We are working with others to identify and develop existing local and regional hubs of technical support so that emerging new entrants to community-led housing are able to access the information and advice they need. We will also look at setting up evaluation processes to provide clarity and feedback to customers, investors and other stakeholders. Government can help by supporting this initiative – for example via endorsement, guidance and signposting to local authorities, or (potentially) funding new technical support centres 42.



3.8



Promotion. In providing clarity and understanding we also want to increase awareness of alternative methods of providing and accessing housing. Community-led housing is a manifestation of unmet housing demand, and the more accessible and understandable we can make it, the more people (we believe) will want to access it, which should create a virtuous circle of demand and new innovation. Government can support this by providing flexible support. In particular providing clarity and guidance to local authorities about some of the issues raised here would be helpful.



Added benefits of community-led housing 3.9



Community-led housing is a holistic activity with multiple additional benefits. It represents a response to a wide range of local housing problems using a variety of different approaches. It can unlock resources unavailable to mainstream developers, such as: the commitment and support of local people (in time, skills, finance and sometimes labour); sites and buildings (where landowners are also part of the community and wish to see asset value locked-in for future generations); and the reserves of small local housing associations (where working as lessee with a community landlord).



3.10 Community-led housing can raise the quality of development and improve places through holistic, inclusive and innovative design processes. It provides significant added value (both social and economic) by building resilience, developing local skills and increasing the appetite for innovation and sustainable growth. It offers opportunities to nurture new talent in the building industry workforce, contributing to growth and sustainability. 42 This echoes the recommendations made in our proposal to DCLG regarding the £60 million a year Community Led Housing fund announced in the 2016 Budget.
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3.11 To access these additional benefits it is important to adhere to specific principles, which are: 



The community must be integrally involved throughout the process in key decisions (what, where, for who). They don’t necessarily have to initiate the conversation, or build the homes themselves.







Community groups should take a long term formal role in ownership, management or stewardship of the homes.







The benefits to the local area and/or specified community must be clearly defined and legally protected in perpetuity.



3.12 These principles help to ensure buy-in and support, improve design and planning through local knowledge, and preserve the long-term social and economic benefits of housing activity for the area. 3.13 The current landscape of support for community-led housing hosts a range of existing organisations with skills in delivering a variety of different approaches, encompassing new build and the use of existing buildings, with communities working alone or in partnership (for example with a housing association or other local developer). 3.14 There are three main routes to delivery for community-led housing schemes: 



Group-led: Grassroots, community-led groups responding to housing need, or people seeking to deliver their own homes. They may or may not partner with a housing association or developer to deliver their scheme.







Extension of community based activity: Existing community based organisations with local roots decide to provide housing in addition to their current activities.







Developer-Community partnership: Local Authority/Landowner/Housing Association/Small Builder etc. wants to provide housing that benefits the local area in perpetuity. They recruit ‘founder members’ from within the community and support them to take over ownership and/or management of the homes. This could also include Neighbourhood Planning Groups deciding to commission housing in their area. In this scenario it is essential that all of the community-led criteria are met to ensure genuine community benefit and involvement.
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4



Capacity in the ‘new sources’ sectors



Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome 4.1



5 5.1



We have referred to technical support primarily in relation to community-led housing providers, but there is also a strong case for technical support to be accessible to local authorities. Given resource constraints and a potential lack of internal knowledge and expertise, technical support centres could provide a two-way conduit to foster and develop capacity within local authorities to deal with new and less well known approaches to housing supply.



What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? This answer assumes that housing will remain a priority on the political agenda for the long term. If that is the case then the one thing national government could do is de-risk new sources of supply through underwriting scheme finance. Removing the barrier of reluctance to invest in new sources of housing supply would make a big difference to a whole range of new providers.
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Submission to the National Housing Taskforce “The inquiry is seeking evidence on measures that national and local government, landowners, other companies and practitioners could adopt in order to support more new entrants into the market, and to scale existing small providers up including small builders, self-build, custom build and communityled providers.” An economy with a greater number of housebuilding firms has greater potential to adjust to higher rates of construction. However, in England the operation of the land market has effectively precluded this from developing. Indeed, England is unique in having a handful of large construction firms dominating the sector. This is driven by the need to acquire land at high prices which significantly increases risks for small building firms in addition to planning risk. Relatively small downward shifts in demand for housing can cause the land price to fall, leaving the firm with a loss-making asset and potentially forcing it into bankruptcy proceedings. During the early 1990s downturn an estimated £2.5bn was written off the value of the industry’s land holdings. Large building firms however are able to better manage the volatility of land prices by profiting from land price rises in booms and reducing output as land prices fall to prevent substantial losses. Longrun econometric analysis on three large building firms suggests that changes in land price explain around a third of the changes in revenues. 1 According to a recent report by Shelter 2, the top 10 housebuilders in the early 1960s contributed to only eight or nine per cent of total production, however by 2006 they were responsible for almost half of all homes built. This period also corresponds to a dramatic increase in the land price per hectare. Since the financial crisis, diversity has narrowed further with the number of builders producing fewer than 30 units per year declining by a half while the number of medium sized builders has shrunk by 60 per cent. According to the NHBC Foundation, there are now only around 3,000 housebuilding firms in the UK, down from around 12,000 in the late 1980s. The dominance of housebuilding by larger firms can also be seen in the data on individual commissions. A high level of individual commissions as a percentage of total housebuilding highlights a greater diversity of the housebuilding sector. Although data is difficult to compare across countries, it is estimated that the UK procures only around seven to eight per cent of houses in this way, compared to around 60 per cent for Sweden, France and Germany. The problem of the lack of diversity within the housing market is mainly a function of the way in which the land market operates, and until the land market is reformed it will be very difficult to change this significantly. One other drawback of England’s land market is that house builders will only build what is profitable as opposed to what might be the appropriate mix of units. This is an anomaly when compared to countries in Continental Europe where local spatial plans have a greater 1 T Aubrey, The challenge of accelerating UK housebuilding 2 Shelter/KPMG: Building the homes we need
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say in what gets built, mainly because the land price does not act as a major determining factor on house building. In our opinion, the greatest transformation to the housebuilding market in England can be brought about by quite straight forward reform of the land market. This reform would permit the city region authority to assemble public and private land. In a world where combined authorities are assembling land for construction firms to build on, managing land prices would no longer be part of the business model of building houses. Construction firms would bid for construction work based on a more traditional quality / price pay-off. This reduces the risks to small firms engaging in the housebuilding sector, and therefore should lead to an expansion of firms in the sector. This is how the house building market functions across most of Continental Europe. The Treasury and DCLG are aware of this major barrier and issued a consultation in March 2016 on reform of the Land Compensation Act. While we agree with the spirit of their reforms, our view is that the ‘no scheme world’ proposal will only have a very limited impact on transforming the land market. The current legislative framework makes it clear that it is the market value of the land that determines compensation rather than any abstract notion. Furthermore, the ability of landowners to use a section 17 certificate of alternative appropriate development to challenge the compensation levels highlights the complexities involved. The Rooff vs Newham Council case demonstrated that despite the large-scale public investment made by the state for the London Olympics, Rooff was still able to claim residential land value compensation based on the premise that the land could have been used at some point in the future for the construction of houses. Lord Justice Carnwath, who overturned the decision of Rooff vs Newham on appeal, highlighted some of the issues with the section 17 regime stating that it, “requires the planning status of the land to be determined in the abstract, isolated from market consideration which in the end will determine value for compensation purposes.” The Centre has proposed alternative wording for reform of the 1961 Act which is in keeping with article 1 of the European Convention on Human Rights, and achieves what the Treasury and DCLG proposals are attempting to deliver. 3 The Centre recommends that: Section 14 of the 1961 Land Compensation Act be amended so that no account is taken of any prospective planning permission in land designated by combined authorities for infrastructure including housing Section 17 is amended so certificates of appropriate alternative development would cease to apply in those areas designated by combined authorities for development In addition, within these designated areas, section 106 obligations or the community infrastructure levy would no longer apply, thus making the whole development process far simpler. Once the combined authority’s strategic plan for transport and housing has been agreed and published, the mayoral development corporation would assemble the necessary public and private land across the multiple sites. The practical implication of amending the act in this way is that landowners sitting on land without planning permission would no longer be able to benefit financially from the fact that their land appeared in a strategic plan for development.



3 For more detail see http://progressive-capitalism.net/2016/06/bridging-the-infrastructure-gap/
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Given the inability to pocket unearned income, there would be little value in land speculation and attempting to make money from ‘hope value’. Hence, the market value principle as set out in section 5 of the 1961 Act would still determine the value of the land, but as landowners would no longer be able to benefit from the uplift, the market value itself would remain at levels close to use value. It is possible that land sales under this proposed system will end up clearing at levels higher than use value given that combined authorities would most likely be willing to trade the potential cost of undertaking a CPO as a premium for the landowner. This new framework for the land market will not only make the process of land transactions more efficient, but it may well lead to fewer CPOs actually taking place. The mayoral development corporations, acting on behalf of the combined authority, would then be able to raise long-term finance using the bond market to invest in the necessary infrastructure, and preparing the sites for residential construction. Mayoral development corporations would then decide whether to sell off land to developers for construction or contract directly with building firms. The bond holders would be paid back by the mayoral development corporations from revenue streams including land sale receipts at residential use value, sales of completed residential units or from rental income from social housing. Thomas Aubrey, director of the Centre for Progressive Capitalism About the Centre for Progressive Capitalism The Centre for Progressive Capitalism’s mission is to develop policies and influence policymakers to instigate a more progressive and democratic capitalism. Our work is led by a cross-party advisory board and a steering group of technical and policy experts. We undertake original research and promote debate through publications, expert seminars and public engagement.
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Cohousing Durham Submission to CLT Network inquiry into new sources of housing supply, on behalf of the National Housing Taskforce. Submission from Cohousing Durham, c/o 9a front St., Broompark, Durham DH7 7QX Cohousing Durham is a small group which has been trying for the last 2 years to establish a start in County Durham. We are a Company Limited by Guarantee, have a regularly updated Business Plan, a Project Manager, and are on the Custom and Self Build Register. We have not yet succeeded in obtaining a site, which we believe is our next crucial step in moving forward, to expand our membership, and develop a firm financial plan. Our submission responds to 3 of the 5 headings identified by the CLT inquiry. 1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a. Local Authorities could adjust their asset transfer process to give small groups a better chance to meet their deadlines, for example an expression of interest stage followed by support to selected groups to develop a full proposal; b. Local Authorities could provide support in relation to administration of community resources by Cohousing Groups, for example where functions could site well within a community house or gardening scheme. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. Finance at the pre-development and development stages, seed-corn grants, low interest bridging loans and government guaranteed backing for ventures. b. Subsidies for sustainably built homes. 3. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? a. Central Government could recognise Cohousing as a specific category, and develop incentives for Cohousing Schemes. Currently we fail to meet criteria for community-led initiatives, despite the identifiable social impact of established schemes.
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National Housing Taskforce consultation 1 The Confederation of Co-operative Housing 1.1



With a membership of 170 co-operative and community-led housing organisations who own or manage some 60,000 homes, the Confederation of Co-operative Housing has represented the largest part of the co-operative and community-led housing sector in England and Wales since 1994.



1.2



As an organisation that has always sustained itself without public or charitable funding, the CCH has over 20 years practical experience of developing and supporting ongoing governance and management of community-led housing organisations. Most notably, the CCH has: 



played a leading role to support the Welsh Government’s successful co-operative and community-led housing programme which has initiated some 25 new housing schemes with the potential for over 500 cross tenure homes







worked with numerous community-led housing organisations in England on building and group development, governance, management and other programmes







worked with many local authorities and housing associations on a variety of aspects of community led housing







produced a well-received guide “1,001 co-operative and community-led homes: the housing revolution starts here” setting out the broad diversity of possibilities for development of new community-led housing (available at www.cch.coop/1001co-ophomes)







produced guidance on setting up co-operative and communityled housing (available at www.cch.coop/newcoophomes)
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2 Summary of key points 2.1



Existing methods of providing housing have and are failing to meet the needs of the UK population.



2.2



This is partly because different parts of the housing sector are siloed into different interests and different providers with no overarching community scrutiny. Establishing a “new sources of supply” silo runs the danger of perpetuating the problem.



2.3



Presumption should be made that all new housing development will start out as “community-led”, either by communities influencing housing strategy, commissioning the homes they need and/or through the development of community-led housing.



2.4



It will not be possible to significantly scale up community-led housing by relying solely on schemes initiated by grass roots communities. There are opportunities to encourage and support existing community-led housing organisations to develop more homes. There is also a need to enable, encourage, facilitate and support local authorities, housing associations, private developers and others to initiate community-led housing.



2.5



The biggest challenge and barrier to developing community-led housing is identifying, encouraging, and facilitating people who will want to devote time and skills to developing schemes.



2.6



There is a limit to how much it is desirable or possible for national, regional and local Government to intervene in housing markets to enable community-led housing.



2.7



The housing function of Combined Authorities may present opportunities for community involvement in housing strategy and to explore community-led housing options.



2.8



Ensuring land availability is dependent on flexible approaches that may not always involve community ownership of land.



2.9



Short term capital funding requirements for community-led housing are capable of being met. Long term capital funding requirements will require new funding vehicles, but developing such vehicles is only justifiable if there are clear signs that demand for community-led housing is scaling up.
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2.10 With imagination and innovation, it is potentially possible to fund most community-led housing schemes, but it requires new approaches and flexibility. 2.11 There is also a need for a flexible revenue funding framework where the right amount of revenue funding is made available on a scheme by scheme basis. 2.12 There is not a need for Government to establish infrastructure to develop community-led housing. If anything, national and local Government needs to enable the development of partnerships of or with existing bodies and to use its best offices to facilitate, encourage and support those partnerships to consider, promote and develop community-led housing. 2.13 There is a particular need for Government to consider how best to encourage housing associations to play a much more significant role in developing community-led housing. 2.14 The community-led housing sector needs to work together to address the current huge lack of skills available to develop community-led housing. 3 The National Housing Taskforce 3.1



The CCH welcomes the work of the National Housing Taskforce and the opportunity to make a submission to this consultation. It is clear that the traditional methods of providing homes – owner occupation, private and social renting, alongside those organisations that have traditionally provided them - private developers, local authorities and housing associations – have and are largely failing to provide what is needed.



3.2



A housing revolution – based on enabling local communities – is needed to challenge the existing ways of doing things and to provide the homes that are needed.



3.3



The National Housing Taskforce’s division of its activities into its sub-components – eg. Private Sector Development, Housing Associations, Private Rented Sector, New Sources of Supply, Public Sector Building etc – is perhaps understandable to make a challenging task easier, but unfortunately this siloing is a key reason why the traditional forms of housing have so failed the UK. A solution does not exist where each of the existing housing interests continues to act independently of each other and for their own interests. Fragmenting “new sources of supply” into
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another silo further marginalises community-led housing as it has been marginalised in the UK since the 1970s. This has not been the case in other developed countries with the result that community-led housing has delivered many more homes. 3.4



A radical approach – and a radical approach is needed if the UK is to ever build the numbers of homes that are needed – would be to enable and ensure that all new and redeveloped housing starts from a presumption that it will be in some way communityled by enabling members of the community to influence local, regional and national housing strategy, by supporting communities to commission the homes they need, and/or by enabling local people shape and control community-led housing schemes.



3.5



Such an approach would:  











start to enlist the public’s support for building the homes needed develop a snowball of community-led housing that would lead to community-led housing becoming mainstream and change public consciousness about available housing solutions focus broad cross sectoral support and community-led scrutiny challenging the problems that prevent sufficient homes being developed enable the desired quality and quantity of homes that need to be developed.



4 Initiation of community-led housing schemes 4.1



4.2



The CCH advocates that community-led housing can be initiated by grass roots organisations, by existing community-led housing organisations and by other organisations, such as local authorities, housing associations and private developers – and that all these routes can lead: 



to strong and sustainable community-led housing organisations







to community-led homes being built that would not have been built unless they were community-led.



The CCH welcomes that some community-led housing is initiated by grass roots community organisations that organically develop. It is remarkable that community volunteers are prepared to
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devote the many years necessary to make such approaches work, often at risk that schemes may not happen at all. 4.3



However, the reality is that there will only ever be a small number of such dedicated community individuals who are prepared to devote their lives to developing schemes for many years. Relying solely on such an approach to develop community-led homes means that the potential scale that could be offered by community-led housing will never be realised, and it will result in community-led housing being the preserve of a small demographic.



4.4



A contribution could be made by existing co-operatives and other community-led housing organisations. The CCH has already offered to work with the DCLG to explore methods to mobilise the assets available in the co-operative housing sector to build new homes. The CCH also offers to work with the DCLG to explore how Tenant Management Organisations could be enabled to develop homes on land on estates that they manage.



4.5



The vast majority of the UK’s existing long term and successful community-led housing sector has been initiated by organisations such as local authorities, housing associations, private developers and others. The CCH has particularly supported such initiatives in Wales, resulting in a number of community-led housing developments. The advantages of such approaches are that: 



they enable growing communities to take advantage of the skills of other organisations to navigate complex planning and development processes, resulting in less expectations and less barriers being placed on community volunteers







they enable greater flexibility and less reliance on particular models – meaning that schemes can be better developed to fit in with the needs and aspirations of various community, local authority and other stakeholders.



4.6



Such approaches also tend to lead to larger schemes and to more of them than grass roots initiated schemes.



4.7



The CCH supports initiation by communities, existing communityled housing organisations and other organisations, but each approach requires a different political and infrastructure framework.
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5 Challenges facing community-led housing 5.1



The most significant barrier facing the community-led housing sector is people – identifying, convincing, encouraging and facilitating people to want to participate in community-led housing. The UK zeitgeist has for so long been that housing needs are met by either the state or the private sector and that people passively receive the housing solution they can afford. It is rare that people conceive that there are housing solutions that they could actively generate for themselves and take control of.



5.2



Even where individuals do come forward to initiate communityled housing schemes, it is rare that they do so in the right place at the right time for them to combine the different elements that are needed to bring a new scheme to fruition. It is welcome that the UK Government has taken steps to require local authorities to record individuals interested in self and custom build and provide serviced plots, but it is unlikely that any Government would ever be prepared to so fundamentally intervene in the housing market to do what is necessary to make it easy for significant numbers of community groups to develop community-led housing.



5.3



Community-led solutions are not just unknown to the general public. There are huge misconceptions about them in the local authorities, housing associations, private developers and other agencies that could support the sector. The misconceptions were demonstrated in the Parliamentary discussions with local authority representatives during the passage of the Housing and Planning Bill. However, the Welsh experience has been that local authorities and housing associations encouraged and facilitated to work on community-led housing schemes start to understand how they work and become their enthusiastic proponents.



5.4



Whilst the CCH supports the need to disseminate and encourage people and communities to set up community-led housing schemes in order to build homes that otherwise would not be built, we also consider that there is much more that Government and others could be doing to encourage existing community-led housing organisations, local authorities and housing associations to initiate community-led housing schemes.



5.5



The “1,001 co-operative and community-led homes” publication shows that it is possible to develop a wide range of communityled housing schemes within the housing environment and market as it stands now. Major Government interventions into the
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housing market are not necessary and are unlikely to widely supported. The challenge is how to encourage more communities, existing community-led housing organisations, local authorities, housing associations, private developers and others to make it happen. 6 Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land 6.1



All housing developers compete for land availability to build housing schemes. It is welcome that steps have been taken in neighbourhood planning guidance to enable local communities to have greater say on what housing is built in their neighbourhoods, but again there is a limit to how much it would be acceptable for national, regional and local Government to intervene in housing markets to enable community-led housing.



6.2



A strategic housing role has been attached to Combined Authorities to ensure that sufficient homes become available to support growing regional economies. This may offer opportunities for land assembly and/or reclamation alongside identification of the needs of housing markets. The fresh thinking needed to make Combined Authorities successful may also offer the potential to make the case for community-led housing schemes. Potential future devolution of housing strategy and investment to Combined Authorities could be linked to community involvement in the development of strategies and reviews of the role that community-led housing schemes could play.



6.3



Maximising how community-led housing could lead to greater numbers of new homes will also be dependent on flexible approaches that enable and support the needs and aspirations of various stakeholders and that adapt and develop formal models to make them fit for purpose in each different area.



6.4



For example, the large scale redevelopment of the Somerleyton Road area of Lambeth has been reliant on a partnership approach between the local authority and the local community. The redevelopment would not have been possible, and the land would not have been made available for new homes if it had been an absolute requirement that the land had to be owned by the local community organisation. Large scale development of housing schemes usually means that community-led approaches have to be adapted to enable viable schemes.



6.5
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7 Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder 7.1



In 2012, the CCH published “Financing Co-operative and Mutual Housing” (available at www.cch.coop/newcoophomes) following discussions with all the key finance institutions lending to organisations developing housing. The publication summarises what needs to happen in the short, medium and long term regarding capital funding for community-led housing.



7.2



In the short term, community-led housing capital funding can be met either through specialist investment organisations such as Triodos Bank who lend to community-led housing, or through the investment arrangements used by housing associations. In the longer term, if the demand for community-led housing can be made to snowball, there will be a need to develop a special community-led housing investment vehicle, but until there is clarity that there is a significant scaling up of demand for community-led housing, it is not going to be possible to invest the large amount of resource necessary to develop such a vehicle.



7.3



Developing any housing scheme now requires imagination, innovation and flexibility to enable viability and affordability. Capital funding may come from a variety of sources to enable affordability, such as subsidised land or buildings, cross subsidy with market products, low cost finance through revolving loan funding or through access to housing association loan arrangements, grant funding from a variety of sources.



7.4



The days of rigid grant funding arrangements and set grant rates are behind us. It is arguable that they may not have been particularly good value for money, and they probably encouraged the siloing of housing approaches discussed above. In the housing co-op sector, it has led to widespread perceptions that co-operative approaches can only be available to those on low incomes. This not an approach taken in other parts of the world. For example, in several European countries, co-operative housing is seen as an integral housing option available to people on a range of income levels. Consequently, European cooperative housing sectors are much larger.



7.5



It would be counter-productive to reintroduce rigid grant funding systems for community-led housing and it would further contribute to marginalisation of the sector.



Confederation of Cooperative Housing



66



7.6



As new housing products enter the market, it will be an ongoing challenge to ensure that mortgage and other consumer products are available in relation to housing for sale. For example, some challenges were encountered in relation to shared ownership mortgages for the new shared ownership co-op set up in Newport, where solicitors advising co-op members were initially reluctant to support the co-operative nature of the scheme. However, this problem was resolved through dialogue.



7.7



The collective approach to obtaining a mortgage used by Lilac in Leeds bypasses the need for individual mortgages (as well as making a form of home ownership more affordable to those on low incomes), and the National Housing Taskforce should certainly investigate how this form of co-operative home ownership could be made available to more people.



7.8



There is clearly a need for revenue funding to support the development of new community-led housing schemes in the early stages. The CCH advocates the flexible funding arrangements set up by the Welsh Government through the Wales Co-operative Centre, which has enabled the right amount of revenue funding to be made available on a scheme by scheme basis.



7.9



Our experience has been that providing set amounts of revenue funding, especially where no coherent plans are available to develop viable schemes, can be counter-productive, lead to unrealistic expectations, and potentially delay schemes. Revenue funding that is attached by Government, charitable bodies and other organisations to rigid requirements to be incorporated, set up using a particular legal structure, or directed at particular groups of people is also not helpful.



8 Enabling infrastructure & partnerships that Government can support 8.1



There is not a need for Government to establish infrastructure to develop community-led housing. What is needed is for national and local Government to enable the development of partnerships of or with existing bodies and to use its best offices to facilitate, encourage and support those partnerships to consider, promote and develop community-led housing.



8.2



There is a particular need for Government to consider how best to encourage housing associations to play a much more significant role in developing community-led housing. Some
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housing associations have risen well to the challenge, and more work could be done to disseminate their examples. But too many associations remain impervious to innovation and the business benefits of supporting community-led housing. There are many areas where associations could benefit from the stability and commitment that is inherent to community-led housing, such as in market rented housing, shared housing for younger people, forms of co-operative home ownership including shared ownership and collective approaches to mortgages. 8.3



The piecemeal approach to community-led housing over the years has resulted in a huge lack of skills available to develop community-led housing. The numbers of individuals across the UK who have the broad set of skills needed to provide advice and support to developing community-led housing projects can probably be counted on two hands at best. In some respects, this challenge will be met by the market – ie. if new communityled housing projects start to be developed, people will develop the skills they need to develop them. But our experience over many years has been that the CCH has repeatedly come across poor quality advice to community-led housing schemes and there is a danger that this could multiply.



8.4



The CCH has already offered to participate in sector wide discussions about how to resolve this problem. There is certainly a need for an effective quality assurance framework, and we are already recruiting associates to enable us to train and develop the skills of people to be able to support community-led housing development.



8.5



Given that we are advocating that more community-led housing could be developed through housing associations, there is a particular need to develop skills relating to how to work with housing associations. Our experiences, particularly in Wales, have been that housing associations have demonstrated themselves to be willing partners to developing community-led housing.



8.6



Encouraging existing community-led housing organisations to consider building new homes will require a very particular skill set that largely currently only exists in the relevant sectors. We are willing to work with others to develop this.
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9 Recommendations for Government We recommend that Government works with the community-led housing sector including the CCH: 9.1



to encourage, support and facilitate the housing association sector to initiate community-led housing



9.2



to work with the CCH to explore potential contributions to new home building that could be supported through existing community-led housing organisations



9.3



to encourage the development of community-led housing through the Combined Authorities and to ensure that devolution of housing investment and other powers to Combined Authorities is matched by devolution to local community decision-making about homes in their areas



9.4



to make the enabling of new homes through community-led housing a Government priority – making a national Government marketing programme for community-led housing equivalent to programmes advertising the Right to Buy and other Government initiatives.
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ConnectedCities.co.uk Tel: 020 7993 4690



Ref: 200p801p00 - National Housing Taskforce_Response Rev p00 Sept 2016



NATIONAL HOUSING TASKFORCE: CONSULTATION RESPONSE FROM ConnectedCities ConnectedCities is a non-partisan initiative which proposes a Global Sustainable Development Strategy highly relevant to the UK. See www.ConnectedCities.co.uk The crisis in housing supply and the pressing need to address climate change and car dependency offer an opportunity for a comprehensive new approach to strategic planning which integrates brownfield and greenfield development. ConnectedCities is a simple, long-term plan to optimise the relationship between public transport and land use. Vision Its inspiration is Ebenezer Howard's Social City – a federation of Garden Cities linked by electric railways. The vision is to use the current railways to unite existing towns into thriving ConnectedCities. All new development occurs in sustainable locations around stations, either in existing towns or new compact settlements, creating a self-contained ConnectedCity in which most people live a short walk and brief train ride from the resources of a major city, while enjoying easy access to open countryside.



Howard's Social City Diagram



ConnectedCity Diagram The ConnectedCities system applies in a wide range of circumstances: a town growth zone within an existing town, a new green quarter on the edge of an existing town or a new green town. In each case development is only permitted within one kilometre of a station. All undeveloped land is protected as green belt. ConnectedCities accepts a wide range of delivery mechanisms depending on local circumstances. The choice of how and where to build is made by the local population. The solution provides capacity for all predicted growth far into the 21st century. www.ConnectedCities.co.uk
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ConnectedCities.co.uk Tel: 020 7993 4690



Ref: 200p801p00 - National Housing Taskforce_Response Rev p00 Sept 2016



1.Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. 1.Regulatory barriers or unecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land.



The present system of bringing land into use for housing is not directed by a strategy. It is opportunistic and piecemeal, and mitigates against planning for a sustainable future. 2.Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply.



Land which is not located in proximity to good permanent way public transport should not be used for housing. Having identified the locations that satisfy sustainability criteria, there are three basic development methods suitable for these 'pedsheds'. Generally: •development briefs are suitable for town growth zones; •joint ventures applicable to new green quarters and; •public land ownership appropriate for new green towns.



However the distinctions are not rigid, and the means used in each location will depend on local circumstances. Sometimes more than one method will be used in the same pedshed. For details of how these three basic options are applied see here. 3.The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help.



The methodology for determining the towns of a ConnectedCity can be seen here. The process for selecting pedsheds can be seen here. The overall plan of each pedsheds is developed in accordance with the Pedshed Principles shown here. The Guidelines for detailed development are here. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. 1.New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes.



The primary mechanisms for funding ConnectedCities are described here. 2.Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work.



Letchworth and Welwyn Garden City are examples of Howard's principles put into practice. The finances of both are well documented in 'The Peaceful Path' by Stephen V. Ward (Hertfordshire Publications, 2016). 3.Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. www.ConnectedCities.co.uk
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ConnectedCities.co.uk Tel: 020 7993 4690



Ref: 200p801p00 - National Housing Taskforce_Response Rev p00 Sept 2016



ConnectedCities proposes an innovative method of land tenure to assist both rapid development and long term stability. See here for details. 4.Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes.



ConnectedCities will require a new Cities Act, or similar, to give local authorities powers to develop and operate the city and to raise funding. For details see here. 3.Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. 1.Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important.



ConnectedCities encourages all modes and methods of development, and the land tenure mechanism proposed for new green towns lends itself to self and custom build development. See here. 2.How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multidisciplinary experts funded to support implementation.



No comment. 3.The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'.



ConnectedCities is predicated on the basis that enabling towns to work together to a common set of goals empowers all parties and creates prosperitity. See here. 4.Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors 1.Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome.



Please refer to the answer to question 3.1 2.Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. No comment 5.What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?



Government should incorporate the ConnectedCities principles into the revised NPPF. The recent consultation included the proposal to increase densities around commuter hubs. That is an excellent beginning, but does not address the need plan for housing for an additional 20 million persons which will be required by 2050, For details see here.



www.ConnectedCities.co.uk
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Helping communities to decide, design and build



70A Holgate Road York YO24 4AB Phone: 01904 625300 Mobile: 07875 570476 Email: phil@ constructiveindividuals.co.u k



National Housing Taskforce – Call for Evidence Background This submission is from Phil Bixby, in a personal capacity. I’m an architect and Passivhaus Designer, and have run Constructive Individuals as a company and latterly as a sole practice since qualifying as an architect in 1984. I did my postgrad thesis on self build, and set up my company pretty much as soon as I left my studies as a vehicle to provide whatever services I could usefully provide to self builders. I developed an approach to timber frame construction (I met the pioneering Walter Segal a number of times during my student years), and worked with a builder who had innovative ideas about training, to develop training courses for self builders which we ran from 1986 through to 1989 – with self-builders being trained on the construction of houses which we built for clients or for sale (many of whom went on to build for themselves). The courses received coverage in national press and on radio. I subsequently went on to work as architect, training facilitator or project manager (or a combination) on about a dozen community self build projects across the north – from Birmingham to Newcastle. I wrote two manuals for the Community Self Build Agency and worked on a number of local labour and employment projects in the north east. Lessons learned… Firstly, a huge number of people will say they’d like to build their own house, but in many cases it’s like saying “I’d like to be six inches taller” – it seems like a good idea initially but the pitfalls quickly deter further action, and there’s no pathway to achieve it anyway. Grand Designs has a lot to answer for, but the paucity of choice from conventional housebuilders is an even greater driver – the current choice is so bad that people would even vaguely consider giving up two or three years of their life, indulge in financial risk and marital stress simply to get a house that should be on offer anyway. Secondly, construction skills aren’t hugely complex but the process of pulling all the various components into place, dealing with expectations, communication and (sometimes) conflict as a group is extraordinarily taxing. I always told self build groups that the building wasn’t the hard bit, it would be the communication. Again and again this proved to be the case. Thirdly, people got far more than simply a new home out of the process. All of the group schemes I worked on were formed from unemployed people. They received construction training as part of the process and the vast majority had jobs by the time their houses were finished – often not in construction, though – it was their confidence which grew most (as per the second point above, their biggest skill gains were often in communication). Lastly – and linked to the point above – self-build is not a cheap way to build houses. Gaining the skills, and buying in the necessary expertise (project management, specialist trades etc) and juggling building with life, family, jobs etc means it takes time – most projects took 12-18 months on site – but those costs cover more than simply bricks and mortar – they buy skills, cohesion, confidence. One mother (who built with her partner) spoke of her delight at showing her kids that women could do big stuff too. Hers was “the house that mum built”, and her pride rubbed off on her family and beyond.
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Some essential components All bar one of the projects I worked on were carried out in partnership with a Housing Association. Most were done under a then-available funding model called Shared Ownership Self Build, where the gap between cost and market value became the self builders’ “sweat equity” and they paid rent on the cost, with a right to staircase to full ownership. One or two others were done as self build for rent, with a right to buy. The HA involvement was key – not just in unlocking the funding from the Housing Corporation. They provided access to sites, development and finance expertise, and contacts with local authority departments. The relationships weren’t always easy – the self builders often resented the control the HA had, and the HA’s were usually very nervous of the new and - apparently – risky relationship. Very few HA’s went beyond doing one scheme – which was unfortunate as they gained expertise like everyone else from the process. Effectively the wheels came off the whole process because government policy moved away from the more holistic approach to housing / jobs / training which – perhaps bizarrely – existed under Thatcher, towards a more straightforward “value for money housing” approach, and HA’s refocussed on simpler ways to get houses built. Also, additional enabling and training funding which had been available through things like Community Challenge, Development Corporations and Task Forces etc dried up. It became impossible to make schemes stack up. Through it all, community self build always felt like it was swimming against the tide; for those of us who worked with these projects there was a rather joyful “F*** You!” feeling of making something work which, in many ways, appeared doomed from the start. One of my projects took about two years to get on site, with the families involved showing enormous faith. Their first step on site was to build a small building as site office / workshop (to be subsequently converted for community use); one of the self builders gleefully told me “everyone’s been telling us all along it’ll come to nothing. Now we’ve built something, and we can stick two fingers up to the lot of ‘em”. It made it all worthwhile. One of the things that always got me rolling my eyes theatrically was the phrase “it would make an ideal site for a self build scheme” – this was council-speak for “it’s next to an urban motorway and boxed in by railway lines and a toxic waste incinerator”. There was often a feeling that self-builders would be so desperate that they’d take anything, and this was a view that took some challenging. In the event, most of the projects I worked with got reasonable sites, but – as noted above – the involvement of HA’s was, I think, key in this. A personal viewpoint My time working with community self-builders was the most satisfying, interesting, challenging period of my 30-odd-year-so-far career (also the most frustrating and stressful, but the two often go hand-in-hand). Working with people to help them shape their own future was a huge privilege and a thrill to behold. I have huge admiration for the people who took part and herein lies a sad truth – it always felt like an almighty effort on the group members’ parts, and it really shouldn’t. I bet it doesn’t in the Netherlands. I was also frustrated that changing government policy meant projects could never really develop a rationalised format, and the piecemeal nature of the process meant each scheme felt like it was inventing the whole thing all over again. Often the only common component between projects was me, and while I was able to recycle the wisdom gained to some extent, it was ultimately short(-ish) lived. And when I hear people talk about self build nowadays like it’s a new idea, I grind my teeth.
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What’s needed? Here’s a very brief list:1. Access to land in a way which does not disadvantage self-builders against other developers. 2. Access to skills training – both practical and procedural 3. Extensive support and handholding by either councils or RSL’s 4. Funding models which enable people in housing need to participate and benefit 5. Technical support by design and planning professionals who understand self build and actually like people… 6. Acknowledgement that self build could be part of an overall programme of developing construction skills and addressing skill shortages 7. Demystification of the whole process to enable people to believe they can shape their own lives and their own cities, towns and villages 8. Proper spending on infrastructure (enabled by re-structuring how development land is designated and acquired – Urbed’s Garden Cities study sets it out nicely) so that people can feel they’re building homes in a rich, well-structured city / town / village, rather than on a plot on a soulless development, miles from proper transport, community facilities and employment. But don’t get me started (do feel free to take a look at http://myfutureyork.org/day-in-my-life-brief/ though!) Snapshots…
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A CLA submission to the Housing and Planning APPG National Housing Taskforce The CLA The CLA represents landowners, farmers and other rural businesses. We represent over 33,000 members who own and manage more than half the rural land in England and Wales. In addition to building new housing of all tenures our members play a vital role in delivering rural housing and own almost 40% of rural rented accommodation. Introduction There is a shortage of affordable housing in rural areas. In 1980, 24% of rural homes were affordable, now the figure is 8%. Rural house prices are 22% higher than urban areas and have lower average salaries. As a result it has become increasingly difficult for people who live and work in the countryside to access homeownership or even rent a property they can afford in their area. Landowners can play an important role in meeting this demand for affordable housing, both by providing land for development but also acting as developers and property managers in their own right. Given the shortage of affordable housing and the expertise of many landowners already possess in managing property, encouraging and cultivating this new source of supply should be a policy priority for Local Authorities. Many landowners want to play a constructive part in ensuring the sustainability of rural communities to which they belong, but also want to ensure that they will also benefit from their willingness to share land for the good of that community. Landowners and rural housing The principal delivery mechanism landowners have used to provide affordable housing is the Rural Exception Site policy. Between 2010 and 2015 around 7,500 houses have been provided on these sites. They are sites for affordable housing to serve the community in perpetuity, and are built on land that would otherwise not get permission for housing. The fact that they are built on sites that would not otherwise get permission for development can be an effective way of delivering housing in areas that have restrictive village boundaries or are deemed to be ‘unsustainable’. These sites tend to be small, ranging from five to twenty units, they are often an important way of breathing fresh life into villages. The fact that Rural Exception Sites are built on land that would not normally get permission for housing means it is a way for a landowner to extract some development value from their land that would not otherwise be possible. This incentive is, however, reduced by the lack of a Local Plan, as not having an established five year land supply means land retains some development hope value. If a landowner is clear that their land is not going to be available in the long term for market housing development they are more likely to be open to the idea of pursuing a Rural Exception Site. The release of these sites is dependent on the landowner releasing land significantly below market value. Put very simply, the reduction in land price is what makes it viable to develop 1 Country Land and Business Association
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affordable housing, as If the housing association/developer/Community Land Trust (CLT) does not have to pay a high cost for the land the income derived from the properties does not have to be as high. Incentivising landowners to release land for affordable housing Offering a greater range of incentives to landowners will help to bring more sites forward. The measures we outline here are taken from a draft guidance document produced by an industry working group that met to develop a Government guidance document based on the Matthew Taylor report, “A fair deal for rural communities”, published in 2009. It should be noted that there are existing examples of these mechanisms being used, but for whatever reason, they are not currently well publicised, universally understood or being sufficiently promoted. • Landowners should be made aware of the opportunity of being allowed to nominate family members or employees through a referrals system for a percentage of the affordable homes provided on their land • Landowners should potentially have full referral rights where they also fund the delivery of housing on their own land, provided that the houses remain affordable in perpetuity • All family members or employees referred would have to meet housing needs criteria and local connections tests • If properties in which nominated tenants are being managed by housing associations, the housing association should run the referrals system with published criteria to ensure transparency; the remaining properties would be allocated through the housing association’s standard allocations policy • Landowners are able to retain the freehold interest in the land. Affordable housing would be provided on the land and the housing association/CLT would pay either a one off upfront payment for the lease, or an annual ground rent charge Landowners retaining an interest in the land/property Landowners may be willing to release land for affordable housing if they are able to retain an interest in the land, whilst generating some community benefit. The principle of retaining an interest in the land is that it enables landowners to retain the value of the land in the longer term, whilst offering a social good in the shorter and longer term in the form of affordable housing. We would expect this to be of more interest to larger, established landowners who have a longer term strategy for development and maintenance of the estate, of which this would be one element. If the landowner wishes to retain the freehold interest in the land they can grant a tenancy or lease of the land to the body (such as a CLT or housing association) taking responsibility for managing the dwellings to be provided on the land. This could be undertaken with or without nomination rights agreed as part of the negotiated package. Alternatively, a landowner could contract directly with the proposed occupier of the affordable housing by granting them a tenancy or lease. However, in these circumstances, 2 Country Land and Business Association
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the landowner would be responsible as landlord for maintaining and managing the property. Examples exist where substantial landowners have built and managed affordable stock directly deferring only to the local housing and planning authorities in terms of ensuring affordable or intermediate rents appropriate to the scheme apply and are adequately regulated in perpetuity. All of these different processes should be regulated by a Section 106 agreement. The agreement should bind the land either permanently or for a specified period, as agreed between the parties. It is important to note that use of the land will continue to be affected by a Section 106 agreement after other legal agreements such as lease have expired, unless the provisions for the Section 106 agreement are time limited or are subsequently discharged or modified by agreement or upon approval of the landowner’s application to do so. Barriers to landowners releasing land for new sources of housing supply Land released for affordable housing must remain affordable in perpetuity if any scheme is to have credibility in the eyes of the landowner and the community. Land that is donated or sold at an undervalue needs to serve the affordable housing needs of the community. If housing on Rural Exception Sites are transferred to the open market and individuals realise large profits from the sale of properties that were intended to remain affordable, landowners will not want to release land in future. In the wake of the extension of the voluntary Right to Buy and the addition of Starter Homes to the Affordable Housing tenure, the CLA has received a wealth of calls and emails from concerned members with both existing Rural Exception Sites being managed by Housing Associations and those with developments in the pipeline. It is an example of the idiosyncrasies of rural housing not being sufficiently understood in the formulation of national policy. One of the advantages of CLT housing is that it is protected from measures such as the Right to Buy and to an extent, from leasehold enfranchisement. We have advocated, and continue to do so, that affordable housing built on land provided at a reduction by a landowner should not be sold under the Right to Buy. Tax incentives for landowners to release land for affordable housing Fiscal incentives should be introduced to encourage landowners to release additional land for housing. We advocate Government: · adds affordable housing to the asset classes eligible for conditional exemption from inheritance tax on death. This would be up to the capital value of the affordable property and, · extends capital gains rollover relief on sale proceeds when a landowner sells land as a Rural Exception Site development. This should also apply for 100% affordable housing or for Section106 mixed market and affordable housing sites in which the affordable housing contribution is 20% above the requirement set in the Local Plan.
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Local attitudes to rural housing and how community housing can help While it is abundantly clear that national government is aware of the scale of the supply shortage and has introduced a range of policy instruments to facilitate an increase in output, planning authorities continue to be the guardians of what development takes place. Overcoming concerns about new housing in areas where there is a disposition to rejecting development is a crucial step to building the housing rural communities need. New housing is often viewed with animosity because it is seen to be imposed on communities. Where communities see that it is in their power to shape their communities and bring forward proposals to other residents, it is likely to produce a more cogent debate compared to proposals from an external actor. It should not be assumed that this will entirely negate opposition but it may produce a better dialogue and a greater willingness to compromise and find solutions. We are entirely convinced that encouraging a diversity of supply of new housing and supporting local people to shape their communities are vital to the long term sustainability of the countryside. It should be emphasised that a ‘do nothing’ approach is not an option, even is small villages. Solving the rural housing crisis requires a range of possible housing delivery mechanisms, as what works in one area may not work in another.
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National Housing Taskforce - Call For Evidence Submission from: Dave Smith Date: September 2016 Organisation: London Community Land Trust / National Housing Federation Capacity: Personal About London CLT: London CLT has campaigning roots stretching back over 10 years. They were established by the community organizing charity Citizens UK, with whom they continue to work closely, to provide permanently affordable housing on the 2012 Olympics site. Citizens UK secured the promise of a CLT on the Olympics site from successive Mayors of London, ensuring that this became a requirement for development. This also led to the establishment of East London CLT in 2007, with the support of Citizens UK, 200 which secured a 23 unit 'pilot scheme' at St. Clement’s in Mile End -the first CLT in the capital. The scheme has gone on to win the National Housing Awards in 2014 with our partners, the GLA, Galliford Try and Linden Homes, Peabody and JTP architects. Since then, London CLT have been invited by different groups to support their work across the capital. Most recently, Lewisham Citizens invited London CLT to work with them - the planning application for a 25 unit scheme on council land is due in by the end of the year. is Similar conversations have been happening in other areas, such as Croydon and Southwark. Increasingly London CLT felt that a London-wide organization could deliver local ownership best by going by invitation by of the local community. At the same time, not having to reinvent the technical and practical understanding and relationships, enable the delivery of a CLT in Lewisham or other locations. The leaders of Croydon and Redbridge councils have both visited St Clements in the last three months. Both leaders have also committed to working closely with their respective chapters of Citizens to develop CLTs in their boroughs. London CLT exists to help meet the affordable housing needs for all Londoners who find themselves unable to live affordably and stably in the Capital. More information can be found at: www.londonclt.org About Dave Smith: Dave Smith worked as the founding Director of the London Community Land Trust between 2008-2014, steering the St Clements project through from its inception to the breaking of ground on the site. He now sits on its Board of Trustees and works as the External Affairs Manager for London for the National Housing Federation. He holds an MA from the University of Cambridge in Social and Political Sciences and is currently studying for an MSC in Housing Development and Urban Planning at the Bartlett School at University College London. A full biography can be found at: https://uk.linkedin.com/in/dave-smith-6a784026
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SUBMISSION My forgive the free approach to this submission which I have taken – having read through the guidance I feel that I have little to offer on many of the questions it poses, and that others who will no doubt contribute have far more experience in this area than I. However, I hope that what follows is a useful if brief summation of what I have found, in my experience, to be some of the most pressing challenges and opportunities in relation to Community Land Trusts.



I feel very strongly that one of the biggest barriers to the promotion of more CLTs in UK is that far too few policymakers understand that Community Land Trusts do not inherently require free land. The widespread assumption to the contrary remains, sadly, just about the only common collective (mis)understanding that policy makers within local authorities share about Community Land Trusts. Like any form of affordable housing, CLT's delivery is greatly aided by any form of subsidy, but it is not reliant upon it. This prevalent misconception must be banished from the political / public understanding of CLTs if they are to get off the ground across a number of local regions and provide partnerships that all stakeholders can support. By way of illustration, at St Clements in East London there was not a single penny of public subsidy in the scheme. The units which became CLT homes were bought off the developer in the same manner that any other intermediate housing product (e.g. shared ownership) units would have been by any other affordable housing provider. The price offered was benchmarked against a shared ownership offer from on the same units from an RP who was administering the social rented units within the scheme. The site was bought off the GLA through its standard OEJUcompliant procurement structures via a competetive tender that returned maximum value to the GL as the landowner. The only place whereby any discount or subsidy may have come into the scheme came through the GLA's decision to endow the ground lease for the site to a local Community Foundation (separate from the CLT) which may (or may not) have been borne into consideration by those who tendered for the site. However, this was an 'additional' feature of the scheme, distinct from the CLT element. The fact that this misunderstand persists (almost willing it would seem at times) seems to point towards a clear need for a more ingrained understanding of CLTs, particularly at a local planning level. Local authorities who have successfully delivered CLTs - speaking through their own experiences and their own language - could be utilised to help drive delivery in areas previously unfamiliar with the concept. There are places - such as the GLA in London - whereby this would be useful within different parts of the same organisation. I also feel that the legal definition of CLTs, or more importantly the 'public facing offer' of CLTs, needs to be streamlined and more clearly defined. At the moment, those who are in a position to commission CLTs at a local level are met with a very wide and in many ways disparate definition of what a CLT is or could be. Personally, I feel strongly that ‘permanent affordability’ is inseparable from the nature and should be inseparable from the definition of a CLT. The London CLT sells his homes in relation to local area incomes, the methodology for which is outlined here: https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2014/mar/27/half-price-housing-east-london-
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community-land-trust I believe that a greater steer centrally in terms of what is expected from CLTs would, although possibly uncomfortable in the early instances, be very useful for practitioners and policy makers alike. In closing, and in answer to the question ‘What (one thing) could national government do to make the most difference’, I would suggest the following contributions: - work with local authorities so as to ensure that CLTs can be easily recognized as part of the affordable housing obligation within Section 106 Agreements in a replicable and easily implementable manner; - work with mortgage providers and support the CLT Network in its efforts to make the CLT product one that has at least as much mortgability as shared-ownership and other intermediate products; - invest capital funding in the ‘software’ as well as the hardware – CLTs require community-groups to do more than simply buy a different type of housing product, and our experiences in east London have taught us that the years and money spent on engagement work with local communities is as vital to their success as the funding that could go into bricks and mortar; - vocalise and publcisie CLTs with developers and other commercial partners as a mutually advantageous partnership that they would do well to look to actively engage. The community involvement and role of the CLT at St Clements in east London, for example, has no doubt driven up interest and the corresponding values at the site for the development partner. CLTs need to be recognized for the advantages they bring, rather than branded as potentially being extra-effort or costly, neither of which are true.
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ALL PARLIAMENTARY PARTY GROUP WORKSTREAM ON NEW SOURCES OF SUPPLY CALL FOR EVIDENCE This response contains the views of Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council and our ALMO and strategic partner, St Leger Homes of Doncaster.



1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. c. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. The CP process needs to be changed to reduce the risk to Councils and encourage greater use, or implied use, to support development. In particular we would recommend considering widening the types of objection to a CPO which can be dealt with by way of written representation rather than by way of public enquiry reducing both the time and cost of implementing a CP procedure. The Council has very recent experience of land acquisition which has been overly tortuous and a disproportionate timescale in part due to the lack of legal tools available to the Council to accelerate the delivery. Additionally the general consents to disposal of land should be widened to the allow for innovative disposals and leases of land without the need for seeking specific disposal consent from the Secretary of State. This is a highly complex and contentious issue albeit In part is linked to the lack of legal mechanisms to encourage development referred to at 1a above! The reasons will vary across the country and in differing local market conditions however in many parts of the Borough the issue is often one of development viability generating a reasonable price or value for the vendor which in turn is often a by-product of local market conditions/demand. A standardised approach to viability testing would be beneficial in itself but might also help persuade landowners that the valuation of their land is realistic and so dissuade them from holding out for a better price. Prospective land buyers often over-state planning costs so as to bring down the land price; CIL should help reduce uncertainty about some of these costs but the uncertainty associated with affordable housing and other non-CIL items remains. The regulatory environment has significantly changed since the period when housing completions regularly exceeded 200,000 and this can often be a significant barrier for smaller builder/developers. The costs which arise are often disproportionate to the scale or size of development and the uncertain outcome adds a cost risk many smaller companies are unwilling to bear. The proposal for PIP, LDO’s and serviced plots could particularly help those SME builders increase activity and contribute to the market supply. National Planning policy should acknowledge that land supply issues associated with London, the south-east and other “hot spots” do not explain the lack of delivery in many other parts of the country. Doncaster has unimplemented planning permissions for thousands of homes; initiatives like PIPs and LDOs do not address the fundamental problem that the housing market is unresponsive to need rather than demand. The requirement for local plans to contain ambitious housing targets in order for them to be found sound at EIP creates 5 year deliverable land supply issues and planning by appeal which in turn undermines the development plan-led system
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(neighbourhood plans as well as local plans). This is not helpful in terms of the government objective of persuading local communities of the benefits of supporting properly planned housing. Therefore, given that local plan EIPs thoroughly address 5 year land supply, there should be a period from the adoption of a local plan (suggest 5 years) where a 5 year land supply position is presumed to exist; where delivery falls short of the target (by a defined amount and over a defined period) then this should trigger an early review of the local plan. New housing sites should be brought forward through development plans and so measures to speed up plan making will help housing delivery. A reduction in the local plan evidence base required would help; HELAAs for example contain a great deal of subjective opinion from house builders etc. and so do not really represent objective evidence and they bring very little benefit compared to the time and effort needed to produce them. Why not just proceed straight from a call for sites to published site assessments? Sustainability appraisal as an additional assessment process also adds little relative to the work needed to produce it. The NPPF would benefit from greater clarity. The sequential approach to flood risk in particular requires clarification. Given the new government emphasis on brownfield sites and given that many of them lie in flood zones 2 and 3 (but benefit from flood defences) NPPF should be clearer about whether it is right to support the development of such sites when there are sequentially preferable (but otherwise less sustainable) alternatives. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes.



pre-development



b. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. c. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. d. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. The HCA are already suggesting they are changing their approach to funding and adopting a much more flexible attitude to approaches from both public and private sector developers. The availability of commercial Bank funding for developers is also less of an issue than at the peak of the recession. However many of the currently available Govt/Public funds are unknown to SME builders and they often lack the time, detailed understanding and resource to work through the funding modelling. Perhaps an (HCA controlled) pro-active team of ‘independent’ Finance advisors or managers who are allocated to help specific developers access funding and design scheme specific funding models would help. The Government could consider long term lease models (and tenancy/landlord agreements) as alternative to rent for PRS tenants. Investigate equity release type funding/ownership for new build older persons housing.
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3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. b. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. c. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. A scaled down HCA ‘Atlas’ style team or teams could bring potential benefits along with ‘hand holding’ support/liaison officers at local or City Region level to help guide participants through the development and funding process. Local/regional Networking through targeted events can often prove more productive (such as the Doncaster Housing summit) rather than creating yet more formal partnerships which tend to wane after the initial enthusiasm. 4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. Via The Leeds City Region relationship with the HCA we have been introduced to an opportunity with the Leeds City Region to form an innovative model to stimulate SME involvement in mainstream new build housing. One of the Leeds City Region’s economic objectives is to stimulate greater SME involvement in the new build housing sector and the LCR observe that land supply and particularly its packaging to the market presents a barrier to SME’s. Essentially land arrives in packages that are too large, carry too many planning conditions and require significant remediation in order to be pit into use. As such the HCA engaged with EN to discuss the matter and we in turn made some proposals to them as to the formation of a Development Agent that would: Take sites and develop them to the extent that planning and remediation issues have been resolved leaving the site in an enabled state • Sell plots of land to SME’s pre-developed with utilities, paths and roads already installed • Manage a Dynamic Purchasing System for the LCR so that SME’s can join the venture and purchase packages of land • Provide shared apprenticeships to the SME’s • Leverage material buying for the SME’s The Development Agent would be a not for profit company limited by guarantee and would be part of the EN structure. Over time as the Development Agent grows Directors may wish to consider the formation of a holding company (effectively EN Group Ltd) that would hold the operational entities i.e. ENL, EN:able, EN Build, EN Train etc.
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Representatives from the LCR and HCA took our proposals to the Strategic Land and Assets Board (SLAB) in August and they confirmed their interest in pursuing our proposals and developing them into a Project Initiation Document and Business Plan. This would then be submitted to the SLAB in October 2016 and following approval the LCR would grant start-up funds to develop the Development Agent. Therefore we are to develop the Project Initiation Document and Business Plan which at this stage creates no firm commitment from either party until acceptance by the SLAB and acceptance by EN to proceed. In order to capitalise the Development Agent some funding will be granted following start-up funding for investment in enabling works and the Local Authorities behind the LCR are to find a site that can be committed to the Development Agent and in turn enabled and brought to the market for SME’s. It is likely that the sites may well be gifted to the agent in the first instance. The aspiration of the LCR is to develop @ 10 sites per annum with circa 200 units for open sale built by SME’s. 5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? The government should commit to a major public (or public/private partnership) house building programme through local councils or another mechanism if necessary. This would: • Provide housing for those who are unable to access the open market • Provide competition to the private sector house builders, so hopefully reducing house prices and so increasing the proportion who can enter the open market • Boost the construction sector and therefore the economy at a critical time • Provide a range of social and economic benefits associated with reducing homelessness in terms of impacts on health, crime, worklessness etc. Reason: The main problem is affordability; housing supply is unresponsive to need. Since the end of large scale council house building programs unmet need has grown because there is a large minority of households who are unable to access housing on the open market whether to buy or rent. The right to buy policy enabled people with existing accommodation to change tenure but further reduced affordable housing supply. The private sector volume house builders have understandably not filled the gap; the provision of affordable units on private schemes was insufficient; viability testing, the new definition of affordable housing, and the extension of the right to buy have and will further reduce traditional affordable housing supply. The Government however needs to ensure all the elements and initiatives proposed in this response which combine to contribute to an expansion of house-building are adequately supported and resourced in order to enable the wider Construction industry to meet likely demand. Without addressing the capacity issue any new initiatives to increase building are likely to be limited in their success. This goes beyond issues such as land supply and developer funding and needs to address the output of material producers (and associated supply chain) along with availability of skilled labour at all stages of the process, whether site based manual skills or the professions. In respect of material supply and manufacturing this could take the form of immediate and significant tax breaks and reduced energy costs to encourage investment in new plant or re-commissioning of old/mothballed production facilities. With regard to long term labour supply this could start at school age with a specific requirement for schools to work with the industry and local councils to promote the various professions, skills and trades through the national curriculum. In the short term introduce a programme to fund – perhaps through simple tax breaks - ‘refresher’ training to encourage former skilled trades people to return to the industry.
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All Parliamentary Party Group workstream on New Sources of Supply – Call for Evidence Response sent on behalf of the organisation Earth Balance 2000. Executive Summary of Main Points Earth Balance 2000 is a registered Charity based in South East Northumberland in a rural area which historically was focussed on farming, mining and manufacturing. Our charity site of 160 acres sits at the heart of an ex-coalfield community and while we have developed a range of interventions for the local community, there are a range of endemic issues faced by people here. The challenges faced by our service users may be summed up under the themes of work, housing and health. However, we feel there is no better way to address these three issues as well as strengthening communities than by building affordable housing to benefit the whole community. This includes the sustainable jobs and training of people involved in building, the behavioural nudges we can incorporate around health and wellbeing and the provision of exemplar housing utilising environmentally sound design and innovation principles. Our organisation is currently working closely with a partnership of likeminded housing professionals who are passionate about ensuring that responsive housing development benefits the community in which a development sits. We are working together on the development of some 40 houses which will be let at affordable rents, using innovative design and materials and sit on a stunning site where people want to live. The way this plan has been structured is that land has been negotiated from Northumberland County Council as ultimate landowner (and key partner) with the potential for the charity to dispose of the land as part of a sub lease to its Trading Company which can that develop out the land as long as it meets the objects of the charity, which are diverse enough to be able to accommodate development of houses and other mixed uses through its objects. We have ensured that our legal advisors, Muckle LLP have given us the correct information and support to enact this and a strong Board of Trustees and Board of Directors to be able to oversee this, with executive support and administration. In addition to helping bring forward the development the partnership are assisting in allowing us to ensure our development will be of benefit to the whole community by using innovative construction techniques. This will allow the local community, including those who may be excluded from current building contracts through a lack of ability to enter the larger house builders supply chain, can gain work and for individuals, qualifications. Without access to this unique partnership our charity would struggle to access the necessary feasibility and technical support and seed funding without additional appropriate bespoke funding. This is creating a new source of supply, albeit for a small number, which would translate well to other areas with the key elements in place of land from LA or sim, investment brought to the project and local supply chain. We feel that our approach and that of our partners is in stark contrast to that of volume house builders where we can deliver a new product to hyper local areas in small scale, but we feel that the learning from our process and other examples around the country needs to be captured to allow for the development of a streamlined process for similar organisations. This is important to develop repeatability and provide a genuinely different approach to smaller development areas which are currently unable to reach their potential due to lack of interest from the larger developers or where the site has issues or needs a fresh investment perspective.
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Once we have successfully developed our current scheme we would like to use our learning to develop affordable housing using a similar approach in other locations but we already anticipate access to land at a reasonable cost will be problematic. Housing developers who concentrate on building for sale will always be fundamentally against producing a situation where the maximum price achievable for their product will be affected by increased supply. It is for this reason we believe that government should support smaller organisations to develop houses that are not driven primarily by profit but by meeting the local need for specific regeneration projects, jobs, local supply chains and meeting local housing or other regeneration/development needs. However, public organizations, including local authorities, especially in the current climate are keen to receive a capital receipt for any land. It would be beneficial if Local Authorities were encouraged to consider schemes which might provide a regular, revenue income or shared risk profile on regeneration projects. We are currently exploring how the modern methods of construction can help us to speed delivery, such as the use of Light Gauge Steel, and we will incorporate this into our design and integrated professionals management of the site. The other piece of the jigsaw puzzle to currently solve this issue is how ethical banks or high net worth individuals may be able to contribute. There may be scope, for example, to set up an EIS type scheme which would provide investment incentives to invest in such sites or organisations, thereby increasing inward investment. Ethical banks which must feature social value to their lending, should be given support to locate and lend to these projects, at 100% rate if the land is included by the Local Authority and also through preferential lending partners in each locality. The LEP network or local Investment houses or local HCA may be a perfect conduit already in existence to support such a flow of investment and manage risk. The unique ability of the charity to draw together partners and remove any of the greed and fear borne out by traditional developments and the ability to respond directly to a hyper local market need makes this project quite unique and we think that the model would translate very well to other areas and benefit other communities. By bringing the public, private and third sectors together, the project is creating an integrated project management approach which ensures that no one party has a profit monopoly as in traditional schemes and that the project can deliver something truly exceptional. The project can be scaled up to a certain size and also can be scaled out to meet new demands in new areas because the project team is recruited locally, led by a very small resource and so is very mobile and adaptable, taking on appropriate professional fees followed seed funding. This way, the project can minimise wastage and maximise local resources and maximise local benefit.
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Specific responses to the call for evidence follow from Earth Balance 2000 1.



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development.



a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. The disposal of land from a Charity is heavily regulated and costs a significant amount of time, Trustee time and legal fees. This process could be simplified whilst still maintaining safeguards, or legal support could be provided. There are a number of ways to lease land which are not easy to interpret or agree with Local Authorities and this programme may give them the impetus and resource to explore them more fully, i.e. long leases turning into freehold etc. b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. The restrictions around the actions a charity can take and the authorisations required from a planning perspective are often hard to understand and negotiate without specialist knowledge and legal and financial support. These could be explained and potentially funded as part of this proposal. c. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. If a local authority is involved ahead of ay commitment of land or arrangement, they should be able to involve their planning team and any other appropriate local planning bodies to ensure that there is a coherent approach and consent from the start of the project. 2.



Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources.



a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. The significant cost differential in our model is that the land value enters the project at a peppercorn rent and there is no developer profit in building quickly and selling houses, so the finances can be viewed over the long term, especially if the model is predicated on a rental market demand. This should free up some funding from the principal funder or from the Local Authority/HCA/Central Government to be able to de-risk the model and allow the building blocks to be put in place precommencement. Alternatively, private investors (see summary for details) may be incentivised to seed fund schemes where they will obtain tax benefit or preferential rate loans etc. b. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. There are many examples of public and charitable funds having a positive impact on delivering new housing (see HCA Empty Homes scheme etc and Peabody for two) but there is no charitable fund or public that we are aware of to help fund our model of delivery. In stark contrast, any seed funding or mezzanine finance available in the North East which we have investigated actually demands a higher rate of return (up to 9%) because of the perceived higher risk of the project. Again, this could be incentivised or provided on a grant/payback basis. c. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. The consistent difficulty with getting our project off the ground has been accessing a better than commercial rate of lending, and we are currently working with Charity Bank to provide at least a best market rate. With Charity Bank, they are regulated as any other lender and so they have exactly the same constraints that the high street lenders face which restrict innovation, around for example, use of local supply chain versus a single developer in order to provide a step-in clause, which excludes
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local supply chain potential. A scheme which provided a ‘blank page’ approach to finance, policed by the HCA or similar but which had no pre-disposed ideas or return/constraints etc would be most welcome and would allow each project to develop at its own pace as was right for that model. d. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. Seed funding grants to enable sites but only when delivered in partnership with LA or statutory purpose/partner would be an absolute must, fortunately we have been able to ride this particular storm but it has been an incredible stress. The cost and time needed to bring the three sectors together to meet local needs on our site has also been a financial and resource burden which should be tackled as part of this scheme. Government lending where Local Authorities are a key partner or ultimate landlord would be a most welcome support for us as would preferential rate loans where a partnership is evidenced and local needs are being met. In effect this reduces the burden on government as people get into jobs, into excellent quality accommodation and improve their health. 3.



Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support.



a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. In our project, the Local Authority have been extremely supportive so far and worked with us on planning issues, however, have not been able to access finance or help with any enabling works. We have found some very supportive private sector partners in architects, planning consultants, cost consultants, infrastructure support and we have adopted an integrated project management approach as soon as is practically possible ahead of paying professional fees to ensure that all parties are bought into the ethos of the project. What is critically important to us is that the element of one party maximising their profit at the expense of others and people being paid fairly for their work has been paramount and that the project can be conducted on an open book basis as far as possible to reduce the elements of fear and greed on the site. b. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. Living on the sharp end of this project, we would have so far, benefitted from support from surveyors, planners, cost consultants, housing developers, designers, sustainable regeneration experts and those involved in the early assessment stages of development. Having access to this free or at a reduced cost would be beneficial in the future or as part of a seed funding package. c. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. Hyper local partnerships are critical to the success of our project, in particular the need to satisfy local supply chain demand. There are a number of reasons and problems why small local contractors are not able to enter the supply chain of large housebuilders, but we believe we can develop a hyper local supply chain which can deliver a small number of houses and support the local economy in this way. This is a huge benefit to ensuring that small contractors are treated fairly and have the opportunity to work on these jobs locally. We have worked with the local political forces and always worked to keep them at the forefront of our thinking. 4.



Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors



a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome.
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An overarching impact on our local authority is the never-ending cutting of services, which impacts the amount of resource they are able to commit to new projects which may require a great than usual allocation of time and support. In addition, the local authorities, from our experience, have a plethora of knowledge and capacity to support new and innovative schemes but often suffer from a sclerosis within the structure through planning, or funding or some other internal slow down. Resource and ability to make decisions would be helpful here. b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. Ways to build capacity in the sector might include; highlighting best practice, supporting failure and understanding the reasons why, promoting funding and enabling the flow of commercial finance in collaborative ways wrapped around a funding programme of activity. 5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? We believe national government could provide seed funding and a safe and de-risked area for collaborative working to bring the public, private and third sector together at a hyper local level to effect real change for meeting smaller housing and regeneration developments.
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All Parliamentary Party Group Workstream on New Sources of Supply Call for Evidence Response from East Riding of Yorkshire Council Introduction This response provides the views of East Riding of Yorkshire Council to issues highlighted by the All Parliamentary Party Working Group. After providing some local context, the response highlights a range of barriers and opportunities in relation to growing new sources of supply. The response also highlights two pieces of local primary research into this issue. Local Context The East Riding is one of the largest local authority areas in the country, covering 930 square miles. It has a population of approximately 335,900 people comprising over 300 individual settlements. Geographically, the East Riding is bounded to the east by the North Sea and lies north of the Humber Estuary. It shares borders with a number of other local authority areas. Some relationships are stronger than others, for example, the East Riding has strong ties with the cities of Hull and York, which is reflected in the extension of these cities’ economic and housing markets into the East Riding. The relationship to Hull is a particularly strong one. East Riding of Yorkshire Council is currently the only authority in Yorkshire with an adopted post-NPPF Local Plan. The plan identifies the need for 23,800 new homes over the period 2012-2029; or 1,400 per annum. As part of the Local Plan, the Allocations Document identifies 175 sites with residential development potential that will, when combined with existing commitments and ‘windfall sites’, deliver over 23,800 new homes. These sites will be delivered by a range of house builders operating in the East Riding. Having analysed past development sites, there is a relatively even split in terms of historic delivery between small builders (1-10 dwellings; 38%), medium-sized developers (11-50 dwellings; 27%) and large volume housebuilders (over 50 dwellings; 34%). All of these builders have been subject to significant pressures over the recession and their output has reduced dramatically following the crash in 2008. However, the small builders appear to have been the most resilient, delivering new homes at levels 80% of that at the height of the market in 2007. Using the same time period, the medium sized housebuilders and volume
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housebuilders have a current output of around 30-40% and 25-35% respectively. Only 13 local planning authorities determine more applications for housing than the East Riding of Yorkshire. Of the 500 or so applications for housing per annum, over 80% are approved. Despite this, housing delivery is still significantly lower than pre-financial crisis levels, at around 1,000 new homes currently compared to a height of 1,500. The Council is supportive of growth and has proactively been supporting new development on sites highlighted in the emerging Local Plan - in advance of adoption. Over the last 3 years, permission has been granted for around 7,000 new houses. Despite this significant pipeline of approvals, completions remain some way below the target established in the Local Plan and below the level seen in the area in the years leading up to the downturn. Barriers and Opportunities in Releasing and Obtaining Land for Housing Developments A key issue in the East Riding appears to be the expectations of higher land values held by many landowners, seeking to develop both allocated sites and unallocated sites. This has not been helped by the numerous changes in Government policy, which has caused uncertainty and provided an unrealistic ‘hope’ value on sites that should be coming forward. A clearer more consistent approach to policy would allow local authorities to better outline obligations to landowners, so they are aware what planning expectations / costs are placed on each site and which types of development it may or may not be suitable for. The Council does not consider that the introduction of 'permission in principle' or local development orders will make a significant difference in the East Riding in respect of delivery. The biggest risk for a developer is whether there is a customer at the end of the build process to purchase a new home. If there is not likely to be one, then the project will not go ahead (or the speed of delivery will certainly be affected). The presence of permission in principle or a local development order does not affect this aspect of the delivery process. An additional barrier to releasing land for development is the presence of ‘golden’ strips or ‘ransom’ strips. The legal entitlement of the landowner to a one-third uplift in value is a genuine problem for delivering viable
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schemes. Local planning authorities need to be equipped with the right tools and regulations to minimise the risk of such strips wherever possible. One potential change to national planning policy could be a specific requirement for Local Plans to include a proportion of small sites suitable for SME builders. Whilst East Riding of Yorkshire Council has identified a large number of these (over half of housing allocations are suitable for 50 dwellings or fewer), the Local Plan and examination process makes this difficult to achieve. Well resourced volume housebuilders are effective at arguing the ‘sustainability’ credentials of large sites through the Local Plan process, often at the expense of alternatives that include combinations of smaller sized sites promoted by SMEs. Larger allocations generally provide a greater likelihood of delivering numbers which is clearly a strong driver inplan making. A specific policy requirement highlighting the importance of smaller sites may help to redress the balance. A key message from ongoing discussions with volume house builders is that there simply are not enough people building houses in this part of the country and the fact that the ability of most organisations to 'up-scale' is limited. The local SME sector displays an appetite to do more although it should be noted that the size of this sector is reduced form what it was a number of years ago. Whilst there appears to be an appetite, there does not appear to be any incentive to 'diversify' this sector (as potentially this could serve to compete with existing players). The availability of skilled and manual workers to deliver housing is highlighted by both volume and SME builders and the costs of development are clearly influenced by such shortages i.e. costs are increasing. This is picked up below in relation to a work stream that the Council is progressing. Reference is also regularly made to shortages of materials and increasing costs as a consequence. Finance and Funding Schemes that Help or Hinder New Sources The Council would welcome any new funding available to local authorities to de-risk development sites and looks forward to the launch of the Home Builders Fund which will potentially be of benefit to a number of house builders operating in this area. Lack of affordable finance is a key message that consistently gets passed back to the Council from in particular SME house builders. Whilst some parts of the East Riding (such as Beverley and Pocklington) have strong housing markets, others (such as Goole and Bridlington) remain fragile. Unsurprising, a key factor in the pace of development relates to the local economy, however the
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challenging nature of some of the sites also play a part. Tackling issues such as site access and the cost of issues such as drainage would make these sites more attractive to developers. In East Riding, development costs can be particularly high given the rural nature of much of the area and also in relation to mitigating the risk of flooding in new development (and of course ensuring that such risks are not simply passed on to neighbouring properties) The Council has no evidence to suggest that households are finding it difficult to access traditional mortgage deals which suggests this part of the process is working. That said, evidence from the Council's emerging Strategic Housing Market Assessment does highlight the fact that increasing numbers of people are finding it very difficult to access market housing and indeed other 'affordable' forms of housing. The availability of mortgages for less traditional forms of housing is a particular issue. Models such as shared ownership and discounted market sale, clearly have a role to play in delivering new affordable housing, however there are conflicting messages regarding the ease of securing a mortgage on such products. The HCA and other national bodies inform us that there are an increasing number of mortgages available to meet new demand, however registered provider partners are giving us a different view. The Council has recent experience of RPs being unwilling to take on shared ownership properties as they see them as too high risk. Could the Government offer some form of mortgage guarantee scheme for these more ‘risky’ products? The Council would also welcome any additional funding that supported self/custom build/community build, as we believe that these offer as yet untapped opportunities to add to existing growth. In addition to more funding for affordable housing to meet local need, we would also like to see the Government look at tackling the shortage of older peoples housing, particular bungalows, as developers are very reluctant to build them, resulting in excessive premiums being paid for existing properties. Even with a strong evidence base regarding housing type/nature/mix, it is often very hard for the Local Planning Authority to secure an appropriate mix of housing on site. This highlights a potential conflict in terms of national priorities i.e. a clear message to secure higher levels of completions - perhaps at the expense of actually delivering the type of housing that is actually required in the area Enabling Infrastructure Scheme that Help or Hinder New Sources Having recently adopted the Local Plan and extremely mindful of the generally fragile state of the sector (and the fact that identified housing
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needs are not being met) the Council is keen to explore new ways of working with local developers and other partners to increase housing delivery. To do this, a housing delivery plan has been developed. The plan focuses on: 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.



Providing opportunities for the local development industry; Addressing constraints on specific sites; Providing certainty for investors; Translating permissions into developments; Supporting further housing opportunities; and Supporting communities in growing sustainably.



In particular, the Council is actively progressing a number of delivery priorities including:       



The preparation of a marketing brochure of available sites Further promotion of self build/custom build Working with local colleges to encourage construction skills Preparing masterplans for individual sites Reducing the risk of ransom strips through the use of appropriate legal mechanisms Undertaking rural enabling Using Council land more effectively (although it should be noted that the Council has very limited land available having developed much of this through a successful affordable homes direct delivery programme since 2009)



The Council is a key partner in the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Housing Partnership which is a sub group of the similarly named Local Enterprise Partnership. Promoting increased levels of housing growth and within this, more affordable housing are recognised priorities. The Partnership is progressing a number of work streams focussed on housing delivery including the use of a 'revolving land bank' (whereby funding is available to purchase and prepare land for new development after which this is recovered to invest in further sites) and community led housing schemes. The latter is regarded as an effective way of meeting locally identified housing needs (potentially avoiding local opposition to new development) and supporting the local SME sector. There are clearly challenges in relation to ensuring compatibility of such an approach with prevailing planning policies but these are not considered to be insurmountable.
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We would be interested to find out more about (3b) “How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multidisciplinary experts funded to support implementation.” The Council (as outlined above) is focussing considerable attention on shifting into a 'delivery' phase post adoption of the Local Plan. This is a relatively new focus for the Council and therefore, practical support to help develop skills and implement best practice would be very welcome. Capacity in the ‘New Sources’ Sectors The biggest constraint (certainly in large parts of East Riding of Yorkshire) is considered to be the overall strength of the local housing market and the wider economic prospects in the area. Where the housing market is strong the appetite for development is high, providing local authorities with opportunities to use the planning system to shape development to ensure it best meets the needs of the local community. Where the housing market and economy is weaker, it is very difficult for local authorities, within the current funding available, to significantly influence and enable new development. Many see the planning process as a big barrier to further development. Whilst it is acknowledged that there is always room for improvement (in relation to process and performance) the Council is firmly of the opinion that the failure to build higher levels of housing is not a planning problem. Indeed, as outlined above, the Council has an up-to-date plan in place which allocates land for the period to 2029, it has a healthy supply of deliverable land (exceeding by some margin the 5 year land supply requirement) and has a very significant pipeline of planning approvals (accounting for around half of all land allocated in the Local Plan). The planning system (certainly locally) plays a vital role in delivering growth but also in ensuring the sustainability of new development and reducing any negative impacts to the local community. We need to build more houses, but this must not be to the detriment of other important considerations (including the impact on existing communities and valued natural assets). To build capacity in the 'new sources' sectors, government need to invest in three areas: 1. Providing access to funding (or at least finance) to support smaller developers and community-led housing; 2. Focus on increasing capacity by supporting new entrants to the sector; and
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3. Finding ways to help interested stakeholders access affordable skilled professionals to advise and develop schemes. The Council is aware that in some parts of the country (e.g. North East Lincolnshire), groups of SMEs are working together as consortia to develop sites larger than those which they would normally be able to take forward on their own. This allows them to participate in that part of the sector populated by the large volume-housebuilders. Similar models are being considered locally. It is vital that this potential source is supported particularly as feedback from some of the main volume house builders active in the area has highlighted the fact that their ability to deliver significantly higher numbers is limited. Research and dissemination of best practice in this field would help local planning authorities to support SMEs in their area. What one thing could national government do to make a difference? Local authorities are often best placed to take forward and encourage delivery of new housing including through the new sources outlined in this exercise. It would be useful if Government recognised the role of local authorities and provided the necessary support to allow progress to be made in this area. This could involve provision of funding to develop this role and to employ experienced (commercially minded) staff to operate in Planning / Housing teams. It would also be beneficial to provide funding for local authorities to engage more positively and creatively with local communities to bring forward land for housing including e.g. funding to purchase and prepare land for development with a view to subsequent capital receipts being re-invested in future schemes. High levels of house building have always coincided with periods during which public bodies have been active. East Riding of Yorkshire Council has in recent years contributed positively to local delivery of housing (approximately 600 houses over the last 6 years) however the ability to continue with this programme is severely restrained through lack of available land. A further ask is therefore to be provided with a source of funding to carry on with this direct delivery programme and/or with freedoms and flexibilities to cross subsidise the delivery of affordable housing with market products. Within this, it would be useful to consider the Council's role in directly commissioning development to assist in bringing forward opportunities which are currently stalled and/or which would deliver housing to meet identified needs (both market and affordable) .
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Local Primary Research on the Issue In East Riding there have been two pieces of primary research which relate to new sources of supply. As part of his studies for a Masters in Public Management with the University of Birmingham, an officer at the Council recently undertook a study exploring the attitudes to engagement between local government and small scale housing developers. The research used three participation groups; small scale housing developers, local authority housing officers and strategic level stakeholders. It found that all three groups favoured greater collaboration and recognised that small scale housing developers needed to play an increasing role to tackle the housing shortage. However, the study also identified that small scale housing providers see planning policy as a key barrier (as outlined above and further below, the Council does not necessarily accept this as such a fundamental issue). A separate survey as part of the Council’s Housing Delivery Action Plan revealed a strong appetite from SMEs to work with each other to bring more housing forward – e.g. through consortia arrangements on larger sites. The survey also confirmed many of the barriers identified in various recent studies, including access to finance, planning process/delays and the availability of sites. In terms of finance, local SMEs told us that finance can be difficult to obtain and they are very interested to work with the HCA on any new programmes that are announced. A particular comment noted that builders provide bonds surety via the NHBC, working within a limited facility, and recent increases in bond requirements mean there facilities are rapidly used up. Using external bonding facilities is excessively costly. The availability of sites was another big challenge for the SMEs. Often sites were already tied up with volume house-builders who hold on to the sites until they are ready to ‘turn the tap on’. Additionally, and as noted above, the Local Plan process is skewed towards the benefit of volume house-builders through the allocation of larger sites. In order to partly address this, the Council is supportive of both ongoing 'rural exceptions' development (although current policy and funding pressures make this an increasingly difficult proposition) and also community led housing solutions whereby 'exceptions' to planning policy are supported which are 'genuinely' community led. n both cases, these are likely to be relatively
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small scale (contributing little to overall numbers but supporting SME developers) Responses with respect to the planning process mostly focussed on the timescales involved in making decisions, not just on the original application, but with the discharging of conditions and other associated regimes (e.g. section 38 and section 106 agreements). The Council has a strong track record in dealing with such matters but will always work closely with partners to streamline where possible such processes. It should however be noted that this is clearly a 2 way process and often delays are completely outwith the control of the Local Planning Authority.
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All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning and National Housing Taskforce inquiry into new sources of supply call for evidence Submission by Ecology Building Society Introduction Ecology Building Society is dedicated to building a greener society by providing commercial and residential mortgages for properties and projects that respect the environment and support sustainable communities, funded through our range of simple, transparent savings accounts. As a mutual Ecology is owned by its members and was established in 1981. We see social housing provision, an increase in affordable homes and the development of vibrant housing communities as key parts of a more sustainable housing mix. We also recognise the importance of maintaining affordable housing for local communities in perpetuity and we are keen to support projects that are structured to protect affordable housing provision for future owners and tenants. Given our experience of providing innovative lending to support the development of sustainable communities we welcome the opportunity to respond to the All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) for Housing and Planning and National Housing Taskforce inquiry into new sources of supply. Barriers and opportunities to funding the new supply of housing It is widely recognised that, currently the availability of grant funding has become much scarcer. Innovative funds such as the Empty Homes Community Grant Scheme, which is 1
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no longer available, enabled a number of grass roots organisations to scale up their ability to buy and retrofit empty properties and not only create energy efficient homes that were cheap to heat for those in acute housing need, but also create a new resource of skilled labour and expertise to tackle more projects. However, where social rent is the ultimate vehicle to service borrowing, the absence of grant funding, which does not need to be paid back, limits the expansion of the sector, especially to any new entrants. We would strongly encourage further public funding in this area, which saw the £50m Empty Homes fund outlined above leverage significant investment from lending institutions and some excellent social and economic outcomes. When assessing the effectiveness of public funding in this area, it is important to stress the wider benefits that these refurbishments and social projects bring, including: 



Improved urban communities







Turning a property from a liability that is likely to attract criminal / anti-social behaviour and a blight on the local area into a community asset







Creation of new income for local authorities via Council Tax







Creating employment and reducing homelessness and reducing the costs of related benefits payments and health / social care







Rehabilitation of disadvantaged groups such ex-armed services personnel, ethnic minorities and ex-offenders,







Reduced cost to taxpayers to secure and police empty properties



Given the current scarcity of grant funding, another solution to enabling expansion of community-led projects is for local authorities and large registered social landlords (RSLs) to consider providing existing assets or land to community-led organisations at a cost which is either below market value or, in some cases, gifted by way of long term leases. We have seen some good examples of local authorities using their powers in this way to work with community organisations so that the organisation can borrow against the value of land or buildings.
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However we are aware that local authorities are concerned that they are restricted in their ability to divest assets for less than market value even if there is a community benefit and where there is no evidence that the open market has any interest. We believe that this is a barrier to some local authorities taking this approach. In addition, from a lenders perspective, it is particularly important that the leases resulting from such asset transfers are structured in a manner which enables the property to be used as security for lending. We are working in partnership with community-led housing organisations to establish best practice guidance for local authorities which will support them to undertake such transfers or asset divestments and ensures that lenders such as Ecology are able to provide appropriate lending support on the land or property. We believe that this best practice guide will help ensure that the transfers will take place more smoothly and that the legal documentation will meet the needs of lenders. How Ecology supports innovation in housing supply Our lending focus supports the building, renovation and conservation of the UK’s built environment using low energy, low carbon methods and encouraging the use of sustainable materials and design. In our experience the community-led housing and self-build sectors are more receptive to innovative and sustainable developments than the traditional volume housebuilding sector. Furthermore, we have 35 years of proven track record of lending to the community-led and self-build sectors and our experience suggests that they both deliver low-risk lending opportunities. Ecology specialises in mortgages for a range of tenures and types of occupation and our mortgages for community-led housing are available to: 



New and established housing co-operatives







Housing associations







Community Land Trusts 3
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Cohousing groups and individual members







Charitable providers of affordable housing







Community self-builders







Mutual Home Ownership Societies







Self-help housing groups and homesteading



Our lending also supports sustainable new build, renovations and retrofits of empty dwellings, often supporting projects that other lenders may deem to be outside their risk appetite and turn down, especially where restrictive resale covenants and innovative tenures are involved. We are also a provider of mortgages for shared ownership and provide residential mortgages to buyers on community-led schemes and have dedicated mortgage packages available to members of the National CLT Network and UK Cohousing. Innovative mortgage pricing and flexible arrangements for community-led housing groups There are a number of UK mortgage lenders which provide mortgage s for Shared Ownership, Shared Equity and Self-build properties. There are also a number of socially responsible lenders which provide development mortgage finance to community-led housing organisations as well as longer term funding which is supported by income, for example, from social rents. When such lending is coupled with grant funding and/or soft loans, including early stage support from organisations such as ‘Power to Change’, ‘Locality’ and ‘Big Issue Invest’, the availability of funding for viable projects appears reasonably well addressed. There is however a reduction in the availability of grants, especially to smaller organisations that do not wish to become Registered Providers or Investment Partners with the HCA. We have identified the following gaps in the provision of finance for community-led housing:
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Most lenders do not provide both ‘commercial’ and residential mortgages – Ecology offers a joined up approach and is able to support both ends of a development project, subject to scale.







Many lenders do not have an appetite for providing residential mortgages that are governed by non-standard legal documentation. Ecology is prepared to consider smaller, bespoke schemes and provide tailored solutions that enable us to lend on projects with unusual features such as: o Resale covenants that restrict lenders beyond the “norm” and in extreme cases prevent recourse to any open market sales by mortgagees in possession o House pricing and resale formulas that are not based on the Open Market Valuation (OMV) traditional methodology, using the average local wage index as the key variable o Sale and Resale covenants based on restrictive percentages of OMV o Unusual tenures such as Mutual Home Ownership Societies and common hold leases



In addition to the above, we price our community-led mortgage interest rates in a manner to deliberately encourage highly sustainable homes, both for new build and retrofit projects. We offer discounts from our Standard Variable Rate of between 0.25% and 1.25% on completion of projects, based on the environmental or energy rating of the property. Our mortgage discounts also acknowledge the Code for Sustainable Homes, with discounts of 0.75% to 1.25% available for Code 4 to 6 properties (we do not lend on Code 3). We were disappointed that the UK Government’s decided to remove the Code as the benchmark for planning applications and Section 106 agreements. We would also like the Government to focus on previous commitments to deliver Zero Carbon Homes. We take the view that, by encouraging housebuilders to build more houses by relaxing ecological and environmental standards and leaving much to self-regulation and voluntary codes, we will see a new wave of newly built homes that will require significant reinvestment to achieve energy efficiency improvements in the future. 5
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We see Ecology’s role as an enabler in the market, supporting innovation and taking a leading role, seeking to share best practice and engage with other lenders to encourage participation and enable scaling-up of sustainable and replicable solutions to improving new sources of housing supply. Key points and Recommendations In summary, Ecology Building Society would strongly advocate the following: 



The prioritisation of sustainably designed, low carbon projects from the community sector within local planning guidance and affordable housing provision quotas







That UK Government revisits its position on the delivery of low to zero-carbon homes and provides suitable incentives within its limited funding arrangements to prioritise projects both from within the community-led sector and the private developer sector that demonstrate higher standards of energy efficiency both for new build and retrofits







The current void in mandatory environmental standards following the removal of the Code for Sustainable Homes standard risks creating a dangerous long-term problem for the UK by not improving the energy efficiency of both the existing housing stock and new build properties







The failure to renew the innovative Empty Homes Community Grant scheme is, in our view, a real missed opportunity. The UK now has significant expertise at grass roots level, a significant empty homes problem across the UK and there is a real risk that the skills and opportunities the fund helped to stimulate will be wasted. While the sector cannot rely on constant grant support, it needs further investment to reach critical mass







Greater awareness is needed within the public sector and larger RSLs of the benefits and opportunities of the community-led housing sector. As highlighted, 6
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there are some technical improvements to be considered around asset transfers and leasehold collateral releases. However, RSLs also need to understand the impact on their local community when choosing to simply sell non-core housing stock to private landlords without looking at community-led providers as an option, and effectively diluting affordable housing provision still further 



A greater understanding of community-led housing is desirable from mortgage providers, especially where unusual features are present. Work is ongoing with our partners to facilitate discussions between the National CLT Network and the Building Societies Association’s strategic lending panel for example, but we believe that more needs to be done to create a wider spectrum of potential mortgage support, especially if we are to see significant expansion of community-led housing



Paul Ellis Chief Executive Ecology Building Society 21 September 2016
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Federation of Master Builders National Housing Taskforce – New Sources of Supply workstream Response to call for evidence on new sources of supply September 2016 About the Federation of Master Builders 1. The Federation of Master Builders (FMB) is the largest trade association in the UK construction industry, and with over 8,000 members, it is the recognised voice of small and medium-sized (SME) construction firms. Established in 1941 to protect the interests of construction SMEs, the FMB is independent and non-profit-making, lobbying continuously for members’ interests at both the national and local level. FMB house builders and member profile 2. In the FMB’s 2015 Membership Tracking Survey, 45% of FMB members listed house building as one of their areas of activity and 8% listed house building as their main area of activity. Taken together, FMB house builder members therefore make up a significant proportion of the thousands of small and micro developers and contractors in operation in the house building industry. In the FMB’s 2016 House Builders’ Survey, 64% of respondents reported their output of new homes in the previous calendar year as being between one and ten units; 9% built between 11 and 30 units; 4% built more than 30 units; and 23% did not build any new homes. Of these firms, 53% built houses solely as a contractor, 18% solely as a developer and 29% acted as both the developer and contractor. SME house builders - capacity and industry diversity 3. The profile of FMB house builder members set out above shows the considerable fluidity and diversity of business models that exist at the low volume end of the market. Assumptions are too-easily made that SME house builders exist only as smaller versions of volume house builders and that house building exists as an entirely specialist sector, set apart from the rest of the construction industry. In fact, large numbers of firms with experience and capability to build houses provide a diverse portfolio of building services across a number of subsectors. 4. This is important to bear in mind when considering industry capacity and new sources of supply. It means there exist large numbers of small building firms with the experience and capability to deliver new homes, many of which will have the capacity to build more, if and where the incentives are right. In particular, contractors and subcontractors are, and traditionally always have been, a key source of new entrants to the small developer sector. Responses to questions in previous FMB surveys have found over three quarters of firms which currently build homes only as contractors would be inclined to undertake housing development if they had access to the finance to do so. Furthermore, the evidence in FMB house builder surveys suggests that the vast majority of SME house builders generally do see major constraints on their ability to significantly increase their supply of new homes.
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5. It is very difficult to make meaningful assessments of the extent to which output could be increased if these barriers are removed, but responses to a question asked in the 2014 House Builders’ Survey provide some insights. Small developers were asked by what percentage they would be likely to increase their output of new homes if they could secure more favourable loan-to-project-value ratios from lenders. At a loan-to-value ratio of 80% (60% is a more usual offer) the average response suggested almost a doubling of output. What these responses clearly demonstrate is a stated intention to increase supply given the opportunity to do so. Decline in the SME house building sector 6. It is well-established that SME house builders have declined significantly in terms of number of firms and aggregate output over the past few decades. NHBC figures show the proportion of new homes being registered by those building fewer than 500 units per year (a rough approximation for medium-sized firms and smaller) has fallen from two thirds in 1988 to just over a quarter in 2015. A significant part of this this decline has occurred over the past eight years. From 2008 to 2015 this figure fell from 44% to 26%. There has been some fluctuation of this figure over the past four years, but no sign of fundamental improvement. 7. At the same time, NHBC figures show the number of firms in operation at the low volume end of the market has declined dramatically. A significant proportion of this decline has happened in the years following the financial crisis of 2008. Over the period 2008 to 2014 (there was no significant change in 2015), the number of firms registering:  1-10 units a year fell from 4,411 to 2,000;  11-30 units a year fell from 745 to 244;  31-100 units a year fell from 311 to 159. 8. The sustained loss of firms from the industry we have seen over this period of time is clearly incompatible with the kind of growth in the capacity of the house building industry we will need to see to improve the supply and affordability of housing in the UK. It is difficult to see how sufficient growth in the current capacity of the UK house building industry can be achieved, unless there is an end to decline and renewed expansion of the SME sector. This will involve organic growth among existing small developers, the continued attraction back into the market of the many small builders who have diversified out of house building, and a real increase in new entrants to the small developer market. This last category includes the large numbers of skilled small contractors who have the ability and willingness to bring forward their own developments, if the financial and regulatory environment makes it attractive for them to do so. Overview of barriers to supply for SME builders 9. Regular surveys of FMB house builder members over recent years have allowed us to build up a clear picture of the major barriers to supply in the SME house building sector. The FMB’s house builder surveys have asked respondents over the past five years what they considered to be the main constraints on their ability to build more homes. The results are set out in Table 1 below. The availability of land (suitable and viable small sites) clearly emerges as the most commonly-cited constraint currently facing SME builders. The planning system generally, and the disproportionately heavy-handed way in which it deals with small sites, is also a significant concern. Difficulty in accessing finance is not experienced as widely as it was, but it remains a major problem for half of SME house builders and especially those working on the smallest scale developments, new entrants and small contractors looking to bring forward their own developments. Finding bold and innovative ways to reduce these barriers to building for SME builders will be a necessary prerequisite if we are serious about making the most of the new supply potential of SME house builders. The rest of this 2 Federation of Master Builders
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submission will look at the two most important structural barriers facing SME house builders – the availability and viability of land and access to finance. Table 1: Q. What would you say are currently the main constraints, if any, on your ability to build more homes? (Responses from 2012-2015 FMB house builder surveys)



Constraints



2016 50% 33% 50% 67% 17% 17% 31% 39% 14% 22% 8% 4%



Lack of finance to the company Restricted mortgage availability The planning system Lack of available and viable land Cost of national regulation Cost of locally imposed standards Cost of Section 106 agreements Shortage of skilled workers Materials shortages Cost of Community Infrastructure Levy Tighter Part L standards introduced in 2014 No constraints



2015 62% 47% 57% 68% 22% 19% 34% 27% 9% 22% 11% 0%



2014 62% 35% 43% 51% 12% 12% 31%



2013 60% 42% 48% 55% 19% 17% 29%



2012 72% 56% 41% n/a 24% 21% 46%



n/a 12% 24% 7% 14%



n/a n/a 24%



n/a n/a 25%



n/a 8%



n/a n/a



Land supply and planning The barriers to supply 10. 67% of FMB house builder members view the lack of available and viable land as a major barrier to their ability to build more homes (Table 1). Land for SME house builders generally speaking means smaller sites. From discussions with members, the FMB believes that these assessments of land availability are influenced by a complex set of factors, which includes the availability of sites of the right size in good locations, the expectations of getting planning permission on these sites, and the price expectations of landowners. 11. A very significant factor in this is the way in which small sites are treated within the planning system. Local plans and five year land supplies tend to be overwhelmingly focused on larger strategic sites. This leaves SMEs largely reliant on bringing forward windfall (i.e. nonallocated) sites with much greater uncertainty as to whether they are likely to get planning permission. A common complaint of FMB members is that they know of a number of small sites, which would be well-suited for the delivery of new homes, but local authorities appear uninterested and focused on delivering numbers through a small number of large strategic sites. This tendency may arise quite naturally from the fact that delivering housing numbers on large numbers of small sites, rather than a smaller number of large sites, may well be administratively more costly and politically more difficult for local authorities. However, the result of this is what appears to be an unintended structural bias against smaller scale development. Among the effects of this, is an increased risk associated with gaining planning for smaller developments, a tendency to reduce competition in the market and a tendency to slow down the delivery of new homes. 12. For many small builders, unable to spread their risks over a numbers of sites and different applications, and likely to be financing applications through their own funds or private loans, the risk of investing in a planning application and not receiving permission can be prohibitive. This can be exacerbated by the fact that the application process for small sites is essentially
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the same process as that for large sites, meaning the costs, complexities and delays tend to be disproportionate to the scale of the application (see below). 13. Over-reliance on a small number of large sites will also tend to reduce competition in the market to some extent. There are likely to be a very limited number of firms operating in any given area which have the capacity to build out large sites of, for example, 200 units or more. This will inhibit the participation of SME builders in the market and it will almost certainly slow down the speed of housing delivery as well. The speed of delivery of private homes on large sites is inevitably limited by market absorption rates. As is widely recognised within the industry, allocating and permissioning a wider range of sites, and in particular more small sites, is likely to be by far the most effective means of speeding up the delivery of new homes. The search for solutions i. Greater strategic focus on potential of small sites for housing delivery There is a need to inject into the planning system much greater incentives to focus on utilising the cumulative potential of small sites for the delivery of new homes, if nothing else in order to countervail some of the dynamics within the system (as described above) which tend to push in the opposite direction. The FMB believes that the Government’s proposed ‘housing delivery test’ could play a leading role in this, by encouraging a much greater focus on smaller sites as the surest means of speeding up the delivery of new homes. As things currently stand, assessments of five year land supplies can too easily be based on overoptimistic predictions of build out rates on a small number of large sites. At the very least, the local plan-making process should incorporate a fuller strategic assessment of the contribution to housing delivery which small sites (however defined) can make. ii. Allocating more small sites Surveys of, and evidence from group discussions with, SME house builders, consistently suggest that the policy change they would view as being most helpful in enabling SMEs to bring forward more homes is the allocation within local plans of more small sites. It may be though that this is going against the current direction of policy, in the sense that local plans are moving towards being more strategic documents. If this is the case, there is even greater need to look at how we can de-risk the smaller sites, with a view to creating much greater certainty around whether and how planning will be granted, while at the same time ensuring that local authorities have strong incentives to ensure that such policies are effective in making sure sufficient small sites are coming forward. iii. De-risking smaller sites Reforms soon to be introduced like the new ‘permission in principle’ and the ‘brownfield register’ are in significant part aimed at de-risking the bringing forward of small sites. These could be complemented the proposal to introduce a presumption in favour of small site development. The FMB believes that these policies will have the effect of de-risking sites and as such they need to be viewed through this lens perhaps more than they are currently. However, we also believe that we can and should go further than this, particularly in relation to the smallest sites that fall below the threshold (5 units) for identifying sites under the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (SHLAA) and the Brownfield Register. The scarcity of opportunities and the huge uncertainty attached to getting planning for sites of this size has the effect of very significantly reducing opportunities for the smallest firms and new entrants. These smallest sites with capacity for two or three units have traditionally provided important first steps for many firms which went on to grow into much larger companies. The strong presumptions against development of residential gardens contained in the NPPF have significantly reduced opportunities in this regard, and the Government should consider whether there are good grounds for relaxing the wording on this, so that strong protections 4 Federation of Master Builders
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continue to apply where these are appropriate, but in areas where there is good grounds to be more permissive (e.g. where suburban densification is appropriate and desirable) there should be scope to do so. As such, where appropriate, the FMB would strongly advocate a system akin to a permitted development regime, whereby permissions for certain types of schemes in certain types of locations, according with a set of clearly-stated criteria and specifications, would be assured planning permission. Such a system could continue to have strong democratic input and oversight in terms of the ‘rules of the game’, but without the power of veto over individual developments, other than in certain exceptional circumstances. Examples of how this type of approach might work were set out in some detail in a recent report1. What is important however is the underlying principles of this type of approach – namely a shift towards more upfront planning in which decisions about the suitability of sites or the types of sites, and the criteria developments on them must meet (whether using design codes or similar type arrangements), are made ‘upfront’ prior to the actual application for permission. This type of approach will likely require significant investment upfront, but should serve to streamline and save resources downstream in the process. Without serious attempts such as these to de-risk and streamline the permission process for smaller sites, it is difficult to see how smaller scale builders will be able to truly flourish and expand their supply. iv. Neighbourhood planning Neighbourhood planning has the potential to bring about a greater focus on the use of smaller sites for the delivery of new housing. It won’t necessarily have this effect, but on average, one would expect neighbourhood plans to identify and allocate smaller, rather than larger, sites. For this reason, the FMB remains positive about the role which neighbourhood planning can play and notes the favourable emphasis placed on neighbourhood planning by past and current Conservative ministers and governments, as evidenced by the recently introduced Neighbourhood Planning Bill. However, the number of neighbourhood plans in operation remains very low. If they are to be made a more widespread feature of the planning system more resources need to be invested in them, or less resource-intensive processes need to be developed. Some FMB members advocate ‘community-led’ planning whereby neighbourhood bodies rather than develop their own plan per se, are involved in an in-depth consultation process on development in their area which is then fed into the local plan. v. Stronger engagement between local authorities and SME builders There could be huge benefit from greatly strengthening engagement between local authorities and SME house builders based in their areas. One means of doing this is the establishment of local development fora, through which representatives of the industry, planning officers, elected members, housing associations and other interested local parties, can meet to improve mutual understanding of the development challenges different parties face. Through improved engagement can come the development of more effective partnership working, whether through the establishment of joint ventures or the development of framework-type arrangements. Good examples of this kind of partnership working include the framework for small sites – designed to achieve the Councils objectives but to be fully accessible to small firms – which has been developed by Birmingham City Council through a process engagement with SME builders. Finally, the FMB believes it would be worth exploring whether more systematic attempts to involve SME house builders in plan-making and housing delivery processes could be helped by having an agreed standard under which interested SME house builders could be designated ‘community builders’ (or some such similar tag) with ensuing advantages. This 1



Transforming Suburbia, by HTA, Pollard Thomas Edwards, Savills, Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (2015). Available at: http://www.pollardthomasedwards.co.uk/download/supurbia-semipermissive_v5_LR.pdf
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could take the form of standards or a code of practice which all interested firms agreed to abide by. In return, these firms could then register as such with local authorities in whose area they had an interest, and they would then, at the appropriate points, be automatically consulted with, informed of opportunities or invited to participate in relevant projects, as a result. At the very least, this could provide a mechanism for signalling SMEs who are keen to engage with local authorities and also provide a means for communicating certain requirements or minimum standards which local authorities would like to see adhered to, whether in applications or anything else. Such arrangements could potentially be coordinated by local development fora. Access to finance The barriers to supply 14. Following the financial crisis of 2007-08, SME house builders have faced severe difficulties in accessing the finance they need to build. Major lenders sought to reduce their exposure to the property sector and the resulting reluctance to lend for smaller scale residential developments has amounted to what has sometimes appeared to be a blanket ban on lending to the sector by major banks. This situation has improved somewhat in the past two years. In the FMB’s House Builders’ Survey 2016, respondents were asked to rate current lending conditions to SMEs for residential property development from zero to five – the average score was 1.85; this has risen steadily up from 1.59 in 2015 and 1.20 in 2014. 15. Anecdotal evidence suggests that, to the extent that finance has become more readily available, this is due primarily to the increased prevalence of specialist lenders, challenger banks and alternative funding institutions (e.g. peer-to-peer lending). The lending positions of most major lenders do not appear to have become much more favourable. Our survey suggests that concerns over finance remain significant, but are now more focused on the terms of finance on offer, including not just interest rates, but loan-to-value ratios and excessively tight repayment schedules. Findings also suggest that access to finance challenges remain severest for those developing the very smallest sites, and for small contractors and other new entrants seeking finance to bring forward their own developments. The search for solutions 16. The difficulties in accessing finance experienced by SME house builders have been recognised by policymakers and Government funding packages have been made available, though as yet not terribly effectively, to this sector. The Builders Finance Fund (BFF) was a £525 pot of funding which followed a similar formula to the previous Get Britain Building (GBB) fund. Initially, a lower site size threshold of 15 units (the original GBB threshold was 25 units) created an immediate barrier to most SMEs, but this was lowered to 5 units six months after being introduced in 2014. 17. However, the more pervasive problem with these schemes has been the inherently clunky way in which they tend to be set up and managed. Bidding processes have been excessively bureaucratic, sometimes with very tight deadlines, but offers can be slow to come through. FMB members who gone through the bidding process have remarked on the excessively prudent positions taken (lending only 50% of cost and requirements for excessive contingency funds), failure to take into account planning gain and a lack of understanding of often more bespoke, higher quality products. In summary, too often the processes and ways of working have been alien to small businesses and the terms on which funding has been offered when it is made available have proved insufficiently attractive. 18. In November 2016, it is expected that the Chancellor will announce funding for house building amounting to billions of pounds, with much of this to be targeted at SME house 6 Federation of Master Builders
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builders. We believe it has been recognised that previous funding schemes were not as successful as they should have been, that some of the reasons for this are understood, and that there is now a determination among policy makers that future funding is more tailored to the needs of SME house builders. If this is the case, there is reason to believe that investment on the kind of scale being talked about could play a very significant role in ensuring an adequate supply of finance to small scale house builders. 19. At the same time, the FMB believes there is room to continue to explore options that provide greater incentives and support to major lenders and smaller challengers to lend into the sector. The FMB has been a long standing supporter of greater intervention in this area, including the use of guarantees on private lending to SME house builders. Some similar options are being looked at by the Housing Taskforce’s ‘Supply Finance’ workstream, including expanding the use of the Enterprise Finance Guarantee (EFG) scheme in the development sector and the development of a guarantee programme to provide tranches of funds for housebuilding development work to finance providers at a lower capital cost. The FMB welcome these any other initiatives aimed at reducing the risks and costs to lenders of funding smaller scale developments.
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National Housing Taskforce – Submission This submission is being made by Tom Johnston CEO of Glendale Gateway Trust. The Trust is a registered charity, company limited by guarantee and became a registered provider of social housing in 2011. The Trust owns and manages 18 homes in the Market Town of Wooler, a deep rural area of North Northumberland. All our homes are let at an affordable rent Our Journey into housing We are involved with a wide range of regenerational activity – owning and managing a community hub with office space, letting commercial property, owning and managing a Youth Hostel , employability projects, festivals etc. Our drive to become a housing provider (albeit small) was motivated by a number of things:  Demographic imbalance in our community  House price affordability  An issue with empty and derelict buildings in our town centre  An eagerness to have local control and management of social housing  The reality that locally owned and managed housing is better for the local economy as the derived income is directly re-invested in that community  A need to focus on economically sustainable social enterprise  A desire to shift from revenue dependency to self-sustainability We bought our first empty properties to convert in 2003 – these properties were owned by an absent landlord who had never been to the town and simply bought an appreciating asset. The properties were empty and derelict and had a detrimental effect of the local streetscape and economy. At this point we were not an RP and it proved very difficult to find funding for community led housing (CLH) nonetheless we were able to pull together a funding package and develop new retail units, flats and a house. In 2011 there was a shift in government policy and an eagerness to embrace CLH – this led us to become an RP and our next project which involved working in partnership with the local authority to move the lending library into our community hub and converting the old library (asset transfer) to two more units with some HCA funding and charitable donations. The following year we converted another space above one of our shops to an additional two units. The governments empty properties programme was music to our ears and after a successful bid to the programme we developed a further 9 properties taking our total up to the current 18. Barriers and opportunities Initial experiences were that as a charity and voluntary based organisation we were not taken seriously as a housing provider – there seemed to be a mind-set that housing required a particular skills set and was too difficult for community led organisations to manage. The opportunity came when the HCA embraced CLH and we were one of the first at their door resulting in our registration as an RP. What had been an opportunity has now become a threat as the new legislation on right to buy and reduced rents for a period of four years threatened to derail us! Whilst the legislation does offer some temporary and tenuous safeguards in terms of rurality it takes no account of proportionality – all RP’s are treated the same regardless of whether they own 40,000 homes or 18.
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Finance and Funding As an organisation we have been passionate about dealing with empty properties and recognising the greater contribution this makes to the community. Conversion of empty properties is expensive; even on a par with new build (see attached confidential report). It would be considerably easier and an incentive if the conversion of empty properties was zero rated for VAT. We were successful with our projects only because we were able to attract additional charitable funding including interest free loans and community bonds. The community bond scheme entailed asking the public and local businesses to buy a bond for £1000 which would be redeemable in 3yrs. We raised £124,500 in a short space of time which enabled us to delay commercial borrowing until our properties were ready to let and we had the income stream to service the borrowing. Whilst the empty properties programme funding has been instrumental in our scaling up it needs to reflect the greater cost of conversion. Some areas offer revolving loan funds which have proven useful in kickstarting projects – this appears to be good practise and should be encouraged through local authorities. Enabling infrastructure and partnership I cannot speak more highly of our local authority – Northumberland County Council (NCC) who have been very supportive of what we have done. NCC transferred the library building to us at no cost and supported our bids to the HCA for funding. We have had less support from the larger RP’s that operate in the area who regrettably see us as competitors. We are currently in discussions with NCC on further asset transfers. The HCA in the North East has also been very supportive, not just through finance of our projects but through their support for the North East Community Led Housing Network. Our local parish council has also been very supportive offering us a short term interest free loan which we later converted to an interest bearing loan (again this is reinvested in the local community). Capacity in the new sector We are a small organisation but punching above our weight when it comes to CLH. Not only have we been able to develop new housing units but we are able to manage our housing well and have an excellent relationship with our tenants. Northumberland has some excellent examples of CLH and we have been instrumental in assisting and supporting more CLH in the county and further afield. Part of the problem is this misconception that Housing is a specialised area and my view is that this is borne out of what has been a long term approach and a reliance on big providers whether local authorities or the larger RP’s. We need to change this – Small is Beautiful! Bullet points summary:      



Change VAT rules – conversion of empty properties to residential should be zero rated Discourage land banking – increase rates on empty properties and support CPO’s Support CLH as a long term solution for more sustainable and locally owned housing Continue and expand the empty properties programme Support revolving loan funds Encourage asset transfer
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Group Self Build Housing125 Management Consultants in Group Self Build Housing and Self Completion Schemes 4 Sutton Gardens,Stroud, Gloucestershire, GL5 1EX Telephone 01453 350558 Mobile 07790 410041 E-Mail [email protected]



National Housing Taskforce Submission of Evidence



19th September 2016



The following submission has been prepared by Robert Burford, managing director of Group Self Build Housing 125 and represents facts and recommendations based on over 25 years experience in the field of promotion and management of self build groups carried out by him. Executive Summary. Introduction, Finance, Land & Planning, Membership, Group Applications. Introduction. I have promoted, managed and successfully completed circa 35 self build group schemes since 1975 of various sizes between 8 and 24 houses in various parts of the country mainly concentrated in the south and south west. In most cases they have been for owner occupation on completion and members have generally realised savings in the finished cost of their homes of between 15 and 35% of the on the market valuation. I attach an overview of the company’s activities and current aspirations as well as my personal C.V. Between the early 70’s and 2000 there were circa 12 companies who were operating in this field most notably the Wadsworth Group of which I was a member for some time and the annual number of “house starts” during this period were at its height on a par with the notable volume house builders of the day. For the purposes of clarification self build housing groups do not share functional and operational methodology with “Custom Build” although there may be grounds for them to be adopted in modified form by Community led groups, Co-Housing and Community Land Trust schemes. Finance It is useful to explain that all the self build groups in the past were legally registered as a limited legal entity and as such were able to purchase land, raise development finance purchase materials and specialist sub contract labour and supplies. The legal entity consisted of the sum of its members with limited liability who became the owners of their individual properties only on completion of the whole scheme. This assisted with the legal and general cohesion of the group and also served as an important element of the Main Lenders “comfort of security” in addition to the normal first legal charge on the land and the fixed and moveable assets. Many of the schemes carried out in this fashion were wholly funded in this way by the then Housing Corporation now renamed Homes and Communities Association (HCA.) Both Building Societies and more latterly Banks were attracted to this form of lending mostly in the “professionally managed “ group sector but occasionally groups who opted for “self management” were also
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funded. The current perception of the finance sector reported in a number of research papers are based in my opinion on a misplaced and premature view of this sector which is clearly not part of their current records. We have constructed a financial model which whilst it is broadly based on our original model it now embodies an Insurance based quality and completion bond involving periodic inspection and certifying. If this model is coupled with our idea of introducing a “junior” and “senior” main lender and also the possibility of a government backed financial guarantee it should prove adequate to overcome the concern regarding security which is currently holding back the sector. At the same time its implementation and detail needs to be brought to the attention of the Prudential Lending authority and the FSA (Financial Services Authority) for scrutiny. The current suggestions for financial support at the initial stages to cover Pre Planning application and securing finance etc in respect of land acquisition would also assist in bringing schemes forward and in the case of self build groups could be refunded when the scheme commences. Clearly this would need to be assessed in each case and a workable criteria put in place which could be implemented within a short time period perhaps with a local authority and again with some form of guarantee which should release more potential schemes. Finally the availability of mortgage finance for individual members whether for outright home ownership of shared equity has never been, or indeed need be a problem for pre-assessed members especially given the equity realised by their involvement in a self build scheme generally known as “sweat equity.” Land and Planning For the purposes of an executive summary I have linked these two items as inevitably when the acquisition and/or use of suitable land for self build groups is under review the one relies very much upon the other. Historically we have acquired land from private landowners, local authorities and from developers normally at either current market value or at District Valuers valuation in the case of local authorities. This is normally a conventional transaction between willing buyer and willing seller albeit in the case of a local authority we have often been able to negotiate on the purchase price in return for recruiting members from the housing waiting list. At the time of writing we are faced with having to overcome the pressures on land supply and availability stemming from the large land banks held by the volume housebuilders, a dearth of land in the ownership of local authorities and a general reluctance or uncertainty by the planning authorities to act on the recommendations concerning implementation of the Right to Build. A national plan in respect of the precise technical application of the appropriate planning policy is badly needed which minimises interpretation and can readily applied to applications. In other words in the same way that ‘permitted extensions and delegated decisions are clearly set out by
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Planning departments so it should be in respect of planning applications for building land in or adjoining built settlements. We have carried out a number of modest schemes on what used to be termed “exceptions” land attached to the “village envelope which echo the natural evolution of village communities. This particular solution has never failed to gain the support of the local inhabitants and aligns with the general policy sought by such organisations as the CPRE. There is a case for examining history to discover possible clues to the solutions for today’s housing problems. If I may quote Sir Winston Churchill “know your history” Prior to the advent of volume house development after the second world war all towns villages and settlements have gradually expanded and evolved in their response to social pressures, population and employment demands. Applied nationally this could prove to be not only sustainable but also beneficial to the economy and at the same time minimising the perceived effect on the loss of green field areas. Membership It would seem based on the national support and enthusiasm for “self build” and central government’s continuing and increasing support for its promotion borne out by published statistics, that there is no shortage of potential members . Although Custom build and individual self builds are heavily publicised they do not necessarily add substantially to the number of annual house starts. The former being an alternative form of speculative development albeit with tacit opportunity of purchaser involvement and the latter continuing to feature as it always has, it is the re-introduction of Self Build Groups together with the increasing number of CoHousing and Community Led Groups not to mention Community Land Trust initiatives which will make an appreciable difference to housing numbers. Making available the opportunity for groups of people to become involved in a variety of ways to create homes for themselves be it outright ownership or on an equity sharing basis should be high on central government’s agenda. Such initiatives require no form of capital grant funds merely assistance by way of “ financial guarantees” and some positive assistance in unlocking suitable land. There are a more than adequate number of suitably qualified professionals who could carry such schemes forward always provided that the opportunities are given sufficient exposure and publicity. The activities in this field to date provided by NaCSBA are heavily weighted in favour of Custom build and Individual self building but to date little or no attention has been provided in respect of self build groups. Such is the disparity that perhaps it is time to consider an entirely separate body for such a purpose and given the similarity of purpose, recruitment and delivery BSHF (British Social Housing Foundation) may well prove to be such a body. I am cognisant of course for the need of central government to liaise with as few organisations as possible, but this may prove to be a suitable route. Group Applications I have during my career managed not only self build groups for mainly first time owner occupiers but also carried out group schemes for members who were already in home ownership and who for various reasons were looking to build something larger and more up market, The system worked equally well and indeed the existence of considerable members equity and experience certainly made access to main loan finance a little easier. The houses tended to be more



Group Self Build Housing 125



119



individual in design but the advantages of operating as a group with regard to purchasing power in particular and sometimes a degree of skills bartering between members resulted in a number of successful projects. This particular route would prove highly effective with regard to a group of existing home owners and/or seniors looking to downsize and is particularly similar to the principles employed in the Co-Housing movement. It is worthy of note that any member of a self build group who is a home owner releases a further house into the market. A number of schemes have been successfully carried out involving the refurbishment of run down and/or vacant existing housing stock and lends itself particularly well to group self build housing due to the higher DIY content often entailed. Such a scheme was the Black Road, Macclesfield project which was designed and managed by their architect Rod Hackney in the 70’s who went on to become president of the RIBA. The conversion of larger buildings which have been vacated for a variety of reasons and which were previously intended for non residential use such as office blocks (classified brown land) also readily lend themselves to a group scheme as much of the structure is in place and the extent of work required for its division and completion is of the type where DIY input can be quite high. Conclusion All self build groups share one common objective, To Build Well, Build Economically and Build Quickly. As management consultants on behalf of our client self builders we need to provide Land and Finance and to manage their schemes to a successful conclusion whilst meeting the above objectives. Finance This we achieved on numerous occasions initially with Housing Corporation funding. This funding source ultimately failed due to a) The imposition of increasing and time consuming criteria concurrent with the entry into the market of private sector funding by building societies who were focussed on essential commercial criteria and competively driven decision making. I believe with the appropriate guarantees from central government that such funding could be reinstated providing the body administering the guarantee could agree to share the criteria required by the main lender(s) and be willing to a reasonably swift timetable. Land All groups including those under the umbrella of BSHF and Co-Housing and CLT’s are and will continue to benefit from the current planning policies under review and which hopefully will provide Local Authorities with a clear and positive direction on this issue. Currently the requirements of the Right To Build Bill and subsequent NaCSBA “Toolbox” only go so far and there remains a shortfall in respect of clear direction in how these requirements should be implemented.
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As in the past and still applicable today the acquisition of land from a Local Authority is relatively straight forward as is the issue of planning approvals, I perceive that much of the complication around the detail is derived from a district councils concern over control of design and construction and how “affordability” should be evaluated. If land is acquired at District Valuer valuation it is possible for internal cross subsidy to be exercised in respect of the various house types in the scheme . This coupled with a local authorities option for a % of members to be selected from the Register and/or their Housing list together with a shared equity option if need be administered by a “preferred” register provider would seem to solve the problem. The provision of serviced plots, is not necessary for a self build group providing the land is accessible from an adopted highway and main services are available the group in its corporate capacity can do the rest, albeit with specialist sub contract input. None of my self build members have been required to carry out any work for which they did not possess the appropriate skills. Self Build Group Schemes and their management is a mixture of man management skills, building contract and administration and like most things a continuous learning process which adds to long experience in the business in my case. I would be only to delighted to share such knowledge to enlarge this particular form of modest volume housing if the opportunity can be provided and naturally I would be delighted to provide further detail and clarification if called upon to do so.



Robert Burford



21st September 2016
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Heart of Hastings Community Land Trust, Rock House, 49-51 Cambridge Road, Hastings, TN34 1DT www.heartofhastings.org.uk



This submission is sent on behalf of an organisation Introduction about yourself or your organisation; The Heart of Hastings CLT is a registered community benefit society. Our objects are to provide and manage affordable residential and commercial accommodation to achieve social and economic regeneration in areas of deprivation, including through education and training, provision of workspace and business support. We have two major projects - to bring property in the White Rock area into community ownership in order to cap rents at affordable levels and to support a major community self-build on a derelict site in the Ore Valley area. We are inspired by Robert Tressell and the Ragged Trousered Philanthropists because the book reflects many social justice issues that remain topical 100 years later. We have five directors, one of whom is paid as a project coordinator on a consultancy basis as funds allow. We also have a number of other volunteers who are supporting the development of our work in Ore Valley. We are planning a community share issue Nov 2016-Mar 2017 to grow our membership (aiming for minimum 500 members). Factual information of particular relevance to the inquiry, referenced where appropriate;     



Henry George 1886 Social Problems – The first great reform RICS Land Journal. Who owns our land. Issue Dec 2015/Jan 2016 Property Justice and Reason, Stephen Hill Future Planning, Chartered surveyor Robert Tressell, The Ragged Trousered Philanthropists, Barrington’s Speech pg 451 chapter 45 Barker review of housing supply. Final report - Recommendations. 17th march 2014



Call for evidence – Questions



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. 1. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying to innovate approaches to, compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. We need to deal with the land bankers, both those who wait for others to create value and those who buy land to prevent development in their own back gardens. The least we should be doing is taxing land value, which should give owners the incentive to sell or develop. After a set number of years, the land should be compulsory purchased by the state for the benefit of community to penalise individuals who think they have the right to hoard the scarce resource of land and not use it. Henry George in the 1880s laid out an approach to the state charging ground rents for land in perpetuity – such taxes would immediately make land-banking unviable and encourage immediate use. The Crown already keeps assets from people who die leaving no relatives, or where liquidators refuse assets from failed companies. However they then sell this onto private companies and individuals instead of using it for the benefit of the people. Where does this money go and what is it spent on, could this not be redirected additionally to CLT funding? Heart of Hastings CLT
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Land should be given to communities through CLTs who can help organise people to utilise the asset for housing, workspace or agriculture for the common good. Utilising all brownfield sites in the country is paramount and it is particularly important to, make coherent funding available to sites with particular barriers e.g. contamination mitigation work. We are closely involved in a former power station site in the Ore Valley, Hastings, left by the state in an unsatisfactory condition and sold years ago to private owners who neglected it. It burnt down in 2000 with 30,000 tyres on the site, causing still-unknown local health impacts. And still the land remained redundant and hoarded off, causing a long-term blockage in the local area which is in the 1% most deprived in England. When the Millennium Community scheme collapsed a ghost/shadow board was left holding this land and other redundant local sites. We have managed to negotiate a licence on the power station site; the adjacent derelict site remains on the market (as it has been for years). Another piece of land in the same ownership has been recently sold to a developer for £470,000 yet no-one can tell us where this money is or what it will be used for. This money should be used in the Ore Valley to help us get the two remaining pieces of land into productive CLT use. Much land in poorer communities is left redundant as the developers can’t make enough money to satisfy the greed in the industry. Developers are only interested in huge profits and so reinforces inequality, with little interest shown in poorer communities. The development we do receive from these companies in poorer communities is much lower quality housing, due to the low values of land and property. These companies have no social conscience, it’s just about accumulation of wealth. This is the situation caused by total reliance on a private housing market. Henry George argued that if we tax the land, other taxes would not be necessary and this would simplify the system and save money in the process as we would not need all these other methods of taxes. George laid out how this could give power back to the people in regards to land and productivity. If you give land to CLTs they do not take out profit but reinvest the money made into their community for the benefit of all. The property will never be sold off but instead used to house people who may never be able to or aspire to own their own home but have equal rights to a quality home and place to live instead of substandard accommodation and long-suffering communities as is now the case. Due to high demand and increasingly scarce supply, social housing has become ghettoised; the only way to balance this is to assert that all people have a right to social housing that they help to build, then encourage a mix of people living in communities. What CLTs will provide is: a higher quality home, with a happier community, people who feel valued, useful, inspired and not stigmatised by a society that has indirectly rejected and branded them. Where, as in Hastings, CLTs support community self-build the benefits are even greater. Our local borough cannot afford to compulsory purchase land ad hoc to meet community needs and would need to fund legal costs to do this for CLTs and others. They will only use CPO when they can offset/recover the legal costs or there is a severe issue of safety with a building or structure. It took a huge campaign for the borough to step up to purchase the pier for the people and the council has a court case to settle for loss of earnings, paying out compensation from reserves to a private company. This is a big barrier and I am sure if Government offered our boroughs funds to help us they would be more willing to do so without a loss to their ever- decreasing budgets from national government and the removal of nearly all regeneration funds for a poor seaside town. In fact, it seems our council is so busy trying to survive austerity it is now competing with the community sector for funds. Boroughs who own land are now seeing this as an asset to be developed and are setting up their own housing development companies which themselves compete with community land trusts. Austerity has widened the gap between the council and the community, the council are now unable to help community groups due to lack of resources and there are some things the community cannot progress Heart of Hastings CLT
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without them. This is the consequence of the current political stance towards local authorities and poorer communities. All measures taken to address the imbalance have not reached our poorer towns as we don’t benefit: e.g. keeping business rates in a town with incredibly low business rates is not helpful although Westminster council will be very rich from this change. If the £60 million CLT fund is applied only on the basis of second homes, again the poorest communities will lose out. Councils need clear direction on how they should be helping their CLTs and what actions they can take to assist with the diversity of the housing market. Waiting lists for CLT- developed housing are always high as the private rented sector offers such an abysmal alternative. We definitely need more affordable homes, incorporating the most up to date housing construction and sustainable financial products. CLTs offer the chance of greater innovation collaborating with communities bottom up to design and build energy efficient homes and local support structures, including employment opportunities. This innovative approach is paramount in the poorer communities where mass housing has been provided with no innovation or appeal in design and build. CLTs demonstrate good models and practice, we often refer to the model of the Bourneville company, Birmingham who built everything people needed to be a self-sustaining happy community in one place. It can be done and CLTs have models all over the UK already that demonstrate the added value we provide. This is the new bottom up model of affordable housing. The bottom up approach has the potential to overcome nimbyism 2. Reasons that stop land owners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply Private land owners buy land for three reasons: Investment in the future (bank it), or to prevent development in their area or view, or to develop for huge profits. These all hold negatives for the common people who do not benefit from any of these situations, apart from paying for a house where a high % of the cost goes in developer and owner profits. This really doesn’t seem balanced and it is time the state took control of the land situation through taxing idle land. 3. The planning system and how permission in principle, local development orders and service plots may help. Presently as a CLT we don’t perceive any problems with planning The present system is perceived by residents to veer towards being favourable to developers and does not seem to them to prevent inappropriate development. Seaside borough planners are over-eager for any development due to the lack of it. In a poor area where development is slow there is a risk of accepting and approving applications without proper scrutiny. Awful adaptions and developments can be seen in our town and many boroughs. Generally, our planning department states it reaches a high level of performance. Permission in principle and Local Development Orders are examples of increasing complexity in the system and do not constitute a 'silver bullet'. Planning remains a specialised field and community land trusts face the same risks and challenges as commercial developers, however they do not normally have anywhere near the same level of financial resources to procure the type of expertise to drive forward a major development that would make a significant contribution to housing supply, or to bring forward a complex site (such as a previously developed site). Any project driven by a CLT is likely to depend on goodwill from local authorities and property professionals to engage with the system to deliver a viable and deliverable consent. In summary the barrier for a CLT to pursue an ambitious programme of housing development is lack of specialist expertise and commercial skills. Constant regulatory change is unhelpful to CLT's as it is to local authorities and communities. Heart of Hastings CLT
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Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources New ways of providing access to finance for the developments and development stages and ways of derisking schemes. 1. Examples of past and public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn’t work. We have built the Heart of Hastings CLT over the past year using a patchwork of small grants (COMA, CED, National CLT Network Urban CLT grant, Power to Change, Big Local, Share Booster, Big Potential, BLF Celebrate) and we continue to apply for more where appropriate (Coastal Communities Fund, Community Buildings, HLF Sharing Heritage, ESCC Catalysing Stalled Sites, HLF Townscape Heritage, etc). Welcome though each of these has been and will be, overall they create a significant burden of bidding, management and grant administration; there are few if any sources of core development funding for this purpose so we have no staff and instead have to pay for project coordination and leadership as and when funds allow. Within that list of funds we can provide the following feedback:  Grant funds that include mandatory ‘relationship management’ and/or consultancy days chosen from a limited list are problematic. Programmes that insist on communities writing a ‘plan’ are designed for the funder not the recipient. Unless the whole point of the project is to create a plan (as with Neighbourhood Planning itself) it is much better to focus recipients on ‘pitching’ – ie developing and communicating their project.  Power to Change has been a fully engaged funder, working closely with us over a period of time and then providing a £50k grant towards the development of the DIY Regen project in Ore Valley, which will eventually lead to 60 community self-build houses, plus workspace and community facilities. This kind of foresighted grant, which seeks outcomes along the way to a major transformation in several years’ time, is the crucial element to enable community solutions in the most challenging circumstances.  The range of programmes we have accessed shows the diverse aspects a CLTs work encompasses – not just housing but economic development, heritage, and most importantly bottom-up development through creative community outreach. Funding that comes with conditions that change the nature of CLTs is not helpful e.g. we have seen CLTs being conditioned into taking on Registered Provider status. This undermines the model, diminishes the added value, and may jeopardise the underpinning principles of what we are trying to do on a collective basis. CLTs exist to support threatened communities – whether the threat is second homes and unaffordable rents/prices or deprivation and dereliction. The importance of grant funding and tax relief should not be underestimated as it can make unprofitable ventures achievable to the benefit of a community. There is a need to clarify relevant tax reliefs (Social Investment Tax Relief) to support not- for-private- profit, community owned asset development. This is currently made difficult and complex by the rules about whether property projects can be eligible. These rules make sense as barriers to relief for speculative private property development but since so much social and community enterprise focuses on assets it is currently undermining the purpose of the relief. 2. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models We would suggest that at least half of the new £60m pa funding should focus on land acquisition and associated costs (e.g. decontamination, infrastructure) – i.e. de-risking. The social funding sector would provide for development costs and the financial markets (with adequate tax reliefs) would provide the products for build costs and mortgages, with the other half of the £60m used to further reduce risk on less Heart of Hastings CLT
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viable schemes. Community investment through equity or loan-stock (bonds) provides the democratic mandate, co-ownership stake holding and a cushion of funds available at specific moments relevant to the unique case. 3. Other types of funding that would be useful e.g. Seed corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. CLTs should be able to secure money from mainstream government funds. We are the most innovative providers at present, offering diversity and innovation in housing and economic development, joining up communities with common purpose. The HCA Empty Homes Fund opened up for a short while to VCSEs and achieved some amazing projects – including Rock House in Hastings which is the pathfinder for our CLT. It closed without fanfare and the HCA currently offers no funds for community-led housing or community asset development. Communities need a similar product offer for borrowing money as the Public Works Loans Board, or indeed the criteria for the PWLB itself could be expanded so that appropriate bodies (like asset-locked CLTs) could apply for loans for works in the public interest. As mentioned in the first part of this section, seed-corn or core development grants are important to reduce the burdens of bidding for multiple small grants. Low-interest loans are definitely required and there should be more market development to ensure there is the right variety of products for CLTs and other communityled housing. People want to build their own homes collectively and individually, we want choice and not redbrick boxes... It’s the finance that get in the way and the limited products available on the financial market.



Enabling infrastructure and partnership that government can support 1. Example of groups of builders being supported to start or complete a housing project to an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements are most important. We are working to develop the Organisation Workshop model which has been used all over the developing world but never in Europe until 2015 when it was piloted in Luton by Marsh Farm Outreach. The OW is a large-scale ‘capacitation’ approach. The theory is that if you give a large group of people the means of production (MOP) and the freedom to organise themselves within the law and any other site constraints, they will transform the site/s and, through that process, transform the participants themselves, learning organisational skills and behaviours and developing jobs and enterprises for themselves. In Luton the OW focused on a large waste ground which has been converted into a farm including an iron age roundhouse, and the renovation of a derelict 200-year old farmhouse. In Hastings we are using the OW as the pivotal aspect of a much larger scheme to transform the former power station site into a new community of 60 homes along with workspace and community facilities. This process has begun with the recruitment of local residents into a BUD (Bottom Up Development) Team. They are out door-knocking locally to talk to people about their aspirations for the site while we put together the land, planning and funding. We will then recruit 100 participants who are long-term unemployed or otherwise excluded for a 12-week intensive OW in which they will lay the Greenway route through the site and build a practice building. We anticipate that the OW will lead to a range of enterprises, including a builders coop that will go on to complete the site build-out using the skills and organisation that they have learned during the OW. We will be working closely with the local College which has a campus close to our site.
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The Luton OW was supported by the Office for Civil Society and we hope that Government will support the Hastings OW as the initial roll-out of this model which could be used throughout the country. We have never actually asked people to do it for themselves we have always done it to them or for them. The other option is they watch developers bring in labour and build, creating no local opportunities for work or training. Using local labour is a priority for CLTs. The OW in Luton showed a success rate the DWP have never achieved in getting people mobile and into work or business. We are not just building housing but new communities too. Today a successful affordable housing model is possible through this method with the right resources and government support. 2. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation There are three sets of support required for community asset and community-led housing projects: - Professional expert technical support – from valuers, surveyors, architects, engineers, planning consultants, environmental specialists etc - Generic experienced coaching support – eg from Locality staff, Plunkett, and many private consultants - Peer networking and mutual support – eg via Locality members, National CLT Network, the emerging Community Led Housing Alliance Both Power to Change and the CLH Alliance are looking closely at these various aspects. There is a danger that infrastructure organisations will always seek solutions that help to finance their staff teams and also that many new platforms and projects to broker expert support (like ‘Locality Brokers’) are begun with enthusiasm and innovation/development funding but then abandoned as staff move on, only to be reinvented a few years later.



3. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the ‘right to build’. We hope CLTs may be able to utilise this route, however indications from borough councils are not positive and the message has not been received to local government. Many have their own interests in using land. If more land were freed up from land bankers this might be more feasible nationally. The problem with such partnerships is that once formed they are often quite exclusive and become a barrier rather than a route for new groups.



Capacity in the new sources sector 1. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those should be overcome. Authorities do not seem to have the capacity to engage as they have been stripping assets, reserves and staff to remain afloat with austerity, if given the directive and resources we are sure they would be able to be more helpful. Our local authority has had to strip down its regeneration department and is occupied with bidding for funds that used to be available for the independent voluntary, community and social enterprise sector, in order to meet staff costs through grant management fees. When we ask for help as a CLT we find there is no resource and that the council is considering setting up its own housing company. We are told there is no resource for regular requests for help. Local councils needs strong direction on enabling new sources of affordable housing supply and incentives to work collaboratively rather than compete with their own resident and civic community. Heart of Hastings CLT
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2. Ways to build capacity in the new sources sector either at a national, regional or local level. The most effective way to send a message that government wants to see new sources of affordable housing supply is through a sustained funded programme focused on those sources. The most obvious funding vehicle is the HCA but it would require an experienced and committed internal staff team to lead this. The previous experiment of the ‘community programme’ for empty homes was very welcome and had good outcomes but was led by Tribal under contract – once the funded period was over the team was dismantled and it is almost impossible to find anyone to talk to about it in HCA now. Once there is a clear funding source backed with government policy commitment the rest of the support and investment-readiness market will swing behind it to help build capacity. 3. What one thing could government do to make a big difference Develop a coherent housing policy that addresses the reality of the housing crisis and stop depending on large development companies that dominate the industry to meet the need for the majority of people for whom owning their own home is a distant dream in the current climate. The Equality Trust recently found that 86% of UK renters cannot scrape together enough savings to cover even a quarter of the deposit needed to buy the average first home. High private rents are a fundamental part of the reason fewer people can afford to buy. Meanwhile the richest 100 people increased their wealth by £15 bn last year – a quarter of them through property interests. It is therefore essential (if counter-intuitive) as part of a drive for homeownership, to enable the provision affordable housing for rent. Rental homes are also filled more quickly, making a more rapid impact on housing shortages. George Osborne shifted HCA funds almost entirely from rent to purchase - Government should reverse this, instead focusing on using government resources to build for rent so that people can afford to save for a purchase. Promote and support an alternative approach that involves communities directly in meeting housing needs, understanding that this is not just about building houses but making places, developing communities and nurturing local economies.
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National Housing Taskforce: New Sources of supply Call for evidence 25th August 2016



Submission from Dr. Helen Jarvis, PhD, Reader in Urban Social Geography at Newcastle University, [email protected] See: www.ncl.ac.uk/gps/staff/profile/helen.jarvis I am writing this submission as: -



-



-



Scholar internationally regarded for advancing new paradigms of shared space and self-governance in collaborative living arrangements of intentional community and cohousing Non-executive director, UK Cohousing Network, since 2014. The UKCN represents 18 established and 75+ forming cohousing communities across the UK, and wider membership/associate membership base (c.400). Core-member of forming cohousing group in Newcastle upon Tyne (Co-HUT), current legal status is Unincorporated Association (Constitution signed 4th June 2015); listed with both Newcastle CC and Gateshead CC Self and Custom Build Register; submitted Early Stage Support funding application via Locality on 12 August 2016 (result pending).



Each of these positions are presented by me in a personal capacity in this submission. Introduction: personal biography I am the Principal Investigator for the ESRC funded seminar series: Collaborative Housing and Community Resilience (2014-2016) (See: https://collaborativehousing.net/ outputs include a short film and key findings with case study vignettes); also co-applicant on a Participatory Action Research on Senior Cohousing (NE Beacon) (2011-12). I would summarise my research contribution on community housing to be: (i) efforts to render visible the ‘social value’ to groups and society of various forms of sharing (space, resources, social time) in community housing (e.g. combating loneliness, mutual support in old age); (ii) lessons learned from international comparative analysis (I have personally visited/maintained contact with 60+ cohousing/intentional community projects across UK, AU, USA, NL, DK, SE, benchmarking UK cohousing (and other forms of CLH) against international equivalents and identifying missed opportunities (e.g. self-help micro-housing in Opportunity Village, Oregon, which provides temporary and transitional housing for homeless people). I sit on numerous academic and practitioner networks, including the NE Community Led Development Network which is a loose affiliation of some 50+ non-profit community organisations, local authorities, registered housing providers and grassroots activists, in which the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) plays an enabling role. It has met regularly since 2012. Network members have access to a wide range of housing data and
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small studies on specialist areas including community land trusts, custom self-build, senior housing and senior care, alms houses, artists and creative communities (e.g. via Quality of Life Partnership, Newcastle). I have organised for student placements and collaborative dissertations with this Network. Introduction: rationale (as context for responses to specific issues addressed below) The housing crisis is not simply one of inadequate supply, it also reflects niche demand for non-standard living arrangements, novel housing and more neighbourly communities that mainstream housing markets will not build. Addressing this demand requires thinking beyond housing supply (numbers) to issues of community resilience, place-making and meaningful local response to the challenges of climate change. It is important to acknowledge and preserve diversity of demand (values) because it represents a major source of socio-technical innovation and impetus for behaviour change (e.g. to low-carbon lifestyles). There is a risk that current efforts to introduce new sources of housing supply emphasise scale of output over scale of input. This is why I wish to distinguish between transformations that are brought about by; - direct scale delivery of a desired goal (e.g. increasing the supply of housing or delivering on affordability and/ or energy-efficiency) - compelling experimental projects that challenge the status quo and inspire others to translate pioneering ideas into mainstream policy and practice. These are not mutually exclusive and both transformations are needed. But they do represent two discrete dimensions of niche scale development. Efforts to define and rationalise this diverse sector (which is likely to remain small, if not tiny) should also maximise opportunities to support local community empowerment. This is why it is equally important to consider the extent to which supply (whether new housing or empty buildings brought back into use) is meaningfully citizen-led and/or responsive to unmet demand. For this purpose, I wish to distinguish between; - custom-build as one household building to their own specification - Self-provided housing for existing interests (a group forms to build for that group, as well as for wider community benefit, e.g. collective social and ecological behaviour change) - Place-based capacity-building for identified need (a civic group/community trust building affordable/speciality housing to meet a recognised local need) - SME builders- identifying gaps in the market, building for profit The significance of niche housing is that it represents a potent seed-bed for innovation and behaviour change which are stifled by the mainstream regime of speculative building for the open market and large corporations or state entities that build and allocate housing in a remote fashion.
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1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development 1.1 Community-led housing (CLH) (such as cohousing) will not be able to secture land for housing unless the relative powerlessness of this sector is compensated or legislated for. There are at least three ways to promote a more level playing field: timely access to suitable sites (volume builders benefit from superior information, secrecy and lobbying); allow CLH the ‘option’ on a suitable site, allowing time to properly investigate funding; develop method of social accounting and use it to capture the full social value of community housing as leverage for access to heavily discounted sites (e.g. public land/buildings). 1.2 I welcome the requirement under the Self-build and Custom House-building Act 2015 that local authorities/ city councils must maintain a register of individuals and associations of individuals who are interested in buying land to bring forward self and custom house-building projects. But the Act needs to be strengthened from a duty of consideration to one of active enablement. The enabling role could extend, for instance, to helping groups develop a business plan, finding suitable sites, sign-posting suitable training and facilitation in community organising (‘soft’ skills etc.). It is not sufficient to keep a register of interested builders, this must be combined with a register of specific sites that are categorised and protected for new sources of supply. In Berlin, for example, the municipal authority holds regular ‘speed-dating’ events to facilitate matches between groups seeking land and sites becoming available, and individuals seeking groups/ groups seeking funding partners. The sites can be small/ awkward or those that the volume builders are less inclined to develop immediately (they might hold it in hope for future gains) where a case can be made for promoting community housing for wider community benefit. 1.3 Landowners are reluctant to release land to CLH because; alternative processes of building are unknown to them, they are considered to be high risk, and community groups need more time to assemble finance and reach a decision on viability. As with 1.2, landowners could be invited to participate in local authority ‘match-making’ and to identify/recognise social and community benefits themselves. Also, the local authority/other intermediaries and sector networks need to de-risk the process by supporting groups with early stage business plans (i.e. via mentoring/brokering land and finance information and skills), and by establishing a revolving fund for feasibility studies on potential sites (the added benefit of this approach being to bring more of the small, difficult, brownfield sites forward for development, including in low-demand areas, establishing viability on terms other than market price/profit). Again this requires effective measures of social value/community benefit. 1.4 With respect to the suggestion of serviced plots: it is important to recognise that this can create ‘lock-in’ effects and prohibitive ‘sunk costs’ when the wrong assumptions are made. For example, if assumptions are made that the site will hold single family dwellings with private car access, or conventional heating and
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wastewater drainage, the material and cost-savings that are possible with novel building design and alternative living arrangements (more communal, car-free, CHP, off-grid etc.) are lost forever. This highlights the importance of policies that do not stop at land-use planning (e.g. zoning for serviced plots, requiring provision of x%, without establishing mechanisms to supply for unmet CLH demand. I appreciate that taskforce visits will have been made to the Almere self-build plots, NL, and the suggestion might be to replicate this model in the UK. While this model is impressive in terms of scale it has attracted criticism in a number of way for reinforcing the transport hazards of greenfield development; limited scope for ecological innovation; limited scope for community-building and place-making; not offering any coherent alternative to the operating context of owner-occupation. Serviced plots are closely aligned with the language of ‘custom build’ which poses a troubling influence on current policy: it appears to solve the housing crisis through customisation (doing the same things more smartly) rather than inviting an overhaul of how and where people live, using what resources and in what sense building resilient homes and communities. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources 2.1 Pre-development funding is vital- not only at the stage when CLH groups have identified a site but also at earlier stages of community group development (build a community, before you build buildings). This suggests greater investment in ‘soft skills’ and enablers/ brokers for the CLH sector. In the USA, for example, it is fairly common to find social entrepreneurs with skills in business-planning, land and finance, legal and group dynamics, for instance, who provide discounted or pro-bono consultation because the sector is large enough and the non-profit activities are cross-subsidised by commercial activities. Most community enablers are themselves pioneers/passionate about the sector – but have to make this a viable livelihood to operate at any scale. 2.2. The Locality Early Stages funding is good – but needs to be promoted for groups at a really early stage (at present it assumes that groups are at an advanced stage of financial awareness whereas this is largely what is missing in this sector). I imagine that there is scope to scale-up/promote the ethical finance sector too (e.g. Ecology Building Society or similar in partnership with local community share- as used in Glendale Gateway Trust- or to generate green mortgages- or common equity loans/ mortgages/ local business funding alliances based on values such as low-carbon building or homes guaranteed for key workers. Such financial instruments may need political support and exceptional policy – also a clearing house to cultivate and match innovations and eligibility. 2.3 For groups that are ready to develop, specific loans that promote affordable/low cost self-build projects (such as the Highland Self Build Loan Fund) would be helpful. In all of these points it is important to ensure relevant and proportionate eligibility criteria and conditions: past funding (e.g. via HCA) has imposed an unrealistic timeframe on spending and delivery- or set too many conditions on site/project specification.
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3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support 3.1 There are excellent examples, from my own and other published research, of community housing schemes that have been brought to development or otherwise enabled by non-profit partners or broker organisations. Few of these are what I would describe ‘self-provided for existing interests’ (see 4.1). Examples include Glendale Gateway Trust and SCATA (Stocksfield), in NE England; and the cohousing scheme included with Troy Community Gardens, Madison WI, USA; and Murundaka cohousing in Melbourne which was enabled partly by an Australian federal government stimulus package and partly by capital from a not-for-profit ‘common equity’ housing association. 3.2 Housing Associations have capacity in the UK to boost news housing supply but current national government policy stands in the way of constructive partnerships with community housing groups. Major impediments are ‘Right to Buy’ and policies on rent restructuring and convergence which stand in the way of partnerships between Housing Associations and CLH adopting novel approaches to affordability in perpetuity (e.g MHOS or common equity cooperative) seeking to protect the core values of the CLH (such as preventing market speculation and private financial gains on community benefits). 3.3 Promote and invest in civic organisations as enablers rather than providers. Also look at ways to think about and invest in housing, health, wellbeing and skills in more integrated and creative ways across departments. A good example would be the small scale initiative by Crisis in Newcastle linking homeless people with a local technical college to deliver carpentry and building skills, and then to apply these skill to bring empty homes back into use (also Protohome). Another example is Granby 4 Street. 4. Capacity in the ‘new sources’ sector 4.1 Continue to promote CLH at national and local political scales, strengthening this as an ‘intermediate’ sector while recognising the value of retaining diversity of grassroots motivation and commitment (forcing a one-size fits all will drive away your passionate pioneers). Invest in research projects and advocacy networks to better understand and support the sector in all its diversity. 4.2 Look for ways to integrate CLH (especially the common/communal space/shared amenities and collective decision-making of cohousing) into mainstream housing and funding structures.



I have run out of steam! I’m not sure that I can think of just one thing that national governments could do to make the most difference, but on behalf of the UKCN I will go with:
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Ensure that policy initiatives aimed at doubling custom- and self-build activity by 2020 work to improve access to funding and land for collective (self-providing group) projects like cohousing as well as for individual custom builders.
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Response to the All Party Parliamentary Group on Community Land Trusts From the Homes and Communities Agency 27 September 2016 Introduction Thank you for your invitation to submit written evidence to the National Housing Taskforce’s inquiry with particular reference to community land trusts. The Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) helps create successful communities by making more homes and business premises available to the people that need them. We work locally in individual communities to help meet local priorities. We invest mostly in building new homes, but also in creating employment floor space and other community facilities, in cities, towns and villages across the country. The homes we fund include affordable homes for rent and sale, and homes for rent or sale at market prices. Our investment helps build around half of all new homes built in England each year. It also helps increase local growth by creating jobs and supporting businesses. We own public land, which we sell to house builders and others. This is one of the ways in which we enable development and help increase the speed with which house builders can build new homes. We also regulate social housing providers (mostly housing associations) in England. We do this to protect social housing assets and tenants - making sure that social homes remain available to tenants, and that the taxpayers’ investment in those homes is protected. As a Government Agency, the HCA supports the delivery of Government policy in England (outside of London), in particular its aim to drive up delivery of housing.



The HCA



acknowledges the role of Community Land Trusts (CLTs) as one way of helping to deliver more housing, and has opened up its products to ensure that CLTs are able to apply for both capital and revenue funding. In addition, we are working with Government to ensure that we have funding programmes available to allow us to make land available for housing, and provide investment to attract new entrants into the market.



Call for evidence 1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development The Government has an overall ambition over the course of this parliament to release surplus public sector land with the capacity for 160,000 homes, and the HCA plays an important role in achieving this ambition. The HCA is working to release its own existing
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assets and land to allow up to an additional 36,000 new homes to be built, as well as work with Other Government Departments (OGDs) to transfer their land and assets to us, so that we can use our specialist skills to take this land to market. The HCA regularly updates a Land Development and Disposal Plan, which we make available on our website (www.gov.uk/hca), so that partners can see what land we have available and are seeking to dispose of over a 12 month period. Through working with local partners, including Local Authorities, we can help to ensure that there are Local Plans and Housing Strategies in place, so that all parties are clear on what the priorities are for that local area. In addition, our specialist Advisory Team for Large Applications (ATLAS) team work with Local Authorities on large scale sites, supporting Local Authorities realise their local housing ambitions in relation to planning, viability and infrastructure issues. By working together to ensure that there are clear local plans in place, it helps to overcome some of the barriers regarding housing development.



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources The HCA has ensured that its programmes are open to a wide range of partners, to ensure that we can support delivery across the sector. For example, the Shared Ownership Affordable Homes Programme (SOAHP) 2016-21 is open to any provider to bid, unregistered or otherwise. There is no bar on those providers who are not registered and there is no requirement to have pre-qualified as an HCA investment partner prior to bidding. Our investment partner qualification process (for which all organisations which are awarded an allocation must qualify) is open to any organisation. All providers successful in securing an allocation must qualify as an investment partner before we can pay. But CLTs that don’t wish to do so in their own right can, as an alternative, consider working with an existing qualified investment partner or as part of an investment partner consortium, which would obviate the need to qualify for investment partner status. The SOAHP 2016-21 prospectus encourages smaller, specialist, rural providers to work with existing development partner consortia and explains the benefits that partnership working can confer. We no longer require that registered providers must be the landlord of grantfunded shared ownership, it remains however a statutory requirement that landlords of grant funded below market rental must be a registered provider.
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To help facilitate bidding from smaller providers such as CLTs who’d prefer to work alone, we offered offline bidding. The Agency has made, and will continue to, make training available alongside detailed guidance for our Investment Management System and short films to help new providers submit bids. The Agency has previously made available a bespoke contract for community led providers seeking where possible to reduce burdens whilst ensuring the necessary protection of public subsidy. In addition to the SOAHP 2016-21, the HCA has sought to ensure that our investment programmes are accessible to as wide a range of partners as possible. We have already been providing finance for CLTs through our Builders Finance Fund and we will continue to do so through our proposed investment programmes. We will seek to ensure that these investment programmes support innovation and diversification in the housing sector, which supports the potential future role of CLTs, and has been developed with such bodies in our consultation around the development of the proposed funds. The investment business will manage the new proposed investment fund that will support SME builders and developers to build new homes through restarting stalled sites and providing vital infrastructure to unlock land for residential development in situations where securing viable terms from commercial lenders is not possible. The HCA also administers a Housing Guarantees Programme that is split into two strands of activity (both of which are operated under the terms of a License entered into with the Department for Communities and Local Government), both of which offer 30 year debt terms. The Affordable Housing Guarantee Scheme (AHGS), which closed for new bids in March 2016 but which we continue to administer, was set up to deliver additional new build affordable homes (for affordable rent or affordable home ownership) through a delivery partner The Housing Finance Corporation (THFC) via a newly formed, wholly-owned subsidiary, Affordable Housing Finance (AHF), and; The Private Rented Sector Guarantee Scheme (PRSGS) which aims to deliver additional long term private rented homes through delivery partner Venn Partners via their subsidiary company PRS Operations.



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that Government can support The HCA has provided revenue funding directly to community groups, through schemes such as the Community Led Project Support Fund, which has provided community groups with small grants in order to get their projects to planning permission or community right to build order stage. This proved very successful and led to many projects coming forward that would otherwise have stalled.
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The HCA has also directly funded CLTs through both capital and revenue funding in recent years. Our capital funding has directly funded a number of CLT schemes, both rural village CLTs and some urban CLTs. Since 2011, the HCA have allocated grant to CLT schemes delivering more than 750 homes. These are predominantly affordable rent but there are shared ownership homes as well. Our revenue funding through the Community Led Project Support Fund has provided community groups with small grants in order to get their projects to planning permission or community right to build order stage. This proved very successful and led to many projects coming forward that would otherwise have stalled. Some of these projects are now ready to bid for capital funding from the Agency. Conclusions The Agency is keen to support Community Land Trust models and has a number of case studies that the inquiry may wish to see. We are also keen to offer advice and guidance to Local Authorities and Community groups with regards to the funding announced in the March 2016 Budget, which is targeted at community led groups in those areas hardest hit by holiday lets and second home ownership.
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Written submission to the Housing and Planning APPG National Housing Taskforce on New Sources of Supply



Housing Justice 256 Bermondsey St London SE1 3UJ Contact: Jackie Cottingham Faith in Affordable Housing Co-ordinator (England) Email: [email protected] Tel: 020 3544 8094 1. Housing Justice is the national voice of Christian action to prevent homelessness and bad housing. We believe that human dignity is challenged by the lack of a decent home, and aim to mobilise Christians united in their determination to work with and for homeless and badly housed people. Through the Faith in Affordable Housing project, we work with churches of all denominations in England and Wales to release surplus land or buildings for affordable housing. We link churches with local housing providers and facilitate discussions on selling or leasing land for affordable homes.



2. Churches own significant amounts of land and buildings in most areas and these can offer potential for development. Many congregations are aware of the difficulties young people face in finding housing they can afford. There is considerable goodwill towards the provision of affordable housing for local people. 3. However, arrangements that ensure that affordable homes remain affordable in perpetuity are needed. Congregations will be less inclined to support development if they are not sure that the homes will remain affordable to local people in the long-term future. The introduction of the voluntary right to buy for housing association tenants and discounted starter homes has resulted in affordable housing no longer remaining affordable in perpetuity. 4. Some churches have already indicated that they will be unlikely to consider disposing of assets to housing associations, especially below market value, if these assets are unlikely to remain in the affordable housing sector. It is making it more difficult to make the case for churches to release assets for affordable housing in England. 5. Country landowners have also often made sites available for housing because they have recognised that the market is not meeting the housing needs of local people. In a recent House of Lords debate, the Duke of Somerset warned that ‘landowners will hesitate to promote low-value land just to enrich an individual, rather than a community’. The Country Land and Business Association’s Eastern Director echoed this sentiment. Devon
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Rural Housing Partnership has said that many landowners will not offer land unless it is guaranteed for affordable homes for local people in perpetuity. 6. Promoting more small rural exception sites outside the normal development boundary in villages for affordable housing could help to increase diversity in the construction industry. This would reduce the land cost to registered providers, be low impact because of the small scale of the individual development and increase the supply of housing accessible to local people. The small scale of the development would also favour SME builders. However, landowners, including the church, are unlikely to release land at this lower value unless they are assured that the homes will remain affordable in perpetuity and excluded from any form of right to buy. Land held on ground leases that contain covenants restricting occupancy, eligibility, tenure and rent level should also be excluded from any right to buy. 7. Congregations are also often advised that charities must obtain ‘best price’ when disposing of land or buildings. There is advice relating to the disposal of church owned land and buildings about what constitutes ‘best terms’1 and when factors other than price may be taken into account. The Church in Wales has adopted a policy on the provision of affordable housing on its land. This has made it easier for Church in Wales churches to dispose of land for affordable housing. The adoption of similar policies by Church of England dioceses and other denominations would make it more straightforward for churches to dispose of land and buildings for affordable housing. The Charities Commission could assist by giving more guidance to churches around the issue of best terms in order to give them more certainty. Slow and complex decision making processes in denominations is not helped by this uncertainty around the obligations of church trustees. The slow process can sap the enthusiasm of volunteers in churches who wish to make affordable housing schemes happen. 8. Small rural exception sites with occupancy and tenure restrictions imposed by a s106 agreement are less likely to be hampered by the issue of best price since they are granted planning permission only because they deliver affordable housing. However, the inclusion of starter homes in the affordable housing definition may impact negatively on the release of such sites if landowners are not assured that the homes will remain affordable in perpetuity. Giving local planning authorities discretion to exempt these sites from the starter homes requirement is welcome, but does not offer sufficient certainty to landowners at present. 9. Faith in Affordable Housing co-ordinators have worked with churches to deliver affordable housing. Details of two schemes are attached in Appendix 1. 10. The one thing that government could do to encourage churches and landowners to release land for housing is to provide certainty about affordable housing, in particular how to ensure it remains genuinely affordable for local people in perpetuity.



1 Charity law and best price Faith in Affordable Housing 2015 http://www.housingjustice.org.uk/pages/fiah-resources-117.html
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Appendix 1: Faith in Affordable Housing Case Studies



St Stephen’s Vicarage, Frampton Rd, Gloucester Take one old derelict building, said by some local people to be an ‘eyesore’ and a ‘hotspot for fly-tippers and vandals, with a large garden with mature trees in the Linden residential area of Gloucester. Add an innovative project (Housing Justice’s Faith in Affordable Housing) working with a proactive Diocese (the Anglican Diocese of Gloucester), a supportive Local Authority (Gloucester City Council), and an imaginative local Housing Association (Rooftop Housing Group). And the result you get is a Win: Win situation for the local community, the Diocese, and for those in housing need in the area. St Stephen’s Vicarage on Frampton Road in Gloucester had been empty since 2009, when the vicar retired and the parishes of St Stephen’s and St Paul’s were combined. The site on Frampton Road, owned by the Gloucester Diocese, presented a positive opportunity for change for the Diocese and for the community. The Faith in Affordable Housing Project coordinator, Tracey Bessant, and Gloucester Diocese staff identified the Frampton Road site for the development of affordable housing. The Diocese was committed to meeting the needs of the local community and was looking to try to create the maximum amount of truly-affordable homes as well as a new vicarage more suitable for the needs (and the pockets) of the modern clergy. In January 2012, a lease for 125 years for the main part of the site, with an upfront payment of £75,000, was agreed between the Diocese and Rooftop Housing Group. This allowed Rooftop to take forward a scheme for mixed affordable housing. It was also agreed that Rooftop would build a new smaller vicarage for the Diocese on the small area of the site retained by the Diocese. The Diocese was able to show the benefits the scheme would have for the community and was therefore able to agree the scheme with Rooftop at below market value, despite the church being a charity and covered by the Charity Commission’s rules about sales of assets. This was because the Faith in Affordable Housing Project had obtained evidence from the Charity Commission that it would accept the sale of faith land and buildings at a belowmarket rate to provide housing for those in need. The Diocese and Rooftop then worked in partnership, with the help of Gloucester City Council, to draw up plans to create nine 1-bedroom flats for young homeless people in Gloucester, one 3-bedroom home for move-on accommodation, two 3-bedroom affordable rented family homes, two 1-bedroom shared ownership homes, and one new vicarage.



Housing Justice



141



Gloucester City Council contributed £300,000 toward the costs, with £165,000 coming from the government’s Homes and Community Agency. Ben Preece-Smith, who works for the Diocese, is of the opinion that Faith in Affordable Housing’s Tracey Bessant was instrumental in getting this scheme agreed between all partners. She worked with the Diocese to get all the key people on board with the idea of creating more affordable housing on the Vicarage site. Then she researched all the possible Housing Association partners to see which would be most appropriate to work with the Diocese. She then made the links, built up the trust between the Diocese and Rooftop and helped to overcome hurdles. As Ben puts it - “The scheme would not have happened without the Faith in Affordable Housing project”. The scheme was completed in 2014, with the flats with support on site for the young people being occupied early in the year, and the houses and the vicarage later in the year. Rooftop and the Diocese are now working together to plan two further schemes. So the partnership and trust built from working on the Frampton road scheme is now being used to create more affordable homes in the area.



Carey Baptist Church, Aberkenfig Demolition of a derelict church and construction of 14 new affordable homes Background Carey Baptist church in Aberkenfig had been empty for over four years and was in a poor state of repair. The building was owned by the Baptist Union of Great Britain (BUGB) and although it was not listed, it cost a significant amount to insure and maintain. The BUGB were working with a commercial agent to sell the site for an open market development. At the same time, Hafod Housing Association became aware of the site but was unaware it was owned by the BUGB. Rationale for creating Affordable Housing Through contacts with Bridgend County Borough Council, the Faith in Affordable Housing (FIAH) co-ordinator had already established that there was considerable housing need in the area for affordable homes for young adults. This site came to FIAH’s attention through a meeting with the South Wales Baptist Union. How the project took shape FIAH facilitated a meeting between the BUGB’s agent, Bridgend CBC and Hafod HA. Conversion of the church building into flats was not financially viable. The site also had the potential to incorporate a strip of land owned by the local authority, which would deliver more homes. Following consultation with the local community, it was agreed that Hafod HA would purchase the site and demolish the church in order to build 14 flats for affordable rent. It was
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also agreed that Bridgend CBC would sell the strip of land adjacent to the site to Hafod Housing. Project Costs/ Financial Implications Total scheme cost: £1,468,090, Mixed funding: £851,967 Social Housing Grant from the Welsh Government, including £400,000 Smaller Properties Funding £616,123 Private Finance Land sold at market value: £135,000.



Keys to success Partnership working between Hafod HA, BUGB, Bridgend CBC and FIAH. Local contractor – Holbrook Homes “This development shows the benefits of working in partnership and it’s very rewarding to see a disused and derelict building being transformed into affordable housing in an area where there is high demand. Working with a locally based contractor is also helping to boost the local economy and support jobs”. Alan Morgan, Managing Director Hafod HA “We’re delighted to see much needed affordable homes on this former church site. Churches across Wales can be part of the solution to housing need, and this development is a great example of what can be achieved by working together.” Sharon Lee, Director of Housing Justice Cymru



Biggest Challenges The biggest challenge was that the sale of the site was administered by a BUGB committee based in England but handled by a local commercial agent. This meant the sale was commercially driven rather than by the needs of the local community. Hafod HA could only acquire the site by paying full market value. Thankfully, the commitment shown by Hafod, BCBC and Housing Justice to deliver the development meant the site was acquired.



Benefits 14 new affordable homes – 10 one bedroom flats and 4 two bedroom houses for affordable rent due for completion at end 2016. Homes will be allocated via Bridgend Council’s Common Housing Register.
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New Sources of Housing Supply Evidence from igloo Regeneration igloo is the UK’s leading responsible real estate business working with partners to deliver for People, Place & Planet. igloo’s DNA is Footprint® which drives financial, social and environmental value through a focus on design, environment, social progress and health, happiness and wellbeing. igloo is an innovator. From the world’s first responsible real estate fund fifteen years ago, through leading edge public private partnerships like Blueprint, Siglion and Chrysalis to its current innovations in Custom Build housing and community led development. Introduction The UK has evolved a housing supply industry that builds, speculatively, standard housetypes, that most (75%) potential consumers won’t buy, at a long term average sales rate of 2.6 homes per site per month on relatively large sites with mainly on site construction. Increasing supply primarily means diversifying the industry into different housing supply business models that generate faster absorption by the occupier market. This mainly means sub market housing (which requires subsidy), market rented housing (which is not currently competitive in the land market except for large buildings in locations with low sales rates and strong rental markets) and Custom Build (which, by removing the standard house type, sells 3-5 times faster). Increasing supply would also be assisted by;    



improving the design quality of places created by new houses to help remove opposition and increase support for new housing. removing s106 and CIL to make more sites viable removing barriers to market entry like high planning costs and equity requirements encouraging smaller providers on smaller sites but this will not make a significant impact on overall supply levels.



The ways in which supply could be increased are outlined below. The key recommendations are: 1) Use public land disposal solely to grow new supply sectors 2) Increase grant for sub market housing 3) Create a community land purchase fund and provide community grants for pre-development costs 4) Create a new housing supply sector equity investment fund 5) Create a development management framework 6) Ensure PRA regulation advantages Custom Build mortgages
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7) Assist the planning system to allocate sites for the most appropriate new supply sector



Igloo



145



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development A substantial proportion of the better quality permissioned land is owned by the incumbent oligopoly suppliers. This will inevitably slow the speed of implementation of alternative supply approaches. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. 



Public land disposal to community groups is prevented by the processes used in public land disposal







HCA/GLA land sale documentation and framework panels that favour the current supplier base constrain innovation







The lack of an assumption that land in regeneration areas or land suitable for housing are automatic grounds for CPO limits land supply



Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. 



Build to rent generally produces lower land values than for sale







Sites are often sold with planning permission for speculative housebuilder style schemes meaning other sources of supply would be faced with the cost and time of seeking a new permission



The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. 



There is nothing much wrong with the planning system other than the cost which acts as a barrier to entry. Much of the information required for planning applications is never properly scrutinised in the planning process and is therefore superfluous. A different system that reduced this cost burden for new entrants and those with good track records for delivering high quality places would be an alternative approach.







However sites need to be allocated in plans for specific types of delivery in a market sensitive way







The Teignbridge approach to Custom Build planning policy prevents Custom Build. Creating a standard Custom Build policy approach (allocation of appropriate sized sites eg 100+ terraced homes) is an example of what is needed for all new supply sectors.



Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources Equity funding is the main barrier to entry to this market and a significant competitive advantage for incumbents (in addition to their supply chain economies). However in the market rental market there is no shortage of equity from financial institutions, housing associations with strong balance sheets and local authorities (via PWLB, EIB and UKMBA). In the sub market sector the financing constraint is lack of grant.
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New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. 



The Community Right to Build scheme which provided grant funding to community groups for the costs of securing planning permission was an excellent model to overcome the barrier to entry the planning system creates







Custom Build removes the speculative sales element and allows the developers return (say 20%) to drop to a contractors return (say 5%)



Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. 



Build to Rent Government debt guarantees – this proposal has yet to get off the ground because it is poorly designed (based around standardising loan terms at the same time to allow a bond issue rather than providing individual guarantees for loans when needed for projects). An example of poor and ill informed policy making.







Community Right to Build Fund (see above) was a policy that needed to be in place for sufficient time to allow the market to form (ie community groups to identify that undertaking development is possible). The previous scheme was slow to take up and then stopped just as it was getting going.







Custom Build Homes Fund set a low cap (£3m) due to a lack of understanding of the necessary scale for Custom Build. It required planning permission and match funding which wasn’t usually available and set interest rates too late in the process and at too high levels.







The Custom Build Serviced Sites Loan Fund also requires planning permission and match funding which isn’t usually available and sets interest rates too late in the process and at too high levels. This isn’t the financing gap in this market.



Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. 



The mortgage market does not support Custom Build well.







Some big providers aren’t in the market.







Others find it hard to adjust their computer systems.







The PRA is currently threatening putting a higher risk weighting on Custom Build mortgages.



Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. 



Lack of equity is the main barrier to entry into this market. Providing 100% equity to proven management teams would substantially increase the number of new entrants and be followed by private equity once proven.



Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important.
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igloo supports a wide range of organisations from major institutional investors to small community groups to deliver housing across the UK. It is igloo’s development management skills that are critical to this capacity. It’s fund raising skills are also important.



How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multidisciplinary experts funded to support implementation. 



It is generally the intelligent client skill that is missing. Assembling and managing a consultant team through a development project is complex. In our experience consultants cannot manage themselves.



The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. 



The Right to Build, like much policy in the housing supply area is deeply flawed and the Government agencies tasked with delivery are often mistasked (eg direct commissioning, Custom Build pilot sites, the various funds detailed above) by central government.



Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors The capacity constraints vary from source to source. For local authorities it is a lack of skills. For Custom Build it is a lack of equity finance. For sub market housing it is a lack of grant. As supply increases site labour will increasingly be a constraint. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. 



Local authorities are motivated to deliver market rented housing to produce revenue surpluses to support core service delivery. They are enabled by their access to low cost debt (subject to sensible MRP provisions) and their own land. However they generally lack the development skills necessary to take large programmes of development forward. Creating a national development management supplier base eg through a development management framework is one way to help overcome this constraint.







Local authority understanding of new supply sources is low and will take time to develop. This is a major constraint to BtR, Custom Build and community led development. It can be overcome by Government providing incentives to learn and using guidance and its convening power.



Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level.
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Requiring sites to be allocated in local plans for new supply sectors commensurate with the potential of those sectors (eg urban sites for 200 apartments being designated for BtR or sites of 150 terraced homes being designated for Custom Build)







Completion of the current Custom Build proof of concept projects and accelerating the flow of equity to start ups in this sector will build capacity







Increase the amount and levels of grant available for subsidised housing will increase supply rapidly







Providing a land purchase fund and pre development costs grants to existing community groups will bring projects forward rapidly 148







Encouragement of BtR in planning policy (and acceptance that it will displace Starter Homes and other affordable provision)







Creating Development management framework panels for local authorities







Providing education and guidance to local authorities on best practice for scaling up resupply sectors







Ensuring public land is primarily used to encourage new sectors



What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Inevitably a policy seeking diversity needs to be more sophisticated than a single sound bite policy. Using public land disposal solely to grow new supply sectors would both increase supply and allow these new sectors to grow to economic scale rapidly.
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10 August 2016 DEAR GAVIN: A LETTER TO THE NEW HOUSING MINISTER Dear Gavin, Congratulations and welcome to housing! On hearing of your appointment, someone asked me what I would do if I were housing minister for a day - and I thought I’d take the opportunity to write them down and send them to you as a few suggestions. First, please stop thinking that the same inputs will lead to the same outputs. I don’t think I’ve heard any dissenting voices to the opinion that the housing crisis that we’re in is being caused by the imbalance of supply and demand. We’re not building enough homes and our population is growing. Doesn’t take a Nobel winning economist to work out what that will lead to. Since the 1980’s - we have seen an increasing consolidation amongst housebuilders. This means that small and medium sized builder/developers now build approximately 60-70% fewer homes than they used to and it means that 70% of our homes are delivered by about 10 different housebuilders. Why is this important? Well consolidation reduces diversity and choice, and increases the power of the oligopoly. This means that the big 10 can build what they like, when they like and that isn’t good for supply. Is it that surprising then that a recent RIBA report suggested that 75% of us would never buy a new-build home. So, my plea is to not just increase numbers, increase quality too. Exactly the same phenomenon has taken place in the supermarket industry. We have seen a consolidation of grocery shops so that the vast majority of our food purchases are through the big supermarket chains. We used to spend about 2 hours cooking every day and we now spend about 27 minutes. This is mainly due to the rise of the ‘ready-meal’ - which are tasty and convenient, but have too much salt and too much sugar in them and our nation is getting more obese as a result. The rise of the farmer’s market increases diversity and encourages that back to basic cooking from ingredients. Similarly, the volume housebuilders create a commodity product. Their homes are built quickly and simply but don’t have the quality of materials or of design. They are built around one of a few set floor plans rather than contextually around a site. So why oh why do public landowners talk about doing things differently, but continue to select the developers to buy the land using the same old rules? Do they expect that someone is going to come along and surprise them? Developers are not like tech companies - developers can disrupt (I like to fantasise that we’re attempting to disrupt the housing market) but it takes us time to scale up. We’re
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not like Uber, or AirBnB, we’re dealing with building homes not creating a platform. In the tech world, the mantra is build, measure, learn. That’s great when it involves a bit of code that can be put together in a weekend hackathon over some pizza and beer, but if it involves negotiating with land-owners, getting through planning, finding the right contractor and then dealing with purchasers’ lawyers, the build phase is not quick. A single project of new homes may take 3-5 years before you can sell them and then feedback lessons into the system. So, when you are looking to build new homes, don’t just build the same old homes, look to build new types of homes. Create farmer’s markets of housing where big sites are broken into smaller ones and where SME builders and developers can make a difference. Don’t let the big public land-owners put out a PQQ which dictates the answer and the same-old, same-old. Give them authority, courage and flexibility to explore alternatives to the top 10. Only by changing the inputs, will you be able to change the outputs. Second, disincentivise land trading by killing the planning arbitrage market. It makes no sense that planning generally now costs tens of thousands of pounds and takes over a year on average to be successful. Land cannot be funded prior to getting planning, so must be funded with expensive investor equity. There is a huge risk associated with planning and this risk must be rewarded. If your home costs £500,000 (the average cost of a home in London) - the planning gain alone (i.e. the reward for taking the risk of getting planning) will be worth about £125k of the house price. If planning were not a risk that any developer ever had to take (like councils and Governments do in most Western countries by zoning areas and deciding how big each development should be), then as long as we have managed to control the cost of land (more later) this saving would almost immediately save 25% on current house prices. Third, we should scrap stamp duty. I know that this is not really your bag, but please have a word with Mr. Hammond. Stamp duty is a (potentially) huge tax on transactions which discourages people to move out of their homes. Just as we need money to flow around the system to keep the economy buoyant, so we need people to keep moving to keep the housing market working. Freeing up homes in areas of demand and creating demand in other areas. However, when moving can involve transaction costs of up to 13 or 14% (top level of stamp duty + agents fees + other costs) - that discourages moving. We’ve seen the impact of that transaction tax in the upper end of the housing market already with a marked slowdown in the more expensive properties. If we want the elderly to move out of their large homes and downsize into new homes freeing up space for the younger, we need to make the transaction as cheap as possible for them. If we want families living near good schools to move on when their kids leave the school, we need to make that easy for them and cheap for them to do so. Is it fair that if I want to move 2 doors down the road from my London house I have to pay something like £175,000 to do so? That means if I move and I don’t have more money coming in, I have to move into a smaller property just because of stamp duty! Fourth (again, a word to Philip), to offset the lack of tax take from stamp duty and to discourage flipping of homes and the holding of homes as investment assets, we should introduce capital gains tax on all home profit sales over a certain level. Most of Europe levies capital gains tax if you flip a property (by holding it for less than 5 years). This is a much better option than a mansion tax which is not based on taxing cash flow, and stamp duty, which is based only on
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value at the time of transaction and not on value-added. We don’t want people buying a house, doing it up and selling it on, making a huge profit. I want to see a brake on house prices by progressively taxing gains. That will reduce the difference between the top and the bottom of the market over time. Finally, scrap the ways we currently do affordable housing. At the moment, policy dictates that developers should provide around 50% of new housing as affordable (borough/council dependent). In reality this never happens because of ‘viability assessments’. What happens is that a piece of land comes up for sale. It’s worth say £4m if you put 25% affordable and say £2m if you fulfil the policy of 50%. A developer puts a bid in for £4m knowing that the policy is for 50% affordable. They then pay professionals to undertake a ‘viability’ assessment which shows that at £4m, the scheme is unviable/unprofitable if the council requires 50% affordable housing. The council is then forced to accept the lower level of 25%. A travesty! This is a benefit for the land-owner to the detriment of the provision of affordable housing. To add insult to injury, once the developer has agreed to provide the affordable homes, they are strongly incentivised to make these as low quality and as cheap as possible. This is crazy - it’s a bit like asking prisoners to build their own jails or poachers to build the gates to keep them out. Instead, councils should build their own affordable housing - they know that building higher quality will pay dividends over the long-term as maintenance and refurbishment (whole life-cycle costs) are reduced, so they should do so just like they used to. Also, affordable housing provision could be simpler - it should be a clear tariff based system (like the community infrastructure levy). It’s very simple, and simply executed. If you want to build say 1,000 square metres - equivalent to say 15 new flats, you currently have to pay £200,000 if you’re in central Southwark or £50,000 if you’re in the outer parts of the borough. Every council has a CIL map with these charges clearly stated and unambiguous. No-one can argue and few do. Councils can look at reducing or exempting these charges when it wants to encourage new forms of housing - at the moment self-build or custom build is exempt to encourage this industry to grow as an alternative to mainstream volume housebuilding. At the moment, smaller sites are exempt from affordable housing, which is sensible from a practical point of view, but actually, the only winner is yet again the land owner of those sites. Buying land is done through a residual appraisal i.e. the land value is calculated when you take headline sales and you subtract a developer’s profit (about 20% of sales), and then subtract the costs of construction, affordable housing levies, professional fees etc. Clearly, if there are no affordable housing levies, then the value of the land goes up - hardly helpful for society. If we operated a very clear and simple tariff based system for all affordable housing provision - to be put into a pot for councils to spend on affordable housing in the borough - then the tax becomes a clear cost to the developer and therefore comes off the price of the land. There would be no ‘viability’ assessment and greater clarity. I am at your disposal to talk about or implement any of the above!
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In the meantime, welcome to the job and good luck! Yours sincerely, Gus Zogolovitch
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INHABIT HOMES SUBMISSION TO THE NATIONAL HOUSING TASKFORCE



Inhabit Homes is a custom build developer in London which has been running for two and a half years. Before that, Inhabit’s CEO, Gus Zogolovitch, ran Solidspace, a boutique artisan developer looking at ways to maximise space internally by fusing open plan living with double height voids. Inhabit is considered innovative and disruptive and are frequently cited in the press. Our mission is: "that we all deserve to live in HIGH QUALITY LOW ENERGY BRILLIANTLY DESIGNED HOMES which are TAILORED TO OUR OWN NEEDS. I am on a mission to make that happen for as many people as possible." We believe that custom build will enable customers to benefit from less expensive, higher quality, better designed homes suited to their needs, and would like to respond to the questions from the taskforce below.



1 Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. We get land from only two sources: A. Private landowners (on and off-market) B. Public landowners (on market) Land is very expensive. The hardest thing that stops us growing and building more homes is finding land to build on that is economically viable. We normally choose to buy land without planning and take the risk and time to get approval. This has taken as long as 4 years to get planning on a backland site for 3 houses. That length of time adds to the time of the project cycle and ties up invaluable limited capital. It is not sustainable for us as a business nor for housing supply in the UK. If we buy land with planning, someone else has taken that risk/expense and that is reflected in the land price which then makes it difficult to obtain the high quality we strive for. We don’t want to build more homes which are poorly designed and poorly built; we want to build with the highest quality materials which results in higher costs. That means, we are often restricted to buying land without planning and taking the risk ourselves. Inhabit | www.inhabithomes.co.uk | +44 (0)20 7234 0862 Magdalen House, 136-148 Tooley Street, London, SE1 2TU
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Our biggest problem is that if we buy land without planning, banks are not willing to lend us money, and so we therefore have to turn to private or institutional investors who charge approximately 25% interest rate per year. We are then forced to pass that cost on to the purchaser, making homes more expensive. It also incentivises us to build quickly to reduce the interest cost burden which in turn can have a detrimental effect on quality.



We have met with over 25 different councils to discuss buying land from them. They understand that we provide other benefits (i.e. innovation and better buildings that stand the test of time) - however, they are stuck in the idea that they must sell for ‘highest consideration’. As an example, we met with one council who had 3 small parcels of land which would have been perfect for custom builders due to their size and location. However, Instead of working with us, they have decided to put those plots on the market. This means that they are likely to get the same outputs as they always do - poorly built new builds.



To become more effective and supply a variety of fantastic new builds, the UK needs to adopt a similar model to the one in Germany, whereby local councils grant themselves planning permission on strategic land - taking that out of the private sector and ensuring that there is a robust and ready supply of land to keep prices down which will lead to lower house prices. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. As mentioned above, our biggest challenge is finding alternatives to the investor. If the Government wants innovation to flourish, it needs to look at grants/loans/seed capital for innovative companies. We were funded in part by the Greater London Authority (GLA) for our first development which is now underway. We are the only custom build developer which received full funding and that was because the GLA went outside of the prescribed rules in the original loan brief. If it hadn’t, the entire pot would have been left ‘unlent’. The HCA is also about to launch a new fund for SME custom builders and other builders and we have been heavily involved in the fund development conversations.. At the moment, my concern is that, despite our Inhabit | www.inhabithomes.co.uk | +44 (0)20 7234 0862 Magdalen House, 136-148 Tooley Street, London, SE1 2TU
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warnings, the brief is also relatively prescribed, and may therefore end up not being lent out sufficiently. The point about funding is that in order to help new schemes, the Government will need to take on risk that the existing banks are not prepared to take on. If banks aren’t prepared to lend to experts on land without planning, then the Government should look to do so. Or, going back to an earlier point, perhaps the Government should exclusively lend on land that the council owns which is then granted planning by the council themselves. We are involved in custom build development. One of our stated aims is to reduce costs and give customers more choice. In Germany, banks lend to groups to enable them to buy land collectively and become their own developers. We would like to set this up in the UK, but banks are currently not involved in this type of lending. This stifles the innovation that exists in Germany and is now providing one in every ten new developments in Berlin. We think that this form of lending could easily come direct from the Government. 3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. Government could provide seed capital or loans to innovative companies trying to support their stated vision of building more homes. Instead, it is left to the private sector and institutional investors whose money is expensive and causes the inevitable rise of house prices.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors As discussed earlier, the key constraint on councils is that they operate in a ‘no-one gets fired by hiring IBM’ mentality. The councils (or their staff) are not rewarded for taking risk, instead they increase their chances of getting fired. They have limited resource as it stands, and so while many would like to change things, it is a slow and very laborious process. Government should give councils comfort or incentives to be innovative and try new methods of housing delivery and be prepared to risk doing things differently.



5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? As touched on above, if the Government wants things to change, then it needs to accept and encourage risk-taking. If the system only allows the same old inputs, it will produce the same old outputs. Housing is not like building an app or a website, it involves many layers of professionals and ‘gateways’ of regulation that stop innovation and progress. These include Inhabit | www.inhabithomes.co.uk | +44 (0)20 7234 0862 Magdalen House, 136-148 Tooley Street, London, SE1 2TU
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valuers, insurers, building regulation surveyors, warranty providers, funders, let alone agents and councils. Government must recognise this and allow innovation to side-track existing practices. The one thing that would change the culture would be to eliminate the pre-qualification questionnaires which force public bodies to dispose of land to people who have previously delivered thousands of homes, as this currently precludes new entrants. Instead of reducing the possible bidders to the same old small handful of companies, it would be better to encourage innovation in the commissioning process - create small developer innovation panels. The government should take risks on public land and engage with customers and the community to do something differently. If they don’t, nothing will change and the Government will never achieve its targets



Inhabit | www.inhabithomes.co.uk | +44 (0)20 7234 0862 Magdalen House, 136-148 Tooley Street, London, SE1 2TU
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Instinctively Green’s views on the Housing Task Force work There are 3 key points we’d like to make:Custom Build Through our experience on the Cambridge Cohousing project (k1) we confirm that there is demand for other non-mainstream housing initiatives such as Cohousing, CLTs and various self-build projects. However the current housing development system is not flexible enough to support many of these and certainly not a large scale. Even with senior political support from 2 councils the k1 Project is still not on site. We urge the government to use its planning powers to require the provision of custom build serviced plots on large scale developments by local authorities. This will increase the early provision of new land for these initiatives. It will also help to bring new expertise and communities to large scale new communities. Funded Facilitation A key requisite of developing custom build projects is the needed to have funded professional support. The k1 project has been fortunate to receive funds from Cambridge City, HCA, the members themselves and now the developer partner. These funds have been able to pay for professional development expertise to work with the group, other professional team and the local authorities ( planning, housing and legal). While some groups have been able to deliver without this support many have not or experience very long delivery timescales. We urge the government to set up funds for this support work Revolving Funds While housing capital is cheaply available, rates for small/new are not. Many groups are not able to raise cheap development finance. We urge the government to set up regional development finance pools which can be accessed by incorporated groups/companies. These funds will be repaid upon practical completion of the development.
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THE CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT



TERRE Hat I was saying



INITIATIVE



Organised under the auspices of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe



Patron: Sir Michael Bear Organizers of:



INTERNATIONAL REAL ESTATE ADVISORY NETWORK



Submission to the Inquiry as part of the Workstream on New Sources of Supply of the National Housing Taskforce Whilst this Submission is presented by Terre Initiative Limited, the ideas and content have been developed mainly by Brian Emmott, a Founder Director, and Associates. Terre Initiative, a UK registered not-for-profit company limited by guarantee, and its International Real Estate Advisory Network of associates and contacts, have been operational since 1998. Terre was formed under the auspices of UN Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) and has worked closely with its various Committees dealing with housing, land rights, title registration and land management. Terre’s main aims are to help individuals to obtain land rights and access to affordable, sustainable and energy efficient housing and to facilitate this by bringing together the public and private sectors in real estate markets. Brian Emmott, a Founder Director, has been a Member of the UNECE Real Estate Market Advisory Group (REM) since 1998 and is the Nominated Representative for the UK. Fellow Founder Director, Bob Hall, a retired Property Lawyer and Alderman of the City of London, was the Chair of the UNECE Working Party on Legal and Commercial Practice and also Chair of UNECE Real Estate Advisory Group (REAG), the predecessor to UNECE REM. Prakash Jani, also a director, is actively involved in introducing BRE’s Innovation Parks in Kenya and India through their Prime Minister’s offices. Since 2006 Terre has been a signatory to the UN Global Compact and active in its UK Network. In 2014, Terre, represented by Brian Emmott, were invited to be on the Steering Group for the UN Global Compact/RICS project that has resulted in the launch of the Resource “Advancing Responsible Business in Land, Construction, Real Estate Use and Investment” (www.rics.org/responsiblebusiness or www.unglobalcompact.org)
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This Submission contains four suggestions which are shown in more detail in the attached Appendices: 1) A UK version of the successful USA scheme for Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) called Housing and Regeneration Tax Credit (HART), and/or the expansion of the existing Community Investment Tax Relief scheme. The USA LIHTC scheme has been in existence for over 30 years and has attracted investment from Multinational Companies such as Google, Microsoft, Berkshire Hathaway, etc. Since its inception it has stimulated production or rehabilitation of 60,000-80,000 new affordable apartments annually, totalling nearly 2.8 million, and supports approximately 95,000 jobs annually, the majority of which are small business sector jobs. 2) Mutual (or Community) Home Ownership Societies (MHOS). Mutual Home Ownership (MHO) is a new form of tenure in the UK, but widely used in the USA and Australia, that seeks to increase the supply of affordable intermediate market housing without requiring a major increase in capital investment from Government or Local Authorities. Unlike other forms of low cost home ownership, it is designed to remain permanently affordable and not move out into the open market. Within Communities, Mutual Home Ownership Societies (MHOS) can be set up. 3) Community Offset Accounts. The concept behind this is to allow communities, usually consisting of the young or first-time buyers, to be able to obtain housing with the assistance of the community, their parents and family. Those helping to “offset” against the loan or mortgage always retain ownership of their capital or investments in separate accounts in their name but gain no interest. This can often be tax efficient. In times of low interest rates there is actually more benefit collectively by reducing the outstanding loan or mortgage balance, especially in a MHO 4) Shared Ownership Purchase Schemes. These are housing solutions that help get people on the housing ladder, produce increased value for developers from section 106 properties and release significant capital from existing shared ownership portfolios to fund new delivery. They can also bring the affordability benefits of shared ownership to Local Authorities and Housing Associations looking to use shared ownership to deliver rented affordable housing.
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APPENDIX 1 Housing and Regeneration Tax Credit (HART) This is based upon the highly successful USA scheme called The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) which has been running for over 30 years. It is a dollar-for-dollar tax credit for affordable housing investments. It was created under the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA86) that gives incentives for the utilization of private equity in the development of affordable housing aimed at low-income Americans (30% of average incomes). LIHTC accounts for the majority - approximately 90 percent - of all affordable rental housing created in the United States today. Almost all investors in LIHTC projects are corporations or banks. The LIHTC provides funding for the development costs of low-income housing by allowing an investor (usually members of a partnership that owns the housing) to take a federal tax credit equal to a percentage (up to 70 percent or 30 percent of PV depending on the credit type) of the cost incurred for development of the low-income units in a rental housing project. Development capital is raised by "syndicating" the credit to an investor or, more commonly, a group of investors. To take advantage of the LIHTC, a developer will typically propose a project to a state agency, seek and win a competitive allocation of tax credits, complete the project, certify its cost, and rent-up the project to low income tenants. Simultaneously, an investor will be found that will make a "capital contribution" to the partnership or limited liability company that owns the project in exchange for being "allocated" the entity's LIHTCs over a ten-year period. The amount of the credit will be based on (i) the amount of credits awarded to the project in the competition, (ii) the actual cost of the project, (iii) the tax credit rate announced by the IRS, and (iv) the percentage of the project's units that are rented to low income tenants. The conditions require the development’s low income tenancies to remain so for fixed periods of time, e.g. 20 years. The program's structure as part of the tax code ensures that private investors bear the financial burden if properties are not successful. This pay-for-performance accountability has driven private sector discipline to the LIHTC program, resulting in a foreclosure rate of less than 0.1% - a percentage far less than that of comparable market-rate properties. As a permanent part of the tax code, the LIHTC program necessitates public-private partnerships, and has leveraged more than $75 billion in private equity investment for the creation of affordable rental housing. LIHTC is widely hailed as one of the most successful federal programs in history. Allocations to each state is decided upon a per capita basis, but it is up to each state and local authority which schemes meet the specific needs of their area. The Department of Housing and Urban Development allocates approximately $4.1B in tax credits each year and contributes 60,00080,000 new affordable apartments across the US annually. Google, Microsoft, and Berkshire Hathaway have invested heavily in LIHTC properties, collectively, about $600m in 2012 (more recent figures being obtained). It also supports approximately 95,000 jobs annually, the majority of which are small business sector jobs.



Potential UK equivalent – Housing and Regeneration Tax Credit (HART)
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This scheme was conceived about 14 years ago in order to build upon the successful use of the tax system in the LIHTC programme, but adapt it to the UK context. It is more flexible than the US programme as it is adaptable to housing for rent or shared ownership and works in high value and low value areas. It gained little support from Government as affordable rented housing programmes were traditionally based upon grants. Its aims are even more important today given the acute shortage of affordable housing (especially the demand for affordable rented housing and the lack of grant funding for this tenure). Given the pressure on Multinational Corporations to be seen to be paying their fair share of tax, and the American experience of the participation of companies like Google, now may be a good time to revisit and update the HART Credit model. The original premises for the proposed HART Credit included: 1. A design for a new financial tool complementary to grant – capitated, allocated, and competed for – to fund financing gaps in affordable housing and urban regeneration schemes throughout Britain. The American LIHTC model was modified by US and UK experts to include mechanisms for shared ownership as well as rental housing. 2. Affordable housing or urban regeneration schemes always have a funding gap: costs greater than economic value upon completion or rental income not covering costs in high value areas. Existing tools are limited and cannot meet demand. Further, they are inflexible, hard to deploy in concert with large-scale schemes, and require government to commit capital up front (hence, take development risk). 3. HART Credit would be used to stimulate private investment that engages the local community and is a catalyst for neighbourhood renewal throughout the nation, targeting (a) neighbourhood renewal areas, and (b) areas of affordable housing shortage. The competition for the credits carried out by a state agency means that any scheme must fit into local plans and meet identified needs. LIHTC projects range from single person, family, and older person housing developments. 4. Eligible properties: • Residential (homeownership, shared ownership, rental), retail, and mixeduse. • Small property owners (SPO) are also eligible for occupant-owner renovation. 5. How it works: • HART Credit is a direct, pound-for-pound reduction of tax payable • It may be claimed only upon successful completion of the properties/flats • Allocations of HART Credit would be made through regional allocators or local authorities with the cap determined by HM Treasury • HART Credit allocations are factored (sold for cash to investors) to create capital. • HART equity is used to close funding gaps (or, in high-value markets, to buy on-going residential affordability)



6. Significant programme benefits: • Government pays for performance; development risk transferred to private sector. • Market competition and market forces determine HART Credit price. • Best properties are selected through competition.
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• Spurs regionality and additionality. • Government expenditure reliable (capitated, allocated, a tax allowance not a grant). 7. Expected programme beneficiaries and benefits: • Neighbourhoods. Stimulates revitalisation. • Local government. New resource, flexible new tool. • Central government. Risk shifted to private sector. More rates intake when areas improve. • Homes and Communities Agency. Improved property and expanded affordability. • Sponsors. They can assemble capital more reliably and gain positive publicity through Corporate Social Responsibility while achieving tax reductions. • Sub-market renters. Affordability expands, properties are improved. • Existing owners in impacted areas. They can reinvest, gain tax benefits. • Early-entrant buyers in impacted areas. Take early risk, gain upside. • Local economic stakeholders interested in the neighbourhood. Existing UK Community Investment Tax Relief (CITR) – for comparison The CITR scheme provides a tax incentive to investors in enterprises within under-invested communities. The incentive is available to individuals and companies that invest in accredited intermediary organisations, called Community Development Finance Institutions (CDFIs), which in turn on-invest in enterprises that operate within or for disadvantaged communities. So the CITR scheme encourages the growth of CDFIs, which specialise in investing in businesses, social and community enterprises within under-invested areas. The scheme applies only to investments made through accredited CDFIs - direct investment in enterprises within disadvantaged communities does not qualify for CITR. The tax incentive is a form of tax relief, which reduces the investor’s income tax or corporation tax liability.  



The relief is worth up to 25% of the money invested, spread over five years. To obtain maximum tax relief under the scheme investors must hold the investment for at least five years. But there is scope for investors to receive some return on their investment over the course of those five years without sacrificing all of the relief that the scheme provides.



The CITR scheme is jointly run by HMRC and the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS). BEIS is responsible for matters concerning the accreditation of CDFIs. HMRC gives effect to any relief to which the investor may be eligible and, if necessary, withdraws any relief no longer due. Community Development Finance Institutions (CDFIs) provide finance to enterprises (both profit-seeking and non-profit-seeking) within disadvantaged communities. Some ‘retail’ CDFIs invest directly in enterprises within such areas. Others, ‘wholesale’ CDFIs, provide finance to retail CDFIs that in turn invest in suitable enterprises. Relief under the CITR scheme is only available in respect of investments in those CDFIs (retail or wholesale) that have been ‘accredited’ by the Secretary of State. Accredited CDFIs have ongoing obligations to satisfy the requirements of the scheme and are expected to reapply for accreditation every three years. Accreditation of a CDFI does not guarantee the
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safety or success of any investment in that body. It simply means that it currently satisfies the requirements enabling investors to qualify for relief under the CITR scheme. The tax relief available under the CITR scheme is based on the amount invested in accredited CDFIs. The relief is spread over five tax years (for individual investors) or five accounting periods (for investors that are companies). In straightforward cases the relief available for each of those years or accounting periods is 5% of the amount invested. So the total amount of relief available is 25% of the amount of the investment. The tax relief reduces the investor’s liability to income tax (individual investor) or corporation tax (corporate investor). If, for any year or accounting period, the investor has insufficient tax liability to make full use of the relief any unused relief is lost. There is no limit to the amount of investment on which a single investor may claim relief under the CITR scheme. However, there are limits on the amount of investment that can be raised by any single CDFI. Investment in a CDFI may give rise to investment income (dividends or interest). Any such returns are taxed in the normal way - there are no specific tax-exemptions for income from investments that have attracted CITR. The fact that HMRC already has a form of tax relief designed to stimulate investment in specific areas should encourage the implementation of a mechanism such as the HART Credit for housing. Main Sources: A. Titterington, formerly CEO of Maritime Housing Association, and David Smith, Founder and CEO, Affordable Housing Institute, Boston, Mass.
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APPENDIX 2 Mutual (or Community) Home Ownership Societies (MHOS) Mutual Home Ownership (MHO) is a new form of tenure in the UK, but widely used in the USA and Australia, that seeks to increase the supply of affordable intermediate market housing without requiring a major increase in capital investment from Government or Local Authorities. Unlike other forms of low cost home ownership, it is designed to remain permanently affordable and not move out into the open market. Within Communities, Mutual Home Ownership Societies (MHOS) can be set up. The key is to make land available, as a sustainable community held asset for the MHOS at nil cost to the mutual home owners who will live in the housing built on the land. The land can come from a variety of sources (e.g. section 106 affordable housing planning obligations, exception sites, surplus land currently in public ownership, industrial land given change of use consent on condition that it is used for MHO, or the application of creative estate management methods) and can be donated, given against a “peppercorn rent” or purchased commercially, although this would significantly increase the cost of running a MHOS. In MHOS residents pay for the build costs, but not the land. The land is transferred into the ownership of a Community Land Trust (CLT) that holds it in perpetuity for the provision of affordable housing in their community. The Community Land Trust system has been based on the experience of similar organisations in the USA and Australia. The CLT is the local accountable custodian of the land asset assuring its continuing use for the purpose intended. As the freeholder/head leaseholder of the land it has the legal power to ensure that the MHOS scheme is operated by members as intended. MHO is a market-equity form of tenure in which residents have an equity stake in residential property. This is because the research carried out for CDS Co-operative by the New Economics Foundation clearly showed that the aspirations of key workers and others with moderate incomes excluded from the housing market was to have an equity stake in the housing market. The residents interested and eligible for the housing are admitted into membership of a Mutual Home Ownership Society (MHOS), a registered Industrial and Provident Society. This must be a mutual organisation for two reasons. Firstly, only a mutual housing organisation is excluded from statutory tenancy provisions. It is therefore free to create the tenure model that grants residents an equity stake through the terms of a contractual lease. Secondly, because it is a mutual, any payment of equity growth to members when they leave is tax exempt, in the same way that the increase in capital value of a home owner’s home is a tax free gain.



The CLT grants the MHOS a lease of the land owned by the CLT at a peppercorn rent. The lease contains obligations to build a specified MHO project. It works with a development
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partner, an RSL (or private sector developer) which takes the development risk (and potential development construction profit) and agrees to build the housing for an agreed maximum price to specified Egan compliant standards. Finance for development is raised through a standard development period loan. When the housing is complete the MHOS takes out a long term 30 year corporate mortgage that finances the project construction and development costs. It is a corporate loan rather than a collection of individual mortgage loans because it will be cheaper to residents, in the long term, and will avoid the arrangement and transaction costs, implicit in individual mortgage loans, that erode the benefit of equity growth in other sub market home ownership products. The loan will be structured to give MHOS members the long term certainty over interest rate risk. The value of the portfolio of property owned by the MHO is divided into units of property equity (say, £1,000 units, although they could be smaller) which residents fund through monthly mortgage payments under the terms of a long (99 year) lease. New residents will be required to take-up and finance a number of units of equity according to their income and ability to finance them. As their salary increases they can take up more units of equity when they become available for sale. The lease sets out members’ occupancy rights and responsibilities, including resident management responsibilities as in a leasehold management company, and the obligation to pay leasehold service costs. It also sets out their right to an equity payment when they leave. The equity payment is due if the value of the units of equity they have funded has increased during the time they are resident in the housing owned by the MHOS. Monthly charges are geared to be affordable at 35% of net income. In effect, the value of the land at nil cost is distributed according to income/need. It is a subsidy that reduces over time for each member as their income rises and they meet their obligation to finance additional units of equity; an obligation than can be enforced through the terms of the lease. All units of equity must be allocated to and funded by payments from members of the MHOS. When a resident leaves they assign their lease (occupancy rights) to a new incoming member who cannot afford to buy a home on the open market and who qualifies for housing (if the land is made available for specific categories of key workers). The outgoing member’s units of property equity are sold when they assign their lease. Some go to existing members who can afford to increase their equity stake because their income has risen. The balance goes to the incoming member at a lower affordable net cost. The value of equity assigned is determined by reference to an index that is incorporated into the lease. The index is a combination of a local housing market value index and average earnings. This reduces risk by smoothing the peaks and troughs of the property market and helps to keep the housing affordable. This trading of equity shares ensures that the benefit of the land held outside the market by the CLT and the affordability it creates is recycled from one generation of occupant members to the next. The outgoing member takes 90% of any increase in the index-linked value of units of property equity they financed while they lived in the mutual. 10%, remains in the MHOS to strengthen its finances by creating an asset reserve. The 10% is an acceptable retention of asset growth given that the resident has had the benefit of the scheme. This growing asset reserve will enable the MHOS to drive down borrowing costs by lowering mortgage default risk.
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These arrangements create a new way of owning equity in the value of residential property. It is a similar way of holding property equity to the way pension equity is financed and held – specified numbers of units of market-value linked equity are financed by monthly payments and held in a common trust fund until a specific event in time – in this case not retirement from work but moving out and selling equity units held. Equity growth withdrawn is financed by topping-up the mortgage loan. MHOS members will also be expected to make a personal financial commitment to the scheme by financing 5% of their equity stake as a cash investment in the Mutual Home Ownership Society. This will act as security against arrears of mortgage/service charge payments. It is planned, over time, to develop savings schemes to enable those interested in MHO to save for this investment. (Main source CDS Co-operative and David Rogers) Example of how it could work THE TERRE



MUTUAL (COMMUNITY) HOME OWNERSHIP SOCIETY



INITIATIVE IntREAN



3



Organized under the auspices of United Nations



Provides Mortgage to MHOS to build for Community LENDER/ INVESTOR



1 Community Development Fund (or similar organization) provides initial grant or loan for feasibility and start up



CROWD FUNDING including secondments, volunteers, experts, etc.



Also could provide funding/help for renovation, extensions, home improvements, etc. Plus Renewable Energy funding



4 By professional company, Self-help, volunteers, Secondees, etc.



BioMass



2 Community Land Trust CHOS contracts company could hold multiple sites and control several MHOS’s to carry these out, Development would



6



5



utilize as much Energy Efficiency and local Renewable Energy as possible



solarPV & Thermal & Ground source Wind Heat Pumps Turbines



Micro-Hydro Electicity



Anaerobic digestion



APPENDIX 3 Community Offset Accounts The concept behind this is to allow communities, usually consisting of the young or first-time buyers, to be able to obtain housing with the assistance of the community, their parents and
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family. Those helping to “offset” against the loan or mortgage always retain ownership of their capital or investments in separate accounts in their name but gain no interest. This can often be tax efficient. In times of low interest rates there is actually more benefit collectively by reducing the outstanding loan or mortgage balance, especially in a MHOS. All these accounts are maintained with the same bank or financial institution and their accounting software automatically nets all the balances daily into a Consolidation Account and only charges loan or mortgage interest on the net balance. Building Societies, Smaller regional banks, special interest banks or Credit Unions are probably best suited to this type of Offsetting. Most of the main Banks have Offset Accounts but mainly just for individuals to offset their current and savings account. Very few at the moment also allow for parents, friends or communities to offset, which would further reduce the outstanding loan or mortgage amount on a daily basis and benefit the whole community. Example of how it could work



C O M M U N ITY O F FS ET M O R TG A G ES



THE TERRE
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P R O C E SS
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M H O S Form ed



Lo an agreed w ith B an k, etc. T IT L E DO CUM ENT S FO R ACC E P TE D PRO P ER T IES



Title d ocum ents assig ned to M H- O S



C om m u nity M em b ers



P arent’s C urrent &



C urrent & D eposit Acco unts



Friends C urrent & D eposit accoun ts



FE A T U R E S W hole com m un ity b enefit from collective assets w hich n orm ally are u nused o r low retu rn



D eposit accoun ts



C O M M U N ITY C O N SO LID ATIO N AC C O U N T



R egular repaym ents from M em bers



MHOS



O ther Investm en ts, P ortfolios



Investm ent S hares purchased by M em bers



LO AN FRO M B AN K S , B U ILD ING S O C IE T IES ,OTHE R , OR



H O U S IN G AS S O C IAT IO N



O ffset Fo rm s sign ed by C om m un ity, etc.



Interest only paid by M H O S o n ou tstan din g net co nsolidated balance at low funding rate o btained .



APPENDIX 4 Shared Ownership Purchase Schemes. These are housing solutions that help get people on the housing ladder, produce increased value for developers from section 106 properties and release significant capital from existing shared ownership portfolios to fund new delivery. They can also bring the affordability
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benefits of shared ownership to Local Authorities and Housing Associations looking to use shared ownership to deliver rented affordable housing These are relatively new schemes and predominantly being offered by Heylo Housing, details of their offerings below: Your Home” Your Home brings the low deposit and affordability benefits of shared ownership, which is usually only available on new build properties, to the 1,000's of existing properties for sale with estate agents. Home Reach is a new nationwide shared ownership model for developers of new build properties that delivers up to 90% of open market value on shared ownership Section 106 properties and private units. Your Front Door is a new Discounted Market Sale (DMS) and Starter Homes Initiative (SHI) model that does not require a mortgage and uses shared ownership to simplify delivery and improve affordability for buyers. R3 is a simple shared ownership capital release model for Housing Associations that facilitates recycling into new housing delivery and retention of customer management (if desired). Let's Share brings the affordability benefits of shared ownership to Local Authorities and Housing Associations looking to use shared ownership to deliver rented affordable housing. Heylo housing is a residential property company with a long term investment strategy to provide affordable housing across the UK In partnership with a leading Local Authority and backed by significant pension fund investment, the heylo team are in contract with a number of national and regional developers and engaged with Local Authorities to implement heylo's unique suite of housing solutions and drive significant shared ownership affordable housing delivery over the next 3 to 5 years They have already acquired over 800 shared ownership affordable housing properties, and has contracted to deliver 1,000's of shared ownership homes over the next 5 years. They are currently active in more than 80 Local Authorities. heylo housing maintains market leading standards of customer care via long term contracts for day to day customer and property management with housing association partners regulated by the Homes and Communities Agency. The key protections for customers come from the shared ownership lease itself, which incorporates landlord duties of care and customer protections at law. Additionally, heylo welcomes section 106 agreements that are designed to maintain properties as affordable housing over the very long term or effect identified recycling of customer generated sales receipts into replacement affordable housing through a time based cascade. heylo housing is a member of the National Landlords Association and the Guild of Residential Landlords as well as an Associate Member of the Council of Mortgage Lenders (CML).
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They operate with market leading governance and processes and heylo housing's board has employed a global investment manager regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) as well as a market leading security trustee to provide independent assurance on operations and finance activities. As a private landlord, heylo housing strives to increase the supply of UK affordable housing and demonstrate consistent, fair, effective and efficient operations delivering high quality outcomes for customers and stakeholders over the very long term. Main Source: Heylo Housing
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All Parliamentary Party Group workstream on New Sources of Supply – Call for Evidence Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to your call for evidence. The Isos Group (including Isos Housing association and Cestria Community Housing association) owns and manages approximately 17,000 homes in the North East and Cumbria. We generated a turnover of £80.3 million in 2015/2016, employ a staff of over 400, and have won national awards for the quality of our services. We are committed to providing high levels of customer service, and being an active, engaged member of the communities where we operate. We recognise that housing (especially social housing) is a scarce resource. We firmly believe the only way to end the UK’s chronic housing crisis is to build many more homes. In order to do this we recognise that a lot of challenges need to be overcome. . The following is our response to your call for evidence:



Isos Group







There is no ‘quick fix’ to the problem of housing (and land) supply. Smaller developers and housing associations can be extremely flexible players in the market, using local expertise and knowledge to make the most of small sites that are not of interest to the larger house builders. In addition to providing much needed homes, the development of small sites by housing associations and smaller house builders has the benefit of creating jobs locally and enhancing the sustainability of communities.







Not enough public and private land is released for housing and so it is very expensive. This is part of the reason why building new homes is both risky and costly.







Local authorities can perhaps do more to promote smaller sites to both housing associations and smaller developers. To facilitate the building of new homes and make more land available for housing, they perhaps need to play a bigger role in the land assembly process. For example, local authorities can help to encourage small land owners to sell to SME builders, community-led housing organisations, self-builders or housing associations. Local authorities can also perhaps do more to assist/advise on the potential clearance, demolition and infrastructure requirements of sites – the cost and complexities of providing infrastructure deters many small developers.



171



Isos Group







Perhaps local authorities could assist through the increased provision of small publicly owned sites and provide basic infrastructure. They could even operate a ‘build now, pay later’ approach to some sites to make them more attractive.







The need to maximise returns on the sale of land is often the main determinant of whether it becomes available on the market (especially in the current economic climate).







Both public and private owners often ‘land bank’ – the land they have is an investment and they have no intention of building or selling straight away. Whilst we recognise that some land is more financially valuable than others, we feel there is a need for the public and private sectors (and housing associations) to work in closer partnership, and for the public sector to do more to ensure that SME builders, community-led housing organisations and self-builders are ‘incentivised’ to start building i.e. help with infrastructure costs etc.







In addition, we feel that an overall review of greenbelt regulations is perhaps necessary to allow for a managed release of smaller developable sites for housing. We accept that this may be politically contentious, however, new homes are desperately needed.







With regard to the recent changes to the planning system - treating the Starter Homes and the ‘affordable homes’ requirements on a site separately has the potential to create uncertainty for local planning authorities, all developers and housing associations. It may lead to delays when determining planning applications and agreeing S106 contributions. The new planning regime may therefore inadvertently delay the supply of affordable housing.







Permission in principle may accelerate the decision-making process, leading to an increase in both housing starts and completions – we welcome this approach as more housing is needed to solve the housing crisis. Similarly, the target for all local authorities to have a local plan in place by 2017 will make the planning system more transparent and thus help to increase certainty and send clear signals to land owners, all developers and housing associations on the type of housing that needs to come forward.







In addition to giving more priority to promoting smaller sites, local authorities should perhaps be more proactive in in using Compulsory Purchase Orders to unlock small sites for new homes. We accept that in practice, these powers should rarely need to be used, but they can be a very effective incentive to landowners to engage early, negotiate and enter into development partnerships.
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The cost and uncertainty of planning and infrastructure is a major barrier that prevents smaller builders from developing more homes. Small firms lack many of the advantages of scale of the larger house builders, particularly in terms of access to both finance and land. Often smaller builders are reluctant to seek planning permission due to the disproportionate costs of fees to consultants and specialists associated with a small application.







Reducing the cost and risk of making an application on a small site should be a priority of central government.







The current uncertain state of the economy means less access to finance (increased borrowing costs) for housing associations and house builders (big or small). More needs to be done by the central government to ensure greater access to cheaper finance. For example, cheaper loans and more government guarantees would ensure that smaller, currently unviable sites could be ‘unlocked’ (housing schemes would become more financially viable if borrowing costs were lower – investment and borrowing would be ‘less risky’).







The government can also accelerate housing supply through establishing infrastructure funds (land can be ‘freed up faster’ for house building).







The current finance and funding regimes for affordable housing (along with the planning system) may boost housing and increase opportunities for home ownership. However, the provision of Starter Homes doesn’t necessarily mean good value for money for the taxpayer – Starter Homes benefit very few in the short term and offer no long term benefits to communities.







Shared ownership and Starter Homes are not the only answers to the housing crisis (in many areas of the country, including the North East region, these types of homes are not affordable to those on low-tomiddle incomes). We firmly believe that homeownership products should be delivered where there is a demonstrable need for them, and only in addition to other tenures of affordable housing.







There is also a general belief in the social housing sector that the government needs to be more flexible and redirect unallocated grant money it has primarily made available for homeownership products to the building of homes for rent. This may dramatically increase the supply of affordable homes.
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Similarly, government action needs to be taken swiftly to ensure that housing associations have some certainty over the future funding of supported and sheltered housing. Although many housing associations (including the Isos Group) have bid for funding from the Homes and Communities Agency to build future supported housing, the number of homes we could potentially build would be far greater if there was more certainty over their future financial viability.







There is also a view that public procurement exercises are too complex, burdensome and costly for smaller developers. We acknowledge that the public sector has taken steps to make its procurement process easier for smaller developers, however, if there was less ‘red tape’ more developers would pursue bids.







To summarise, we feel that housing associations and smaller organisations play a crucial role in the provision of new homes and solving the housing crisis. More needs to be done by the government to promote the supply of smaller sites, there needs to be more funding for affordable homes of all tenures, greater public spending on basic infrastructure for smaller sites and greater access to cheaper sources of borrowing.



If you require any further information, please contact: Phil Headley, Policy, Research and Performance Analyst 0191 223 8225
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All Party Parliamentary Group Housing Planning Housing Task Force Introduction This evidence is provided by Jon Watson Consulting www.jonwatsonconsulting.co.uk, a consultancy in housing, planning and procurement. The practice has carried out commissions for central government, local authorities, house builders, housing associations, community organisations, landowners and investors. Jon Watson is a qualified architect and town planner, and had many years’ experience at senior director level with one of the U.K.'s largest housing associations, before establishing Jon Watson Consulting. Jon is a non-executive director of Prince Bishops Homes (a provider of homes for market rent and sale), and ORCA-LGS (a manufacturer of light gauge steel systems for building and a newly-established house builder). He has been actively involved in the Housing Forum for many years, and is currently leading the Skills group on their "Building More, Building Better" study. Overview The strategic issues facing the country, which are leading to a chronic mismatch between the need for and supply of housing are the result of problems in:  Land supply  Institutional inertia, risk avoidance and short-termism.  Skills shortages  Finance Relying on the traditional, private sector development model driven by owner occupation is not enough to meet the country's housing delivery requirements. The housing needs of the country are not translating into effective demand or adequate supply on that basis. Ignoring short-term peaks and troughs, the long-term trend shows that private development for owner occupation has only generated 100-200,000 new homes a year, and when total supply was significantly more than that, that reflected the huge local authority building programmes of the 1950s and 1960s. As the Barker Review of Housing identified, supply is "almost unresponsive to demand". We are only adding around 0.5% per annum to the total housing stock of the country, which is far lower than most other countries in northern Europe. Nationally, 11% of all housing transactions are new build, which indicates the overall very low level of transactions across the whole market. There are also 68 Hackwood Park, Hexham, Northumberland NE46 1AZ 01434 600236 www.jonwatsonconsulting.co.uk [email protected] Jon Watson Consulting
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very large regional differences, with the north-east region having a 15% transaction rate, whilst immediately south, Yorkshire and Humber has only 9%; London has 14%, whereas the south-east surrounding it has only 10%. Not only are we building insufficient numbers of houses, but also general transaction levels have fallen to a lower level than is healthy. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development Residential land is grossly overvalued in many areas, the rate of inflation in land prices is high, and holding costs are low. That is a recipe for speculation, and owners holding onto land rather than releasing it for development. Around 40% of planning permission granted for housing are not to developers and housebuilders, but to individuals and firms who are seeking to maximise the value of their holding or option. Those conditions within the land market can only be overcome by significantly more, developable land being brought to the market, which requires government (central and local) action in terms of:  Assembly of land for development  Higher levels of supply through the planning system. Working beneath that level there is considerable potential for local, innovative approaches, particularly through Community Land Trusts and charities. However, development is a risky business, and such organisations are dependent on volunteers and trustees who have to look very carefully at risk, compliance with their organisational objects, and personal liability of trustees if things go wrong. There has to be a public sector safety net to support such initiatives. They also need working capital, both in terms of seed-corn in the predevelopment phase and development period. Private landowners will only release land when it is financially beneficial for them to do so. Local and central government must be given more powers to bring land forward for development, to assemble sites and to provide infrastructure. That requires a positive role for local government, rather than an "asset stripping" approach which seems to be the current government policy towards local authorities. It is important to recognise that such activity is capital investment rather than revenue expenditure at a time of austerity. Central government constraints on local authorities to do with recycling receipts, obtaining best consideration (which is not necessarily maximum price) and restricting their ability to use land innovatively have to change. 20 to 30 years 2 Jon Watson Consulting
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ago, many local authorities were adopting innovative approaches to using their land (whether undeveloped or redeveloped) to facilitate the provision of affordable housing for rent, for instance by recognising the value of disposing of land in exchange for nomination rights or leasing land to facilitate affordable housing. Whilst a number of local authorities are now seeking to find new ways of making use of their assets, particularly linked to prudential borrowing, many of these initiatives are "arm’s length", often involving complexities merely to "get around" controls over expenditure by the local authorities themselves. That is introducing unnecessary complexity and cost. A positive role for local authorities in bringing sites forward for development – which is the approach in a number of northern European countries – has to be an integral part of the way forward. The other side of the equation is a planning system which does more to bring land forward for residential development. It appears the protection of green belt, newts and birds are seen by many as being more important than providing much needed homes for our people. Promoting development, even on brownfield sites, is often politically unpopular, as a result of which elected members are often loathe to do so. Whilst there appears to be a recognition that, as a nation, we need to "do something" to increase housing land supply, it seems always to be "somewhere else". The National Housing and Planning Advisory Unit did some very good work in 2007 to 2010, and setting national/regional targets for housing numbers was very valuable. Abolition of the regional tier of planning and housing targets following the 2010 general election was a big mistake. We need to reintroduce targets nationally, regionally and locally, to which local planning authorities must then work. To be completely cynical, local elected members can blame "them", but if the end result is that housing land supply increases dramatically, then that has to be a good thing. As a result of the overly restrictive approach to land releases through the planning system, promoting development – both through the plan making system and in achieving strategic land releases – is hugely expensive and timeconsuming. As well as having more ambitious targets within the plan making system, it must be much easier to establish the principle of development on a particular site. Even for strategic land releases, the amount of detail required is huge. Reintroduction of the "red line" outline planning approval in principle would help establish whether or not a proposal is likely to be successful before huge amounts of money are spent by the promoters. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources Not surprisingly following the financial crisis, constraints on lending against development are tight. Lenders look at risk and cyclical market conditions.



3 Jon Watson Consulting
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Equity investors in publicly quoted housebuilders are fixated by quarterly results, which are irrelevant to the long-term and cyclical nature of property development. As well as new producers, sustained increases in housing production needs new products and new ways of funding them. Because the existing private development for owner occupation model tends to tailor build rates to reservations over a very short timescale, construction processes tend to be inefficient. If site construction could be planned more logically over 12+ month periods, then there are real opportunities for improved efficiency in those operations, a greater use of new technology (which often need greater continuity in order to compete with traditional methods) and skills training. That would indicate building "tenure blind", where people have the choice to rent or buy whether at affordable or market levels. Prince Bishops Homes (www.princebishopshomes.co.uk) have pioneered such an approach without any public subsidy, and the HCA Rent to Buy programme has much to commend it in this respect. The Co-ownership Housing Society model of the 1960s may be worth reviving. Those new products need large-scale Build to Let investors, not small-scale Buy to Let investors/speculators, who are often competing for the same properties as first time buyers. Obviously, there is considerable scope for equity investment in this type of approach, but equally there have to be retail mortgage products for the end purchasers. From our experience with working with CLTs wishing to develop Equity Share products, none of the "mainstream" mortgage lenders are willing to provide mortgage products that are relevant to the needs of households moving from renting to buying. Another example of this is again Prince Bishops Homes, where the landlord and tenant share 50:50 any increase in value through the term of the tenancy. The objective was then for the tenant to use "their" share of the capital appreciation as a contribution towards a deposit. Virtually no mortgage lenders are willing to treat that contribution in that way. Development is a risky business, and the housing market is cyclical. The planning system requires too great investment in up-front costs before the principle of development has been established, as a result of which the barriers to entry into the house building market are very high, both for SMEs and for organisations wishing to promote affordable housing for their local communities. Seed-corn grants, low-interest loans and government guarantee schemes must have a very important part to play in helping address this issue. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support
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JonWatsonconsulting Strategy Planning Housing Procurement



The Community Land Trust Network is a good example of what can be achieved by like-minded organisations working together. They have a panel of advisers to help CLTs with business planning and development appraisals, there are a number of "umbrella" organisations around the country, and they support a business planning tool which enables their members to provide sophisticated project assessments. See www.cltfund.org.uk/tool. Capacity in the new sources sectors Nationally, we need a step change increase in the rate of housing production. That does not necessarily mean big sites. They can be a range, encompassing:  New communities – which probably need central or local government promotion, as was the case in the UK from 1947 until the 1990s, and still is the case in a number of our North European neighbours.  Urban extensions – again, there needs to be a strong local authority or development corporation role here in terms of site assembly, as well as integrating planning with transport/infrastructure.  Brownfield/densification, again related to transport infrastructure. As almost inevitably that type of site will be in multiple ownerships, and possibly require significant up-front expenditure on site assembly and infrastructure, there has to be a public sector role – but in those circumstances the public sector is an investor who can look forward to a return on the development profits, rather than being seen purely as a grand giver. The experience of the urban development corporations in the 1980s and 1990s is valuable in this respect.  Smaller scale, local initiatives, promoted by community organisations, charities, CLTs and such like. Again, their role can be as investor taking a return for the benefit of the community. Financial and legal constraints on local authorities militate against their role in assisting new sources, exacerbated by EU Procurement Directives and central government constraints. Even the Homes and Communities Agency is, in our experience, overly risk averse in terms of protecting public investment. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Set ambitious housing supply targets that local plans have to meet, in terms of land supply – that requires we re-introducing "top-down" national, regional and local targets.
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Response to National Housing Taskforce Call For Evidence on New Sources of Supply 1.



Introduction



This paper is LendInvest’s response to the call for evidence by the National Housing Task Force into new sources of supply. LendInvest welcomes this coalition of policymakers and industry to address the chronic challenge of supply shortages in the housebuilding sector. It is exactly this coordinated approach that LendInvest believes must be continued if the UK is to address the housing crisis. In fact, we recently encouraged the Communities and Local Government Committee to work with a range of industry participants to identify opportunities to build more homes in the UK through a submission to their inquiry into capacity in the homebuilding sector. LendInvest is the UK’s largest online mortgage lender, providing bridging and development finance to small-scale house-builders and investors. As one of the country’s leading FinTech companies, we specialise in building technology that makes it easier and faster for creditworthy borrowers to access mortgage finance, and gives more people access to invest in property finance. LendInvest has lent over £740 million since 2008 to property investors and developers buying, building and renovating over 2,500 properties in over 200 constituencies. As the country has recovered from the prolonged financial crash, LendInvest has actively supported property SMEs to access the land, finance and the skills necessary to put more homes on Britain’s streets. The LendInvest Property Development Academy 1 is one example of initiatives we have taken to stimulate small-scale housebuilding beyond the supply of finance. Housebuilding is an increasing area of focus for us as a business and we are delighted to have the opportunity to respond to this call for evidence. As the National Housing Taskforce takes its inquiry further, LendInvest is keen to support later stages by engaging in parliamentary hearings and providing further evidence to support this submission.



2.



The importance of SME developers



We champion the SME housebuilder, who we believe can be the engine for growth in Britain, by in building and developing residential property. As such, this response focuses on the role of property development SMEs in meeting the demand for new homes. This response seeks to underline their capacity to contribute to putting more homes on UK streets, while highlighting the obstacles and challenges that should be alleviated by the Government to achieve the best results. The number of SME developers has been in drastic decline in recent years, which if continued, will undoubtedly affect the UK’s housebuilding output. Back in 1988, the number of small builders (defined as those building 100 units or fewer) stood at 12,200 in the UK. That had fallen to 5,700 by 2006, and then just 2,400 by 2014. This 80% slump has been to the detriment of both the industry and the nation at large.



1 https://developmentacademy.lendinvest.com/
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As the Government develops industrial policy, we see that the Government and industry can work together to reestablish SME housebuilders as a critical source of supply. This welcome attention on the prospects of SME housebuilders will prove fruitful in the long term.



[Number of firms registering low volumes of housebuilding, 1988 to 2014]2



LendInvest believes there is a trio of access points which require coordinated action by industry and government to improve the capacity of SME developers to contribute to their fullest potential. Access to land, finance and skills are three significant challenges for small scale developers, and only when access is improved in all three areas, can they put more streets on British homes.



3.



Responses to questions



1: Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development SME developers present a great opportunity to drive productivity in land development. For many, it is difficult to access land as demand outweighs the supply of land. This restricts the growth of SME developers. It is commonly recognised now that relying on the larger housebuilders to increase housing supply has proven ineffective. The Guardian notes that 615,152 housing plots have been “land banked” by Britain’s nine largest housebuilders,3 meaning they sit on large amounts of suitable building land and develop it slowly, subsequently keeping prices high. This inactivity on perfectly adequate land has one overriding consequence: there are fewer homes being started and completed than the number of permissions granted. While we understand that construction lag times often require a reasonable forward supply of land, government intervention in land banking would open up land for development by SMEs who do not have the resource to procure and bank land in the same way. Small scale developers struggle most to access land, with 14% identifying availability of land at a suitable price as a “major challenge”4. The Government is taking positive steps to address this, by releasing public land, but has got off to what the National Audit Office has called a “slow start” 5. As activity accelerates, more SMEs must be at the front of the queue to develop this land, offering unique and competitive products and building their own



2 Federation of Master Builders 3 The Guardian, Revealed: housebuilders sitting on 600,000 plots of land, 2015 4 NHBC Foundation, Improving the prospects for small house builders and developers, 2014 5 National Audit Office, Disposal of public land for new homes - a progress report, 2016
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reputations at the same time.



: Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources Banks and building societies were once the mainstay of housebuilding finance, but their share of the development finance market has shrunk by more than 20% since 2008 6. For many, capital adequacy requirements mean that development finance is just too expensive to lend. For others, there is little appetite to lend capital in return for minimal margins. Insurance companies initially stepped in after the credit crisis to fill a funding gap and now lend 10% of UK development finance 7. However their minimum investment sizes mean that they allocate to major developments. Subsequently, traditional lending has become unbalanced in the development finance market, heavily skewed towards larger developers with projects of greater scale.



[The number of lenders prepared to lend at different loan sizes]8



In this climate, SME housebuilders are consistently the least well served by lenders. Less burdened by capital constraints and lending costs of our traditional counterparts, it is alternative, “non-bank” lenders, like LendInvest, that are increasingly plugging the funding gap at the smaller end of the development market by building a suite of



6 CBRE, Development Finance - Is there capital to fund the cranes? 2015 7 CBRE, Development Finance - Is there capital to fund the cranes? 2015 8 Investment Property Forum, UK Development Finance Review, 2015
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loan products to serve SMEs’ needs. By the end of 2014, the alternative lending market accounted for 14% of all development loans, and current market conditions indicate that this proportion is growing. In order to maintain a competitive, fair and open market, there should be greater government support for alternative finance sources, such as online mortgage lenders, and the role they play to underpin the work of SME developers.



[Market share of annual loan originations 1999 to 2014]9



Non-bank lenders, like LendInvest, are increasingly well established and have the suitable expertise to determine which SME property developers are likely to be good prospects. However, in the current market it can be challenging for alternative lenders to source additional lending capital. The Government is well placed to mandate state-backed funding schemes that enable lenders to offer more capital to SMEs. LendInvest sees this as an essential area for exploration by the Government in the development of its industrial policy. Government funding for housebuilding projects, such as the mooted fund to be administered by the Homes and Communities Agency, should focus on supporting SME developers. There is an opportunity here for the Government to work with alternative lenders to channel funds to SME developers who have been determined as good prospects for public capital.



3: Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support The National Housing Taskforce’s questions under this heading focus on partnerships that enable builders and developers to implement projects and see them through to completion. Rightly, the National Housing Taskforce indicates in these questions that partnerships, especially those between industry and government (both locally and nationally) are integral to the success of development projects. LendInvest echoes this sentiment. However we also consider that when partnerships are generally discussed, they are handled in the context of improving the supply of land and finance. We would like to respond to this section as it relates to capability to address the third area of access where we deem there to be challenges for the sector: skills. Access to land to develop and finance to fund getting tools in the ground can be hindered by the lack of know-



9 CBRE, Development Finance - Is there capital to fund the cranes? 2015
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how to complete projects. It is recognised already that there is a skills shortage in construction, but addressing this does not fully solve the skills gap. Many property developers, especially small scale developers, lack the knowledge and experience to make a success of their development projects. Industry initiatives, such as the LendInvest Property Development Academy, present an innovative opportunity to increase housing supply by arming property entrepreneurs with the tools to build development projects from the ground up. In order to make a success of this, government and industry must work together to help these developers, from identifying development opportunities at the beginning, through to navigating planning processes and completing on projects. The Government’s industrial strategy must make provisions for upskilling the engineers behind infrastructural growth in the UK. This includes property developers, who must be incentivised to develop property to add to the nation’s housing stock. LendInvest is an enabling organisation for property developers and is well-placed to partner with government to shape best practice in upskilling SME developers.



4: Capacity in the ‘new sources’ sector In order to build capacity in the new sources sector, the Government must address a trio of access challenges for SME developers. Access to finance, land and skills currently constrains the source of supply offered by small scale developers. To combat this, the Government should take action in the following areas: Improving access to land 1. The Government should take action to ensure that land is not unnecessarily banked and that larger developers who do not develop land in their stock sell it on to SMEs who will develop the land swiftly. 2. Prioritise SMEs over major housebuilders in bids to develop land released from public ownership. Improving access to finance 1. The Government should explore state-backed funding schemes to provide businesses like ours with more capital to lend to SMEs. 2. Put SME property development at the heart of the industrial strategy. Commit to and act upon the funding understood by industry to have been earmarked by government for SME development projects. 3. Build on the Government’s support for alternative finance as a route for SME growth by promoting crossfertilisation between small scale developers and alternative finance companies. 4. Local authorities should explore partnerships with alternative lenders to invest their capital in property loans, passing on money to developers to buy land available for sale. Improving access to skills 1. The Government should support industry initiatives to develop skills for property developers. 2. The Industrial Strategy should go further in incentivising development activity to position property development as an attractive entrepreneurial opportunity. 3. Government at all levels must work with SME developers to make it easy to plan and develop property.



5: What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? It is LendInvest’s conviction that the key to better housebuilding by property development SMEs lies in improving a trio of access points: to land, finance and skills - for which we have outlined a strategy in our response to Question 4. The Government must address these aspects in totality, and with equal focus, to increase productivity in the sector.



This submission has been prepared by John Gusman, LendInvest
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Levitt Bernstein submission to the new sources of supply workstream of the National Housing Taskforce



SUBMISSION BY JO MCCAFFERTY AND ZOHRA CHIHEB ON BEHALF OF LEVITT BERNSTEIN



Who we are Levitt Bernstein is a multi-disciplinary architectural, landscape and urban design practice established in 1968 and now based in London and Manchester. The founding partners, David Levitt and David Bernstein, were motivated by a desire to improve lives and strengthen communities through the provision of well-designed housing. This remains our motivation nearly 50 years later. We now number more than 100 and housing accounts for about 70% of our current projects, from large scale estate regenerations to small new build developments. As well as designing new award winning homes, we set standards and shape opinion – regularly contributing to books, papers, guidelines and reports and undertaking significant commissions for government bodies. We have an active research team and evidence that poor quality housing is detrimental to personal health and wellbeing, undermines social cohesion and damages the environment is borne out by our own experience. We know that badly designed or badly built housing is a false economy and yet it remains prevalent. The potential for good quality housing to improve the lives of more vulnerable people, and the long-term cost of not doing so is particularly striking – something we are striving to address through our work.



1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development a) Disposal of Local Authority/other public land  















The sale of public land should be an open and transparent process, and allow many new entrants to the market. LAs should be encouraged to sell land for a fixed price and then judge potential buyers by other "Best Value" factors such as social/ community value, design quality, environmental sustainability, contribution to local jobs/ economy. This is a standard process used in many cities in northern Europe. Potential buyers should also be given enough notice to be raise the capital (e.g. one year), to give smaller developers and community groups reasonable access. LAs should be permitted the option of retaining the freehold of land (or some level of site ownership) that a community then develops, providing a long term income stream to the LA, rather than solely focussing on short term capital receipts. LAs should be encouraged to buy small parcels of developable farmland at agricultural rates and give local groups the first option to buy at submarket price with permission in principle



b) More funding for planning departments 



Levitt Bernstein



A lack of officers is slowing the planning process and putting developers off applying in some authorities.
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Extra funds should be ring-fenced specifically for planning departments to boost resources. In our experience many developers over a certain size are prepared to contribute significant funding towards the planning process, if that would result in a faster service. The Planning Performance Agreement system could be used more effectively to lock in agreed timescales at the commencement of the development process (for example, the exact committee date could be set at the outset). This would reduce uncertainty and minimise risk. Smaller developers would also benefit from shorter time periods. Community groups could access government funds to arrange similar PPAs.



c) Designated planning use classes     







Create a designated planning use class for community-led development. Clarify planning use class for older persons housing This would allow sites, or portions of sites, to be designated for community-led and older persons housing in Local Plans. This would also encourage landowners to see the value in other types of development. These planning use classes could be incentivised by being exempt from CIL, reduced affordable housing provision, zero carbon contributions or s.106 responsibilities. These incentives could be used to encourage large developers to develop a site with other partners, e.g. community groups/ smaller developers.



d) Encourage LAs to get Local Plan in place    



Many local authorities still don't have a current Local Plan. "Uncertainty is the greatest risk to a business plan" for developers in our experience. Require every Local Plan to include a section/policies on community-led housing Neighbourhood Plans could be used to identify sites suitable for community-led development which could then feed into the Local Plan.



e) Allow one planning application for multiple smaller sites  







Allow LA’s to accept planning applications for multiple smaller sites in an area under one application –where this is appropriate. This would make it easier/cheaper for developers to develop small sites and would encourage people to seek out smaller sites for grouping together. For example, five sites with a total of less than 50 homes, within one mile of each other, could come under one planning application; or be linked through the S106 process.



f) Holistic rethink of play and open space within developments in urban settings 



Levitt Bernstein



Support the GLA in completing a holistic review of play strategy and open space provision within development alongside a joined up review of the quality and management of open spaces in London. Where appropriate, allow developers to contribute ring-fenced funds towards improvements to a specific local park/ play space which is defined in terms of timescales through planning conditions, and incentivise through a reduced on site
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provision. This can only be used where the park is adjacent to the site and the upgrade funds are substantial. Commit to spending CIL/ Other S106 contributions as close to a development site as possible to help win local support.



g) Employer-sponsored affordable housing 



Encourage employers to provide affordable housing for employees. This could this be supported through tax incentives; or by designating a planning use class for employee housing.



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a) Community Development Bonds 



  







Local authorities and other sympathetic lenders could facilitate community-led housing in their area by directly supporting it financially through loans or by issuing bonds. Traditional lenders view lending to custom builders as higher risk since there is initially no building as collateral. Loans/ bonds offered would de-risk the venture for other lenders - so further funding could be secured on back of the loan. Thameside in Manchester are considering this (they have a positive experience of loaning to local couples for first time house purchase three years ago- £1 million lent to 50 couples at 3%), and are now proposing to run a new loan scheme for self-builders. Simplify and make visible the viability appraisal process – this will reduce council costs in employing consultants to check appraisals and give more certainty to all developers bidding for sites – if viability is no longer ‘smoke and mirrors’ then it becomes a level playing field for all.



b) VAT on community-led conversions 



Consider waiving VAT on conversions where projects are community-led



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a) Regional/ Sub regional level partnerships for professional knowledge sharing 











Local Authorities could share development expertise at a regional/ subregional level to improve knowledge sharing and reduce cost of access to resources. This could work in tandem with devolution proposals. A proactive ‘small is beautiful’ champion at regional/ sub-regional level, with development skills could help smaller developers/ communities kick start projects. They could help local authorities initiate their own development and pair small local builders and architects with community group and landowners. For example, the GLA could offer a London-wide service – a centre for development advice and resources, accessible to LA’s, community groups and smaller developers, to get more projects off the ground.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a) Improve web-based land data availability through:
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Using GIS mapping tools and other web algorithms to assemble an online data base of sites, including address details, planning history, flood risk status, owner contact info. Plenty of information is currently available online about potential sites from Google, the Post Office website, Land Registry, and Local Authority websites; but it would be very useful (and would facilitate more development) if all the information were available through one website. This could be a fee-based service – potentially offered through the Land Registry. Initially this data could be collated for sites in public ownership over a certain size.



b) Reinvigorate CABE or alternative national design champion 



Undoubtedly CABE had become a large and inefficient organisation by the time it was axed in 2011; however, it provided many useful services. We would advocate a national design champion being actively supported again to:



– Produce up to date, user-friendly design guidance documents on a variety of themes to assist inexperienced client groups – this could be circulated through the suggested GLA advisory group and sub regional hubs. – Assist in setting up shared, efficient design review panel systems across different local authorities. Panels could be made up of some local practitioners, and some CABE-funded roving experts. 



This would reduce costs – in our experience the selection process for DRPs can be expensive and lengthy and also costly to manage for over stretched planning departments.



5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Government should champion ‘small is beautiful;’ regional/ sub regional level partnerships for knowledge sharing, (see item 3a) and allow planning departments to ring fence funds to support their services, generated by schemes over a certain size (see 1b). This two pronged approach would encourage a more diverse range of players into the housing sector, and expedite their route through planning.
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All Party Parliamentary Group and RICS Inquiry – New Sources of Supply Submission by Lincolnshire Community Land Trust



Background to Lincolnshire Community Land Trust Lincolnshire Community Land Trust CIC (LCLT) is a non-profit Community Interest Company established in 2012 as a facilitator of local Community Land Trusts across Lincolnshire and nearby counties. LCLT is governed by a voluntary Board of Directors and employs a full-time Facilitator. Since it was established LCLT has facilitated and assisted in the establishment of five local Community Land Trusts in Lincolnshire and Derbyshire (Pinchbeck, Wilsford, Lincoln Birchwood, Youlgreave and Bradwell). Of these, three have successfully partnered with a Registered Provider and have gone on to deliver Affordable homes on CLT-owned land; one has successfully negotiated the free transfer of affordable units due to be delivered under the terms of a s106 Agreement; one is progressing an application for outline planning permission for a 62 unit scheme on publicly owned land. In addition to supporting the establishment and development of local CLTs, LCLT has supported other forms of community-led affordable housing namely Parish Council led development and Church led development. LCLT is a member of the National CLT Network and is currently receiving grant contributions towards core running costs from Tudor Trust (via NCLTN) and Lincolnshire Co-Op in addition to income earned through fees and other small grants.



Evidence to the All Party Parliamentary Group and RICS Inquiry The structure of LCLT’s evidence submission follows the format suggested by the NCLTN in its’ call for evidence.



1. Housing development. a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. c. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help.



LCLT Response: In our experience there is a wide spectrum of responses from landowners when asked to consider innovative approaches to the disposal of land. On the one hand, cash-strapped Local Authorities are seeking to maximise any potential capital receipt from land sales whilst
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seeking to minimise any consideration of more ‘social’ outcomes from the disposal of land at favourable terms to community-led initiative. On the other hand a small number of local private landowners are willing to accept some reduction in value in return for an affordable housing outcome on their land; this is often associated with achieving affordable housing for households with a local connection and often a community led and/or CLT approach that encompasses an asset lock is viewed as a means of creating a ‘wrapper’ against perceived Government interference in the social/affordable housing stock. Whilst there is undoubtedly financial pressure on Local Authorities to maximise the capital receipt for any land disposal, there is also a local political aspect to reluctance and scepticism to dispose in an innovative way to communities. There is sometimes reluctance amongst elected Members (County, District or Parish) to be the generation of Members who ‘sold the family silver’ at anything less than full value; a view that is likely to be heavily influenced by Officers. A further barrier to the innovative disposal of land to community-led schemes is that it is highly likely that any incorporated community-led organisation, such as a local CLT, will have been created for the purpose; it therefore lacks track record. A means of being able to provide legally solid external financial and technical backing for start-up community organisations would assist in their credibility when negotiating with landowners. If this is to be developed there would need to be a fine balance struck which ensured that the genuine community-led credentials of the new organisation still held true and a means of quickly establishing trust and understanding between the new start-up and the backer. The reasons that stop landowners releasing land for new sources of housing supply are many and varied. Some of the barriers to publicly owned land coming forward are outlined above. In the private sector in Lincolnshire generally low land values mean that landowners are prepared to hold land for generations until the market conditions are viewed as favourable. Even where land is brought forward for market housing and planning consent obtained, there remains concern locally over private sector build out rates. In Derbyshire there are the additional restrictions imposed by National Park status. In North Lincolnshire, one Church-led affordable housing scheme is struggling to achieve viability due to site that has a negative value. Even where there is a will to bring a site forward the current policy of market-led (as opposed to needs-led) Central Government subsidy for Affordable Housing is hampering innovative community-led approaches to housing supply.



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. b. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. c. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models.
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LCLT Response: As explored above, a method of providing legally solid financial and technical backing for new start-up CLTs and similar, would assist greatly in their credibility when negotiating with landowners, both public and private. In the same way, a method whereby new start-up CLTs could access a package of pre-development and development skills, advice and finance would reduce risk not only for the new CLT but also for the landowner. The CLT/RP partnership model goes some way towards this, but being able to access an independent (non-profit?) service may serve to encourage more communities to bring forward schemes. The current Community Led Project Support Grant is welcome in that it provides a significant input into the financial aspects of this ‘package’ but the grant programme still requires nontechnical lay community activists to stitch together a complex bid supported by tenders from a range of consultants and professionals. A way of creating a more customer friendly interface (and by this we mean people, not a website) that brings together the de-risking finance of CLPSG (or similar), the range of professional advice required and emerging CLTs (or Co-Ops or Co-Housing etc.) would be most welcome. The previous Community Led element of the AHP was most welcome and served to focus the attention of RPs on the benefits of partnering with CLTs and similar. The funding was shortlived and – at least in our part of the country – so was RP attention. We await with interest the detail of the Coastal & Rural community-led funding announced by the Chancellor in the spring of 2016.



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. b. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. c. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'.



LCLT Response: LCLT exists to support communities to bring forward community-led housing development. The five CLTs we have helped to create across the region are the clearest outcome from this work; three of these CLTs have partnered with an RP to deliver Affordable Housing on land leased by the CLT to the RP. Securing the grant income we need to bridge the gap between what we earn through fees and what it costs to deliver the service has been a continual struggle which diverts attention and resource away from service delivery. We have a staff of one. We know that the communities we have worked with and for not only value the technical expertise we have been able to offer but also the ‘softer’ skills – being able to translate the technical and political arenas into a form that is understood by lay activists and in a way that gives those people and groups the room the maneuver, negotiate and deliver their desired outcome. This is not easy or quick to deliver. We also know that community-led schemes take
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a long time to bring forward, nurturing a fledgling community group as well as the ‘normal’ demands of bringing forward an affordable housing development is time consuming. LCLT has, to date, only been able to provide this level of service through external grant funding supplementing earned income. Regional or local partnerships to build knowledge and expertise would be most welcome. Resourcing this – either the ‘secretariat’ or releasing staff to engage in this – needs careful consideration. A local or regional partnership support network could dovetail neatly with a regional ‘menu’ of experts funded to support implementation and could also incorporate the legal ‘backer’ concept explored in paragraphs above.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level.



LCLT Response: Local Authorities are financially and, often, politically constrained in their engagement with community led housing supply. Financial constraints extend beyond the land value argument outlined above to include reductions on staffing. As non-statutory functions are progressively withdrawn or reduced the ability of remaining staff to engage in the conceptual and practical aspects of community-led housing is diminishing. An avenue that would seem worthwhile exploring could be the extension of Neighbourhood Planning to include local authority support to communities that have adopted a NP and are seeking community-led delivery of policies within that Plan. If this were to be backed up by statute and funding for Local Authorities then communities would have a powerful tool at their disposal to shape their communities and demand the engagement of their Local Authority. Capacity in the ‘new sources’ sector currently is geographically variable with large gaps in coverage and with variation in the skills offered by those organisations supporting ‘new sources’. Some level of national consistency would be welcome across a number of areas e.g. geographical coverage, skills/service available, charging/funding structures or agreed standards. A centralised administrative body with outsourced local service providers would enable the building of agreed standards and expertise within sector. At the risk of being accused of ‘harking back’ to a previous era a model successfully used for many years by the National Homelessness Advisory Service could be applied here – a partnership between nationally recognised charities provided the central administrative and expert ‘hub’ for a large network of Fieldworkers that provided local, regional and (through telephone technology) national support to CAB volunteers dealing with homelessness queries. The network was funded by central Government. Substitute homelessness for community-led housing development in this model.
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5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? LCLT Response: It is difficult to constrain this response to ‘one thing’. Instead we suggest:



 







Lincolnshire CLT



Extension of Neighbourhood Planning to require Local Authorities to support communities in community-led delivery of aspects of their Plans A clearer requirement for Local Authorities to consider non-financial returns when disposing of land; Government to consider financial compensation to Local Authorities where social outcomes for a site disposal reduce the sale price below open market value. Properly funded, high profile revenue support for a national network of community-led development expertise coupled with low or no-risk pre-development finance.
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National Housing Taskforce – inquiry into sources of new supply.



About Locality: Locality is the national network of ambitious and enterprising community-led organisations, working together to help neighbourhoods thrive. Our network is a strong, collective voice inspiring community action to create a fair and diverse society where local people determine their future together. We also run My Community providing resources, inspiration and advice on Community Rights, Neighbourhood Planning and Our Place, enabling communities to have influence and control over local assets, services and development. Many Locality members are involved in community-led housing, which is designed and managed by local people in order to meet the needs of the community and to transform local neighbourhoods. Locality supports new groups interested in community-led housing through information and advice, including through My Community resources on community-led housing and the Community Right to Build.1 We also facilitate a very active member-led group of over 30 community-led housing providers, to develop policy and recommendations about how community-led housing can be strengthened. 2 We have also recently secured funding to help 22 start-up groups move into community-led housing. 3 Locality has also been working with communities to develop Neighbourhood Plans since the powers were introduced in the Localism Act, 2011. Neighbourhood planning is a way to enable people to shape their communities, influence growth in an area, and allows local residents to set their own planning policies that reflect local priorities and deliver local benefits. We have directly supported over 1000 communities to develop Neighbourhood Plans. Summary: We welcome the opportunity to contribute to the National Housing Taskforce’s inquiry into sources of new supply. There is urgent need to diversify the housing market in England, which is currently dominated by a small number of large private house builders, which reduces competition and the responsiveness of the industry. In order to achieve higher quality and greater volumes of housing supply, a varied and diverse building industry is required including more small and medium sized providers. This submission makes a number of recommendations about how government can increase housing supply through diversifying the housing market by supporting the development of community-led housing projects. Community-led housing (CLH) developments provide a valuable and affordable supply of housing locally which supports the development of sustainable and thriving communities. Designed and managed according to local priorities, CLH is often built to help certain groups to stay within the local area, such as young families or older people. It can also



1 For more information, please see: http://mycommunity.org.uk/programme/community-housing/ 2 For more information on Locality’s policy and research work on Community-led Housing, please see ‘Understanding the Potential of Small Scale Community Housing



3 For more information, please see: http://locality.org.uk/news/locality-shows-communities-tackle-housing-shortagebuilding-homes/
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offer additional benefits around supporting health and wellbeing, addressing local employment and skills needs, as well as generating income which is reinvested back into community activity and neighbourhood regeneration. An additional advantage is that affordable rates in community-led housing can also be protected in perpetuity. In contrast, for example, the national Starter Homes programme does not protect affordability of property in this way, and according to analysis from Shelter the currently pricing structure means families on National Living Wage incomes will only be able to afford Starter Homes in 2% of local authorities.4 Many communities seeking to benefit local people and address issues around housing are increasingly looking to community-led housing as a means of meeting local housing needs and developing other community services. Community-led housing models are many and varied – from co-ops, to self-help housing, to community land trusts – and communities use a wide range of legal incorporation to meet their aim of providing locally developed, affordable housing, including charities and community and social enterprises which are developing housing alongside a range of other community buildings and services. Our submission to this inquiry highlights a number of ways in which community-led housing developments could be encouraged, in particular by addressing barriers including access to finance and access to land and buildings: Unlocking land and buildings for community-led development through community asset transfer; Availability of pre-feasibility and early stage funding, including capital grants; Building on the momentum of neighbourhood planning to unlock more opportunities for locally-led development and community-led housing.



  



There is also an urgent need to develop the supply of affordable homes built by larger providers, and for better integration of neighbourhood and community engagement into development. The practices of such large scale providers, including housing associations, local authorities, and large scale build to rent operators, need to be modified so that they better reflect the needs of communities and involve communities more directly, including to address the need in many neighbourhoods to build smaller more affordable units. Partnerships between community groups and developers should also be encouraged in order to balance scale with the values and aspirations of individual communities. This should include increased engagement between local planning authorities (LPAs) and communities in the development of local plans. 1.



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development.



a.



Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land.



b.



Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply.



Through our work supporting neighbourhood planning, we know that housing development is often a key concern of communities. Research from the Department for Communities



4 For more information, please see: https://england.shelter.org.uk/professional_resources/policy_and_research/policy_library/p olicy_library_folder/research_starter_homes-_will_they_be_affordable
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and Local Government (DCLG) shows that nearly 9 in every 10 Neighbourhood Plans address housing development.5 This includes plans for a range of housing types and sizes that meet the need for family housing, homes that respond to downsizing, housing for rent and low cost dwellings (for both rent and sale) and those that are suitable for people wanting to move into their first home. There is also often a higher level of willingness to accept housing and growth in a Neighbourhood Plan than has been outlined in the Local Plan, which shows that by giving communities this control through neighbourhood planning they will often more readily accept growth and housing in their area. However, despite this appetite for more housing development in local areas and the opportunities offered by community-led housing, there remain a number of significant barriers in the growth of such developments, including access to land or buildings and access to finance. Access to land or buildings. A key barrier to developing community-led housing is around access to land or buildings. Land prices have risen dramatically over the last 30 years, far outstripping the rise in house prices. This rise in land value has led to the acquisition of land becoming one of the key objectives for developers, and has created conditions for ‘land banking,’ where it is not in the interests of land-owners to release land quickly. This situation is particularly problematic in and around London. Community asset transfer has an important role to play in securing greater availability of land and buildings for community-led development. However potential community-led developments can be frustrated by a number of issues including, lack of trust and willingness, lack of support for new or innovative small scale approaches by CLH groups, and the preference for commercial sale to achieve market rates. Transferring assets to community ownership, whilst not generating the same returns as a commercial sale, can deliver long-term social return as well as financial savings, opportunities for public service transformation and a sustainable income base for local civil society organisations. Councils should consider how they can use their asset management approaches to consider whether property and land can be used to provide long-term benefits for communities through community-led housing. This might include derelict or empty properties, but it is also particularly important that short term financial decisions are not made on high-value land and buildings when there is an opportunity to secure long term investment in communities through the development of community-led housing projects. Over the coming years, an unprecedented disposal of local government assets is expected as councils seek to make further efficiency savings and are encouraged to generate revenue through asset disposal. For the first time, councils are now able to spend capital receipts from sales of assets on the revenue costs of service transformation projects, and the drive to maximise revenues from assets is particularly acute in areas with high land and property values. There is therefore a critical opportunity at present to ensure that vital community assets are safeguarded, and that opportunities to develop affordable community-led housing are realised. An example of a successful asset transfer leading to community-led housing development, is from Leicester County Council. Following a successful transfer of a 13 acre allotment



5 Presentation from Aidan Wilkie, Deputy Director of Neighbourhood Planning, DCLG, May 2015. http://www.sowneighbours.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Local-London-May-15.pdf
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site to Saffron Lane Resource Centre for £1, they have built 60 eco homes to passivhaus standard for affordable rent, with another 20 homes to follow. 6 There is also a need for a more coherent national empty homes policy; there are currently approximately 279,000 empty homes in England, representing an important opportunity to increase supply in the housing market. The level of empty homes is partially due to the rate of increase in property prices, which means that it is attractive to investors to buy up property, keeping it empty whilst the value increases in the housing market, selling it on for a profit without anyone ever having lived in the property. In turn, the volume of empty properties is driving up house prices by constraining supply. Community-led developers are often adept at working with local people to retrofit and renovate empty buildings. For example, Canopy Housing Project, a self-help communityled housing provider in inner city Leeds renovate derelict houses in order to create homes for people who are homeless; the tenants are involved in the refurbishment of their new homes and through this work they form social connections with other volunteers and neighbours in the community and develop new support networks, as well as being able to access training and develop new skills. Leeds City Council’s support for a range of community-led providers in Leeds as part of their empty homes regeneration strategy has been essential, and we recommend that local authorities consider within their own strategies the role which community-led housing providers can play. Securing finance There are a number of financial barriers to community-led housing development, including a gap in early stage funding to develop plans, pre-planning permission and skills and capacity building within groups, and a lack of capital grants. There is a significant gap in early stage and pre-feasibility funding to develop plans, inhibiting potential community-led housing developers from acting quickly to try to secure land or buildings. Very often, convincing the council of the viability of community-led housing projects can be a key challenge. Councils will often require detailed plans and prototypes in order to back a project; but developing these plans requires initial funding which is difficult to obtain if the council has not already provided ‘land security.’ Experience has shown that even the most resilient CLH projects need some element of equity in the early stages. Without this, loan finance repayments can make projects unviable. However, once a project is up and running, perhaps following the asset transfer of land or buildings from a local authority, or the receipt of a grant for purchase, projects can generate a surplus which enables groups to take on further sustainable CLH interests. CLH could benefit enormously through access to finance via local authorities – in particular through low or zero interest loans. Locality members have been working successfully with a number of local authorities to access prudential borrowing and other forms of low-cost borrowing. An example of a local authority supporting the development of community-led housing through providing affordable finance is Leeds City Council. Leeds City Council have provided Canopy Housing Project with a £200k interest free loan which has been used to renovate five properties for families who are homeless. They have also provided Canopy with 25 year peppercorn leases for properties, some of which have been extended to 99



6 For more information, please see: http://mycommunity.org.uk/stories/emh-group-working-with-saffron-laneneighbourhood-centre/
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years. This has provided them with asset security from which to lever in additional funding from other sources for costs such as training support. 7 However, these positive models are still in the minority, and in general, local authorities are unwilling to provide these types of loans to community groups, which means that very often groups will be required to bring in other partners or registered providers so they can proceed. This not only slows the project down, but also often removes control from community groups into the hands of developers and housing associations. Recommendations: Building on neighbourhood planning: 



Where there is appetite for higher levels of growth in a Neighbourhood Plan, compared to a Local Plan, this should be seen as an opportunity for LPAs and statutory consultees to work with local communities who want development.







Further powers need to be handed to neighbourhood forums so they have equal power over the 25% of community infrastructure levy (CIL) funding that parish councils receive as a financial incentive to encourage housing delivery







Where a Neighbourhood Plan has identified housing development as a key priority, but the neighbourhood forum does not have the capacity to take on community-led housing, existing community groups should be approached to see if they are able to take on implementation. Established community groups often have financial security, a staff team and an existing asset base. Working in partnership with local authorities these groups could offer key new community-led housing developments.



Availability of land and finance for community-led housing: 



Increase land supply by making publicly owned assets available at no cost where development is led by locally based non-profits with an asset lock on schemes of less than 50 homes.







Local authorities should consider how they can use their access to prudential borrowing to offer low cost or zero rate loans to community-led housing developers. c. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help.



Permission in principle (PiP) may help to unlock a greater amount of land for development, however there are areas of this policy that require greater clarity. There is a potential that permission in principle will impose an onerous responsibility on community-led housing groups to undertake almost full planning and viability proposals on minimally viable land. Therefore clarity over the level of detail required is needed. In our experience, for permission in principle to deliver more land for development, LPAs will



7 For more information, please see: http://locality.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/CANOPYCASE-STUDY.pdf
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need to adopt a brownfield first approach and take on the responsibilities for assessing viability and outlining planning permission. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. c.



New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes.



d.



Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work.



Rather than seeking ‘new models of finance’ we recommend that there is a need to recognise the value and importance of up-front grant and development funding, as well as prioritising easy access to grants or low-cost loans for delivery. Existing funding for community-led housing is limited. A majority of this funding is through the Homes and Communities Agency. However, this funding is only available to registered providers. In order to achieve this status, groups must undertake a complex procedure and comply with auditing requirements which are designed for large complex organisations and require a significant commitment of time and money, which is not available to smaller organisations. Therefore for many CLH groups becoming a registered provider is not an option. Whilst loan products can have a real role to play in the funding mix, there is already wide availability of such loans, and they are often at market rates which make them very unattractive. Capital grants are currently largely unavailable and even revenue grants require groups to be fairly advanced to be eligible (for example, this is the case in the Community Buildings grants8). The Empty Homes Community Grants Programme provides a good model of a grants programme that proved very successful in funding a wide range of community-led organisations in delivering community-led housing. There have been a number of evaluations of the programme, which highlight its impact and recommendations for future programmes.9 In particular, the light touch approach of providing capital grants to organisations which didn’t have to be registered providers was hugely successful. e.



Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models.



f.



Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes.



Loan products are already widely available, however, in our experience, in order to get a project up and running, most CLH projects require a certain element of equity such as grant /donation/ or an asset transfer of land or buildings to make plans viable and allow projects to become sustainable.



8 Locality run the Community Buildings grants on behalf of DCLG http://mycommunity.org.uk/funding-options/ 9 See for example, http://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/college-socialsciences/social-policy/SPSW/Housing/working-paper-series/HCR-WP-2-2015.pdf
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Revenue funding to allow groups to access expertise is also key, and there is a particular gap in funding for groups which are not registered providers. Requirements for being a registered provider will often deter community-led housing groups, as the process is disproportionately onerous. This is particularly the case with smaller developments where, in our experience, when given access to this early stage support, are extremely successful at progressing. As described above, there is potential for funding for community-led housing development from local authorities offering low cost or zero interest loans to community groups, however these models are still in the significant minority. There is also significant potential for local authorities to boost finance in community-led development through unspent Right to Buy receipts, and further guidance to encourage local authorities down this route would be welcome. 2.



Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support.



a.



Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important.



b.



How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation.



c.



The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'.



We believe that existing support organisations, such as Locality, have a crucial role to play in helping existing community groups move into housing. For example, we run the Early Stage Support programme, funded by Nationwide Foundation, which offers funding and support for community groups wanting to start to develop community-led housing projects. However, we believe the value in creating another layer of regional partnerships or bodies is uncertain. In our experience, there is a risk that channelling funding through a specific regional provider will mean that some funding is absorbed rather than going directly to groups. Flexibility to access a variety of support and expertise at a local level is very valuable to groups, as well as availability of specialist web-based resources. 3.



Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors



a.



Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome.



b.



Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level.



There is a particular need for local authorities to adopt a more ‘open minded approach’ on the capability of community groups. This could be achieved through better sharing of best practice and examples to local authorities of successful projects, for example by the LGA.
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There is an untapped pipeline of housing projects to be realised from existing community organisations which would significantly increase overall numbers of small scale community-led development. Across the country are well established community organisations who are already legally incorporated, managing community assets, have experience of building, renovating and managing properties and managing capital funds. Existing, as well as emerging, community groups are also perfectly placed to understand the type of development which is needed in a community. An example of an existing community organisation with this type of experience moving into community-led housing is Goodwin Trust. Goodwin Trust was set up as a charitable organisation in 1994 to improve the quality of life for residents of the Thornton Estate in Hull. Located in the heart of Hull, Goodwin Trust offers a wide range of community based services, and has also developed a number of assets including children’s centres and nurseries, a state-of-the-art conference centre, and a community college. Responding to the pressing need for affordable community homes, the Goodwin Trust moved into developing assets for community-led housing to provide quality housing at 80% of current market rental rates. Building capacity in community groups to move into community-led housing is an important part of building this important source of housing supply. Programmes such as the Early Stage Support programme could be replicated to provide more opportunities and funding for such groups. 4.



What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?



Our key recommendation is for government to invest in community-led housing by making available more capital grants for early stage development, alongside a more positive enabling narrative from government and local government on community-led housing as an important part of a diverse housing market. The experiences from neighbourhood planning show high levels of appetite in local communities for locally-led development, and it is therefore important that more funding and support is made available to support identified development. Neighbourhood planning is able to identify sites for development which could be far smaller than sites identified in local plans. This opens up the potential for ongoing identification of areas where there is a locally agreed need for housing and opportunities to work with local communities to see if there are existing community organisations or groups interested in developing housing. We therefore recommend that a capital grants programme should include a specific stream for working with neighbourhood planning groups who are developing their plans to consider housing development as well as for those groups who have completed their plans and could now move into implementation.
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LONDON FEDERATION OF HOUSING CO-OPERATIVES 8 Waldegrave Road, Teddington, TW11 8GT Tel: 020 3166 2623 Fax: 020 3166 2214 [email protected]



www.lfhc.org.uk 21st September 2016



To the APPG on Housing and Planning / National Housing Taskforce Dear Tom Chance,



1) Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this call for evidence for the inquiry into new sources of supply in the UK housing market. In London land and property is a very scarce resource that must be carefully guarded so it can best be used to meet the needs of London and Londoners. We must suggest new ways in which under-used housing can be returned to good use and in which housing can be provided to residents at a price which allows them to live fulfilled and successful lives. We believe that such housing must remain a community asset, rather than simply providing opportunities for private profit as that model has failed to maintain a housing supply that meets London’s needs. We apologise that we had not been aware of this call for evidence and that our response may therefore not be as comprehensive as we may otherwise have wished. We will therefore be responding only in connection with the economics of housing and the demand for homes in the capital.



2) London Federation of Housing Co-ops is a membership funded organisation supporting approximately three hundred co-operatively owned or managed housing organisations in the capital. These organisations vary in size from less than a dozen units to thousands of properties. Properties may be freehold, leasehold, managed on behalf of a landlord, on a short-life basis or a combination of these. LFHC provides an umbrella for these groups to meet and develop common approaches to the needs of their members and tenants.



3) The main thrust of our argument, beyond pointing out the benefits of co-operatively managed housing will be to argue that in London there are planning pressures and constraints which cause the most densely populated areas to be considered for higher densities yet as there is some, albeit overloaded, infrastructure in place, while less densely populated areas with less infrastructure are developed at far lower densities. This planning is only 4-5 years ahead and a broader debate around planned development of the area within the M25 (possibly incorporating Green Belt areas) over 30-50 years should be a more reasonable timescale so low density housing is not clustered around future transport nodes or demolished after only a few years.



1) Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a) Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. The message must be repeated time and time again that the community benefit of land should be taken into account when
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disposing of public assets. The cost to the public purse is much higher in the long run (with high costs of housing benefit etc taken into account) when land is sold for the highest immediate return as compared with providing rents at genuinely affordable levels. Councils have notional levels of the cost of providing various sizes of accommodation, and so the provision of social housing should have a cost benefit which could be factored into the purchase price of any land for development. b) Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. Current levels of land inflation make land-banking, or holding properties empty, attractive to investors as the value can quickly be realised. Both strategies can be damaging for communities, either leaving areas blighted or bereft of inhabitants. The question might better be put as to whether councils should consider the compulsory purchase of land to establish development areas, before the windfall-like hikes in land prices that result from the award of planning permission. Land owners will be tempted to hold on to land if they expect prices to rise markedly. If council valuations would be on the basis of existing value then there would be less incentive to hold onto land without developing it. c) The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. A major concern is that areas that currently have less service infrastructure will only be given permission for relatively low density developments, with the result that large amounts of public/open/undeveloped space is used for relatively few properties, while in central areas more and more dwellings are shoehorned in at ever higher densities. In London densities vary from around 2,000/squ km in Havering to about 15,000/squ km in Islington. This could be planned more effectively and more economically with better facilities, environment, transport links and housing for all concerned. This would require a development plan across boroughs, however, and a commitment to providing the infrastructure which would grow in tandem with housing developments. The new developments could involve resident controlled housing which would support the newer communities and help them link to existing populations.



2) Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a) New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. Some providers have offered to build housing on a turn-key basis to community groups so they do not have to service debts before the properties are ready to let. Any such support to reduce the risk in such schemes would be helpful. b) Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. Housing co-ops have provided housing across London for decades. There was housing association grant available then so that properties were in a fit state and to remove the need for finance against
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properties that were not mortgageable, but in the years since there has been no requirement for further public subsidy. These worked because of the energies members put into maintaining their communities. Currently there are a number of community groups developing land in the capital: RUSS, Brixton Green, Leathermarket JMB – all using some public support. The costs of development are, however, exceptionally high, partly because of constraints from the funding. Once lessons have been learned from these groups it is important that newer groups should not have to re-invent the wheel in the same way and incur the same, very high, costs. c) Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. Even organisations with a track record of 30-40 years can have difficulty raising funds. An opportunity to borrow on a similar level to larger organisations would help – or if matched loans were available (as the Housing Corporation used to provide) as these models reassure lenders d) Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. Housing co-ops have begun to consider how they can support development. In the past there have been examples of direct loans between co-ops, but this represents a substantial risk. Models that support low cost loans from a consortium of co-ops will need work to ensure compliance with FSA regulations.



3) Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a) Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. In the past Hexagon Housing Association developed new housing to be managed by housing co-ops. Accord is a parent body for Redditch Cooperative Homes (not in London !) and they have in recent years developed a number of new co-op housing estates using buildings from their own factory. b) How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. What is needed is a clear roadmap to successful completion with unnecessary obstacles removed. Groups beginning a process must be able to process towards the end without the goal posts being moved or any arbitrary hurdles being placed on their path. c) The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. Local connections are built up over time and can be invaluable. 4) Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a) Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome.
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It makes little sense to us that local authorities should have barriers placed in front of them to developing housing that their residents need. It also smacks of selling off the family silver to have to sell off valuable void properties and that creates an issue for the business planning of planning borough wide provision. b) Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. It is always appealing to say that there should be funding for the groups who will support this growth, but where there are membership groups these are funded by the member organisations. This is not possible for all organisations, however, tenant groups in particular. Where demands are placed on groups or they are asked to provide a service, it is not unreasonable to expect some funding to help those groups survive, as there are costs involved in arranging and participating in meetings, consulting and communicating etc. The more those groups address public policy, the more they could be funded for doing so.



5) What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Make land available at a reasonable price with clear and transparent guidance as to how that price is arrived at. This would also apply to tenant groups seeking to purchase their own estates. 6) Other Issues a) Shortlife Housing Co-ops In the past shortlife housing co-ops took over properties that were not in use. This function has been taken over by ‘Guardian Groups’ but at a higher price to the owner and without any local connection. It would be helpful to have ‘approved’ management agreements to reassure council officers and once again use this type of organisation to keep buildings in use. b) Impact of Housing and Planning Act on TMOs There may be a number of unforeseen consequences from the HAPA as regards tenant management organisations as they try to build sustainable mixed communities if properties are sold off within the community, properties are let on very short tenancies and different rent levels have to be enforced. This is not to say that other council and social housing tenants will not be affected, but asking volunteer resident committees to implement this while remaining vibrant and not becoming divided could be a tall order. None of the new provisions have been addressed within the statutory guidance on management agreements. c) Governance and VAT There are issues that will need to be resolved around the relationship between community groups and the development organisation/landlord. In the ideal co-operative model the
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overarching landlord will have as its members the local co-ops which manage the separate plots of housing. As a wholly owned subsidiary there should be no VAT charged on services either way between organisations as it remains within the (not for profit). Other community groups and local people could also be members as they could potentially be users of the services without affecting the status with the mutuals register. If the membership is opened to the community, however, there could be a challenge to the VAT exemption, so advice will be needed to ensure that there is no financial risk. d) Financial Institutions Discussing the financing of housing with other European providers, in some instances the ‘Co-op’ provides the place where members invest their savings. Interest is generated by developing new housing. Members can then borrow from the Co-op to buy one of those houses or they are sold or leased to smaller co-ops which are also members. To develop some model that finances further cooperative housing without subsidy must be our long term aim.



We hope that is helpful and apologise again that we have not been able to answer more fully. We do look forward to engaging in further discussion in the future, however. Yours sincerely,



Greg Robbins Secretary
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1 EVIDENCE TO THE NATIONAL HOUSING TASKFORCE ON NEW SOURCES OF HOUSING SUPPLY, PARTICULARLY SMALL BUILDERS, SELF-BUILD, CUSTOM BUILD AND COMMUNITY-LED PROVIDERS September 2016



A personal submission on SENIOR COHOUSING from Maria Brenton, UK Cohousing Network ‘Senior Cohousing Ambassador’ and longterm Project Consultant to the OWCH (Older Women’s Cohousing) group in London (www.owch.org.uk Executive summary: The material in this submission draws on my experience with the Older Women’s Cohousing project. I argue that senior cohousing offers real benefits for those who would otherwise grow old alone, at risk and isolated, and promotes the independence and autonomy of the old. It therefore promises significant savings for the public purse for health and social care costs as society rapidly ages. Although established and recognised as a valuable public investment in many other countries such as The Netherlands, senior cohousing is poorly recognised in the UK and is very difficult to achieve here. Housing decision-makers and professionals could do much to enable this form of community-led housing to happen and make it easier to deliver. Local authorities and planning departments need to be far more imaginative. A lack of connection between housing developers and their end-users presents a major impediment. A number of specific recommendations are made below. Background: I have been active in the field of senior cohousing for two decades, having researched and visited examples of this type of housing in Holland, Denmark, Germany, Sweden and the USA. I carried out research for the Joseph Rowntree Trust and for the Housing Corporation in the 1980s and have written, published and lectured widely on this model. I am a founder member of the UK Cohousing Network. The OWCH group set itself up after a workshop I ran in 1998 on Dutch senior cohousing and I have worked with it ever since, at first financially supported by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and, latterly, by the Tudor Trust. This cohousing community is about to become a reality, finally, when its residents move in in October and November 2016. They will be the first senior cohousing community in the UK. In comparison, Holland, a much smaller country, has 230 senior cohousing communities, many of which have existed for 30 years or more. Dutch government policy has encouraged this model as a way to keep older people healthier and happier and to reduce demand on health and social care services. Factual information: My role vis-a-vis the OWCH group has been that of ‘social enabler’, besides being an active lobbyist on its behalf. I have supported the group through its many years of searching for available sites in London, through temporary and unsuccessful ‘partnerships’ with a succession of housing associations. For the last six years, the group has been working with its developer, the Hanover housing association, and Housing for Women, a small housing association which will be landlord for the one third of its flats for social rental. 26 women will occupy 25 flats and shared
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2 facilities. They helped design the scheme and and will run and manage it themselves collaboratively.



Recommendations for action:



• That UK government housing policy gives a definitive and positive lead to local authorities and house builders in encouraging and promoting the development of senior and all-age cohousing communities in the UK as a means of providing an ageing population with age-proofed alternative housing linked to self-help and mutual support in old age. • That a study be funded of the role of Dutch housing associations with experience in facilitating the development of senior cohousing communities in order to encourage UK housing associations to embrace the ethos of ‘co-production’ in client-commissioned housing. • That regional information and support hubs linked to the internet be funded to stimulate and offer expertise to small citizen groups to equip them to develop their own mutually supportive cohousing communities, along lines currently under discussion with the Greater London Authority. • That seed-corn funding be made available to would-be cohousing groups on terms and in a timeframe that realistically reflects the time such a development takes. This seed-corn funding could be released in stages against mutually agreed development thresholds and would be used to buy the expertise needed for effective project management, writing a business plan, securing capital finance loans and commissioning potential development partners. See information below on Dutch ‘Collective Private Commissioning’ grants.



Submission 1. Cohousing is a means of living as part of a mutually supportive and self-governing cluster of self-contained households where a core of values is shared and based on neighbourly collaboration, where the common meal is a central feature and where certain facilities are shared in common. It may be family-based and inter-generational or it may be classed as an age-peer or senior community and also be inter-generational. Older people should be able to choose either. It may be mixed or single gender; it may operate within a particular ethnic culture or none; it may serve the specific needs of groups such as disabled people, members of the LGTB community, eco-groups etc. 2. There are around 20 family-based cohousing communities in the UK. There are no senior cohousing communities. About 70 ‘would-be’ cohousing communities are struggling to form at any one time, among which a dozen older groups are striving for existence. There is a growing interest in the senior cohousing model among older people who see it as a welcome means of support and engagement as they grow older.
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3 3. The cohousing model is viewed in other countries as a means of compensating through neighbourly support for a rising trend in single living, especially in old age where it can lead to social isolation and significant social, physical and mental health problems impacting on public expenditure. Its is a self-help and collaborative approach to meeting the needs of ageing and should be encouraged as a public investment. 4. As the experience of the OWCH (Older Women’s Cohousing) group demonstrates, achieving a cohousing community in the UK is a very difficult challenge. Nothing about the British system contrives to make it easy - or even possible. 5. The cohousing communities that exist in the UK are viewed as middle-class enclaves of wealth and privilege. They are far from this, but the image is based on the near impossibility of making them inclusive and affordable for households who lack equity and need social/affordable rentals. There are maybe one or two mixed-tenure cohousing schemes. The OWCH group will be mixed tenure and this has been one reason why it has taken the group so very long to realise its dream. 6. The barriers to the development of cohousing experienced by the OWCH group illustrate some of the difficulties referred to above. Self-forming as a group of 26 mostly single older women, the group always knew that cohousing offered an answer to their need for neighbourly support in old age. They have come together from more than ten different London boroughs and all but two, who are a couple, live alone. They imagined that what they were working hard to realise would be recognised and valued by local authorities, housing organisations, developers etc and that the financial, planning and development skills OWCH lacked as a group would be forthcoming from the broad housing sector to assist them - if only with the long term objective of saving public money in health and social care services. This was not to be the case. The barriers were, in summary: • The difficulty of identifying land and finding sites for housing in London which had not been land-banked by large developers • A dominant housing culture antithetic to community-led housing initiatives generally and deaf to the voice of the end-user. Although it has begun to be recognised as a brand name, Cohousing still struggles to find a fit in the housing sector. • A housing market dominated by large, commercial builders • An affordable housing market dominated by large, bureaucratic housing associations who have, as yet, seen little point in working in genuine partnership with their end-users in the development process. OWCH approached eight different housing associations for assistance over several years. • Lack of any government lead on senior cohousing • The impenetrability and remoteness of local authorities and their silo-like departmental divisions • Local authority and planning department attitudes which were and are distinctly ageist, where older people, especially those moving between London boroughs, are seen as a low priority for housing and as a potential drain on social care budgets.
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4



•



•



•



This was the case in LB Barnet and it delayed the OWCH scheme by at least two years. The general failure of housing policy and the housing sector to take remedial action on the unsuitability of most existing housing stock for ageing; the non-recognition of the value for society of creative approaches to down-sizing; the failure to recognise the potential for unlocking £billions of un-mortgaged equity possessed by older owner-occupiers in family housing. The absence of ‘joined-up thinking’ - lack of an holistic approach to ‘life-cycle costs’ and lack of an economic analysis which would see mutually supportive, self-help based housing schemes as offering a potentially significant long term saving in public expenditure in the face of mounting levels of demand for health and social care services by an ageing population. The lack of available information, expertise and a support infra-structure for small groups seeking to build their own housing schemes.



7. Dutch experience: Public policy. There is much that Britain can learn from The Netherlands and the help that Dutch cohousing groups can access. Senior cohousing communities (groepswonen or ‘living groups’) were actively promoted by central governments from the 1970s and 1980s onwards as a bulwark against societal ageing. Local authorities and housing associations were encouraged to promote and facilitate them. There are now 230 of these senior living groups in Holland and they are still a thriving option for older people - to join existing groups or to develop their own. This needs to be set in the context of a heavier post-war reliance than in the UK on institutional solutions to housing older people - a bias which, in time, triggered smaller scale alternatives, such as cohousing. It also needs locating in the context of a cultural bias towards rental tenure and an historically far more socially inclusive social rental sector than in the UK. This has made the development of cohousing communities a more easily deliverable and more flexible model than would have been the case in a system locked in a dominant owner occupier tenure. While cohousing was originally rooted in a social rental tenure in Holland, this has changed over the decades to a greater emphasis on owner-occupation or a mix of tenures. 7. Dutch experience: infrastructure. Housing associations and local authorities took up central policy and financial incentives for the senior cohousing model and their agency has been an important factor in its success. They have helped it to spread around the country, in the form of new-build and retrofit of old buildings, (such as no longer needed hospitals, schools, barns, convents etc). Some local authorities and health bodies made available sites for less than market value, following the emphasis on senior cohousing as a positive public investment. Not all local authorities were supportive, but many have been, especially in the larger conurbations, where various, relatively low-cost ways of supporting local groups have been manifest. For example, Amsterdam Council has funded a part-time worker in the voluntary sector to advise on senior cohousing; the city of Amersfoort employed a part-time official to foster senior cohousing and work in concert with housing associations to inform older people about the model and assist them to develop their own groups. Rotterdam has ‘Residents Compass’ as a contact and information point for alternative form of living. Nijmegen has the Strut Foundation, an independent body, to advise on group homes, shared living, communal living, cohousing, etc. in that
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5 city. A national association of senior living groups was set up initially with a government grant to spread the word and link older people to communities. Nowadays it is self-financing and linked to a national association of general cohousing communities. Dutch Adult education: In the era when I was researching these ‘living groups’, older people could also access all manner of local adult education courses aimed at teaching them about forming successful groups, dealing with conflict in groups, etc. Nowadays, older people’s groups can readily find within reach an existing senior cohousing community to visit and learn from. Dutch community development entrepreneurs: in the policy context created by government, housing associations and other developers assisted wth the co-production of physical housing planning and development and an infrastructure of small firms and partnerships also grew up to work with cohousing groups on community development, helping them to build cohesive groups and communications. Dutch Housing associations have been facilitative, taking up the financing and development of the cohousing schemes while working with groups of older people in a process of community development, often aided by grants towards group development. Frequently, in social rental cohousing, such groups also agree eligibility criteria with the housing association so that they themselves are able to allocate tenancies. 8. A more recent Dutch development: Retrofit Cohousing. A different form of senior cohousing, for example, may be seen occasionally nowadays, where a housing association with a block of flats largely inhabited by older renters, has helped them turn themselves into a cohousing community without moving home, through encouraging a community development process among existing neighbours and releasing a flat to use as a common house. The older residents are helped to set up formal group status and are able to visit and learn from the experience of existing senior ‘living groups’. 9. A more recent Dutch development: Collective Private Commissioning - the availability of public seed-corn grants offers an example of direct financial assistance to would-be groups. Collectief Particulier Opdrachtsgeverschap (CPO) originated as a central government initiative from 2005 to encourage a form of self-build for at least one third of all new house building and introduce more variety into the housing market. A formally constituted non-profit group can negotiate with the local authority and can commission architect, building contractor and project manager with the help of a staged seed corn grant. The group is assisted to develop a business plan and to mobilise loan capital. The availability of CPO funding has encouraged the growth of social entrepreneurs to act as project managers and advisers to local groups availing themselves of this finance. 10. The OWCH experience: OWCH members have long been ready to move in to a cohousing community but have lacked the capacity and skills to commission it and the capital to finance it. This group of relatively low income older women sent a study group to Holland in 1999 and thereafter looked for a parallel process in the UK of a housing association developer ready to
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6 work with them. As noted above, through the 1990s and 2000’s they approached 8 housing associations, including Hanover, but none sustained their interest through to an actual project. The lack of familiarity of these and other housing providers with the ethos of cohousing and the concept of co-production has been a major obstacle. They are not used to taking into account the views of their end-users until a final, marketing stage, after all key decisions have already been taken and a project planned and built. OWCH’s aim was finally realised in 2010 when Hanover housing association was persuaded to purchase at risk the site of an old school in Barnet. Hanover has forward-funded a development which will open as ‘New Ground’ Cohousing in Autumn 2016. Since 2010 a mutual learning process has operated. • Design: OWCH members chose and worked with the architects Pollard, Thomas, Edwards to design the building, the final design of which was much determined by the Barnet planning department. • Planning permission was obtained in early 2013, once support had finally been obtained from the social services department, persuaded by our lobbying efforts that a senior cohousing community would not constitute a drain on their care budget. Difficulties with the local planning department have also added considerably to the time this development has taken. • Construction began in Autumn 2014; it will complete in Autumn 2016. • Finance: 17 prospective purchasers paid Hanover a 10% deposit in 2014; the Tudor Trust rescued the social rental part of the scheme through a charitable capital grant to Housing for Women and the OWCH group retained control over nominations. • Mutual learning: Since 2010, OWCH has been represented at meetings with Hanover and Housing for Women (a partner in the process) throughout by myself and an OWCH member or members. OWCH therefore participated in the selection of a construction firm and has been present at all project group meetings since the builder, Quinn London, was appointed in Sept 2014. OWCH representatives have learned the language of planning, development and construction and the need to maintain strict protocols for communications between OWCH members and the professionals involved; the professional partners have learned to involve OWCH and to delegate such concerns as the planning of the garden, equipping of the common room, etc to OWCH sub-groups. This involvement did not add to any of the delays. • OWCH group development: in a parallel process, OWCH members formed a limited company, developed policies for living together, introduced membership selection processes, agreed decision-making and conflict resolution procedures and set up mechanisms for running and managing the building themselves when finally resident. They marketed the scheme to local older women, called on all the neighbours and mounted several exhibitions of the scheme locally.
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7 • Time-frame: the length of time taken for this phase of OWCH’s existence is viewed by the group as unacceptably long - from purchase of the site to move-in, this was nearly seven years, and poorly reflective of the urgency felt by OWCH’s ageing members. Relationships with Hanover, Housing for Women (landlord for the social rentals), the construction firm and the various professionals involved have been relatively harmonious nonetheless.
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Mary Riley Custom Build Funding Limited Sir Peter Thompson House 25 Market Close, Poole Dorset, BH15 1NE Tel: 01202 673456 FAX: 01202 672122 Email: [email protected] www.pfmassociates.co.uk www.maryrileycustombuildfunding.co.uk



20th September 2016. Principally there are four basic options all to be tightly monitored, cash project manager, total project costs including professional fees associated with land purchase through to Turnkey development, minus soft furnishings including monies allocated for landscaping. 1) Custom Build :- Funding secured against a fully completed Property, based on the loan to value rather than loan to purchase price. "Retained Equity" Loan to value will be in the region of 75%. In some instances this may be based on the fact that the land has been purchased from the local authority at a reduced cost. 2) Custom Build / Self Build / Stage Release Payments / Design and Build :- Project Manager / Developer Led with funding released at various stages during the build period. a) Land b) Footings c) Built to eaves height d) Wind and Watertight roof tiled – envelope complete e) First Fix Plastering f) Second Fix - Completion 3) Community / Collective Self Build:- Funding secured against a fully completed property based on taking "sweat equity" into consideration as a form of deposit. Additional option for discussion- Property built to shell complete by an enabling contractor, the “end user” completes the remainder of the build whilst being supervised by a site Project Manager. 4) Custom Build / Self Build/ Stage Release Payments / Design and Build - Funds held in an Escro account and released against certification from Local Authority, Valuer, and or Structural Warranty provider. With only initial and end value with possibly one additional interim value. With regard to the above options lender dependent, this may be delivered in a variety of methods:Initial Release of Funds:a) Funding to assist with land purchase b) Funding released after footings are in c) Funding released once the shell of the property is complete - wind and watertight d) Funding released once the property is built to turn key standard e) Funds held in an Escro account and released against certification from Local Authority, Valuer, and or Structural Warranty provider. 5) Local Authority Deed of Covenant (Plymouth Council have an excellent document).



Mary Riley Custom Build Funding Limited is an Appointed Representative of PFM Associates Limited which is Authorised and Regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority Registered in England No 3871403
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NATIONAL HOUSING TASKFORCE – NEW SOURCES OF HOUSING SUPPLY, 1 AUGUST 2016 Our response 1.



McCarthy & Stone is the UK's leading retirement housebuilder with a c.70% share of the owneroccupied market. Our response to the National Housing Taskforce’s call for evidence on measures to increase housing supply is below. We would be pleased to give evidence in person if needed.



2.



Our response is focused on encouraging supply of suitable housing for older people, which is often overlooked in the housing debate. Savills and Knight Frank state that the right planning policy could increase supply of specialist retirement housing from around 5,000 units a year to between 20-30,000 units.1 This would make a sizeable contribution to overall national housing output (which currently stands at around 140,000 units per year).



3.



While many older people do not wish to move or downsize, millions are looking for better housing solutions. New DCLG projections state that 74% of all household growth to 2039 will be by those in later life2. Many are interested in downsizing, but are restricted from doing so by a lack of suitable options. One quarter of homeowners aged 60 and over express an interest in buying a retirement property, a total of 3.5 million people3. This level of demand far outreaches the c141,000 units of owner-occupied retirement housing built in the UK to date 4. This topic is becoming increasingly important as the population ages; those aged 85 and over are expected to more than double between 2014 and 2033, from 1.5m to 3.5m, and those aged 65 and over are expected to increase by more than 50%, from 11.4m to 17.2m 5.



4.



Increasing build rates of retirement housing relies on growing capacity of homebuilders to develop in this market, including encouraging both existing operators to expand and new operators to come into this sector. This will not happen under the current national and local planning system, which is predominately designed for the needs of mainstream housebuilders, with significant incentives given to first time buyers and starter homes. Given that 73% of older people are homeowners and most wish to retain this form of ownership, it is also predominately owner-occupied retirement housing that needs to be encouraged.



5.



The current planning system creates many obstacles to the delivery of specialist retirement housing. There are few references in the planning system to demographic change, and no account is made for this form of housing’s unique nature and viability model. The NPPF, local plans and housing assessments, as well as Ministerial statements, are largely silent on this issue. Despite accounting for 74% of future household formation, older people are mentioned just twice in the NPPF.



1 Savills, Housing an Ageing Population (2015) and Knight Frank: Retirement Housing (2016) 2 DCLG, 2014-based National Housing Projections, England, 2014-2039 (2016) 3 Demos, Top of the Ladder (2013) 4 Elderly Accommodation Counsel (April 2016) 5 ONS, Population Projections (2012 based)
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6.



A recent review of planning policy within the top 30 local authorities in England that are expected to have the greatest share of those aged 65 and over by 2037 found that only six (20%) had strong policies in place on managing the impact of the ageing population. 6 A report by the HCA found that just 14% of councils had a policy in their local plan for encouraging owner-occupied retirement housing. 7 These figures demonstrate how behind the curve planning policy is regarding the housing needs of the ageing population.



7.



There is a big prize on offer by providing better housing solutions for older people. It would free up billions of pounds of under-occupied housing that younger people could move into, which would release some of the 10 million empty bedrooms that will be in the homes of older people by 2026 8. Retirement housing also improves health and well-being by providing accommodation more suited to people’s needs, and thereby lessening demand on public sector health and care budgets, and helping achieve cost savings across Government.



8.



We would like Government to think long-term and consider the ageing population and what this means for housing policy. The following changes would achieve a marked improvement in speed and certainty around the delivery of retirement housing, and would be consistent with the Government’s identification of specialist elderly accommodation as the only ‘critical’ housing need in National Planning practice Guidance. 8.1



Strengthen national planning policy via the NPPF, referencing the need to plan for and deliver housing for older people. We would also like to see a national strategy addressing housing and care needs of older people and which outlines ways to promote the exciting range of housing options that could be made available to this age group.



8.2



Strengthen the statutory duty on local planning authorities to accord special attention to the need to plan for housing for older people in their local plans and housing needs assessments, and to report on the delivery of this form of housing in their annual statements. One of the main reasons for the lack of consideration of older people’s housing needs in local plans is because housing needs assessments do not adequately look at this topic, particularly across tenures. Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMAs) provide a good opportunity to look at the number of specialist homes for older people that may be needed and identify what the breakdown should be by type and tenure. This information can then inform the local plan.



8.3



Make retirement housing a form of affordable housing and exempt it from the Community Infrastructure Levy, given that it already performs a valuable social function over and above mainstream housing. It meets identified needs (it is the only ‘critical’ need in the NPPG), and this change would remove considerable uncertainty surrounding the degree to which some types of specialist housing (e.g. frail elderly or extra care housing) fall within Use Class C3 or C2.



8.4



Explore financial incentives for older people when moving into more appropriately designed and sized housing, including a form of Stamp Duty exemption for those downsizing.



8.5



We would also like to see the Housing and Planning Minister write to all local authorities to ask them to focus on the housing needs of older people, including the delivery of owner-occupied retirement housing, and to report back on current and planned activities and policies within this area.



6 Barton Wilmore, An ageing nation – Are we planning for our future? (September 2015) 7 HCA, report for the Vulnerable and Older People Action Group (2014) 8 Intergenerational Foundation, Hoarding of Housing (2011)
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About McCarthy & Stone 9.



McCarthy & Stone is the UK's leading retirement housebuilder with a c.70% share of the owneroccupied market. The Group has sold almost 51,000 properties across more than 1,100 retirement developments since 1977 and is renowned for its focus on the needs of those in later life. In 2015, it sold 1,923 units.



10.



The Group has two established product ranges - Retirement Living and Assisted Living - which provide one and two bedroom apartments across the country with varying levels of support and care for older homeowners. In late 2014, McCarthy & Stone also launched its Ortus Homes product, which is exclusively for the over 55s and those in the earlier stages of retirement who are seeking to downsize for their leisure years. The first Ortus Homes development at Scarlet Oak in Solihull won the Best Retirement Scheme at the annual Housebuilder Awards in November 2015.



11.



McCarthy & Stone's commitment to quality and customer service continues to be recognised by homeowners. In March 2016, the Group received the full Five Star rating for customer satisfaction from the HBF for the eleventh consecutive year - making it the only UK housebuilder, of any size or type, to achieve this accolade.



The benefits of specialist retirement housing: 12.  



 



Freeing up local housing: On average, McCarthy & Stone’s customers release a dependent property back onto local markets worth £303,772, and in the process release £58,853 worth of equity from the purchase of their new property. Most homeowners free-up a family home when moving to one of our schemes, with 60% moving from homes with three bedrooms or more. On average, customers move 4 miles from the development, so schemes help to free up much-needed family homes in the local area, and ultimately help first time buyers through the trickle-down effect in housing chains. 9 Houses that are freed-up are often refurbished and made more energy efficient by their new owners. Retirement housing also makes efficient use of previously-used land (for instance, nearly all of our developments have been on centrally-located brownfield sites, in response to our homeowners desire to live in well-connected, urban areas).



13.    



Improved well-being for older people: 85% of people living in a McCarthy & Stone apartment said they experienced a sense of community compared to just 51% of older people in the general population. 10 64% of residents in retirement housing said their health and well-being had improved since moving. 11 92% said they were very happy or contented. 12 83% maintained their independence for longer. 13 51% reported lower or noticeably lower heating bills. 14



9 McCarthy & Stone: sales data (2015) 10 Demos: Building Companionship (2016) 11 ORB, A better life (2004) 12 University of Reading, M Ball: Housing Markets and Independence in Old Age: Expanding the Opportunities (2011) 13 ORB, A better life (2004) 14 Source: University of Reading, M Ball: Housing Markets and Independence in Old Age: Expanding the Opportunities (2011)
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Specialist housing is able to address many of the challenges of later life through careful design.



14.      



Improved health for older people: Residents have fewer visits to health professionals and return home more easily after stays in hospital. 15 75% of residents in specialist retirement housing have not stayed overnight in hospital since moving. 60% who had stayed in hospital said that they had found it easier to return home since moving. 16 One of the NHS’s biggest costs is overnight stays of older people. The annual cost of falls among older people is £1 billion and almost two thirds of general and acute hospital beds are occupied by people aged over 65. 17 Each year a resident postpones moving into residential care, the state can save on average £28,080. 18 As a result of keeping homeowners away from residential care, the Institute of Public Care estimates that £1 million per annum is saved in care costs. 19



15.     







A positive economic impact and supporting local high streets Older people are essential to the health of the local community. Most of our residents have family and friends in the locality, and the average distance moved by purchasers of our properties is 4 miles. Specialist housing sustains local shops and services. More than 70% of residents said their development was more convenient for local services and 78% used local shops more than once a week. 20 Each development injects on average £8.64 million into the local economy through jobs and materials during construction, and £343,000 in New Homes Bonus payments. 21 These same schemes average £670,000 per year in local spending by residents, £125,000 more than a general needs housing scheme, and £69,000 in council tax for local facilities. 22 60 local companies are employed during construction, supporting local jobs, with additional job opportunities created when the scheme opens. 17 jobs are created on a typical Assisted Living (Extra Care) development.23 Funding retirement housing can be provided through the release of housing equity held by older people.



16.



   



A sustainable form of development: Low parking requirement and built on centrally located brownfield sites. 51% of residents report lower, or noticeably lower, heating bills. 24 Houses that are freed-up are often refurbished and made more energy efficient by their new owners. High density and efficient use of land.



15 University of Reading, M Ball: Housing Markets and Independence in Old Age: Expanding the Opportunities (2011) 16 University of Reading, M Ball: Housing Markets and Independence in Old Age: Expanding the Opportunities (2011) 17 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence, NICE guidelines [CG161] (2013)



18 HACT: Fit for Living Network, Position Statement (2010) 19 Institute of Public Care, EIA report for McCarthy & Stone (2014) 20 Institute of Public Care, EIA report for McCarthy & Stone (2014) 21 Institute of Public Care, EIA report for McCarthy & Stone (2014) 22 Institute of Public Care, EIA report for McCarthy & Stone (2014) 23 Institute of Public Care, EIA report for McCarthy & Stone (2014) 24 University of Reading, M Ball: Housing Markets and Independence in Old Age: Expanding the Opportunities (2011)
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By providing much-needed new specialist housing for older people and ensuring more beneficial use of existing housing stock, there is less pressure to release greenfield and sensitive sites for new development.



Further information: Paul Teverson, Director of Communications, 01202 508096, [email protected]



McCarthy & Stone



219



Submission from Middlesbrough Council Just a quick one, it’s the way in which land is released both via disposal and planning allocations that has a major impact. LA’s could have a major role in encouraging plot release of good quality land. LA’s may need to derisk land by providing infrastructure Kevin Parkes, Executive Director for Economic Development and Communities, Middlesbrough Council. '[email protected]'
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Naked House Submission of Evidence National Housing Taskforce Investigation into new Sources of Supply



Introduction to Naked House Naked House is a new affordable housing developer that is not for profit. We have a scalable model that has the potential to unlock land and deliver thousands of affordable homes. We started as a group of young Londoners who decided to develop our own affordable housing model. The idea was born out of desperation as we struggled to find a home that we could afford and that was designed with us in mind. Informed by our own experiences, we developed a new scalable model of intermediate housing that is an alternative to shared ownership and other intermediate housing options. Our model goes back to basics – saving build costs by creating communities of genuinely affordable 'naked' homes. The Naked House unit will be a well-designed shell. It will provide a base layer that can be built on, improved, adapted and extended over time by the occupant. We have taken the banks’ requirements for getting a mortgage as our brief and the Naked House unit will meet these requirements. Driving down build cost is only part of the equation. To make the homes genuinely affordable, we are working on every component of the house building process. We have taken what a traditional housebuilder does, taken it apart and turned it upside down. Land cost is a significant component. To remove this cost, we have developed a leasehold arrangement on unused land in local authority ownership. This enables us to sell Naked House units for what they cost to build and nothing more. The occupant then pays a monthly ground rent to the local authority who owns the land. This brings long-term revenue to cash strapped councils and makes the homes much cheaper at the outset. We are not making a profit, so there is no developer margin built into our model, just income to cover operating costs. And there are no sales and marketing costs. Anyone can sign up for a Naked House as long as they earn under £90,000 (the government threshold for intermediate housing). To ensure that the Naked House units remain affordable in perpetuity, we have a resale covenant in the lease. This locks in the original discount for subsequent purchasers. Naked House has established relationships with a number of London local authorities and housing associations and have received funding from the GLA and the Community Land Trust Network. We were one of the winners in the New London Architecture completion for New Ideas for London and were part of the team for the British Pavilion in this year’s Architecture Biennale in Venice where we were exploring new models of housing in the UK. The first Naked House units will be built on ten small council-owned sites in Enfield. The development process for these sites is due to start in November 2016. The Naked House model can be replicated, so we are working to secure other plots of land across London. Over 200 London households have joined the project already and we’re growing every day.
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Challenges Encountered as a New Housing Supplier Finding Land Finding land for Naked House to build on has been a lengthy and expensive process. We discovered early on that we are not in a position to buy land on the open market. We are a small organisation with no capital or assets. This means that we are unable to compete against private developers who are able to secure finance quickly. We need time to raise the money. This led us to focus on public land – where we hope to buy or lease land off-market. This gives us time to access funding. Once we focussed our efforts on public land, we soon encountered challenges in identifying publicly owned land. Most local authorities do not publish maps of their land ownership. So we resorted to cycling around areas looking for empty sites and then doing land registry searches to determine ownership. We also worked hard to build relationships with local authorities. This was productive in some instances as some local authorities offered potential sites to us to do feasibility studies. However, we never had a comprehensive view of land in public ownership. It took us 5 years to find land for the first Naked House developments. During this period, we met with officers from 8 local authorities on multiple occasions. Local Authority Procurement A major barrier to new housing suppliers buying public land is procurement in local authorities. The requirement to get “best value” and satisfy Section 123 of the Local Government Act is often interpreted by property services or finance officers as needing to get the best financial value for land. This results in sites being sold on the open market to the highest bidder - excluding new housing suppliers who cannot compete with private developers. This is especially difficult with smaller sites that will fall under the planning threshold for providing affordable housing. As Naked House only builds affordable housing, we will never be in a position to offer a local authority as much money as a private developer who will be building 100% private sale housing on a site. We have made the case for a more sophisticated interpretation of Section 123 that takes into account social value as well as financial value on many occasions. However, local authority disposals are usually handled by property services officers, who are less versed on the wider social implications of land sales and the strategic issues relating to the borough’s need for affordable housing and regeneration. Local authority capacity and appetite We worked hard promoting Naked House to local authorities and establishing good relationships with officers and local politicians. We found that some officers had a genuine interest in enabling new housing suppliers in their boroughs, but lacked the capacity to make it happen. We would frequently attend meetings with officers in regeneration or housing teams and receive a very positive response. However, follow up was often slow. This seemed to be due to a lack of capacity and resources – as bigger housing/regeneration projects usually take precedence. We spent money and time on producing feasibility studies for multiple sites, to convince local authority officers Funding Accessing pre-development funding for surveys, consultant fees etc. has been very challenging. Until we have planning permission, the levels of risk are high and we are only
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able to access high interest funds. This adds significant cost to our model and ultimately makes the homes more expensive to buyers. This is a significant problem for new housing suppliers who do not have capital to draw on for the pre-development phase of projects. Grant and innovative loans are often paid in arrears rather than upfront – this makes cash flow a significant problem. As a new organisation, we have also found building up an acceptable level of liquidity challenging. This is a significant risk as there are no reserves for unforeseen issues that could be encountered. Recommendations for Action by the Government or Local Authorities  



 



  



Naked House



Map and publish public land assets. Encourage local authorities and other public land owners to tender small sites in innovative ways that prioritises social value and enables new housing suppliers to compete. For example, setting the land value in advance, and disposing on the basis the proposal. Encourage local authorities to resource property services appropriately - disposals should have as much borough resource as direct development. GLA set up a framework of new housing suppliers and make it available to local authorities – thus encouraging local authorities to consider alternative companies to the big house builders. Provide low interest pre-development and development loans to new housing suppliers that are available to draw down upfront. Provide start-up loans or grants to help new housing suppliers to build their capacity and cover core costs as they establish themselves. Enable local authorities to use their Right to Buy receipts to help fund new housing suppliers delivering new models of housing in their borough.
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Evidence from the Nationwide Foundation to the APPG housing and planning for the workstream on new sources of supply. 







Having a safe and secure home is a basic need: the government needs to enable alternative models of housing to flourish and deliver affordable homes to people who need them, in places they need to live. Barriers to land and finance need to be tackled, as these currently slow-down and even prohibit the development of community-led housing schemes.



1. Background to the Nationwide Foundation We are an independent charity which works to achieve social change and improve the lives of people in need and disadvantaged communities in the UK. Our vision is for everyone in the UK to have access to a decent home, which they can afford. Having somewhere safe and secure to live is a basic human need, yet the current UK housing system is not delivering for everyone. Therefore our aim is to protect and create decent, affordable homes for people in need. We have a long-term commitment to this cause and to drive the change we want to see we give grants, social investments and support to organisations whose work is for charitable purpose. We also work to influence changes to policy and practice which lead to better outcomes for people in need. 2. Overview This submission is a response to the APPG housing and planning’s call for evidence for new sources of housing supply; a workstream which we are currently funding. We are of the belief that community-led housing must become a more significant component of housing make-up in the UK. More homes must be built and we would like to see the government enable and encourage more of these to be community-led housing. Community-led housing provides more than just a home: it also has the capability to benefit communities by supporting residents’ social needs and creating a thriving and sustainable living environment. At the end of this submission, we have made a recommendations which our experience has shown would alleviate some of the current problems, namely around land and finance. If addressed, these changes would make it much easier for community-led housing groups to successfully develop new affordable homes. Throughout this response we are answering to question 2b about how charitable funds have been used to help new sources of supply. Our strategic approach has led us to work with and give funding to credible organisations working in this aspect of housing. We believe this work has been successful and we would like to draw your attention to some of the outputs. We expect you will receive submissions from these key grantees, so we will not reiterate what they will say. However, we urge you to consider their submissions carefully and we fully endorse their expertise in this area. 3. Why we endorse the growth of community-led housing Community-led housing schemes come in a variety of forms, shapes and sizes. They can build new homes, create homes from empty properties, protect existing decent, affordable homes and provide homes of all types of tenure. What these schemes have in common is that local people play a leading role in making their own housing solutions. Community-led housing prioritises local housing need and provides good, quality, safe secure and affordable housing to those who need it most. Individual schemes are often small, but the energy and commitment of community-led organisations creates a big impact in the communities in which they work. Community-led organisations are well-placed to both challenge the threats to existing homes and to increase the supply of housing that meets the needs of local people. Alongside this capability, there is growing demand for community-led solutions to tackle housing need. The community-led sector has built momentum and, in tandem, the knowledge and expertise of those working in the sector is deepening. We believe that there is significant potential for community-led housing to continue to increase in scale and deliver more homes.
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4. 



















Expert analysis of community-led housing Building and Social Housing Foundation (BSHF) has set-up a community-led housing alliance which engages with and represents a wide range of organisations with a passion for community-led housing, supporting the delivery of more homes. From its collaboration with alliance members, BSHF has identified what the next steps should be to scale up the community-led housing sector and we know it is fully engaged with this workstream. In particular BSHF suggests interventions to tackle the three main barriers to community-led housing: access to public land; access to mortgage finance; and access to development loan finance. One example of community-led housing is community land trusts (CLTs), where our commitment goes back to 2008. We believe that there are extraordinary benefits from putting local people at the centre of housing development. CLTs offer a unique way to address housing need, whilst also building sustainable, vibrant communities, in both rural and urban locations. Again, we know that the workstream is fully engaged with the National CLT Network. A report by Demos explores the theory that giving communities more power over local housing development can help to get more homes built. This work included investigating the barriers facing community-led housing models and how effectively these barriers are being overcome. http://www.demos.co.uk/project/community-builders-report/ Meanwhile the Smith Institute has examined the prospects for scaling up community-led housing for the creation of more decent affordable homes for people in need. The research set out what needs to change to enable local communities to provide more of the homes they need using these alternative housing models. http://www.smith-institute.org.uk/book/local-housing-community-living-prospectsfor-scaling-up-and-scaling-out-community-led-housing/ Work by National Custom and Self Build Association (NaCSBA) is intended to make it much easier for people on modest incomes to self-build their own affordable homes. NaCSBA seeks to boost the output of affordable self-build homes through the delivery of ready-to-go, modestly priced serviced building plots, as well as looking at how communities can collaborate to jointly commission their own homes. You make reference to the toolkit that NaCSBA has produced and we hope this will increase the opportunities for people explore this option as a way of creating an affordable home.



5. Our recommendations To allow community-led housing schemes to flourish, we believe that government must release and dedicate more land and finance specifically for community-led housing to enable more homes to be built.  Land (and indeed empty properties) should be asset-transferred to community groups: the social value that the creation of decent, affordable homes brings to a community is arguably greater than the market value of the land.  Local authorities should have the ability to use their right-to-buy receipts to allow community-led housing groups to acquire land (and empty properties) to build on. Again, this is happening in some pockets of the UK, such as Leeds.  Local authorities should offer revolving interest-free loan funds. These are already offered in a few areas, with Kent and Cornwall county councils as good examples. More should be done to encourage widespread take-up of this approach to financing.  Social minded funders (both grant-makers and lenders) need to be encouraged to release funding to meet the high demand for pre-development finance to get community led housing schemes to the point of submitting planning applications. Technical support allows communities to obtain the professional advice they need to plan and progress their scheme. This may include buying in the services of a project manager, surveyor, engineer, architect or solicitor. Many projects with real potential can fall by the wayside at this stage due to a lack of available funding. 6. Conclusion We would like APPG workstream to urge government to remove the barriers to community-led housing. This would pave the way for this type of housing provision to become more mainstream. In a nutshell, these barriers are mainly around access to land and finance. Once eliminated we would like to see the inclusion of community-led housing schemes given serious consideration in every new housing development in the UK.



Leigh Pearce Chief Executive The Nationwide Foundation 20th September 2016 Nationwide Foundation
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National Housing Taskforce New Sources of Supply workstream - Call for Evidence Response from Newcastle City Council.



Overview We consider that there is a danger that merely focusing upon new sources of delivery of market housing will not address the main causes of the chronic undersupply of housing in the UK over the past 35 years or so. That just 8 builders are responsible for half of housing delivery is not a problem in itself. After all Tesco, Sainsburys and Asda share 60% of the grocery market. The major difficulty is that the estimated 250,000 homes that we need each year only translates into a far lower level of achievable demand at sales/rental values that are sufficiently high to incentivise both the landowner and developer. For many households the amount they can afford to pay in rent or mortgage costs will be insufficient to recoup the build cost of a new home, let alone provide an attractive return for both landowner and developer (and there is no indication of any imminent reduction in build costs, particularly given the justifiable drive for increased quality and environmental performance). Clearly, it is not in the interests of private homebuilders or landowners to dramatically increase housing output if this is at the expense of far lower profit margins, lower capital receipts and increased sales risk arising from increased competition. The resultant lower sales values will result in reduced viability – with developers struggling to obtain development finance and landowners (accustomed to higher land values) withholding sites from the market.



UK Housing Output
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A rate of house growth of 250,000 was last achieved in 1980 and over the period 1953 to 1979 completions averaged more than 330,000 per annum. Importantly, affordable homes (mainly built by local authorities) comprised half of the total (167,000). However, since 1980 successive Governments have dramatically curbed the freedoms, powers and resources of the public sector to deliver new homes. This has resulted in an annual average of only 37,000 new affordable homes over this period and only 14,000 of these built by local authorities. Meanwhile, delivery by private enterprise has not increased over this period – averaging around 160,000 and contributed to an average total delivery of less than 200,000 new homes per annum. Consequently, it would appear that a return to high rates of delivery of affordable housing can make a significant contribution to meeting required build rates, both locally and nationally. For this reason, we support the view of the Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) that by raising the local authority borrowing cap to £7 billion would allow councils to build 75,000 new homes over five years, creating 23,500 jobs and creating £5.6 billion of economic activity. An obvious problem is the high levels of subsidy required to deliver the affordable homes element needed on new build schemes if we are to balance the housing market to cater for all needs groups (typically capitalisation of rental income is substantially less than the market value). One possible solution would be for land to be acquired at existing use value through compulsory purchase. This could allow for a greater surplus from the sale of private homes to be ploughed back into providing physical and social infrastructure, including affordable homes (such powers were afforded to the New Town Development Corporations). This would need to be introduced with care, taking into account the many parcels of land on the edges of urban areas that are already owned or optioned to homebuilders. However, it may be well-placed to help to deliver a new generation of mixed use, mixed tenure new towns – which are supported, albeit the timescales for delivery should not be underestimated. We consider it important to distinguish the situation in Newcastle from that across the country as a whole: 



We have robustly assessed our demand for new homes at circa 1,000 units per annum and identified sufficient land to meet this requirement, taking account of market segmentation and the need for flexibility of supply.







Sites in a variety of locations and ownerships expected to be developed by a number of different major homebuilders have been removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing.







The Council is using its own land and capital assets to effect housing delivery across the City.







Newcastle has an adequate supply of affordable homes in quantitative terms and qualitative needs for new specialist accommodation for older persons and for people with disabilities are largely being met by the Council and its partners.



Elsewhere in the country there is a perhaps more of a chasm between the true scale of the housing requirement and what the market can deliver. Furthermore, the
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market delivery is constrained by the availability of land and the local political will to accept growth. Skills shortages are certainly a major constraint to housing delivery. The industry lost significant capacity during the recession and labour supply is somewhat unresponsive to demand for increased output, putting upward pressure on wages and thus reducing development viability. Overall, 87% of the firms that took part in a survey by Lloyds Bank said they aim to recruit more workers, but a quarter of them identified a shortage of workers with the right skills as the biggest challenge facing their businesses. Site managers and electricians are professions in which these firms said they had the biggest difficulties recruiting, although shortages of architects, quantity surveyors, bricklayers, carpenters and plumbers were also highlighted as problems. In terms of new sources of supply, it is worth considering that while these approaches may not necessarily dramatically increase the overall supply of housing, they can provide a valuable wider benefit in terms of addressing particular local needs, challenging standards of design and sustainability and supporting the local economy and communities.
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Response from Newcastle City Council 1.



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a.



Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land.



b.



Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply.



c.



The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help.



Our response: 1a) Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land; In recent years the City Council has greatly diversified its delivery routes in an attempt to maximize housing delivery: 



Conventional marketing of sites;







Auctions;







Establishment of housing delivery frameworks;







Procurement of specific supported schemes;







Annuity Lease Back Model.



Procurement law can represent a significant constraint to timely delivery and innovation but clearly safeguards are necessary to ensure fairness, equitability, transparency, competitiveness and cost effectiveness. Use of compulsory purchase powers to assemble land for housing development in the City has been limited (more common for mixed use schemes). This is a lengthy and complex process but perhaps rightly so as taking possession of someone’s property against their will should always represent a last resort. Certainly the threat of compulsory purchase can be a useful negotiation tool. However, compulsory purchase is not seen as a major source of land supply; if a landowner cannot be incentivised to part with their land for housing development then it is preferable to look elsewhere. 1b) Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply: There are a myriad of reasons why landowners may not choose to release their land for new housing supply:
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Risk: The land is not allocated for housing development in the development plan and it would be costly to promote the land for development with no guarantee of securing an allocation or permission. Often landowners rely on developer options to bring sites forward but there is no prospect of private homebuilders building sufficient homes to meet the estimated housing requirement and so this limits the extent of options that homebuilders are willing to pursue.







Land may have a greater ‘existing use’, ‘alternative use’ or ‘emotional value’ to the landowner than if released for housing.







A landowner may be willing to release land for housing but agreement cannot be reached with a homebuilder in relation to value; some landowners will consider that current land values are subdued by economic conditions and uncertainty and speculate that values will be higher in the medium to longer term, particularly if housing supply continues to lag behind demand.







Competing sites within the local housing market – the housing market is segmented in many different ways and land is differently placed to satisfy the various segments of demand. For example, there may be a significant supply of land in low-value areas where the market will only support the delivery of a limited number of ‘starter’ homes each year, however there may be a lack of supply of land capable of meeting other segments of the market. So, there may be sufficient land in quantitative terms but the distribution and ‘fit’ may not meet the qualitative requirement for new homes.



There is a question as to whether there is sufficient suitable land available to meet the estimated requirement for new homes but the overwhelming reliance upon a market mechanism to try to meet this requirement will almost certainly result in an output that falls well short of target. This is because the housing requirement consists of achievable demand and housing need that can only be met via subsidy. Clearly it would not be in the financial interests of landowners and homebuilders to substantially increase private housing delivery where this would result in a decrease in sales values. Whilst this may make the units marginally more affordable for purchasers (by no means all), the prospect of even a modest decrease in sales values impacting significantly on developer profit and receipt to the landowner is likely to cause developers to restrict supply and/or landowners to withhold sites from the market. 1c) The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help: The role of the planning process in limiting or delaying housing development can be over-stated. Evidence from the LGA shows that councils approved almost nine out of 10 planning applications and the number of homes being given the go-ahead by local authorities during 2015 was the highest since 2007. In Newcastle, between September 2013 – April 2016, over 4, 600 new homes were approved (including prior approvals), yet in the same time period only 1,800 net new homes were completed. Where there is effective, early dialogue with the planning department the time from the commencement of pre-application discussions to start on site can be as little as
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six months and some of the delay is caused by non-planning technical and legal issues. An obvious exception to this is strategic sites which may first need to be allocated through a development plan and masterplanned and can take many years from initial concept to start on site. We are not convinced that the introduction of ‘permission in principle’ will make a major contribution to housing delivery, certainly in the local context. Small sites for which PiPs could apply only make a modest contribution to housing numbers in the Newcastle area. This is perhaps less because the Planning system represents a disproportionate barrier for smaller developers but rather the supply of suitable sites is limited and viability is generally more constrained. The relative viability of sites is a balance between gaining economies of scale to generate revenues and the increasing infrastructure costs that are often required in developing larger brownfield and greenfield sites. Delivery of larger sites (over 100 homes) can typically rely on up front infrastructure costs to enable sustainable development. The requirement to provide sufficient serviced plots is, again, unlikely to have a significant impact on housing delivery in the Newcastle context (20 households have expressed an interest in a self-build plot in the 6 months from April to September 2016). It will help to provide cost certainty for self-builders and custom builders but will not enhance viability per se. The limited delivery of new homes via this route may be on larger sites and merely displace units built by private developers. It is important to note that an increase in the availability of land for housing through the Planning System alone may not result in a corresponding increase in delivery and it is unrealistic to expect that the private housing market alone can provide all the homes likely to be needed.
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2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. b. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. c. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. d. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seedcorn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. Our response: 2a) New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes: Newcastle adopted a Land and Asset Plan in July 2013 and this has been updated on a six-monthly basis. The Council’s Land and Asset Plan is a programme of brownfield and urban sites that are assessed and then considered for use for housing development. Many sites have been made available through the plan for development by our housing development partners. Affordable housing has been developed for Leazes Homes (Registered Provider) and the Council has provided grant funding and loan finance to this end. To date the Council has committed significant financial assistance, through its Capital Programme, to support housing growth and accelerate the delivery of affordable homes. The Council has also agreed to the disposal of land at less than best consideration (market value) where this is necessary to ensure the delivery of new housing. The resource implications relating to individual schemes proposals are agreed as part of each business case sign off. The Council has the potential to offer pre-development and/or development loans to registered organisations using Local Authority borrowings. The rate of borrowing offered would be dependent on the level of security. There is also potential for the Council to defer payment on the sale of Council owned land until a scheme is completed and income from sales has been secured. While we welcome HCA loan and grant funding to gap finance new build schemes we have particular issue with the prescriptive periods whereby loans must be repaid of grant utilised. We feel the payback periods should be based on local circumstances and not on national conditions. 2b) Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work:
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St Francis of Assisi a charitable care provider has financed the construction of a small-scale Assisted Living apartment development in the City for older people living with dementia, with a grant contribution from the Council. This has worked well and there is an aspiration for further development. The Homes and Communities Agency Community Led Project Support Fund was able to provide a suitable amount of grant for community led organisations to progress a proposal to planning submission, therefore removing significant elements of risk from the development of a scheme. A failure in public funding can be demonstrated by the now defunct pathfinder funding. The Bridging Newcastle Gateshead Patherfinder (BNG) programme focussed on tackling the problem of declining demand for private housing in certain quarters.The BNG pathfinder ran from 2004 to 2011 and refurbished 6,888 private sector homes, cleared 2,855 low demand houses and converted or built 336 new homes across both Newcastle and Gateshead. Unfortunately BNG, and other pathfinders nationally, were axed as part of the former coalition government’s austerity drive with no suitable replacement funding put in place. This meant BNG fell short of its original new house building target of 1,000 much needed new homes across the two authorities, with some cleared sites left idle. We feel that Pathfinder would have had more chance of success had the funding been held directly by the local authority instead of a third party quango. This would have allowed local authorities to directly engage with the private sector to fund and speed up regeneration schemes. Most of the cleared and un-cleared sites from the Newcastle side of the BNG blue print will now form part of the City Council’s housing delivery programme as part of using its own assets to secure the delivery of new housing. 2c) Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models: The availability of mortgage finance is a major constraint to achievable demand for home ownership. Lenders now apply stricter lending criteria than prior to the Credit Crisis, as required by Government – and there is no desire to reverse this position. With historically low interest rates, the availability of sufficient deposit and credit worthiness are arguably the greatest barriers. Help-to-Buy has certainly made a major contribution to enabling households to achieve home ownership at the margins (but could perhaps be more means tested) and Rent to Buy has potential to help households save for a deposit. However, it should also be recognised that there will be many households who cannot or do not wish to sustain home ownership and good quality affordable and market rented products can make a major contribution in filling the gap between achievable demand for home ownership and the wider requirement for homes. 2d) Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes:



Newcastle City Council



233



Further support could be offered for councils to utilise funds from Local Government Pension Schemes to invest in new housing. This could be scaled up if funds were packaged better to fit with the LGPS investment strategy and governance. The Council is looking to procure an institutional investor in partnership with a developer (or vice versa) to deliver new affordable homes on Council-owned land without the need for a capital contribution from the Council. The properties would be managed by the Council’s ALMO and the intention is for the investor to receive a return on its investment from the rental income over an agreed period, after which time the properties revert to the Council.
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3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. b. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. c. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. Our response: 3(a) Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. The New Tyne West Development Company LLP (“the LLP”) is a public-private sector partnership set up specifically to deliver a sustainable new neighbourhood for Scotswood, located 3 miles to the west of the city centre of Newcastle upon Tyne. The LLP comprises two members, The Council of the City of Newcastle upon Tyne and BK LLP (a consortium between Barratt Homes and Keepmoat Homes). The New Tyne West Development Company aims to deliver a development which shall provide a new identity and neighbourhood for Scotswood over a 10 to 15 year period. The scheme will be developed over five phases and will provide:  Construction of around 1,800 new homes of mixed type and tenure with the focus on family housing;  Development of a new neighbourhood centre with retail, commercial and community space;  Provision of new areas of quality public realm throughout the development;  Provision of a local energy solution;  Social and economic programmes to increase community cohesion, third party public and private sector involvement, social and education activity, jobs and training opportunities. Through the LLP’s core business of home building, investment monies will be generated and channelled into community and economic regeneration of the area, benefiting both the new and existing communities. This has a number of potential benefits which could provide:  Increased opportunities for community and individual involvement in cultural, sport, education, leisure and local service delivery as part of the wider City Council initiatives;
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Investment within the new neighbourhood in civic realm, green spaces and leisure areas to support the City Council’s investment in improvements at Hodgkin Park and Hadrian’s Way; Establishment of a new housing market for high quality new build properties in Scotswood; Contribution to the delivery of a new physical infrastructure across the Scotswood neighbourhood to support and enhance the demand for new housing; Act as a catalyst for regeneration to the wider surrounding areas of the West End of Newcastle, thus creating a new sense of place to change perceptions of the area.



Being a public-private partnership in its truest form, the LLP has strategically positioned itself to deliver this large scale regeneration project. The amalgamation of the public and private sector allows for the sharing of risk and the uplift in revenue that scheme will generate down-stream, the ability to secure funding from a wide range of sources and provides a broad range of skills, crucial in the delivery of a scheme of this size and complexity. 3(b) How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. There is an on-going call for support and advice from the community led and selfbuild sector in Newcastle and a multi-disciplinary resource with local/regional knowledge to address this would be well received. How something like this could be funded would need to be explored. 3(c) The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. The Homes and Communities Agency coordinated North East Community Led Development Network provides a very useful opportunity for information sharing and learning, and the levels of attendance reflect the value of this. Members of the group have delivered a range of community led housing schemes, often homes for affordable rent in rural areas, or self-help housing projects in urban areas. We will continue to support this group in the future. Newcastle hold regular forums with developing partners as a way of engaging over the council’s newbuild / regeneration plans and ambitions, changes to policy and architectural design and merit. We believe that regular dialogue on a national scale should be held between regional forums, the DCLG and the Treasury, with the either the DCLG or the Treasury taking the lead to initiate the engagement.
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4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. Our response: 4(a) Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. Continuing reductions in council revenue budgets are severely limiting the availability of resources (capital and staff). 4(b) Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. Feedback from local SMEs would not indicate a lack of capacity in terms of knowledge to deliver new homes. There is an interest to invest in sites that larger developers would not consider, to produce a good quality of design and space standards allowed by lower overheads still enabling a sustainable profit margin, and to support the local supply chain through the construction period. The issues that they flag are the availability of land, which the Council has a finite opportunity to meet demand for through the auction of smaller sites not included in established delivery frameworks, access to finance on the lower value sites they may be dealing with, and the implications of any delays through the planning system which have a magnified impact on a smaller enterprise. Shared learning and use of networks as covered in question 3 are important to building capacity of community-led housing organisations and self-builders, as well as Local Authorities enablers.
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5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Our response: Provide support for the development of good quality, well-managed, affordable new homes for rent. The Government should acknowledge that, in spite of attempts to diversify housing delivery and free-up land for housing development, the overwhelming focus on new home ownership products is only capable of meeting an element of the UK’s housing requirement and rental products (affordable and market) have an important role to play in addressing the requirements of households who are unable to afford suitable housing on a home ownership basis or who do not wish, or it is not sustainable for them, to own.



Newcastle City Council. [email protected] [email protected] [email protected] [email protected]
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New Sources of Supply – call for evidence response Introduction This document is the North East England Chamber of Commerce’s response to a call from the National Housing Taskforce and All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning for evidence into identifying new sources of supply to address the UK’s shortage of housing. The following is based on insight gathered as part of a project with Teesside-based Chamber partners Thirteen Group into housing finance and the housing market in the North East. This project, due to be published in the autumn, was not intended to focus on new sources of supply, but rather on the demand side of housing and understanding the reasons for low home ownership in the North East. However, an element of this is the alignment of supply with demand, and new sources of supply in the housing market plays a significant part in this. We have attempted to concisely address each point in the APPG’s call for evidence in turn, although not all sub-points raised will be covered. Further information may be available in some areas if required, and further quantitative evidence will be available as part of the report published later in the year, particularly on the perception of housing and barriers to home ownership in the North East. The Chamber The North East England Chamber of Commerce has more than 3,000 members representing over 4,000 businesses of all sizes and sectors from across the North East. Representing the North East Combined Authority and Tees Valley Combined Authority areas, the Chamber is uniquely placed to give a cross-sectoral, regional view from the business community of the whole of the North East of England.



1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. As with all investment decisions, removing uncertainty is a critical factor in ensuring their viability. In the case of housebuilding, uncertainty around land availability or around the likelihood of planning approval can push a potential development into unviability. This issue is amplified in the North East, where relative low house prices make the return on investment lower in the region than elsewhere in the country. This may encourage housebuilders with a more national footprint to focus their energy elsewhere, highlighting the importance of accessing new sources of supply. To counter this, local authorities should make clear where land they own is available and where else developments may be looked upon favourably by the planning process. The ideal vehicle for this is the Local Plan, but the lack of completed plans across the North East has limited the impact this has had to date. On this, special efforts should be made to engage with SME builders, for whom land availability and the planning process are more difficult to assess without dedicated teams and dedicated budgets. A separate challenge is countering the lack of appetite for building on a local level – this is particularly the case among smaller communities where the green belt designations limit the scope for development. It is important to build local partnerships, where local builders and developers work with communities to design solutions which work for them, and where the related jobs and skills remain in the community.
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2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. The HCA’s current approach, where in essence a share of equity from a developed scheme can be leveraged by housebuilders to achieve far more favourable conditions than they would receive from commercial lenders is a substantial step forward. However, the HCA remains hampered by the designation of funding pots – for example the comparison between £4.7bn capital grant funding available for shared ownership and the £200m pot of funding available for Rent-to-Buy. Shared ownership has to date found a limited market in the North East, where overall prices are low, reducing the interest in the product. By opening up the current shared ownership capital grant pot to nonregistered providers – albeit in partnership, where the portion of the property which remains rented must be administered by a registered provider – there is potential to boost uptake. Shared ownership suffers from a lack of awareness among potential home buyers in the North East – a characteristic it has in common with other schemes aimed at removing barriers and encouraging first time buyers onto the housing ladder. On the issue of land availability, while councils are being pushed to register their available brownfield sites, funds to decontaminate brownfield sites and make them suitable for development have been reduced from £17.5m in 2009/10 to £500,000 and will be phased out entirely by next year. This funding may not prevent larger builders from progressing, but could prove insurmountable for SME builders. On the consumer side of housing finance, the insight we have received from our members suggests that there may be some structural issues surrounding mortgage lending in the North East. A lack of awareness and understanding of available funding support and housing finance schemes leads to a concern over ability to raise a deposit, or a feeling that individuals will not be successful in getting a mortgage. While it is plausible that the North East was hit harder that much of the country in terms of credit score black marks during the last recession, the impact of this should be reducing as time passes. However, there may be a residual concern among potential homeowners that their credit history will continue to influence their ability to access further lending, and there is an underappreciation of the impact of unsecured lending – for example through car finance or store cards. A key intervention in the region would focus on improving education of these aspects of lending, and work with potential homeowners to help them along the journey to readiness for homeownership. An important facet of this will be reaching out beyond those who are already actively engaged in thinking about buying a house – as in, they have taken action, perhaps through opening a Help to Buy ISA or visiting a show home – to those who have discounted homeownership as a possibility in their futures.



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. There are a number of key partnerships which government could support that would serve to improve outcomes in the housing market. A closer link between local authorities and SME builders based in their area could have a significant impact in attracting new supply to the housing market. Prime among these would be support from government to address fees for access to planning advice. For small builders these costs may be
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prohibitive, and so support is required, either for builders themselves or for local authority planning departments suffering from significant cuts to resources – down to just 40% of 2009/10 funding, according to NLP analysis of HM Treasury figures. This loss of resources has been exacerbated by the loss of senior and experienced planners in order to make substantial cost savings, further hampering their ability to provide ad hoc planning advice to smaller developers. These greater local links – smaller housebuilders, working with planners and within communities – may also serve to build local advocacy for development, rather than objection. Partnership can also work to develop the skilled workforce required to up capacity in the housing industry. Linking businesses in the housing sector with educational institutions to provide not only the required skills to enhance housebuilding capacity, but also much needed financial education amongst those who are the homeowners of the future.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors Capacity is a product of available resources, and so effort should be focused on the above concerns in order to reduce risk, costs and improve productivity to allow new sources of supply to come into the housing market. A central element of this should be building productive partnerships – in particular between local government planning offices and smaller housebuilders – to increase certainty in the development process and all greater degrees of forward planning. Smaller housebuilders can be hampered by difficulty accessing bank lending to finance smaller scale developments and land purchases. They may not, however, be fully aware of the options available to them via alternative funding streams or government or agency support. Stimulating capacity in the new sources sector relies on ensuring every potential builder knows where support exists and how to access it.



5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Partnership working, creating closer links between communities and those who build in them, has the potential to go a long way towards addressing several issues around new sources of supply in the housing sector. However, it is important to recognize that building takes place only where people are ready and able to buy, and as a result, focus in partnership building must be split between aiding smaller builders into the market and aiding potential homeowners through easier access to financial education and support.



Arlen Pettitt, Policy Adviser North East England Chamber of Commerce 21st Sept 2016
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Written evidence submitted to the National Housing Taskforce by OCLT Ltd 1.



Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development.



Valuing land and bidding: Oxford Cohousing made a commercially viable but conditional bid for £3m for the Stansfled Education Centre (owned by Birmingham City Council) and failed because another similar bid was unconditional. Not having easy money was a barrier and we will consider in future whether an unconditional bid might be possible. More recently another bid was made by Homes for Oxford for £16m for Wolvercote Paper Mill owned by Oxford University an exempt charity. Our bid was subject to planning and would have seen more 260 homes built two thirds of which would have been permanently affordable using Land Trust and coop leases. Again the land was sold to an unconditional bidder who we believe offered in excess of £21m. We believe there bid will not be compliant with local authority affordable housing policy and may challenge it in favour of national policy (Housing and Planning Act 2016) for starter homes and affordable homes both at 80% of open market. We are now looking at bidding using such assumptions BUT offsetting the difference with grants and donations. Accessing Publicly-owned land: we want to press that Best Value is used in disposing of any publicly owned land to community-led housing groups. We are seeking all party support for this in an address to Full Council on Sep 29th. Accessing Charity-owned land: There are three recent cases where community-led housing groups ought to have been in pole position except for the fact that Charities appear to hide behind ‘best price’ in order NOT to consider social or environmental value (triple bottom line). i) Oxfordshire Community Land Trust(OCLT) is trying to resolve a tricky situation with Stonefield Community Trust (SCT). SCT are unable to dispose of the land to OCLT at the agreed price as this was agreed in 2011 and is no longer market value. In this case both organisations want the disposal to happen as originally agreed, but the lawyers and the Charity Commission won’t allow it. Bonkers. ii) Homes for Oxford were offering a much better deal to the University for Wolvercote Paper Mill if the university were willing to consider triple bottom line. We believe the university hides behind Charity Law and says it has to accept the highest price. It doesn’t. It’s an exempt charity and can consider social value as well. iii) Homes for Oxford is preparing to bid for a church-owned Victorian school which will be marketed in October 2016. We are seeking to influence the church/diocese to take social value into consideration.



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. Pre development cash needs to be easier to find. It is a real problem to find time and expertise to go through tedious process of applying: OCLT really was helped it had UCLT money and HfO was only able to mount the bid for Wolvercote Paper Mill because it had this funding. It is particularly challenging for community-led groups to see off commercial developers. 3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support.
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Nothing to add here 4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors Persuading Local Authority to work with us/get on side. Very tricky when no projects yet delivered and no cred. However feels like things are slowly changing in Oxford. 5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Make sure we don’t just build more homes without at least half of them (maybe more) being permanently affordable. There is very little reference to this in discussions about Stop discounting council house sales. Ensure there is a permanently affordable sector and grow it. The taxpayer is already funding this to the tune of £2b per annum in LHA most of which is going into private landlord pockets. It beggers belief that we continue to do this while still complaining about the cost to the taxpayer. Where is our evidence-based decision making?
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Submission from Peter Ward Homes I am the MD of an SME regional based in Beverley, East Yorkshire. My company Peter Ward Homes Ltd builds in the East Riding of Yorkshire and has done since this unitary council was created in 1996. There are two big issues that slow down development and result in us building and selling fewer homes every year. These issues are: 1. The amount of process involved in getting all the necessary contracts in order to commence a development. The Process I describe this as walking through treacle! Pre application consultation is costly and planning officers take a conservative view on proposals. Planning application are paid (often £10,000 to £20,000) by the developer applicant, who is then treated secondary to the interests of just about anybody else who takes any interest in the relevant planning application. Up to a dozen reports are required to accompany each application ranging from flood risk and archaeological to noise and ecological. The problem is obtaining consent from the local authority. Solution: Stricter deadlines and some accountability on discharge of conditions.



Applications for housing developments nearly always go to planning committee. These are political and members may put their political motives above the planning officers recommendations. Objectors are being allowed to have their objections accepted up to the morning of the committee. Solution: Deadlines for consultations should be strict.



Planning consents are not issued until the S106 agreements is signed. This agreements deals with Public open Space and Affordable Housing. Sometimes councils policies on there are vague tending to be an unrealistic proposal put to the developer to agree before the planning permission can be issued. Solution: Policies must be in place along with tariffs on costs a developer can expect to incur in connections with a S106 agreement.
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Planning conditions on planning permissions have greatly increased. From 2 or 3 conditions a few years ago to between 30 & 40 now. It can take up to a year to have conditions discharged. Solution: Deadlines on council departments.



2.



Section 106 Affordable Housing The provision in most parts of East Yorkshire of 25% Affordable Housing is a huge development cost. Typically we receive £50,000 for a house which has cost up to £110,000 to develop excluding overheads and finance charges. Because of the loss on the Affordable Housing the land value is reduced drastically.



Peter Ward Managing Director Peter Ward Homes, Annie Reed Road, Beverley HU17 0LF www.peterwardhomes.co.uk
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Submission to the National Housing Taskforce on New Sources of Supply By Phases Social Enterprise Phases Social Enterprise is a registered charity and social enterprise which renovates empty properties and brings them back into use as social housing. As part of this process it also teaches construction skills to homeless people. Under the DCLG’s Empty Homes Community Grants fund 2012-15, Phases brought ten flats and five houses back into use. Most of Phases’ projects have been in the London area. We work in close coordination with small local builders. We have carried out renovations on two large properties which were virtual shells and therefore had a lot in common with new build projects. We are currently looking at new build development and have a prospective project in Lewisham to build six flats.



1. Barriers and Opportunities in Releasing and Obtaining Land for Housing Development We have had limited involvement with local authority planning departments in respect of new build. As we are starting out on new build, our initial projects are likely to be through arrangements with individual property owners or small organisations which are landowners. Therefore permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots are unlikely to be relevant to us at this stage. However, assistance from local planning departments on particular projects at the pre-planning stage could be enormously helpful. We appreciate that the picture varies a lot across different local planning authorities, depending on their financial positions etc. Some local authorities provide duty planner/pre-planning services, some do not. And where this is provided it can be expensive. As an example, when we initially approached Lewisham planning about the project mentioned above, the people in the planning department were as helpful as they could be but said the duty planning service was suspended at the time due to volume of enquiries. When we tried to go higher to their Housing Strategy Manager, explaining about our background as a charity and having brought empty properties back into use in the borough, we did not receive a response. Some sort of standardised cheap informal procedure, available to the ‘new source’ sectors at an early stage would be invaluable.



2. Finance and Funding Schemes that Help or Hinder New Sources
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We have borrowed in the region of £750k from our bank and other social lenders to progress previous projects and do not anticipate that the availability of finance generally will be a major barrier as we seek to gradually develop new build work. However, access to funding for pre-development stages would be particularly welcome as a way of de-risking schemes in their initial phases. Finance would probably be available for many schemes in their early stages but we believe that grant funding, where available, should be targeted towards smaller organisations for these early stages. Two recent potential grant funding streams for feasibility stage work which we did look at were the DCLG’s ‘Community-Led Project Funding’ (2013-15) and Big Lottery’s ‘Power to Change’ Fund (ongoing). We didn’t apply for either of these, primarily as they both set a focus on establishing that applications were ‘community led’. We regard this as a perfectly reasonable criterion for some projects but do not believe that it should be used as an exclusionary criterion generally. As an organisation, we are not embedded in any particular ‘local community’- working across different geographical areas as project opportunities arise. We believe that any feasibility stage funding programme should primarily be focussed on whether a project will generate affordable housing. Any focus on ‘community-led’ will exclude a lot of ‘new sources’ or lead them into often tortuous and time-consuming attempts to dress themselves up as based in a particular community.



3. Enabling Infrastructure and Partnerships that Government can Support We have not been involved in such projects to date.



4. Capacity in the ‘New Sources’ Sectors In respect of engaging with local authorities over available land etc we accept that we have to achieve a certain scale and develop a certain level of credibility in new build if we are to be taken seriously by local authorities. Beyond this we appreciate the difficulties involved in fostering greater engagement. We imagine that imposing a statutory duty to consult on matters such as land availability may be unworkable or fairly toothless in practice. Development of Best Practice models may be the way forward. In respect of building our capacity, probably the key factor for us is developing our relationships with builders. Our model is to work closely with small local builders who we contract. We have worked with one particular builder on a number of our larger renovation projects and he would be ideal for progressing initially onto a new build of four or six units.
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His capacity in terms of employment of staff, compliance with regulations etc would need to be boosted. As with most small builders, fluctuating demand prevents meaningful teambuilding and leaves little incentive to invest in costly training. However we are in an ideal position to help him as we know his business well and are more familiar with regulatory paperwork. Our businesses are already integrally intertwined (for example he has employed staff who have come through our training scheme and we were instrumental in his initially registering for VAT) and it would simply be a matter of taking this further to facilitate new build. We do have the expertise and incentive to progress this. There are also two other small builders we have worked with who would be ideally suited to capacity building by ourselves in this way. Supporting SME builders to increase their capacity obviously does have resource implications for ourselves. We note that there was an attempt to support SME builders through the £100M Housing Growth Partnership. However we note that this fund was restricted to providing loans at commercial rates and also understand anecdotally that many SME’s were put off by the bureaucracy and paperwork involved. Ideally a grant fund would be established to support genuine new entrants. The fund might be accessible by the builder or by the organisation working with the builder, the latter may well be in a better position to deal with the paperwork. The organisation working with the builder (CLT, charity, social enterprise etc) may also be in a good position to multiply the benefits of such funding through the added value of voluntary time provided by their staff and professionals providing pro bono help. We have a lot of heavily subsidised help from architects, surveyors and engineers. An alternative idea might be an incubator hub to promote ambition, quality and competency in SME builders. This ‘one stop shop’ could support capacity building amongst time-poor small builders, with a collaborative online forum acting as a portal to access a range of resources. As well as designing and delivering short programmes to fast-track essential competencies and promote core digital skills, the hub could include access to expert services, advice on regulatory frameworks and back-end digital support, allowing small construction firms, community-led housing projects and self-builders to ask questions and share best practice. One model for us would ultimately to be running a number of new build projects with different SME builders who we had, in effect, ‘incubated’. Alternatively, of course, we may ultimately develop our own in-house building company.
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5. What one thing could National Government do to make the most Difference? Probably ensure easy and cheap access for ‘new sources’ to pre-application planning assistance from local authorities. But access to grant funding for feasibility stages would come close second.
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National Housing Taskforce Call for Evidence Submission from Plymouth City Council



Assisting people in obtaining a home which suits their personal requirements fits with many of the themes contained in Plymouth City Council’s Corporate Plan. We have been championing self and custom build for several years and it is one of the initiatives in our award winning Plan for Homes. We have provided sites on our own land, encouraged third parties to provide them on land they buy from us and we offer assistance to those wanting to bring forward land in other ownership. We list below any comments we have on specific issues listed in your call for evidence followed by a summary of our land disposals process citing key points which may be of interest to other land owning public bodies. 1.



Barriers and Opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development.



1.1



Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land.



When Plymouth City Council first decided to release land to accelerate housing delivery we wanted to specify the amount and size of the affordable housing, including disabled homes, to match demand. We discovered that if we wished to specify what we wanted to be built this is classed as procurement and due to the value of the developments we would have to use the OJEU procurement route. As OJEU requires unconditional offers, no developer would have bid for the sites as offers would need to be subject to planning, due diligence and board approval. Recommendation: That any national rules which replace OU rules should allow for conditional offers to enable maximum flexibility. Many of the sites we released were disused school sites. This caused issues as we wished to dispose of playing field land. The process we have to go through in order to obtain consent to dispose of playing fields is onerous and dealings with Sports England can be slow. Sport England perform an admirable job in protecting playing fields but need to balance this aim against the need for housing. We also had some sites where Sport England objected to the planning application despite the fact that the Secretary of State had given consent to disposal of the site following our discussions with them.
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Recommendation: That all public bodies be encouraged to balance their primary aims against the need for housing and accept that there will be exceptions to their rules. When wanting to acquire sites from other public bodies we are required by their disposal rules to pay full open market value. It would be useful if public bodies could sell to other public bodies below the market value to enable more development with some social value. Recent research suggests that enabling people to live in decent homes saves the health service significant amounts of money so it would make sense to use health service surplus land to provide affordable decent homes, especially for older people. Recommendation: Consider allowing transfers between public bodies at less than full value if there are social benefits to the proposed use. 1.2



Reasons that stop landowners releasing land for new sources of housing supply



In our experience most landowners have no interest in what will be built on land they sell so no interest in encouraging new sources of supply. They simply want the highest value so will only sell when they believe we are at the top of the market and for the highest achievable price. We entered into pre-app discussions with a local landowner who wanted planning consent to increase the value of his land. We pointed out that the value would be higher were he to provide individual serviced plots rather than sell to a developer but he was unwilling to pay upfront for the infrastructure preferring an easy quick receipt following the grant of planning consent. The council could have made an offer for the land when it was put on the market in order to provide serviced plots however it is not possible for a local authority to make an offer quickly due to internal constitutional requirements. Were the land considered unattractive to the mainstream developers there could be time for a public body to offer for it however this particular site was in a prime area with restricted supply so was sold quickly. Recommendation: Provide a financial incentive for landowners to sell to new sources of supply such as reducing stamp duty to enable the new sources to offer more for the land 1.3



The planning system and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help.



We believe Local Development Orders are a useful tool for larger sites however they are not appropriate for smaller sites due to the amount of Officer time required for consultation. Plymouth provide a Site Planning Statement for any land which it brings to the market to give comfort that residential development
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on the site is acceptable in principle. For self build plots a plot passport will be issued giving more detail on acceptable eaves height, location of access, set back from curtilage, maximum footprint etc. We have no experience of permission in principle yet and regulations are still to be issued detailing how this will work however would comment that it is very difficult to estimate the number of units suitable for any site without knowledge of the access proposals, topography, ground conditions, size of proposed units etc. and cannot see why there is a need to replace outline planning consents which appear to achieve the same outcome in a more informed way. We cannot see how the present planning system can encourage new sources of delivery rather than delivery in general unless there is new legislation differentiating housing delivered by new sources from housing in general. 2.



Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources



No comments except that schemes to date are too complicated for SMEs to apply for and expensive due to supervision/inspection requirements. Reccomendation: Provide help for SMEs when applying for funding in the same way that the public have help to apply for Help to Buy. 3.



Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support.



The main barrier to group building in Plymouth is the lack of awareness of the opportunity. Even if aware of the possibility most would assume it would be too difficult to complete a project. Plymouth has some local community groups and one has expressed an interest in a community build which the council is keen to encourage. There is useful information on the toolkit however there is a lack of detailed worked examples of the steps taken to achieve this in other areas and what the next steps should be. Of particular concern is ensuring no individual becomes liable for any potential debts should the project fail. Recommendation: Run a campaign aimed at raising awareness and removing the fear of it being too difficult and risky to build as a group. Plymouth would be interested in hearing from SMEs who would like to provide custom built schemes in Plymouth. We have asked the Federation of Master Builders to make their members aware of this but to date have not been contacted by any interested parties. Recommendation: Encourage SMEs to think about offering a range of customisable house types for consumers to choose from rather than just bidding for the building contract once the end user has had a house designed Plymouth City Council
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by an architect. This should save money for the consumer while increasing the SME’s output if marketed correctly. There could be a national scheme SMEs could sign up to in order for marketing to be most effective and councils could promote this along with serviced plots as another option for delivery. 4.



Capacity in the ‘new sources’ sectors



4.1 Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources and how those could be overcome On more recent land releases we have had interest from local SME builders and developers. The main problem for these companies is lack of experience in bidding to public bodies. Large organisations will have someone experienced in submitting bids but smaller ones are not aware what they need to include in order to meet required criteria. One in particular who we have worked with on several housing projects failed in a bid to provide our first serviced plots as they did not realise they needed to include evidence of previous projects. They assumed that as we were aware of the projects they had completed on our land we could use this knowledge to mark this section. We had to explain that if it is not in their submission we can’t give marks for it. They also failed to explain their living wage and local purchasing policies as well as the number of apprenticeships they create – all things which would have improved their submission score. We are now considering ending the contract with the winning contractor as they have fallen way behind the agreed timetable. We know from working with the other SME that they would have delivered quickly but were unable to accept their bid due to the strict marking criteria meaning no allowance can be given for personal knowledge of the bidders. In this case it would have been extremely useful for there to have been an independent party with knowledge of scoring bids who could have commented on the SME’s submission in relation to our scoring criteria to ensure they obtained the best score possible. Unless this is available free of charge SMEs will not be able to compete with larger organisations in tenders without the rules being changed to allow us to increase scores for companies which are local and/or SMEs. Recommendation: Provide free training for SMEs on how to compile bids and assistance with specific bids to ensure they can compete with large organisations on a level playing field. 4.2



Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors either at a national, regional or local level
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Recommendation: Make it easy for public bodies (including Housing Associations) to increase tender scores for new sources. Recommendation: Increase public awareness of new sources as a way of obtaining a custom built home as an alternative to traditional sources of homes. Recommendation: Require local authorities to have a contact on their website for providers of new sources to contact should they be interested in working in the authority’s area and encourage authorities to assist them. 5.



What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?



Make it easy to create a framework of SMEs and custom build developers who can be used to deliver without needing to tender every time.



Plymouth’s Site Disposals Plymouth carried out a Strategic Land Review which identified a number of sites considered suitable for housing development in principle. The review involved a team of officers from many departments assessing each site such as Land & Property, Planning, Transport, Natural Infrastructure, Historic Environment, Legal etc. For the reason given in 1.1 above OJEU procurement was ruled out as a route to deliver our aim of accelerated housing delivery with increased levels of affordable and sustainable housing. We therefore decided to place the sites on the open market inviting offers meeting all our planning policies including at least 30% affordable housing. We made it known that the land release was intended to increase the supply of affordable, sustainable housing and accelerate delivery so interested parties were aware that we were looking for more affordable than usual at higher Code levels. We received a number of offers for each site which were assessed based on social value in conjunction with financial value. Most of the offers accepted were from Registered Providers who were offering increased social value through levels of affordable housing, wheelchair units and higher Code level. We also received bids including serviced self build plots once we made it known that we wished to encourage this.
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In order to ensure accelerated delivery, land contracts contained timescales for applying for planning consent, completing on purchase following grant of planning and starting on site following completion. Transfers ensured only the ‘acceptable planning consent’ could be built on the land thus securing the social value. In future we will include a clause requiring the purchaser to transfer the land back to us at cost should they fail to start on site within a certain time following completion as, should they fail to do so, it is expensive and time consuming to apply to the High Court for a remedy of specific performance.
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New Sources of Supply Response to Call for Written Evidence – Sue Thompson, Progress Housing Group I am currently acting as Interim Programme Manager (Development), for Progress. I have over 30 years’ experience in social housing development and asset management utilising a variety of funding streams. 1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing or obtaining land for housing development.  Currently it is difficult to find available land through the planning portal. To search for land with outline planning you have to trawl through applications for small domestic extensions, signage, tree pruning etc. as applications are not split into categories. An upgrade of the planning portal to enable a specific search for land for newbuild developments, and a requirement for the landowners name and contact details to be listed on all planning applications, would resolve this issue.  Currently there is no penalty for owners of land held with planning permission if they decide to wait for markets to rise, and currently almost half of the planning pipeline is held by non-builders who have more of an incentive to retain the land. There are a few potential routes to resolving this; Use of the tax system to introduce an escalating penalty for land remaining vacant for over a prescribed number of years, enhanced CPO powers to local authorities and the use of community land auctions.  The residual land valuation system we currently have does not take account of adverse market conditions between land acquisitions and build completion. This limits the ability to buy at scale and suppresses quality and innovation.  Disparities in the local authority approach to S106 policy compounds the issue of 8 developers commanding the majority of the housing market nationally as, in most local authorities, there is too much room for negotiation which means that larger developers with bullish legal teams and greater resources can command the market making it harder for SME’s and RP’s to compete. 2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources.  Funding for development is expensive and difficult to obtain. Bulk development loans could be brokered or guaranteed centrally to alleviate this problem.  Additionally the current funding regime requiring RP’s to complete developments within a particular timeframe does not take account of unforeseen events such as planning appeals or difficulties getting Secretary of States approval to dispose. On the latter point this is a cumbersome process, particularly when there is a change of administration, and needs to be streamlined. 3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support  I have had experience of working in partnership with the local authority (Manchester) and an RP (Guinness Trust), buying obsolete housing stock due for CPO in an area of low demand and occupancy, locating owners and offering market value. It worked well in keeping purchase costs down which, had the CPO been announced, would have become inflated. It is a model which could easily be replicated as standard. 4. Capacity in the ‘new sources’ sectors. 5. What one thing could national government do to make a difference?
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Progress Housing Group



Simplify, unify and properly resource the planning system. The planning system is painfully slow and too changeable, its’ changeable nature is the biggest concern for developers in both the public and private sector. There are a number of ways this can be done; 1. Develop a consistency between national policy and local plans by researching good practice models from each local authority and roll them out nationally. An example of this would be the Harrogate and Craven model for S106 affordable housing policy which allows for a set discount per metre square giving certainty to developers and RP’s when appraising sites. Another example would be the Leeds ‘Growth Team’ approach to dealing with planning applications which is effectively a ‘one stop shop’ at pre-app stage. 2. Under resourced planning departments are increasingly slowing down the planning process. This is a direct result of poorly thought out government policy requiring cuts to local councils resulting in job losses in essential areas. Simply reverse this policy or at least put further cuts on hold.
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Submission from Rivermouth Developments Limited I would propose to confine my comments to an initial practical concern about planning and its implications on the site finding process. 1.



This submission is made on behalf of Rivermouth Developments Limited was incorporated about 3 years ago with a primary purpose of undertaking small residential developments, and of which I am a director. 2. Our schemes are general for between 10 and 20 units occupying sites from .5 to 1 ace which are commonly previously developed for non-residential use. 3. To seek to avoid abortive time a quick, accurate and nil cost consultation process with LPA’s would be a considerable help. This would enable us to focus on sites likely to secure planning approval. 4. LPA’s might usefully be encouraged to establish dedicated small residential teams [for development sites of say less than 1.5 aces] to provide an integrated approach to planning approvals, affordable housing questions, CIL and s106 I hope that this is of some help to you.



Doug Slater, Rivermouth Developments Ltd, 43 St Paul’s Street, Leeds, LS1 2JG http://rivermouthdevelopments.com
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The potential of modular housing to help solve UK’s housing crisis Terms of Reference Oﬀ-site manufacture housing often termed ‘modular’ brings many advantages. It is made in a factory environment which ensures there is no waste, increasing the sustainable impact on the built environment. It ensures the site becomes a delivery point rather than a construction site, minimising the negative impact on local residents and amenities. Furthermore, actual costs can be as low as 60-70% of traditional build costs for the same quality, thereby increasing the aﬀordability and enabling developers to provide a higher percentage of aﬀordable units, all with a 60 year design life as demanded by the design codes. Finally, the programme can be greatly reduced for construction activities to circa 50% of traditional build depending on the site context.
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The principle barrier to the product being more widely used is the long standing traditional supply chain utilised by the building industry when it comes to providing residential properties. This supply chain is ﬁrmly established in the psyche of developers and architects. We believe a wider understanding of the beneﬁts of oﬀ-site manufacture housing needs to be presented to developers and designers so they realise the potential. There are also industry held views on previous modular construction of housing being of poor quality and this still resonates Furthermore the market is not overburdened with suppliers and the supply chain for oﬀ-site manufacture is still in its infancy. More knowledge leading to more investment is required. We believe there is also a feeling that the process is not as ﬂexible as traditional build however this is simply not the case. We believe reducing the site construction period will push contractors and developers to become more focused on using oﬀsite manufacturing as this will be the principal way of meeting restricted building programmes. Also, providing assistance in establishing factories in the London region where oﬀ-site manufacturers can establish a facility taking on apprentices and skilled labour would help.



Key issues to explore •



•



•



What are the speciﬁc advantages of modular housing in terms of quantiﬁable costs, reductions in construction time and demands on labour? -



Using Oﬀ-Site Construction will result in a minimum 30% construction budget saving against traditional, using like for like speciﬁcations.



-



Programmes on site can be reduced by up to 50%. There is also more certainty of the programme being delivered on time due to the process not being inﬂuenced by adverse weather.



-



Oﬀ-site manufacture is labour intensive in a factory environment. Workers are less likely to get injuries and are more content to work in a protected and weather proof environment. The work force in the factory are semi-skilled, therefore a useful employment vehicle. The process also allows for apprenticeships to be followed in the construction process oﬀ-site.



-



With larger sites an on-site factory would employ local labour.



Are there particular housing sectors that might be more receptive to using modular housing and how can they be helped to deliver? -



The process is ﬁt for purpose for all housing sectors. However we feel it is particularly suitable for the aﬀordable market and social housing market as the costs allow for aﬀordable rents to be adopted. In the private developer market it is likely to increase proﬁts rather than inﬂuence housing supply.



-



The ability to construct faster and more economically is a great advantage to the aﬀordable and social rented markets.



What barriers are there to delivering such housing more widely – including guaranteeing demand, establishing production facilities, overcoming any negative image, planning barriers and securing funding? -



The process RSHP has developed with AECOM and SIG is fully mortgagable and other suppliers are now able to provide similar mortgagable systems.



-



Factories need throughput and that is why we feel it is the perfect solution to regeneration of social and aﬀordable housing stock as the quantity of demand is there.



-



Factories can be established in a matter of 12 weeks so the production facilities are not the problem.



-



Planning is not deemed to be any more of a barrier for this type of construction than any other.
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Other Elements to Consider •



The solution as devised, is a permanent solution. However it has another advantage which has been utilised for the Ladywell Scheme in London. The design and manufacture allow for the as-constructed building to be deployable with limited on site works and as such it is a totally deployable permanent solution. This allows the use of land on a temporary basis if required, say until a permanent planning decision is made for that land.



•



The process is also suitable for building commercial space, as the ground ﬂoor is used at Ladywell, and we have developed concept designs in support of RSHP for Community Centre Buildings, Healthcare buildings, and buildings such as Dental Surgeries and Doctors Surgeries.



•



The manufacturing process is so ﬂexible as to be tailor-made for many building uses. This allows the process to be easily adaptable to mixed use sites.



•



A key element is that a factory can be up and running in six months, and pop-up factories for smaller sites within three months. This allows employment to be generated locally with apprenticeship schemes tied to the delivery of local housing. For instance a factory producing say 500 homes per year could employ circa 215 staﬀ, including drawing oﬃce personnel and management staﬀ.



•



The design to date employing sealed boxes is producing inﬁltration rates comparable to passive house standards and acoustic performance 50% in excess of regulations. Built to 1/2mm tolerances. The units arrive fully ﬁnished internally and externally. This supports denser living where required and vastly reduced energy consumption, which is a key driver in the conceptual design.



•



Designs for 1 bed studios, temporary accommodation, 1,2 3 and 4 bed apartments, and 2,3 and 4 bed houses have been devised allowing mixes of accommodation to be merged together on sites of such need.



•



The principal advantages are the ﬂexibility, the reduction in programme, the quality from the factory manufacture and the cost advantages. The carcass of the system as evolved is standardised in elements and the speciﬁcation is adaptable to usage whether for private sale or social housing or aﬀordable renting giving the product a use across the housing spectrum.



•



Technical information.



1.0



Buildability



The Y-Cube is manufactured entirely under factory conditions and transported to site as a complete unit, fully ﬁtted internally and externally. The lifting of the units at the factory, and placing on site, involves a designed lifting arrangement to ensure no torsion is induced in the units thus protecting integrity. The modules are timber framed ensuring a ready, cost eﬀective and timely supply chain for materials. Foundations and underground services installations, together with site wide landscaping are the only on-site activities. Generally for a site with 30-50 modules this work takes a maximum of four weeks on site. Installation of the modules and associated prefabricated timber walkways requires a further two weeks. Subsequently, provided services connections can be managed, with regards to programme and delivery, tenants can be in place within two months of site start following snagging and ﬁnal inspection of the works. 2.0



Life of Product



Whilst the module can be placed in a temporary location, and relocated, the design life of the module and its integral elements is 60 years. This ensures the product is comparable in life span to other aﬀordable, and indeed private for sale or rent properties currently being delivered to the market.
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3.0



Sustainability



The use of engineered timber in factory conditions ensures a high degree of sustainability within the manufacture of the modules. The heating, whist electric, employs 2 number 425 Kilowatt heaters, for the entire module and this is a very eﬃcient heating module. The modules are designed with Code 4 sustainability requirements in mind and PV units are utilized to harness natural energy. Numerous other sustainable criteria are embraced during the detailed design of the modules to ensure Code 4 requirements are met. The U –Values for the panels forming the module are 0.17 which again assists in designing an energy eﬃcient dwelling. 4.0



Resistance to Damp



The entire module is covered in a waterproof membrane with a design life of 50 years. This membrane is resistant to impact, easily installed and heat resistant. As such the integrity of the module is at least as good if not better than traditional build with regards to resistance to damp. Within the module 2 number trickle fans are employed continuously, in tandem with 2 number low level vents, to ensure a constant ﬂow of air through the modules, and to reduce the possibility of condensation and damp in the units. As such the timber elements forming the module are secured against rot. 5.0



Acoustic Properties



The units provide acoustic properties on a par with traditional build. Furthermore, when the units are deployed in a stacked arrangement, or as a terrace, as each unit comes with its own integral walls and ﬂoors, the acoustic properties between units is actually superior to those of a traditional build. 6.0



Fire Resistance



The designed module has a ﬁre resistance of 60 minutes as designated by Building Regulations. Furthermore when the modules are employed in a stacked arrangement, the engineered timber walkways and stairwell provide a 60 minute ﬁre resistance, as they can be employed as the primary means of escape during a ﬁre. 7.0



Deployability



The site works involves providing the infrastructure, foundations and services for the Y-Cube module. The foundations are either concrete strips and pads or small diameter piles if ground conditions dictate. The ﬂoor of the module is an integral part so no ground ﬂoor slabs are required to be constructed on site. The modules are then sited on the foundations directly and are lifted in by crane. Depending on the working day, ten modules can be sited in a single day shift. In tandem, if a deﬁned provider has a parcel of land sitting redundant, until a use is developed, the modules can be sited temporarily and then easily moved to another site in the borough. This ﬂexibility of deployment is of great beneﬁt as it allows local authorities to employ the product on a temporary basis, for instance while local infrastructure improvements are carried out, which may increase the value of the said site for other community uses. Furthermore as stated, a development of up to 50 units can be in place within eight weeks of start on site. With the current housing need and the associated costs of housing families in temporary accommodation this rapid deployment is of immense value. To ensure this eight week period, an order to fabricate the units is required approximately four weeks prior to site start.
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In summary the rapid and ﬂexible nature of the module ensures deployment is viable over a greater range of sites than a traditional build product. In reality deploying the concept requires the following: •



A detailed Planning Application



•



A detailed services survey to understand capacity requirements and to design the incoming services



•



A detailed Geotechnical Survey to design the foundations



This ensures not only a cost eﬀective construction process but a streamlined design and approval process reducing client up-front costs.



Submitted by Andrew Partridge, Associate Partner, Rogers Stirk Harbour and Partners, and James Totton, Regional Director, Building Engineering, AECOM.
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Consultation response



Shelter response to APPG for Housing and Planning New sources of supply
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Summary Shelter welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Housing and Planning All Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) review into new sources of housing supply. In this response we set out evidence that there are insufficient sources of new supply within the current homebuilding industry to raise the level of building in England to the necessary 250,000 new homes per year. To raise development to the level we need will take a broader range of firms - private, public and voluntary operating a more diverse set of business models. This is because the predominant housebuilding model in England is speculative - meaning that developers buy land without knowing what prices they will sell homes for in the future. This uncertainty makes the total supply levels highly vulnerable to changes in house prices, and makes it impossible for the industry to rapidly ramp up production in any particular area, as to do so would risk lowering sales prices. We cannot hope to significantly raise levels of building, and sustain them through market cycles, without introducing much greater diversity of business models. Unless we change the incentives in the industry and broaden the range of players, we will never build enough homes of the quality, and in the range of types and sizes, that people need. To increase capacity in the homebuilding industry we must: 



Take a more robust approach to the land supply system so that more land is made available, in the right places, at reasonable prices, and to a broader range of developers. More public intervention in the land market is required, as despite hugely rising housing demand, land supply for homes has fallen dramatically over the last twenty years. This is not just a planning question, but also one of the land markets that interact with the planning system. Critically, the monopoly which the major developers hold over land markets in and around cities needs to be shaken up if small and medium sized builders are to get a toe-hold.







Support start-ups and the growth of SMEs with access to development finance, public land and direct commissioning. More than doubling the rate of house building to reach the 250,000 new homes England needs each year is a huge challenge for the construction industry, which will need to expand its range of firms. The industry also needs a broader base if it is to be more resilient to future house price shocks such as we saw in 2007/08. We need to see many more local builders, and nonspeculative providers like self-builders and local councils entering the market, to increase competition as well as capacity. SMEs and non-speculative providers particularly need access to public land and development finance - and could also benefit from direct commissioning to give them a steady supply of work.



Successive governments – Labour, Conservative and Coalition – have failed to build enough homes for the best part of 40 years. All parties have launched initiatives to stoke demand in the mortgage market, but have been less keen to take the tough choices that would make house prices or rents more affordable for families on normal incomes. The result has been erratic and dwindling supply, poor quality homes and a worsening affordability crisis. We need ambitious reforms to deliver a new model of house building in England: a model which provides sufficient numbers of high quality homes, affordable to rent or buy, both now and in the future, for people on the full range of incomes. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? The APPG workstream asks specifically for one thing that the government could do to make the most difference to housing supply. Shelter would argue that the most important reform is to the land market, so that more land can get into the hands of builders as reasonable prices which allow them to compete on quality and price for consumers. The specific reform is to land compensation within the compulsory purchase system, which can then be used to underpin a range of interventions. We set out the detail of this proposal below.
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Analysis and Recommendations Housing Need How many homes do we need to build each year? Independent assessments of housing need have put household formation in England between 230,000 and 280,000 per year.1 Even these figures are underestimates of need, as high housing costs actually supress household formation, creating a backlog of hidden households struggling to form due to high housing costs. Some estimates have put the number of 'concealed' households in this group at over two million. 2 Shelter believes that 250,000 homes per year is a realistic target for England. While housing supply may need to climb higher than this, it will be a stretching target for the medium term. Without meeting base-line housing need, the deficit of housing supply to housing need will only grow, and housing pressures increase. Many larger house builders themselves do not believe that is possible for their industry to reach 200,000 per year, including from conversions and changes of use, let alone the required level. This underlines the need for a broader range of players and business models within the housing market. Recommendation: The APPG should be clear that the volume of new build homes required in England is at least 250,000 per year. Shelter would argue that this can only be achieved with a broader mix of developers and development models.



The speculative housebuilding model Why isn't private housing supply meeting huge housing demand? Housebuilding in England is dominated by one model - speculative development. In essence this is where a developer buys land speculatively, often without any form of planning permission, with the aim of promoting a housing development on that site in the future. The developer pays for the land on the assumption of selling homes at unknown future prices (which is why it is a 'speculative' business). Developers using the speculative model are taking big risks (they may not get planning permission and the market may turn before they've built) and hence they require large profit margins as mitigation, usually 20% or more. This is a huge inefficiency compared to other productive industries which can operate on margins of 5% or less. For speculative developers, competition is most intense within the land market - buying sites (or controlling them through 'option agreements') at prices they expect will deliver their margins. This competitive pressure serves to push up development land prices, and push down the amount developers can spend on build costs, labour, place-making and affordable housing. The consumer therefore ends up with lower quality, less attractive, and less affordable homes. This is a competitive industry - but not one where competition delivers for consumers. The speculative model is not the only way to get homes built. Other types of development involve the eventual buyer from the start and do not speculate on the eventual price that will be paid. Examples of this include self and custom built housing where the buyer is also the person who controls and commissions the build process. This model is far more resilient to fluctuations in the wider housing market, as the buyer has budgeted upfront and is paying for something specific that they want to live in - not betting on future house prices.



1 The government’s latest projections are that household growth from 2011 to 2021 will be 221,000 households per year in England. Independent projections by the Centre for Housing and Planning Research, the TCPA and the National Housing and Planning Advice Unit estimate household growth is closer to 280,000 per year. Recent research by the RTPI suggested that the ONS figure could be an underestimate by up to 30% due to the impact of the recession and migration on household formation rates. RTPI, Planning for Housing in England: understanding recent changes in household formation rates, 2014 2 DCLG, Estimating Housing Need 2010. In 2003 Kate Barker estimated that there were 450,000 households without self contained dwellings. Barker, Review of Housing Supply, 2003
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Equally, the buyer of the homes in any scheme could be an institution, such as a local authority in the case of council housing, or a pension fund in the case of Build to Rent. These institutions may be the landowners themselves, or willing to promote the site through the planning process. Under this model, the builder is not speculating on returns on land, but is simply commissioned to produce homes to a certain specification within a certain timeframe. This was the model which was used historically to build huge numbers of local authority homes, often built by small local building firms commissioned by the council. However as the number of commissioned projects by local authorities has declined - and without a large, European-style custom build sector to fill in the gap - the amount of steady work for small firms has dried up. For small and medium sized developers in particular, the speculative housebuilding model has so much upfront cost and risk that they are rapidly being squeezed out of the market. Firms either fold or are merged into the larger players - who are able to hold much more land and risk on their balance sheets and ride out the cycles of this volatile market. Number of SME building firms, UK



Without providing a much more stable and affordable supply of sites and a steady stream of commissioned projects, SME development firms will continue to decline out of the market. This will make our overall house building system even less resilient to market shocks and even less likely to deliver the number, type or quality of homes that we know are needed.



Policies to increase sources of housing supply (1) A more robust approach to land supply The most important area for reform to support additional sources of housing supply is within the supply of land for development. The current English land market and planning system creates huge rewards and risks which only the largest, most well-capitalised developers can survive across market cycles. Getting sites into the hands of SME and non-speculative builders at reasonable prices and with lower risks is essential if they are to come into the market or grow. The land market in England does not work to the benefit of consumers. Long lag times between buying land, building, and selling homes make land prices highly pro-cyclical, rushing up in housing market booms and
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crashing during busts.3 Soaring land prices create opportunities for turning a fast profit trading land, and a speculative asset bubble can set in. Firms buy land and hold it with no intention of building homes, because the rewards that can be offered simply by changing its planning status are so great. This type of land market is not inevitable: it has grown up around our planning system and housing market which heavily reward the conversion of land from a non-residential status into a residential one. In other European countries the rewards to a landowner (or a developer who buys land) from changing the planning designation of land are much smaller, and so developers' business models do not become as focused on capturing these gains. For example, in Germany the value of land is frozen at its existing use value at the point the local municipality decides to designate it for development. If the landowner refuses to bring forward the site in accordance with the plan, it can be purchased at that existing use value, although this purchase can be fended off if the landowner brings forward a plan-compliant development themselves. 4 Similar rules exist in the Netherlands, where municipalities take a much more active role in development and can heavily incentivise landowners to trade at lower values as a result. 5 These alternative models have huge advantages, including for small firms. They create a predictable, steady supply of land at reasonable prices, which allows firms to compete on the quality, margins and price of the homes which they build. In many German developments, plots are sold separately to local custom builders who then in turn commission local SME housebuilders.6 In the English context, similar policies could be brought into the grain of our existing planning system. Combined authorities within cities should be able to designate areas as "New Homes Zones" for infrastructure and housing development, with a strong role in master-planning and land assembly.7 This would include allowing a city to designate plots for use by custom builders - or split sites and auction land off to a variety of different providers. To bring land into this model at reasonable values would require legislative change. Centre for Progressive Capitalism have set out the two critical reforms to the 1961 Land Compensation Act which would allow land to come into the development system at lower, more reasonable values under this sort of model:  



First, Section 14 of the Act should be amended so that "No account is taken of any prospective planning permission in land designated by combined authorities for infrastructure including housing". Second, Section 17 of the Act should be amended so that certificates of alternative development would cease to apply in areas designated for development. 8



These reforms run along with the grain of current CPO reform, spearheaded by DCLG and the Treasury, which aims to allow local authorities to buy land with a 'no scheme world' approach to compensation. However while the spirit of these reforms is welcome, they risk running into legal challenges about what should count as a 'no scheme' value for compensation. For example, should the value include the price at which the land has been traded in the run up to the CPO, which may have included a speculative element? Instead, clear policy and legislative backing should be given to combined and city authorities to designate and plan New Homes Zones, backed up by the ability to CPO land at close to existing use value. These Zones can then be used to provide sites at reasonable, steady prices to SME building firms, custom builders and others to expand their role in housebuilding. Recommendation: The APPG should recommend reform to get land into the hands of SME developers at reasonable prices, to help them compete and grow. In particular, the APPG should recommend the creation of a new planning policy, "New Homes Zones", to be available to city and combined authorities, with reforms to the 1961 Land Compensation Act allowing land to come into the Zone at close to existing use values. This will allow authorities to auction off plots to a variety of providers, including SME and self builders, at reasonable prices and allow them to compete on margins, quality and affordability of the homes they build.



3 See detailed discussion in Shelter, Solutions for the Housing Shortage, 2013 4 Policy Network, The Challenge of Accelerating UK Housebuilding, 2015 5 Needham, Dutch Land-Use Planning, 2015 6 Morton, A Right to Build, Policy Exchange 2013 7 KPMG and Shelter, Building the Homes We Need, 2014 8 Centre for Progressive Capitalism, Bridging the infrastructure gap, 2016
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(2) Supporting start-ups and SMEs with finance, public land and commissioning A recent survey9 identified the key barriers to small and medium house builders growing as:   



Obtaining planning permission Obtaining development finance Availability and cost of land



Reform to the planning system is already underway, with more changes to come through regulations from the Housing and Planning Act 2016. Shelter has also recommended further planning reforms above to get more land at better prices into the hands of developers. However, there are still clear opportunities for Government to improve access to development finance and public land, and increase the supply of steady work to reverse the decline of SME housebuilders. Obtaining development finance Capital Economics and Shelter have recommended10 a government guarantee on bank lending to SMEs, similar to the ‘Help to Buy’ mortgage guarantee offered by the government to homebuyers. This would form part of a broader ‘Help to Build’ package. This guarantee aims to make lending to SMEs more attractive to banks, by sharing some of the risk of potential losses should the borrower default. By reducing the level of risk the lender takes on, this guarantee could also reduce the cost of finance for the borrower – which can be prohibitively high on high-risk loans.



Public land Shelter also advocates a smarter approach to use of public land, going beyond simple targets for market sale of landholdings. DCLG and the Cabinet Office should set out a process for systematic mapping of public landholdings, and roll this out across this public sector. This mapping should include housing capacity for each site identified, based on existing use value, cost of enabling works, policy compliant levels of affordable housing, and planning feasibility/constraints. Small sites (with capacity for less than 100 units) should then be matched to local SMEs, self-builders and community providers, either on a leasehold land sale basis or via joint ventures with the current public sector landowner. This would allow some retention of control over the outputs of the development. In the case of leasehold sale, best value requirements should be adhered to, but calculations should take into account quality and affordability of housing provision, as well as direct return to the public landowner. A process will also need to be put in place to ensure rapid build-out of sites once planning consent has been granted, including the ability to transfer development of the land to another builder if a plan is not advanced. Direct commissioning of housebuilding Once improvements are made to access to finance and land for SME housebuilders, direct commissioning of SMEs by Government to construct a range of homes will maintain demand for their services and a steady stream of work. There are already pilot projects for direct commissioning of house building by government, and these should include a range of smaller sites appropriate to SMEs. Government, local authorities and cities should all be able to pilot the direct commissioning of new homes in a range of affordable housing tenures – not just for Starter Homes, but shared ownership, social rent and new and innovative models such as Rent to Buy. Commissioning of some market homes could also be considered as part of schemes. Homes built can then be sold on to local housing associations to manage. In particular smaller sites should be prioritised which are additional to the development pipeline and can help SME firms to grow and expand.



9 NHBC, Improving the prospects for small housebuilders and developers, 2014 10 Capital Economics, Increasing investment in affordable housing, 2014
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Conclusion The new government should be ambitious in its target for housebuilding - aiming to raise construction levels to 250,000 per year by the end of the Parliament. This cannot be achieved through the speculative housebuilding model alone, but requires policy reform to support new players into the market - especially SME firms who have largely fallen away from being a significant part of housebuilding in the last 25 years. More than anything else, reform should focus on getting sites into the hands of SME developers and nonspeculative providers at prices which let them compete on quality and affordability for the consumer. We argue this can be achieved by bringing some of the normal functions of land and planning systems from the Netherlands and Germany into the English context. Furthermore, government should support these providers to grow with easier access to development finance, public land and direct commissioning. Together, this package of policies could spur innovativon, new jobs and - most importantly - many more homes for those who want and need them. Contact: Pete Jefferys Policy Team, Shelter [email protected]
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Right to Build Vanguard Programme



Self / Custom Build Experience



South Cambridgeshire District Council



| South Cambridgeshire District Council



272



Measures that South Cambridgeshire could adopt in order to support new entrants into the market and to scale existing small providers up.
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Appendices



South Cambridgeshire District Council



introduction This submission is from South Cambridgeshire District Council, which comprises around 22,000 acres and 60,000 households in just over 100 villages. This report has been written in relation to the evidence sought by the APPG enquiry on diversifying the house building industry. We hope that it goes some way to expressing how South Cambridgeshire District Council may assist in developing the self and custom build programme. We would welcome the opportunity to present to Richard Bacon MP, Helen Hayes MP and Baroness Bakewell on the 27th October 2016. Laurence Castle Self and Custom Build Regional Manager [email protected] 01954 713149 07850 618690
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executive summary & recommendations



recommendations



In order to increase the land supply:



01



Increased national publicity around self builders and more prominent PR resulting from initiatives such as the Housing Task Force should be encouraged and supported. For example prominent housing task force members making TV/radio etc. media appearances to let people know that custom and self-build may be an option to home ownership. Anyone interested in having an input into building their own home should contact their Local Authority to express an interest on the self-build register. All local authorities should have a register in place now and will be required to identify suitable serviced plots.



03



Mortgage availability



Access to self-build finance products is a significant barrier to the growth of self-build in the UK. As a result of the Governments right to build initiative financial markets are working to create a bespoke product to bridge this gap. For example, Arlingclose have launched a new Bespoke / Custom Build model which provides a partnership between local authorities and mortgage lenders, with up to 95% LTV mortgages without the need for stage payments. Self build mortgage lending has been made as easy as new build mortgages and several lenders are already on board.



05



(a) - Regional Planning - a simplified system is required; please see our regional letter dated 15th April 2016 (appendix 01). Planning for development. See Barker report Page 6 para 23 and IPPR report page 38 reference 6.1.3 Planning reform para a The Behaviour of Local Authorities. (b) - Auctions IPPR report page 45 reference 7.5.1 Objective 1 Releasing more land. (c) - Australia/USA – system to be adopted reference IPPR report page 46 7.5.2 objective 2 De risking land in the development process – “by the development process being
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More visible political support







More promotion to enhance public knowledge of the possibility of being able to have an input into building their new home.







Some gentle pressure on local authorities to encourage them to embrace the new legislation and requirements







Each Vanguard Authority should prepare a report outlining what they have done to help others to implement good practice.



Each Vanguard Authority should prepare a report on what they have done locally.



02



The report should include their approach to setting up the register of interest, how they have published the register and how this publicity has increased awareness and thereby numbers on the register, workshops undertaken, lessons learned and what they are doing in the future. Do they have an adopted Local Plan in place, and is the Local Plan supportive of custom and self-builders? Does Planning Policy require an element of Custom and Self-build as part of the planning process?



Local authorities could provide further mortgage support to disadvantaged people who are currently locked out of the mortgage market. Mortgage lending will be provided by existing mortgage lenders, with an up to 100% indemnity from the local authority.



04



split into two separate parts with the building of homes separated from the purchase and trading of land. This split between land trading and the actual business of building is common elsewhere in the US and Australia for example; while in France this split is legally enforced. (d) - Green belt to be allocated into priority sections – Barker report page 5 section 11. (e) - Local authorities could provide / support mortgages to specified groups.
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executive summary & recommendations



Tax changes



07



Taxes could be reduced or tax relief increased, for example CGT / inheritance tax / Agricultural / Forestry / to free up Self Build finance.



06



Research and Development



Explore how other countries are already dealing with R&D and adopt best practice.



08



UEA/adapt/South Cambs (see appendix 02)



New building materials and new ways of building. Modular construction/system build products could unlock faster, more efficient self-build.



Starter Homes We are aware that secondary legislation is still awaited on the detail around starter homes particularly in the context of the new cabinet and their potential to reset government priorities.



09



11



10



Land supply



Land as a barrier to entry is one of the main and most challenging problems - IPPR report Graph figure 2.2 page 8 – IPPR report Page 32 reference 5.7.



Quality of Housing



Declining size and poor quality – how to address these issues – Local Authorities Building Control to look at quality. IPPR report states (in reference to Figure 3.4) that “UK new homes are amongst the worst performing in the EU in terms of size” - See IPPR report page 12 reference 3.1.2. “Shameful shoe-box homes”. (RIBA, 2011)



12



Land market transparency



IPPR report states that “This lack of information about the land market blocks new entrants”. IPPR report page 42 reference 7.2 - Land market transparency. We should have full disclosure on land ownership.
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challenges



Shortage of planners More courses to be incorporated into Universities, schools to highlight careers available in planning, with the intention of producing more planners to fill the gap in the industry. Recruitment and retention of planners is a challenge in high value areas.



Skills shortages



South Cambridgeshire District Council







No age barrier on possible apprenticeships







More funds available for apprenticeships







Assist small builders and key workers in skills, training and business development







Improve general knowledge of self-build/custom build
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our organisation



South Cambridgeshire District Council is one of the eleven vanguard authorities and is leading in taking the Government’s agenda forward. We have identified over 100 plots within our own land holdings for self-build and are working with partners to increase this delivery and to incorporate self/custom build within our Local Plan.



Our Regional ‘Right to Build’ service for the Eastern Region Please click one of the preview pages below to view our letter outlining our regional ‘Right to Build’ service for the eastern region.
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6 | South Cambridgeshire District Council



277



factual information



The Barker Report.



Regional map.



ild Service Letter Regional Right to Bu



IPPR Report.



Arlingclose Housing Too lkit



UEA/adapt/create
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Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development



Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. 



Capital gains tax – could be lowered for land sales for residential development.







Current regulatory framework makes mortgage lending un-necessarily difficult, e.g. mortgage offers expire after 6 months and there is a risk of not being renewed. The custom and self build process usually takes longer than conventional development, so there is a need to have a flexible approach where a mortgage offer relating to a custom or self-build project can be extended to 12 months without too much red tape. Opportunity - Mandatory inclusion in Local Plans of Self / Custom Build as percentage of new developments



Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. 



Inheritance tax – death duties (could reduce period of time re write downs)







Capital gains tax – wishing to keep farm land for agricultural land purposes which is more tax efficient.







Forestry - change tax rules.







Developers / land owners may be waiting for land values to increase and make greater profits. Can land owners be encouraged to build now rather than later? Alter Tax structure to encourage development Planning permission expiry deadlines to be tightened? Shorter periods? Opportunity - Lower tax Rate for Self/ Custom Build and to include substantial refurbishments.



The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. There is a shortage of planners in the UK, the planning system needs to be simplified.







Page two of the Barker Report







Page five, green belt, of the Barker Report







Page six, planning for development, of the Barker Report







Page eight, section 38 of IPPR & page six, the proposed government (broken transmission mechanism) - we agree with this statement.



There is a need for the current approach to planning policy to be more supportive of custom and self-build. Many planning departments have not yet started considering this in Local Plans, and many planning departments pro-actively obstruct such development (anecdotal from the NaCSBA summit with the Housing Minister at the House of Commons). We would welcome the opportunity of discussing ways of mitigating this. We have held several workshops to inform applicants of what South Cambridgeshire District Council is doing in regards to Self/Custom Build and have provided them with information and help; we also have individual sessions with applicants when requested. Please see the appendices for associated flyers and information for these workshops.
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Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources



New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. IPPR – see 3.2.5 (high levels of debt and constraints on access to capital). Organisations like Arlingclose and Capita are helping. A new and innovative model has been developed to support custom and self-builders. Currently, the main barrier is mortgage availability; most lenders do not like self-build mortgages due to the additional risk of advancing money on properties which may not ultimately be completed. Even though some lenders offer self-build mortgages, aspiring self-builders have to have a large initial deposit, typically 25% towards the land purchase as well as the ability to pay rent / existing mortgage during the build process. The build cost may be funded by a bridging loan or via specialist mortgage lending in an area perceived as niche lending. As such, loans tend to be expensive. The usual 5 or 6 stage payments also pose a problem both to lenders and to the self-builder. The Arlingclose Bespoke / Custom Build model removes the risk of delays and non-completion as the participating local authority has overall control and can use economies of scale to encourage bigger development / build contracts and reduce costs. The need for stage payments has been removed, making the mortgage in effect just a new build mortgage for a bespoke new home.



Up to 95% LTV mortgages can be offered in partnership with the participating local authority, who will generally own the development land. Lenders do not advance any funds until completion, and lender exposure is only on 75% LTV as the local authority indemnifies up to 20% of the mortgage. So this model provides high LTV mortgages on custom and self-build properties, pricing is similar to 75% LTV, and without the need for stage payments. Hence, all the key barriers for mortgage finance have been removed. However, there are still barriers as some lenders still perceive such mortgages as self-build mortgages and some lenders will not consider high LTV mortgages even if local authorities offer to share the risk. How can this final barrier be overcome? Are there any incentives for lenders to consider new and innovative ways to offer mortgages for self and custom build? Can the government encourage lenders to participate through incentives? Arlingclose work closely with the CML and a range of mortgage lenders, but only the more advanced of the small to medium sized lenders have shown an active interest so far. Can we do more to encourage lenders? Can we do more to encourage local authorities?



Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. CLT‘s are in their early stages of development and may help here.



Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. Local authorities could work in partnership with mortgage lenders to support local applicants with low income and / or an imperfect credit history and / or any other disadvantaged groups of people who are currently locked out of the mortgage market. This support can be provided by the local authority acting as a mortgage guarantor and



indemnify up to 100% of lending. This approach ensures that although the participating local authority takes the risk on the mortgage, the risk is fully assessed by a suitably qualified mortgage lender and the mortgage book is managed by a suitably qualified and experienced mortgage lender.



Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. Like Greater London Enterprise start up funds for small builders to allow more entrants into the market. Lack of qualified support for apprenticeships for the building industry including age restriction which should be removed.



starting at the planning stage. Developers could be encouraged to identify land for self-builders through Planning Policy and through preplanning application discussions. For example;



Greater partnership work between developers and local authorities,







Enhanced discussions on S106 agreements







Balance of affordable housing vs custom and self-build. This is a question raised by developers builders on a regular basis and needs to be addressed.
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Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support



Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. 



Please see regional letter. South Cambridgeshire District Council can run the process.







More infrastructure is needed in the region e.g. A47 which will promote development like the Northern Distribution Route (NDR) for Norwich which has created more land availability and improvements to the A14,







Greater partnership working through networks and regional / local housing events. Many stakeholders would be keen to get involved but don’t currently know how to.



How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. South Cambridgeshire District Council are, as part of the Regional Right to Build Service, running workshops and other events for partners and stakeholders to highlight best practice and bringing key stakeholders together to make this happen.



The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. Please see regional letter, the release of administration grant to each local authority to run their self/custom build function under the Housing & Planning Act (2016) would unlock South Cambridgeshire District Council’s offer of a regional hub service for the eastern region.
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Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors



Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. 



We need more overseas building companies like Holland/Germany entering the UK market. See page 46 of IPPR report regarding land allocation board reference (7.5.2). However, mortgage availability remains a key barrier even if innovative developers are available.







More research on development function is needed, which is something South Cambridgeshire District Council is addressing.







UEA/create/adapt SCAMBS are leading the way in looking at all new construction techniques / materials etc. and scoring them. We wish to highlight these new advances to demonstrate how a sustainable home can be built for £68,000 - which we think is possible.







Green belt to be allocated into priority sections (5 sections) and the LA’s need to state which Green Belt land will possibly be allocated for development – this will be a hard task but the challenge needs to be grasped. Some green belt land will have to be developed to meet local plan overall housing targets, in addition to building on Brownfield sites. A proportion of Greenbelt is poor land and of low value aesthetically.



Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. 



More grant funding for our regional development service to assist us in delivery of our Regional Right to Build Service.







DCLG to respond to secondary legislation and grant funding, and demonstrate the level of political support behind the new self and custom build agenda.







Publish the work undertaken by all 11 vanguard authorities and how they have set a blueprint for all local authorities to follow. Each vanguard has very specific local housing needs, so a publication of work undertaken by all will greatly support the future approach on a national basis.







Housebuilders reluctant to invest in Research and development – Barker report page 104 para 6.7.







More Institutional investment required Page 105 Barker report para 6.10 e.g. Real Estate Investment Trusts.







Modern Methods of Construction (MMC) and Off Site Manufacture (OSM) – should be considered for support especially SME’s re new building products e.g. Vitromite Scottow Enterprise Park Norfolk - Barker report page 113 para 6.32.
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What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?







Release more support funding and publicise nationally and require Local Plans to include a Self Build Target







South Cambridgeshire District Council are a regional exemplar authority and are happy to lead this.



conclusions Please refer to the executive summary and recommendations.







More visible political support







More promotion to enhance public knowledge of the possibility of being able to have an input into building their new home.







Some gentle pressure on local authorities to encourage them to embrace the new legislation and requirements







Each Vanguard Authority should prepare a report outlining what they have done to help others to implement good practice.
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Appendices
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South Cambridgeshire Hall Cambourne Business Park Cambourne Cambridge, CB23 6EA



www.scambs.gov.uk 03450 450 500



15th April 2016



Affordable Homes Contact: Laurence Castle Email: [email protected] Direct dial: 01954 713149



Dear Madam/Sir



RIGHT TO BUILD – new requirements: Housing & Planning Act South Cambridgeshire District Council - Regional Right to Build service We are interested to talk to you about setting up a regional self build/custom build service. South Cambridgeshire District Council already runs an applicant register, which will be supported by our sub regional choice based lettings system software. We are poised to launch the land register, and have built partnerships around self build/custom build mortgage finance. We have already run a number of regional events and workshops showcasing best practice and will continue to do so. South Cambridgeshire District Council is one of the 11 Vanguard Authorities piloting the Government’s Right to Build agenda as laid out initially in the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015. o



This Act requires all local authorities to set up and administrate a self build/custom build Register of interested parties.



o



The Housing & Planning Act 2016 once enacted will require local authorities to also hold a register of land for people seeking land for self-build and custom housebuilding.



o



In addition, the 2016 Act will require local authorities to grant sufficient suitable development permissions on serviced plots of land to meet the demand for self-build and custom housebuilding in their area. Demand for self-build and custom housebuilding is evidenced by the number of people on the register held by local authorities under the 2015 Act.
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A regional service might include:      



Rolling out our applicant register sub regionally creating a Local Authority right to build “hub”. Creation of a Land register held locally for you but also regionally. Creation of a Brownfield sites register. Rolling out events and support sub regionally. Create a self sustaining Right to Build service hosted by South Cambridgeshire DC. Create a regional group with a rotating chair.



We have discussed this in detail with DCLG and they are very supportive of South Cambridgeshire District Council carrying out a Regional role, as an Exemplar Region to demonstrate best practice which could then be replicated across the country. Our proposal for discussion is that we can hold and administrate the Registers (Applicants and Land Register) on your behalf and assist you with the land requirements both with your existing portfolio if you have land and properties, and also if you do not have a property portfolio. The flexibility of our IT will allow us to administer the Registers for you from your website then linking to us. Any applicants seeking to register will see it as your operation. We are already discussing with Developers / Builders / land owners / etc. who have interests in the Eastern Region, and can coordinate this for you in your area. DCLG have said the grant funding that will be made to Local Authorities to run their right to build function in line with the statutory requirements, can at their discretion, be paid to a lead Council to run the registers for them, if they so wish. Utilising the regional right to build “hub” is likely to produce a cost saving for you and we would welcome discussing this further. As soon as we can gauge interest levels, it is our intention to host an event of partners in which the service model can be explored further. The Officers dealing with this are Gill Anderton / Head of Housing Development (New Build) - 01954 713377 Laurence Castle / Project Officer – Right to Build Vanguard - 01954 713419 [email protected] If you would like to explore this option with us, please contact me or my colleagues above. Yours sincerely



Stephen Hills Director of Housing
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How to deliver more self and custom build homes South Cambridgeshire District Council is hosting an East of England event Tuesday 5 July 2016 from 6pm to 8.30pm in the Council Chamber at: South Cambridgeshire Hall, Cambourne, Cambridgeshire, CB23 6EA To book, please respond to email [email protected] There are only 115 spaces, so we are doing first come first served. We will have another event if this is required. Programme



Speakers



6pm - Arrival and registration 6.15pm - Welcome and introduction Councillor Tim Wotherspoon.



Tim Wotherspoon Tim Wotherspoon is the portfolio holder for Planning at South Cambridgeshire. He also chairs the Northstowe Joint Development Control Committee and is Chair of the Northstowe Parish Forum.



6.30pm - Gill Anderton • Applicant Register • Need and Affordability • Housing and Planning Act • Regional Hub Service



Gill Anderton Gill Anderton is Head of Housing Development (new build). With 30 years’ experience in housing - 25 of it in the development of new homes. Gill has a proven record of experience in successfully providing housing in rural settings within South Cambs villages such as Cottenham, the Eversdens and Over amongst others; urban developments in Peterborough and the regeneration of a large former council estate in Fulbourn. Gill currently leads on the HDA’s development work within the South Cambridgeshire district.



6.50pm - Laurence Castle • Land • Developers • Modular • Building a team



Laurence Castle Laurence is the Project Officer - Right to Build Vanguard for South Cambridgeshire District Council. He is also the Chair of RICS Norfolk and is an RICS East of England Board Member. Laurence has worked for more than 40 years as a Chartered Surveyor in property development with experience in investment, construction and finance structures in UK and abroad.



7.05pm



Your opportunity to ask questions. If you would like to post your question before the event, please email [email protected] uk



7.30pm - Dave O’Reilly • Building Regulations Update 2015 • Overview of new Building (Amendment) Regulations 2016



Dave O’Reilly Senior Building Control Surveyor working for MLM Building Control in their Norwich Office. He has 10 years experience in both Local Authority and Approved Inspector Building Control. MLM is a multidisciplinary engineering and environmental consultancy and corporate approved inspector, employing over 400 people in the UK, Europe, South America, and the Middle East. Providing services throughout the UK and internationally in environment, planning and development, buildings & infrastructure, compliance and sustainability.



7.50pm - Networking



Coffee and tea provided - Information stands from relevant companies for you to view - A chance for you to discuss your project with the team



8.30pm - Conclusion and thanks



Please complete the feedback form available on the website after the event or a hard copy at the event
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HOW TO DELIVER MORE SELF AND CUSTOM BUILD HOMES The National Custom and Self Build Association (NaCSBA) is staging a series of FREE regional workshops to share practical lessons on how to deliver more self and custom build homes. The workshops are organised in association with the Councils who have been designated as vanguards by the Government to pilot the forthcoming Right to Build, and they are aimed at planning and housing officers in local authorities and development teams in Housing Associations. The Government has pledged to double the number of self and custom built homes constructed in England by 2020. The new Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 gained royal assent in March 2015. When implemented it will ask Councils to establish and maintain a Register of people who want to build their own homes, and have regard to this when carrying out their planning, housing, land disposal and regeneration functions.



EAST OF ENGLAND EVENT THURSDAY 29 OCTOBER SOUTH CAMBRIDGESHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL, CAMBOURNE, CAMBRIDGESHIRE New legislation linked to the Right to Build is also expected as part of this autumn’s Housing Bill. This is likely to require Councils to support custom and self builders by identifying land for their projects. The workshops will help local authorities prepare for these policy changes, and provide practical advice on the most cost-effective approaches Councils can take, and the techniques that really work.



WHAT WILL YOU DISCOVER? EACH EVENT WILL:



THE SPEAKERS INCLUDE



• Explain the most popular approaches that Councils in England are taking to support people to build their own homes in their local areas • Provide advice on how to set up a demand Register • Illustrate cost effective ways of resourcing local initiatives • Showcase a range of innovative projects from the UK and internationally • Demonstrate how councils have worked in partnership with specialist custom build developers or community organisations to support this form of housing



• The research and development team from the National Custom and Self Build Association that has spent the last year looking at how local authorities in the UK can learn from international best practice • Representatives from Right to Build vanguard councils and the Homes and Communities Agency • Specialist custom build developers and the organisers of innovative community led self build projects.



The workshops will also give you an opportunity to network with other Councils and will be attended by representatives from the Department for Communities and Local Government and the Homes and Communities Agency.
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INTERACTIVE SESSION There are many ways councils and housing associations can help facilitate more self and custom build housing. The workshop will include an interactive session to help attendees evaluate various approaches that can be used, and the techniques that are likely to work the best for their local situation.
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PROGRAMME Cambourne – Thursday 29 October Council Chamber, South Cambridgeshire District Council, Cambourne Business Park, Cambourne CB23 6EA 9.30 Arrive/Registration/Coffee 10.00 W  elcome and introduction – Councillor Tim Wotherspoon (Portfolio holder for Planning) 10.15 What sort of initiatives/approaches are working the best? 



• Top tips for setting up a Register







• Cost effective ways of supporting people who want to build their own homes







• Inspirational projects from the UK, abroad and elsewhere in the East of England







• A  preview of the new Toolkit that will be launched in November



Mario Wolf and Ted Stevens – (NaCSBA Research & Development team) 11:15 Case Study – Potton’s various initiatives with land owners to provide serviced building plots (a private sector-led initiative) Dr Paul Newman



11.35 Case Study – the Norwich and Felixstowe Self Finish homes (an affordable housing initiative led by Orwell Housing Association) Dawn Edwards Head of Development



12.05 Panel discussion/Q&A – with all the morning speakers speakers plus Adam Broadway, the project manager for the K1 Cohousing project near Cambridge 12.40 Lunch break (please bring your own lunch) 1.20 Learning from the vanguard councils – Feedback from Jo Mills (South Cambridgeshire), plus Tim Durell (South Norfolk) with wider/national contributions from Mario Wolf. 1.45 Interactive workshop session involving all attendees Delegates will be split into groups and asked to consider a different challenge (eg - rural, suburban, urban) and then devise effective ways they can deliver more self and custom build housing opportunities. Each group will then feed back their suggestions to delegates. 3.20 



Conclusions and thanks



3.30 



Workshop ends
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SPEAKERS Tim Wotherspoon is the portfolio holder for Planning at South Cambridgeshire. He also chairs the Northstowe Joint Development Control Committee and is chair of the Northstowe Parish Forum. Mario Wolf is seconded from the Department for Communities and Local Government to the NaCSBA research team. He was previously a senior housing policy advisor to the Minister of State for Housing and Planning, and he led the Government’s custom build homes programme. He is a qualified town planner and built his own home about 5 years ago. Ted Stevens was the chair of NaCSBA until last year. He is a former award winning journalist and marketing specialist. He built his own home ten years ago and was awarded an OBE in 2014 for his services to the housing sector. Dr Paul Newman is Self Build Director at Potton, the UK’s leading package home company. Potton has been working with land owners to secure planning and bring forward Custom Build sites for development with serviced plots at locations in Merseyside, Cambridgeshire, Worcestershire and Cheshire. Dawn Edwards is Head of Development for Orwell Housing Association and the e2 Consortium, covering East Anglia and working with seven housing associations and local authorities to provide new affordable housing. Orwell piloted an innovative new affordable home ownership product where purchasers have been able to earn equity in their home by carrying out some of the building work. Adam Broadway is a director of Instinctively Green, and development director with Flagship Group. His work with instinctively Green includes project managing the K1 cohousing project on the outskirts of Cambridge – a 38 home project that is due to start on site early in 2016. Jo Mills is director of Planning and New Communities at South Cambridgeshire. The council is one of the 11 vanguards, and is aiming to deliver at least 100 plots for local custom and self builders. Nick Durell has had varied career in local government and has hands on experience of new build and house renovation. Since October 2014 he has been the lead officer for the self/custom build vanguard pilot project in South Norfolk. 293



South Cambridgeshire District Council South Cambridgeshire Hall Cambourne Business Park Cambourne Cambridge CB23 6EA



South Cambridgeshire District Council



14 | South Cambridgeshire District Council 03450 450 500



294



New Sources of Supply – Call for Evidence Submission from South Yorkshire Housing Association Ltd 1.



2.



Executive Summary 



SYHA is a medium sized housing association and the leading association based in the Sheffield City Region.







Housing devolution should be more ambitious in England and should include the delegation of policy so that City Regions can develop funding and delivery solutions which respond to local circumstances.







“More New Homes (in the Sheffield City Region)” is cited as an example of best practice; it sets out a vision of what can be achieved if local partners pull together and are given devolved powers.







Other measures which should ramp up new supply include the provision of tenure flexibility in the Government’s capital programme, the promotion of custom build (supported by local planning authorities), the facilitation of projects using institutional investment, new local partnerships and the restoration of local authorities’ control over Section 106 agreements.



Recommendations for action i)



Central Government  Take action to make housing devolution in England a reality, delegating decisions on how policy should be applied locally to local partnerships.  Accept the National Housing Federation’s offer to build 300,000 new homes by 2020 by allowing flexibility of tenure in national programmes.  Remove the presumption in favour of Starter Homes in Section 106 provision, allowing local authorities to take decisions to take account of local housing markets and economies.



ii)



The Homes and Communities Agency  Work with local housing partnerships to ramp up the supply of social housing in all its forms.



iii)



Local Authorities  Work with local housing organisations to promote joint responses to housing need and demand at a City Region and local housing market level.  Accelerate planning consents for custom build and work collaboratively with potential self-build and custom build customers.
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 Local planning authorities should be encouraged to benchmark their performance against other LPAs and learn from the best. Planning processes should be co-designed with local house builders. iv)



Local Planning Authorities  The development of enabling cultures and smart processes by local authorities are still the exception rather than the norm. There are isolated examples of good practice such as the end-to-end system review undertaken by Doncaster MBC which has smartened up planning processes locally and promoted a clear message to developers that they are “open for business. Too many planning professionals see their role as gatekeepers that should put a series of hurdles in the path of house builders, rather than working together to facilitate the development process. Local authorities should be encouraged to identify best practice locally and to learn from the best. Planning processes should be codesigned with local house builders.



v)



Housing Associations  Continue to deliver value for money savings freeing up capacity to increase new supply.  Work with institutional investors to create new models of housing provision.  Build new partnerships with developers, SME builders, the HCA, custom builders to diversify housing delivery models.



3.



 About South Yorkshire Housing Association Ltd SYHA is a medium sized housing association which operates in the Sheffield City Region. We manage 6,000 homes, 1/3 of which provide some form of care and support to vulnerable customers. SYHA is an active member of the PlaceShapers Group. PlaceShapers is a national network of community-based housing associations formed in 2008. Currently comprising 117 members of varying types and sizes, Placeshapers members own or manage over 800,000 homes collectively, contribute around 25% of new homes provided through the National Affordable Housing Programme and provide services to more than 2 million people.



4.



Ways of increasing housing supply These are the principal ways in which we believe housing supply can be increased regionally and nationally:
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i)



Through housing devolution and city region delivery partnerships Housing devolution in England has focused, thus far, on the delegation of decision making around assets and budgets. We believe that devolution should go far further in relation to housing and should include policy devolution in the way that has already happened in Scotland and Wales. National policies and programmes focused on increasing housing supply have, for many years now, focused on solutions that might work within the M25, but do not work effectively in low demand areas of the North. The lessons of the Housing Market Renewal programme funded by the last Labour Government showed the advantages of developing strong local partnerships which could take account local economies and housing markets. We would like to see, for example, the ability of the combined authorities in the City Regions able to make their own decisions about issues such as the balance between bricks and mortar and Benefit subsidies, Local Housing allowance levels, the operation of the Right To Buy, and the programmes that should be supported by Central Government funding and soft loans. We need the housing devolution agenda to be far more ambitious if the Sheffield City Region’s LEP’s Economic Growth Plan target of trebling housing supply is to be achieved. We submit, as Appendix 1 to this document, the Sheffield City Region’s bid to the HCA “More New Homes in the Sheffield City Region”. This has been worked up through consultation with local authorities, housing associations and the LEP’s Housing Executive Board. The HCA has also commented on drafts before submission. We suggest that this provides an excellent example of how local organisations can work together to ramp-up new housing supply.



ii)



Flexibility in the HCA’s Programme We fully support the call from the National Housing Federation’s Chief Executive, David Orr, and the Chartered Institute of Housing’s Chief Executive, Terrie Alafat, to provide flexibility in the National Programme. The proposal can be seen at Appendix 2. We concur with the views set out in this proposal that housing associations could provide 300,000 new homes nationally provided flexibility around tenure and delivery were conceded in the way that the document proposes.



iii)



Promotion of custom build We are a big supporter of the current push to extend custom build. We believe that local planning authorities should be expected to address the demand for custom build plots when approving and revising local plans. We would expect local authorities to collaborate with their neighbours to assist with meeting demand. City regional partnerships are an ideal vehicle for facilitating this. Custom build has the capacity to enable interested parties to customise and build homes quickly using off-site construction methods and local builders. Sites being brought to market with outline planning consent will help the



Tony Stacey –SYHA Ltd - 06.09.16 – Final South Yorkshire Housing Association



297



process, but we would expect local authorities to speed up the granting of full planning permission. Pioneering work locally undertaken by Doncaster MBC shows how planning processes can be smartened up by taking an “end to end” view of the process and refocusing the objectives of the local planning authority. We would refer the APPG to a useful guide on custom build produced by Spawforths. This is attached as Appendix 3. iv)



Extension of partnerships to facilitate institutional investment in the private rented sector The appetite from pension funds and other institutional investors for taking long term stakes in rented housing (both market and sub-market) is well established. The sky appears to be the limit with regards to the volume of funds available. Translating this enthusiasm into the production of new rented homes has, however, proved to be far more problematic – particularly in low value areas such as the Sheffield City Region. Nevertheless, with goodwill on all sides this can be done, and we would suggest that our SYHA/Cheyne Capital partnership is a good example of the pioneering work which is now starting in the regions. This is a national first for a housing association. The project has been written up as a case study in “More New Homes in the Sheffield City Region” which is attached as Appendix 1. See Page 11 for further details. If we are called upon to give evidence to the APPG we would be happy to give more detail about this scheme. Similarly, we have made it clear to local partners that SYHA would like to develop more projects of this type, and we have written in a further 500 homes into our Business Plan as a result. In addition we are happy to provide support for other housing organisations wanting to pursue this type of model.



v) Building new partnerships Housing associations have a long track record of building successful partnerships with an array of organisations including local authorities and other statutory agencies, third sector organisations and commercial operations such as house builders. Housing associations have successfully operated joint venture companies with house builders and contractors which have delivered housing across a range of tenures and we believe there is a lot of scope for extending this. Examples include pan-regional partnerships such as the Kier:Together Housing Group JV in the North of England, volume build partnerships such as South Thames Housing Partnership and local partnerships with SME builders. The number of smaller house builders has halved over the last 10 years, and initiatives by successive Governments have failed to reverse this trend. Housing associations could do far more to facilitate the re-entry of SMEs into the market by, for example, providing cashflow for commercial schemes, administering finance applications to the HCA and providing exit routes for Tony Stacey –SYHA Ltd - 06.09.16 – Final South Yorkshire Housing Association
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completed homes. We would suggest that a simple 2-stage communications campaign could tackle this. The HCA and the NHF could work up a brief “ask” and “offer” document for promotion locally with SMEs. Secondly, a tailored package of finance could be worked up to support the promotion of this type of partnership. vi) The full restoration of Section 106 provision for social housing The Government’s promotion of the ideologically-driven Starter Homes experiment could seriously undermine new supply. The majority of house builders we speak to do not support this form of provision. Housing associations have relied on Section 106 agreements for the provision of up to 50% of new homes over the last 15 years. Not only has this provided house builders with secure cashflows, but it has significantly supported the financial viability of housing associations’ new programmes and has promoted mixed communities. Without the cross-subsidy which Section 106 agreements can provide, many new housing association development programmes will contract. This includes the ability of housing associations to replace properties sold through the Voluntary Right To Buy. The appropriate body to decide local policies on Starter Homes and Section 106 agreements are local authorities. If the Government is serious about devolution, it should not be prescribing in the way that the Housing and Planning Act provides for. Appendix 1 Appendix 2 Appendix 3
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SUBMISSION BY ROB PATON ON BEHALF OF STILL GREEN C.I.C.



About Still Green. Our Milton Keynes-based project aims to build a socially inclusive and self-reliant neighbourhood of about 30 sustainable homes, in a cohousing scheme particularly, but not exclusively oriented to the needs of members aged 55 years and upwards. For most who join it is a way of providing a secure and supportive environment through the second half of life – without putting oneself in the hands of a large and perhaps expensive institution. For others the scheme is a way of joining like-minded people in an ‘eco’ selfbuild project. It explicitly addresses matters of concern to national and local policy-makers in the fields of house-building, sustainability, and housing for older people. Our plans draw on what was learned by visiting established senior cohousing schemes in Holland as well as visits to relevant UK sites. More information is available on www.stillgreenweb.org . This submission. The following observations are based on our experience where it is clearly relevant. We address a selection of the headings provided in the invitation for submissions. Our recommendations are set out in bold.



1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. Our experience. Comparatively, Milton Keynes has lots of land for development – but 90% of it is owned by four large landowners with the great bulk of development occurring on large sites and undertaken by the usual big builders. As a new town it has fewer of the brownfield sites that are often more attractive for smaller schemes. All the more galling therefore, when they are not actually available. Specifically, a long disused garage/filling station, the right size and well located for our purposes, seemed to have been put on the market. It had significant complications, not least ground contamination, but we expressed interest both directly and through consultants. No response. Seven or more years on, the site is still vacant (and an eyesore) and there is no for sale sign. Perhaps the landowner is hoping the contamination will gradually drain away (NB it is over an acquifer), and meanwhile the land appreciates in value? Suggestions for possible remedies include: □ Tax (at annually increasing rates) sites vacant for more than (say) two years - to drive down the price of land and encourage development. □ A ‘polluter pays’ obligation to clean-up sites before sale - because this will have to be done anyway, and will ultimately be reflected in the land value. But until it has been done it just creates uncertainty and inhibits development. 1 Still Green
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2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. b) Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. Our experience. We sought funding under the CLPSF scheme run by HCA. The (very sensible) advice received was to bid for what we needed, in order to achieve planning permission. We prepared a bid accordingly for c £85K – less than half of the estimated legal and planning related costs of securing planning permission (the rest would have been provided by members unsecured loans). Though apparently well-received in all other respects, our bid was not accepted - it was seen as asking for too much. In fact, later events showed these estimates to have been accurate. When the successor (Locality/Groundwork– run) scheme for community-based housing initiatives was launched, funding was capped at £40K. So we bid for that much - this time successfully. We used the funds in approved ways and the Groundwork and Locality staff were excellent to deal with throughout. But alas, we always had further to go before we could close the land deal and submit the planning application. It became apparent that we were in a Catch-22, unable to finalize the land purchase and planning submission until we had more members, and unable to recruit the additional members without the certainty provided by the land deal and planning permission. On top of the ‘pioneers’ and ‘settlers’ challenge in recruitment, life is relatively short for older people; often, they only have a ‘window’ of a year or two in which to downsize – our group had to run to stay in the same place. Faced with a rising price for the site, and with a sharp increase in legal and planning-related expenditure looming, the concentration of risk on the home-buying members of the scheme was getting out of hand. Cutting a complicated story short, we felt obliged to surrender the site – notwithstanding the detailed, planning-aligned, QS-costed designs (informed by technical reports on the site), post-planning bank support, a business plan forecasting a workable surplus, and draft heads of terms with a housing association partner (who would manage the building work and own the ‘affordables’) not just with landowner… We suggest: □ that funding for this phase of cohousing development should bear a direct relationship to the amount that is actually needed without an arbitrary cap. □ a fifty/fifty sharing of actual costs for this high risk period



2 d) Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes Our experience. Our HA partner rightly required assurance that when the scheme was completed it would be paid for promptly. This would mean selling units off-plan and/or securing substantial loans for the time it takes to sell the remaining units (and older people choosing to downsize can be slow to make decisions). Such a loan – perhaps a commercial mortgage secured against unsold property – would require a LTV ratio of (say) 70%. In our case, on most assumptions, the scheme remained viable – it was a question of how much surplus it would make. However, on truly ‘worst case’ assumptions (housing prices fall sharply just as building work is about to get underway; sales dry up for a period and require a price reduction), the scheme failed the test. It would have required a greater loan
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than could be provided on a 70% LTV basis. Obtained commercially, a guarantee to cover the shortfall (say, £150,000) would have been both expensive and legally complicated. Commentary: Such marketing risks (and additional financial burdens) mean some groups seek a developer willing to bear them. Alas, if they find one (and they may not), the developer becomes the dominant partner and interests are not perfectly aligned. These arrangements have ended in the splitting or collapse of some groups. Moreover, even when a group can find a way around this challenge, it is a solution for that particular group – it does not help in addressing the challenge for the next cohousing group. What is missing from the cohousing landscape is a specialist financial facility designed to address their particular financial challenges in a way that reflects and reinforces the mutual aid associated with cohousing. That is, it should not require continuing recourse to public or charitable funds with the attendant dependence, and vulnerability to changing policy priorities. The following three observations underpin the suggestion that follows:  Depending mainly on the housing cycle, development is often very profitable, and occasionally extremely challenging. To an extent, these divergent outcomes are linked: because of the risk, and to reassure banks and contractors, developers have to budget for a reassuring surplus. 



Social enterprises that do not quite pass the test of commercial viability can often be rendered viable by quite modest injections of funds or loan guarantees; these reduce the risk sufficiently for social and/or commercial investors to provide the bulk of the finance.







Effective support systems are critical for the replication and spread of communitybased initiatives, especially those with significant financial/business dimensions (as cooperative and credit union movements around the world have shown again and again). Crucially, they combine specialist funding with the practical know-how for project development.



Taken together, these considerations point towards a set of arrangements whereby some of the gains made by the financially more successful schemes are returned to assist others. In our own case, when Still Green members discussed this, it was clear they would happily enter into a binding commitment on the following lines: if Still Green’s development succeeded, then we would be obliged to share the surplus generated by contributing to a fund that offered loan guarantees to other cohousing schemes on the same terms. Hence we suggest that: □ where cohousing groups are acting as the developer, taking the risks and making potential gains, then funds should be provided as loans, repayable if and when the project succeeds, on a gain-sharing basis. Notwithstanding fine words from Head Office, we are sceptical about the capacity of the mainstream banks at local level to appraise and oversee such loans. But specialist lenders (e.g., Co-operative and Community Finance) exist who could administer such a scheme - in partnership with the UK Cohousing Network. Hence we further suggest: □ that a self-sustaining financial facility be created, one that combines the provision of capital with support based on experience & expertise in cohousing and related development.
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3. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. Our experience: our architects were always willing to go the extra mile (or three) and share some of the risks with us. They brought useful connections (e.g., to the Housing Association) to our plans. But they could not help us access development finance. The housing landscape in the UK does not yet include a developer that integrates architectural and financial capacities, and has the creation of cohousing central to its mission. Commentary: The cohousing movement needs one or two housing developers committed to doing something different, and with the necessary expertise and access to finance. In Belgium, the company Cohousing Projects (Home - Cohousing Projects) has built several cohousing projects with more in the pipeline. Crucially, their involvement simplifies the process for the groups they work with and for, and keeps costs down. In fact, not so long ago, something like this happened in the UK. In the 60s and 70s more than 2000 SPAN homes were built in a large range of sites across the south-east, in each case with shared gardens and a residents association as an integral part of the neighbourhoods created (Span Developments - Wikipedia, the free encyclopaedia ; The Rise of SPAN Houses - The Home Cloud Blog). Hence we suggest: □ Consideration be given to the possibility of supporting or inducing the formation of one or two of such socially-oriented property developers – through, e.g., the encouragement of joint tendering, seeking start-up capital (philanthropic quasi-equity) from sources of social finance, sharing information about the specific requirements of cohousing groups (so as to assist in the development of suitable design templates).



4. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Declare a National Housing Crisis using this as a signal and starting gun for actively using its powers as an industry regulator - so as to (for example): □ increase the supply of development land (e.g., but not only taxing undeveloped sites); □ enable the emergence of beneficial competitors (see above); □ strengthen building regulations (to promote sustainability, and counter financialization/short-termism on both the supply and the demand sides); and □ introduce a conditional right-to-buy for groups of private sector tenants (designed to empower rapid action against neglectful and exploitative landlords, while protecting responsible ones). Rob Paton, 20th September 2016
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Evidence of Teignbridge District Council to the All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning The Opportunity for Custom Build housing to deliver new diversified sources of Housing Supply Introduction Teignbridge District Council welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the Housing and Planning APPG. Teignbridge is one of the Government’s Right to Build vanguard authorities and has been leading the way in seeking innovative solutions to increasing the supply of affordable and lower cost market housing. Following the successful adoption of the Teignbridge Local Plan in 2014, Teignbridge has been making great strides in increasing the supply of housing in the district, including in the granting of planning permissions for custom and self build housing. The adopted Local Plan also includes the ‘Teignbridge rule’, requiring developers of large sites to provide at least 5% of plots as custom and self build market housing. To date this has delivered a substantial number of planning permissions at shown in Table A. However, Teignbridge is seeking to go further and faster. The Council is keen to embrace both the Starter Homes agenda in order to revitalise stalled and brownfield sites, and is considering creating an arms length company to drive forward direct delivery of affordable housing sites, including via a government financed revolving fund, aimed at securing sites for custom build housing. The outline of this proposed pilot programme is set out this paper. Table A: Custom and Self Build Homes permitted to date via Teignbridge 5% rule.



Location



Planning Permission



Bovey Tracey



13/00251/MAJ: Land North Of Bovey Road NGR 282703 78114, Bradley Road, Bovey Tracey



Teignmouth



12/01737/MAJ: Land West of Besigheim Way, South East Of Penns Mount, Vicarage Hill, Kingsteignton 14/00447/MAJ: Land West Of Higher Exeter Road, Teignmouth



Chudleigh



13/01062/MAJ: Land At NGR 285932 78878 Station Hill, Station Hill, Chudleigh



Kingsteignton



Wolborough Matford, SW Exeter



Teignbridge District Council



15/02732/MAJ: Bishop Dunstan School, 16 South Road, Newton Abbot, Devon, TQ12 1HH 13/02729/MAJ: Land at Matford Home Park, South of A379, Exeter



Total Dwellings permitted



Total Self Build Plots permitted



205



20



250



8



255



12



230



10



21



1



230



11
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Dawlish



15/02700/MAJ: Land At Langdon, Dawlish, Devon, EX7 0NS



200



10



Dawlish



15/02468/MAJ: Land at Gatehouse Farm, Secmaton Lane, Dawlish, EX7 0LW.



409



20



Newton Abbot



15/02532/MAJ: Land at Hele Park Ngr 283337 71975, Ashburton Road, Newton Abbot, TQ12 6JN



57



3



Bovey Tracey



14/02236/MAJ: Former Cardew Pottery, Newton Road, Bovey Tracey



20



1



Kingsteignton



14/03324/MAJ: Land East Of Penns Mount NGR 287675 72885, Vicarage Hill, Kingsteignton



80



4



Dawlish



14/01577/MAJ: Land Adjacent To Hill Drive , Secmaton Lane, Dawlish, EX7 0LW



35



2



Total 2013 - 2016



102



Key Challenges and Recommendations The APPG will be aware of the key challenges to the delivery of more housing supply as documented in the many reports and papers on the matter. However, Teignbridge would like to pick out a few specific challenges which in our experience can put small builders at a disadvantage. 1. Size of Local Plan allocations process favours volume house builders: The NPPF requirement for a 5 year housing land supply means Local Planning Authorities are under pressure to ensure they have up to date Local Plans with sufficient allocations to meet their objectively assessed need. In order to achieve this, Local Authorities focus on allocating large strategic scale housing sites. Given all the evidence required to prepare a local plan, it is rare that Local Authorities would have the resources to evidence and allocate small individual sites of below 50 - 25 or so homes. This scarcity of small allocations means that the whole local plan system is from the outset stacked to the benefit of the few volume housebuilders who can compete for large housing allocations. Even where a Local Authority recognises this problem, there are few, if any, robust steps in the planning system which would allow a Local Planning Authority to require that a large site landowner sub-divides and sells land to numerous small builders or self builders. For example, the East Devon Local Plan Inspector specifically removed such a requirement from the submitted plan, stating “I don’t see how the planning system can make developers sell land to potential rivals”. Finally, the CIL pooling limit (of up to 5 S106 agreements for the same item of infrastructure) would make it undesirable for a local authority to encourage multiple
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small builders, because this would potentially prevent the ability to require significant S106 contributions towards cross-site infrastructure requirements. 2. CIL exemption Of the total CIL liabilities issued by Teignbridge to date, approximately one quarter (over £1.4m) has been exempted by way of the CIL Exemption, which chiefly consists of the CIL Self Build exemption. Teignbridge is concerned over the longterm impact of the Self Build exemption on infrastructure funding, and believes that this exemption will undermine the delivery of essential infrastructure and the incentives that Councils and local communities have to deliver self build plots in line with the Government objective of delivering 20,000 serviced self build plots by 2020. Teignbridge District Council



Financial Year (01 April 2015 – 31 March 2016)



Total since CIL in force (13 October 2013 – 31 March 2016)



Total value of liability notices issued



£3,888,915



£5,520,619



CIL liabilities after Exemptions



£3,197,465



£4,082,857



Total CIL Exemptions (self build, extensions and annexes)



£691,450



£1,437,762



CIL Exemption as % of total liabilities



18%



26%



The CIL was designed to come from (out of) land values, because developers factor this known cost into their negotiations during the land purchase process. In discussions with developers, we are aware that they are indeed doing this. There is therefore no need for a CIL exemption on self build, as it only serves to inflate land values for people seeking to self build. The Council has also received complaints from local communities about the loss of local infrastructure funding due to the exemption. The self build exemption was introduced into the CIL Regulations after Teignbridge had adopted CIL and its Local Plan ‘5% self build’ policy. It is likely that Councils seeking CIL infrastructure funding may be reluctant to introduce a percentage self build policy where it has such a substantial impact on infrastructure funding. In addition, many of the self build plots receiving exemptions are for very large properties of 300 sq m plus, which is not the primary objective of the policy (to help people build their own ‘more affordable’ housing). Teignbridge would therefore recommend that the APPG and the Government consider when to end the CIL self build exemption, and in the interim, the CIL regulations should be amended to exempt only the first 100 sq m of floorspace of any new self build home. 3. Developer Build Programmes As demonstrated in table A, as a local planning authority Teignbridge has been doing much to promote and enable self build. The 102 planning permissions resulting from the 5% policy are in addition to small individual windfall self build projects and the other work that Teignbridge does to support and enable self build, such as the
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adoption of a Self Build Supplementary Planning Document and promotion at the South West Self Build Show. A challenge remains in the authority’s limited ability to require developers to bring permitted plots to market. An authority can grant many planning permissions, but there is little guarantee of when self build plots will be available to purchase, and large sites can take many years before the self build phase is ready for sale. The above evidence all points to the strong case for greater public sector involvement in delivery of small sites to enable accelerated delivery of custom and self build housing. A proposal by Teignbridge for such intervention is set out below. 4. The Need to pilot larger scale direct delivery of custom build - Proposal for South West Custom Build Starter Homes delivery pilot Teignbridge, Plymouth, Cornwall and Dartmoor are proposing a joint strategy to enable the delivery of custom build homes. This South West Cluster authorities are proposing that DCLG establishes a £10 million revolving fund, to allow the partnership to enable 400 custom build homes to start on site by March 2020. The partnership expects to bring forward 15 sites initially with profits recycled to enable more sites and repay the loan. Each site will provide a mixture of open market and affordable custom build homes, which include at least 20% custom build starter homes. Wherever possible the partnership will seek to increase the proportion of custom build starter homes, subject to viability and site-specific issues. In addition to the delivery of homes, this ground breaking pilot project will allow the development of the right skills, expertise and capacity to successfully deliver custom build starter home sites. Each of the four partner authority areas contain distinct and varied housing markets – from urban regeneration; to suburban redevelopment; to greenfield development; and sensitive rural sites – and these will enable the delivery model to be replicated throughout the country. The partnership guarantees to continuously share knowledge and skills throughout this pilot in order to establish a clear and replicable financial and delivery model, to enable all authorities to convert their custom build registers into deliverable custom build sites and homes. Overall, we wish to forge a positive contribution towards the diversification of the housing sector and to support SME developers and contractors. We hope that the APPG considers the beneficial impact that removing the CIL exemption and raising the S106 pooling limit could have on the wider adoption of the Teignbridge rule. We also encourage the group to support and recommend the piloting of a South West Cluster Revolving Fund to allow local authorities to lead and enable the delivery of custom build sites at a large scale. Contact:
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Alex Lessware BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI Spatial Planning and Delivery Teignbridge District Council Forde House, Newton Abbot, TQ12 4XX Telephone: 01626 215702
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All Parliamentary Party Group Workstream on New Sources of Supply



1. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. Developers must have planning permission before going down the compulsory purchase route. b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. There is no requirement for landowners to sell land; they can therefore hold on to it until they can sell it for a vast amount. There are also often covenants on land that mean it can only be sold for a specific purpose. c. The planning system and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. The planning system creates a range of barriers, including the length of time it takes to obtain planning consent and the charges involved on top of the planning fee, such as report costs, as well as extra barriers, such as the process following objections. The planning process is cost prohibitive to any SME or new source of supply One new development to provide 150 new homes in County Durham has already cost in excess of £850,000 and has taken four years in the planning process. To some organisations this cost cannot be justified and limits the number of such schemes coming forward. While it is important to involve the local community to get its agreement, rather than simply going through the appeal process to push schemes through, an appeal is often necessary because existing residents’ groups can be against any such change, however good the scheme.



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. There needs to be a recognition that in many areas, development is risky and costly. Programmes like the Estate Regeneration Fund are an acknowledgement that predevelopment costs can be prohibitively expensive. Accessible funding with no risk to the developer could help unlock more sites and bring more schemes to market. Using £20m of Estate Regeneration Fund in the Tees Valley could enable 11 sites to become areas for development and could enable over 7,000 homes to be built. The fund allows costs that are particularly restrictive to private developers, such as predevelopment costs, planning fees, commissioned reports and due diligence and site appraisal to be undertaken. The fund could speed up delivery by many years.
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b. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. Help to Buy stimulated the housing market following the recession when the option to access a mortgage became scarce. Discounted home ownership products such as shared ownership could be easier to access and better promoted, with a simpler process. Shared ownership receives only small amounts of promotion and publicity which limits its attraction. An application for shared ownership is also a much more complex process for the customer and the developer than Help to Buy. This explains why Help to Buy is a much more popular product for customers than shared ownership. There is a lack of mortgage availability since the recession but also less job security, meaning securing a mortgage is a much tougher task. The development of Rent to Buy products, which work financially and legally for developing registered providers, would support larger development programmes. In the past we have used the HCA Intermediate Market Rent product as a rent to buy tool and this helped us develop a 200 unit scheme in York by reducing our sales risk at a tricky time in the recession.



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. Some sites that are risky need various organisations to come together, where local authorities act as the strategic partner alongside a funding body, such as the Homes and Communities Agency. There are large developable areas of brownfield land within our area where development is marginal and the market is not prepared to invest, at risk, in the protracted, costly and complicated process of bringing forward the site for development. These sites need significant investment in pre-planning preparation, market research and master-planning before a developer will take the risk of building homes in competition with more attractive greenfield sites. The sites are unlikely to come forward without this type of work being carried out in advance so that the developer can invest. This is a great example of where the Estate Regeneration Fund could help de-risk opportunities to enable them to be brought forward. Grouping a number of such schemes together within this sub-region would enable an efficient, coordinated and planned programme of development across the area. One example of an enabling partnership was during the last recession, when we worked in partnership with City of York Council to build out homes deemed by the private sector to be too risky. We built them, rented them out initially and now are in
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the process of selling vacant homes as and when they are empty. This fulfilled the need to build and support the construction world when it was most needed and now supports home ownership.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. Local authorities are vastly stretched and do not have much time to support fledgling businesses; engagement with new sources would need to be incentivised to encourage local authorities.



5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? Stronger controls on the period between granting planning approval and starting work on site.
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Submission from TOWN www.wearetown.co.uk Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. c. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. It is not a problem unique or specific to Newcastle but the supply of housing is essentially in an armlock created by the interplay of: • A planning system politically over-focused on managing (and usually restricting) the supply of housing land and under-focused of the form and quality of housing development. • A land market that has evolved on the premise that housing land is generally scarce and therefore valuable and has become increasingly expert at extracting maximum price for the minimum of commitments in terms of sharing planning gain • A house-building sector that has evolved around an arms race for its key input – land – at the expense of design and build quality and product diversity and has consolidated into an oligopoly (an industry dominated by a small number of big firms) of which the defining characteristic is weak competition and lack of innovation. In a market dominated by five-year housing land supply considerations, local authorities are discouraged from insisting on quality/diversity, landowners don’t need to be as worried about the planning implications of not worrying about quality/diversity (unless they have some wider, nonfinancial motive to be), and builders have to sink all the surplus into the land price or they’ll never be able to buy any. (In many cases local authorities are, however reluctantly, part of this nexus because of the best consideration rules pertaining to land sales under the 1972 LG Finance Act, which ought to be relaxed.) SME builders, CLTs and other alternative sources of supply flourish in the sort of ‘zone, masterplan and subdivide’ planning system most European countries operate because such systems tend to (a) produce a more plentiful land supply (b) are prescriptive about outcomes numbers and (c) make it harder to speculate on the value of land. So there is more genuine competition for supply and it is easier for new entrants with an ‘angle’ to get into the land market, navigate planning etc.
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PIP and LDOs are in effect mechanisms for introducing ‘zone, masterplan and subdivide’ into UK planning practice and, used intelligently, could go some way to producing similar conditions. Key is that they are (i) clear about the qualitative as well as quantitative outcomes they want to achieve (ii) appropriately prescriptive about spatial planning, design and other factors to effectively achieve those outcomes without suffocating creativity in the range of potential responses and (iii) have real teeth so that they can be enforced against the speculative urge to defy policy and plan-by-appeal. Our own experience of K1 Cambridge has an element of this: no PIP or LDO but careful development of a positive policy for cohousing on the K1 site which created a clear political and administrative context for a land disposal in which financial considerations were balanced by a framework for outcomes and a wellhoned brief. It was a competitive, market-driven process but one which encouraged new providers because it entailed an ethos, commitment and method that didn’t suit most established developers. 1. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. b. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. c. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. d. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. I’m not sure that finance and funding per se is a major barrier to new sources. It’s more that the vicious circle of factors described above make entry into the housing market for SMEs and other new providers an inherently risky and complex investment – so funding is in some ways rightly hard to obtain and pretty expensive. The first act of any would-be provider must be to secure land; land is scarce and even bidding for it is expensive; and the tendency for any new entrant is either to overbid or instead to look for low-quality land that no-one else wants and usually for good reason. In any event, this is a considerable risk for any funder and as a result the funding of anything other than very well established mainstream developers producing a tried-and-tested product has become a very specialised activity. Sort out the dysfunction in the market described above and housing provision could become normalised for ordinary, mainstream business or Pending that revolution, however, some areas that could be improved to help new sources of supply are: • further development of and competition within the ‘accelerator’ mortgage and other self and custom build financial product market to make it easier and more widespread for people to obtain funding to commission their own home. This would
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help reveal tent demand in these sectors to the market and increase the ‘consumer pull’ factor in encouraging greater diversity of supply • equity lending to small and start-up developers. Finding debt for good projects is not hard; finding equity investment even for low-risk and clearly profitable ones is tricky. One way LAs could join up their policy objectives and funding capacity where they want to diversify provision is to invest directly in projects/ventures which they also the capability to derisk as planning and/or housing authority. Many LAs already do this but it is not mainstream.



1. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. b. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. c. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. As custom builders we are great believers that we need to focus on growing the industry as a whole rather than just our share of it, so we think sharing best-practice, peer-to-peer support and collaboration on projects is essential. As our first big project is both custom build and cohousing, we’re finding that there is a lot of interest in how it has developed and how the learning can be applied in different circumstances. The development industry tends to trade a lot in inside knowledge and to treat information that could and in theory should be readily accessible and exchangable, like build cost information and market data, as precious IP to be closely guarded. Encouraging a culture of open-sourcing or peer-exchanging information among smaller and like-minded providers would be one way of reducing start-up/growth costs and encouraging a culture of best practice and learning. This doesn’t necessarily need new initiatives – it could be encouraged through the Good Homes Alliance or similar. 1. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. 2. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?
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If LAs were freer in respect of the use of their land assets to meet policy objectives and ‘make the market’ on the supply side it would make a considerable difference. In terms of the one thing national government could do, the answer is probably land value taxation but I suspect it won’t happen in my lifetime!
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National Housing Taskforce: New Sources of Supply Consultation Trust for London Response Introduction Trust for London is an independent, endowed charitable organisation whose mission is to reduce poverty and inequality in London. We do this by funding the voluntary and community sector and others, commissioning research, and using our expertise and knowledge to support work that tackles poverty and its root causes. Annually, we provide about £7 million in grants; at any one point we are supporting some 400 organisations. Given the significance of housing costs in contributing to poverty in London, the Trust takes great interest in housing. We are working to tackle London’s housing crisis on three fronts: firstly, by contributing to the evidence base, for example, we have funded housing research by the Institute for Fiscal Studies and Institute for Public Policy Research; secondly, though funding policy and campaigning work, particularly regarding the experiences of people on low incomes in the private rented sector; and thirdly, by investing in alternative housing solutions - for example, Y:Cube, a new housing development led by a London YMCA that offers genuinely affordable housing units for people leaving hostels and supported housing schemes. The Trust is also a land- and property-owner, with holdings across the City and central London, in outer London and neighbouring boroughs, making up over one third (36%) of our approximately £300m endowment. Much of this land is already developed, or is restricted in what can be done with it. In line with our mission, we have, however, begun to explore whether there might be an opportunity to develop part of a particular site to provide long-term affordable housing. This paper sets out the Trust’s position, including the overarching proposition, the investment framework within which we are operating, how the land might be used to contribute to our mission, barriers and what might be helpful. Finally we lay out our planned next steps. The proposition Trust for London is proposing to use a particular piece of land to develop a model of affordable housing that is appropriate for organisations – charitable trusts, churches etc. – who own land, have social purposes, but also, like the Trust, operate within a legal framework that compels them to act within certain boundaries. We wish to help people on lower incomes gain a share in London’s property wealth, through community-led housing, with the adaptation that we retain an interest in the land. We envisage the land being used to create a mixed development of, hypothetically, around 100 homes, which would include some homes for purchase and part ownership, some for social rent and some for intermediate private rent (e.g. living rent).



Trust for London



316



The Trust’s investment framework The Trust is a charitable foundation, whose assets comprise a permanent endowment and an expendable endowment. The land in question is part of the permanent endowment. This endowment is held in an investment pool regulated by the Charity Commission. The Trust aims through its investment strategy to maximise the amount available for distribution, and maintain the value of the endowment in real terms. The effect of this is that we would not give land in the pool away to another body such as a community land trust (CLT). While the land is in the pool we can sell it, or else (and this is what we prefer) we can retain an interest in it, and seek an investment return. We also cannot do anything that would damage the value of the land long-term or place in question our rights to full title. We would also not go ahead with any kind of development of land in the pool that was not exempt from the right to buy. Finally, we also would not wish to bind future generations of trustees, and would therefore look to retain the right to exit / sell the land at a later date. As an investor, the Trust is motivated to use its assets in a way that takes social, environmental and ethical considerations into account. If it were possible to meet the restrictions on how we use our funds (particularly legal requirements around returns), while also contributing towards our mission of reducing poverty and inequality in London, this would be seen as worth pursuing. We have some freedom in that we are not dependent on government subsidy or match funding to be able to act. We are also able to be patient in choosing actions to help achieve a better outcome. We have existed for 125 years, which gives an element of perspective. As with all other potential developments, the land would be subject to restrictions and negotiations with the local authority around planning permission, Section 106 and Community Infrastructure Levy. Using the land to contribute to our mission Using the land to contribute to our mission implies a few things. Firstly, we would be looking to provide housing for those on low incomes. Secondly, we would be looking to do this on a long-term basis, ie. placing restrictions such that any discount would be applicable to resale, rather than accruing to a single generation of purchaser. We would also like to have first refusal on any sales. We are aware that much of the long-term value accumulation in property is in the land. We therefore plan to explore ways of sharing the uplift in assessed land value with purchasers, so that they are able to share in London’s wealth. This is a variation from the CLT model. We believe it may be possible to bring learning from shared ownership approaches to bear. We plan to work with partners, notably a developer and housing association, to deliver and manage the project.
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Barriers We perceive the following barriers. Firstly, we do not think there is an existing, proven model out there that does what we want and meets our needs in terms of our investment strategy and other restrictions. It is for this reason we are willing to invest the time and money needed to create and test this model. We plan to disseminate the model to other organisations like ourselves in the hope that they might copy it. Secondly, we are keen that potential purchasers of the homes we enable to be created are able to access mortgage finance at or close to market rates. For this reason, it may be worth us considering marketing the model as being equivalent to other well-understood ownership models, such as shared ownership. Enablers Firstly we will not proceed without legal clarity around the Right to Buy, as well as ways of sharing wealth without enfranchising residents. This is a way in which the Government can help. At present the infrastructure to develop and vet our approach is partial. We would benefit from identified alternative housing experts with a track record of working with landowners to bring their land into use in this way. Another enabler is our financial assets. If mortgage finance is potentially perceived as risky, might we in some way be able use our assets to insure or guarantee the mortgages of purchasers? Planned next steps We are developing our outline approach, including a basic financial model, internally and with industry specialists, and plan to present to our Trustees in late September. This will enable us to start the process of seeking appropriate partners, as well as beginning to consult and engage with local stakeholders in 2017. Contact People with an interest in finding out more or being kept informed on the project’s progress are welcome to contact Susie Dye, Grants Manager, at [email protected].
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National Housing Taskforce inquiry into new sources of supply - Call for evidence Submission by UK Cohousing Network - September 2016 Background ‘Cohousing communities are created and run by their residents. Each household has a self-contained, individual or family home but residents come together to manage their community and share activities. Cohousing is a way of combating the alienation and isolation many experience today, recreating the neighbourly support of the past. This can happen anywhere, in an existing street or starting a new community using empty homes or building new.’ Cohousing is more widely established in other countries than in the UK, most notably Denmark where it makes up approximately 8% of the housing stock; here as in Germany and Sweden such growth has been supported by government initiatives and social housing providers. The UK Cohousing Network is a membership organisation, established in 2007 to promote awareness of cohousing and to support the development of new cohousing communities. Our aim is to enable communities to use the cohousing principles to create better places to live by reducing isolation and loneliness through social connection, sharing facilities and services to reduce living costs, energy use and promote sustainable living. We exist as a resource point for anyone interested in finding out about cohousing, as well as providing advice for local councils, housing associations, and other organisations. Our primary focus is to find ways to make cohousing accessible, and to help shape the policy and public funding environment to achieve this goal, working with other community led housing or ganisations and age advocacy organisations. In June 2016, a Parliamentary launch was held for the publication report of the findings from a series of six seminar programmes funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) entitled ‘Cohousing: Shared Futures’. This report contains key evidence and recommendations that are used in this submission. The full report can be found at http://cohousing.org.uk/sites/default/files/Cohousing-shared-futures%202016.pdf UKCN is currently contributing to a number of work streams along with other community led housing organisations to look at what infrastructure is required to support the delivery and scaling out of community led housing in the UK. This work originated from an event hosted by the Building and Social Foundation at Windsor Castle in 2014, which has since formed the basis of a community led housing alliance. An important outcome of this work is the understanding of the commonality of community led housing; cohousing for example is not a legal model but rather a way of living, cohousing communities can be set up as Community Land Trusts, developed through self-build or self-help routes and are very often run as co-operatives. We have recently collectively submitted proposals to the DCLG for the Coastal & Rural Fund; to the GLA for a community housing delivery support hub for London and to the Welsh Government for support across Wales.
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Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development It is well documented that the land ownership and purchase system in the UK is monopo lised by individuals and companies with significant capital resources, which has the effect of suppressing supply to control prices. This has also been replicated by the public sector seeking to achieve the highest price and often limiting access to those who have the re sources to go through the bureaucratic process of procurement, such as the HCA Delivery Partner Panel or OJEU. The access to land and buildings is one of the most significant barriers to the potential growth of community led development as a new source of housing supply. Ordinary people just don't have the resources or knowledge of the systems of land purchase to be able to compete in the current market place. Many groups have folded and given up after years of trying to find and acquire sites, and those that have managed to do so have often incurred significant costs and time delays as a result of going through procurement processes. There are currently 42 developing cohousing groups across that are UKCN members, the vast majority of these are stuck at the land/building acquisition stage. The number of groups reaching project completion is less than 2 per year. a) Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land: • The main issue in respect of public land and building disposal or leasing is cultural one, that is then backed up by risk adverse policy approaches such as OJEU, best value etc, which may not have to be applied but often are in the absence of understanding the impact or other potential routes. If a proactive policy position was taken, for example the Baugruppen approach in Germany, which provides access to public land for self-builders and cohousing groups at a fixed price often accompanied by sustainable infrastructure, then this would significantly increase the supply of land for new community led projects. The production of practical guidance by central government to Local Authorities, Government Departments (MOD, Health etc), HCA and other public bodies to enable land and buildings disposal to community led housing groups would make a really significant impact on accessibility to sites. • We are starting to see some changes in approach by Local Authorities, e.g, Bristol, who have ceased to market their public assets to the highest bidder, and instead have said they are interested in long term leasing to local communities for housing, these proactive LA’s could help inform the production of wider guidance across the country There is a huge opportunity for both public and private land and asset owners to engage with Community Led Housing groups as they are often interested in taking on smaller and more challenging sites than mainstream house builders, they are also keen to engage lo cal SME’s and to work with the emerging custom build industry. a) Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply: • Much of the potentially available land is tied up in options with house builders; public land disposal/procurement processes are aimed at main stream house builders too despite their strong hold on controlling mainstream supply • Landowners and agents do not generally see Community Led Housing as a credible op tion to sell to, unless it is a local philanthropic landowner who maybe part of the commu nity in rural areas. It can be all too difficult and takes too long, as community groups generally do not have the same access to professional resources and finance as mainstream house builders.
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• Hope value is a real issue for any unallocated land, where it is often the long term asset that is of interest to the private land owner rather than the short term capital receipt. Land may also be required for other uses at some stage, and for both scenarios community leasing options could be attractive as shorter term housing solutions • Philanthropic local landowners often have concern that any housing released for afford able housing will be lost in future through initiatives such as Right to Buy, so protecting this through CLT’s is essential to the future supply of such land b) The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help: • The Baugruppen approach mentioned above designates permission in principle for community housing use, with detail to follow which is an important factor in setting a fixed price for the land • Local authorities could facilitate more collective self-build through serviced plots to groups to enable greater affordability than individual approaches and greater community cohesion • Exception sites permissions could be for Community Led Housing - broader than just affordable housing, to meet a whole range of community needs. This approach could potentially be applied in urban as well as rural situations • Designated Community Led project opportunities in Major Development projects, for example rather than specifically designating areas for extra care housing for older people, generally to be provided by social landlords, alternatives such community led cohousing could be an alternative more sustainable option. • A broader policy understanding of our changing nature of employment could also help in enabling empty office buildings or designated employment land use to be available for residential with creative entrepreneurial workspace, such as a cohousing project • A community-led housing planning use class could be considered to address some of the barriers that the cultural history of the mainstream planning system creates for CLH projects Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources The ability for Community Led housing to be significant in the supply of new sources is predicated on a total process approach being applied. Whilst accessibility of land is critical, this is inextricably linked to the access to affordable finance to acquire sites and for groups to have a sound business plan to develop this into a community led housing project. a) New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes: •



A total process approach requires a long term infrastructure of technical and financial support being available to community groups at a local level. This is the significant difference between the current mainstream housing supply of house builders and housing associations that they have the infrastructure in their businesses and the capital for development. The current short term, dispersed and rather chaotic funding that has been available to community groups for predevelopment work has created a stop/start situation. Furthermore the provision of predevelopment advice is extremely variable across the country because of this short term approach. As part of the Community Led Housing Alliance has jointly put together a proposal for the setting up of local/regional delivery support hubs for community led housing, which has been fed into the DCLG; GLA; Welsh Government and funders Power to Change. More information on this is provided below, but for the
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•



purposes of the provision of finance for pre-development the local delivery support hubs could be a credible vehicle for channelling this and be instrumental in de-risking projects to enable affordable development construction finance to be available. The CLH alliance support hub proposal recognises that whilst a large proportion of pre-development costs can be appropriately capitalised into the outturn housing projects, and thus provided on a revolving fund basis, there are some costs that will require grant funding. A local/regional hub connected to a national framework could maximise the efficiency of processes however to keep this to a minimum.



c) Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work: • We are aware of a cohousing group that has made use of the HCA Builders Finance Fund however the assessment of their risk profile was such that the interest rate for the loan was higher than could be found in the market place from lenders such as the Ecology Building Society. It would be useful to look at how this risk assessment was under taken and if there are issues which could be mitigated to reduce the cost of borrowing for community groups. d) Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models: • There are a few lenders who support more innovative approaches and relatively new tenures such as mutual homeownership. If some of the more significant tenets to enable community led housing are put in place to scale up and out, then it would be of more in terest to other lenders to look at broadening their offer if there is a bigger market for the products. e) Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes: • Access to a range of affordable funding is critical. These need to include grants for noncapitalised work, and to support affordable housing provision for a range of tenures; plus affordable loans potentially achieved through working with lenders, and providing government guarantees to reduce the cost of risk. This could be provided much more cost effectively with a longer term more planned approach than previous short term initiatives. A clear agreed definition for CLH would ensure support and funding is available to gen uine community-led projects. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support There is widespread consensus amongst community led organisations, that in order to support community led housing and to enable it to flourish as a significant new source of supply, there has to be investment in new enabling infrastructure at a local level. As mentioned above this is built into the business models of house builders and developing housing associations and is understood to only work at a local/regional level, although often using national supply chains, because of the variations in the housing markets across the country and development practicalities. As there is already an emerging national community led housing alliance, this could be better resourced to enable there to be a national information and expert resource that can work with local support hubs.
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a) Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important • There are emerging community led partnerships in some parts of the country that have the potential with appropriate resources to become local/regional CLH support hubs, examples of these are Leeds Community Homes; Bristol Community Land Trust working across the city with other CLH groups and similar arrangement in Liverpool, North East CLH groups, and in rural areas too like Wessex Community Assets and Rural Action Yorkshire work with Rural Housing Enablers. The most important element is working with the community groups to enable them to realise their potential giving choice and flexibility to choose an approach which suits the communities’ needs rather than imposing models or structures that have to respond to specific funding initiatives. This is why a broader community led housing approach, collaboratively building on the existing groups locally, is required rather than just different support mechanisms from a variety of organisations. • Some cohousing groups have been supported by Housing Associations in partnership to provide mixed tenure projects. Whilst this was a key recommendation of the HAPPI 3 re port, some of these have been difficult relationships because of cultural and power im balances. Local support hubs could potentially assist in this process being better by independently facilitating such partnerships. f)



How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation



• Local support hubs, linked to a national network could provide quality advice and consis tency of service for groups, stakeholders and investors, that is unlikely to be achieved on an ad hoc provision basis. Such hubs could provide training and workshops for community groups, professionals, local authorities, housing associations, developers, and potential volunteers. The hubs could support groups through advice on making professional appointments and fee management. g) The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build’ • Local/Regional links are key to unlocking and scaling the community led issues and housing solutions to their local area. Whilst a national information point is an important resource, the development and innovation will often be at the local level, through the sharing of ideas and learning. The housing and land market across the country is so di verse that local solutions are imperative. Furthermore people love to see and be inspired by what has been achieved locally, to feel that they can do the same. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a) Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome • Local authorities have limited resources and can struggle with the cultural and practical challenges that new approaches may have, including engaging with potentially numer ous different community groups. Working alongside Local Authorities to set up local/regional CLH delivery support hubs would facilitate a practical partnership, avoiding a potential top down approach. The hubs can offer both groups and local authorities credibil-
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ity, consistency and reliability in their approach to enable collaborative innovation in policy development locally as well as practical delivery of housing projects. h) Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level: • Much of the learning and good practice in CLH is shared but is in a variety of different or ganisations. A national Community led Housing information platform has been discussed to be developed by the CLH alliance to act as a central resource and potentially a virtual network for local/regional hubs to also share information. • At both a national and more significantly local level the sharing of information and facilitation of groups to form using technology and in person, will build capacity by enabling more people to get involved in community led housing and collaborative approaches that they may not know otherwise how to go about this What one thing could national government do to make the most difference? As explained in this submission a total process approach would ensure the most successful delivery of community led housing as a new source of supply. If pushed to select the el ement that national government could best do out of this it would be the overarching politi cal support in the form of the production of national guidance for Local Authorities, Government Departments (MOD, Health etc), HCA and other public bodies to enable land and buildings disposal to community led housing groups. Key recommendations for action A total process approach to be taken to include: • Resources for building local/regional support hubs for technical expertise and access to development expertise • National guidance to facilitate community access to acquire land and buildings • Access to affordable loan finance and appropriate grant funding • Planning policy development/guidance to enable more pro-active community led development • Ensuring choice and flexibility to enable groups to choose an approach which suits the communities’ needs • A clear agreed definition to ensure support and funding is available to genuine community-led projects Anna Kear Executive Director UK Cohousing Network
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Submitted by Dave Matkin Commercial Director, on behalf of Unity Trust Bank Plc Who are we?



Unity Trust Bank is a specialist bank founded on the philosophy of serving the common good. This vision, set out by the trade union movement, was to create a bank that would serve the needs of its customers and enrich society as a whole; this vision remains firm today and is embedded in our constitution. With over 30 year’s experience, we provide day-to-day banking and loans to social sector organisations who share the Bank’s values and philosophy. Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development: a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. c. The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources: d. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes – a government none repayable grant scheme, incorporating an early stage & ongoing assessment by an independent body, would be ideal way to assist organisations in the feasibility /pre planning stages. A Social funder could fund this, but it would be at a premium rate. Alternatively could government provide one fund to allow social funders & Banks to access to lend on at a subsidised rate (typical social funder interest rates are from 8% to 12%). e. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. – Empty Homes scheme, massive success. Unity (£3m loans provided) was one of the main supporters & match funders for the project over both tranches of government grant funding. f. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. – If the above (point d) was offered /
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provided it gives any commercial loan/mortgage provider a simple proposition to assess. (Empty home scheme – generally 50% LTV, with stake coming from government grants. Organisation was assessed for grant funding & accepted prior to seeking funding from Banks, using a similar system to a Bank’s credit assessment). Could government offer a guarantee similar to EFG to cover loan & or repayments? g. Work on availability of shared ownership mortgages that would increase confidence for smaller housing associations looking to access capital grants. h. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. As above. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support: i. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. – HCA/Empty Homes & Trident. Again linked to empty homes scheme. j. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation. – Always sceptical regarding, expert panels & grant funding tends to give the mind set of “jobs for the boys”. However if reputable companies are used, this could be a useful tool to pre qualify a client before seeking bank funding. k. The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors: l. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. m. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference: Smaller providers usually need some form of financial support up-front to reduce risk and less uncertainty in planning permissions.
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A brief summary of research into CLTs from the University of Liverpool University of Liverpool September 2016 1. Overview of research to date Researchers at the University of Liverpool have undertaken research on Community Land Trusts over the past eight years. Initially this was part of a Knowledge Transfer Project funded via the ESRC and a local housing association, then known as Arena and now known as Your Housing. This work looked at the stock of homes in the Anfield area of North Liverpool and sought to learn from the more mature development of CLTs in the USA, visiting CLTs in Burlington, Boston, New York and Minnesota. This year we have attempted to consider some of the recent initiatives in England, beginning with the East London CLT, Homebaked in Anfield and Granby Four Streets in Liverpool, but also interviewing those developing a CLT or working towards a CLT in places such as Brighton, Bristol, Leeds and Davenport. What we present below is based on the work we have done to date and some preliminary analysis of the discussions we have held in 2016. 2. Key lessons for the UK urban CLT movement Based on our work to date we can point to some generic lessons for the UK urban CLT movement. 



There is diversity in the CLT movement. The difference in purpose and form of the CLT is related to local context and need. In some communities the CLT is important for stability and sustainability of the community (i.e. as a form of regeneration, resisting gentrification and so on) while in others it can offer affordable housing in areas of scarcity and high prices (as in Cooper Square, Manhattan and St Clement’s, East London).







The original asset base for the CLT is critical. Where there can be intervention in the form of land and/or buildings made available there is potential to leverage in other resources. Where these other resources include government support as well as philanthropic support, then the CLT potential 1
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(obviously) increases, although there is scant evidence to suggest the experience in the UK can facilitate this. 



CLTs do not tend to generate large financial revenues and generally income streams will relate to (i) the way that the CLT is set up and (ii) the asset base of the CLT. It appears then that despite an substantive asset base, CLTs can be under capitalised.







It also appears that CLTs need to acquire additional assets to maintain their own sustainability. In other words, they may need to grow and access land in the future to ensure a continuous revenue base.







The institutional infrastructure for CLTs is limited. National organisations and networks are critical, such as the National CLT Network in the US and the ‘sister’ organisation in the UK. These networks provide the basis for knowledge exchange and information sharing. However, they also shine a light on the lack of institutional support from local authorities, regional, state and national governments.







The financial model for the CLT differs (see first point) while despite different purposes evident across the CLT movement, the social mission tends to be more consistent. The CLT movement needs to develop opportunities for revenue generation and should not rely on large single payments such as housing sales or low levels of annual income related to membership or land holding arrangements to meet their mission.







The CLT reaches an optimum state when it involves itself in broader community economic and social development. The US movement provides us with evidence that this is the case, with a number of CLTs seeking to build capacity among communities by providing for example, space for enterprise (small businesses and social enterprises), urban agriculture, education, play and emergency services. The Dudley Street CLT in Boston is a good example of being part of a broader community economic development plan.
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The learning and knowledge exchange between countries and places within countries (i.e. states) is limited because of the different laws that regulate land, land sales and land use as well as access to finance. With this in mind we should not seek to replicate, but can make efforts to learn from each other through international debate and conferences.







In the UK many housing associations will look similar in mission to what US CLTs (or other community build initiatives) seek to achieve. Yet this may prove to be a false comparison not least because of the way the environment is changing for UK housing associations. The question we might ask therefore, is why so few of the CLTs in the UK are able to provide volume in rental accommodation via the CLT model? This is particularly relevant as an argument could be made that owner occupation has peaked in the UK.



3. In response to questions posed by the National Housing Taskforce 3.1 On barriers and opportunities for obtaining land Our research from the US and from the UK shows that the acquisition of land is the critical aspect of the CLT initiative. The role of landowners therefore is crucial with local and national government able to influence the disposal of land. Our work with Your Housing showed that the transfer of assets to a community initiative was problematic if the financial resources were not available for this to occur, or if the capacity within the community was not fully realised. Our work with two CLTs in the US demonstrated that local government could leverage legislation such as Eminent Domain Status (similar to compulsory purchase laws in the UK) to enable the community organisation. Even without this, by providing land and financial support government can support the CLT. The lesson here is that government support for the CLT is sparse and unfocused and this is evident in the UK locally and nationally. Campaigns to help government realise that the CLT movement has potential for both the provision of affordable housing and stabilising communities are essential.
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3.2 On the provision of finance to support the CLT There is a lack of solidarity finance to support the CLT movement. Our evidence indicates that when CLTs have been successful they have been able to access finance that can subsidise the value of the land, which they will own, and therefore subsidise the overall price of the home regardless of whether this is for sale or for rent. Capturing this subsidy in a way that can be held in perpetuity is an important principle although there are different models to enable this. The problems that CLTs face in raising finance is specific, relating to land acquisition or home purchase, but generic in the sense that many other community-based initiatives also suffer from similar problems. Indeed, the social economy, of which the CLT movement could make a greater connection with, is characterised by being under capitalised and short of patient investment capital. The CLT movement experiences this while many housing associations appear to be asset-rich. The lesson here for the CLT movement is twofold: first, seek out greater levels of social innovation in finance by widening networks with the broader social economy and second, think carefully about resale formula to ensure the subsidy or initial financial input is captured for the long term (i.e. taking into account things like consumer or wage inflation). And the lesson for government is that by providing the correct form of financial support subsidies can be locked into affordable housing, not only adding social value but also reducing the need for annual or repeating forms of subsidy over a longer period of time. 3.3 Enabling infrastructure and partnerships It is more than an irony that a main beneficiary of any attempt to increase the quantity of social housing are private developers. These are the same developers who are able to use their political capital to reduce the numbers of affordable homes provided in any particular scheme and who have a vested interest in house price inflation. Our research indicates that this is a difficult market to break into and to resist; although in some instances new build has been provided by developers with a commitment to community and with a social mission (Dudley Street for example) and when renovation is the main source of housing provision, that social value can be built into building contracts (Granby Four Streets for instance). 4 University of Liverpool
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The lesson for the CLT movement is simple in this regard. The CLT movement in the UK is in its infancy and it would benefit from a greater level of engagement with the broader social economy initiatives that are likely to exist in any particular urban area. This is a key area for building infrastructure. The CLT movement should seek to build networks within its own movement horizontally, from urban area to urban area, using the National CLT Network. It then should link up with the social economy in a type of network of networks initiative to enable greater levels of solidarity. This could for instance, open up new opportunities in markets hitherto dominated by the private sector. 3.4 Can capacity in new source sectors be enabled? This also relates to the previous point. Greater levels of social innovation can be found through building social capital within the social economy and the CLT movement can be part of this. In addition, political support would increase the chances of new sources becoming a reality. CLTs have to engage with the local social economy, the social enterprise network within their own area, to search, pursue and help stimulate social innovation. This will be the root of new source sectors that support specifically the CLT movement. 4. The community, the land and the trust We can make the following points from our research on the three essential elements of the CLT. 4.1 Community The incorporation of non CLT residents, CLT residents and citizen representatives who will regard the public interest as important provides the basis for CLT governance. However, tensions will arise in respect of individual ownership vis a vis community trusteeship and guarantees of affordability in the face of the market and the balance between resident control and stewardship. In some cases, community activism has been essential to the success of the CLT (Cooper Square in Manhattan and Granby Four Streets for instance) and we should note that (i) 5 University of Liverpool
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community organizing is essential for the vitality of the CLT, and that (ii) this is not always antagonistic because the CLT is based on a reformist philosophy centred on self-help with democratic control of assets. Leadership is therefore critical and the CLT must consider training for such leadership and prepare for the future leaders of the CLT by involving young people today. 4.2 Land For the CLT land is a shared resource, used for a common good. The CLT seeks to ‘buck the market’ by locking in an initial subsidy into land values. The tension here is that the asset held by the CLT (for instance the land) may in some urban CLTs be well below what could be obtained in an open market. The CLT may need therefore, to prepare for legal challenges to land ownership from disgruntled home owners in the CLT who are unable to realize equity in the same way as nearby owner occupiers (we witnessed this in Boston). This contradiction over value is essential to understand and the CLT movement needs to build up expertise and capacity to recognize and manage this; that is, the value of the home for the community in perpetuity in a way to ensure secure land tenure, is juxtaposed against speculative property investment. 4.3 Trust The trust in the CLT centres on democratic governance. The value of land in the CLT tends towards a de-commoditization perspective that will likely mean the CLT must engage with other community needs and objectives. Therefore, the trust needs to enable stewardship of land and housing in perpetuity and is likely to be in a continuous opposition to the open market, resisting aspects of house price inflation and through experiences of gentrification, and quite possibly could be in opposition to what government wants. An essential element then, is the formalizing of trust through the legal and organizational structure of the CLT that means land (or assets of the CLT) have to be difficult to sell on the open market in the near, medium and long term. This capacity of trust has to be built within the movement and within individual CLTs. 5. Some publications relevant to this work
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For further evidence and reference to the points above see the following publications: 



Engelsman, U., Rowe, M. and Southern, A. (forthcoming) Community Land Trusts – a radical or reformist response to the Housing Question today, ACME







An International E-Journal for Critical Geographies. Engelsman, U., Rowe, M., and Southern, A. (2016). Community Land Trusts, affordable housing and community organising in low-income neighbourhoods,







International Journal of Housing Policy. Engelsman, U., Rowe, M. and Southern, A. (2016) Narratives of urban







resistance: the Community Land Trust, Architecture_MPS. Southern, A. and Whittam, G. (2015). The re-appropriation of enterprise and urban entrepreneurialism. In Entrepreneurship in Cities: Neighbourhoods,







Households and Homes (pp. 80-102). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. Southern, A. (2014). Something is stirring in Anfield: Elite Premier League







football and localism, Local Economy. Engelsman, U. and Southern, A. (2010) Knowledge transfer in regeneration: Is it feasible and can the community benefit? Journal of Urban Regeneration and Renewal.



See also 



Engelsman, U. (2014) Symbolic Violence and Community Participation: Contrasting Cases of Communities in Inner Urban Areas and their







Involvement in Regeneration, unpublished PhD thesis, University of Liverpool. Thompson, M. (2015) Mutual housing alternatives and the neighbourhood question: a critical history of social innovation for urban transformation in Liverpool 1960-2015, unpublished PhD thesis, University of Manchester.



6. A list of researchers involved in this work The researchers involved in this work are from or have been associated with work led from the University of Liverpool Management School, including:   



Dr Alan Southern Dr Udi Engelsman Dr Mike Rowe 7
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Ms Julia Zielke



And also:  



Dr Matt Thompson Peter Bevington



7. Contact details For more information on this research in the first instance, contact: Alan Southern University of Liverpool Management School Email: [email protected] Mobile: 07970 247377
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National Housing Taskforce – Call for Evidence This submission has been prepared by Wakefield Council Strategic Housing team. Introduction Wakefield Council’s ambitious approach to tackling the housing shortage has seen the authority surpass its own new build targets by nearly 20 per cent this year. Our ambitious partnership working is helping the local economy climb out of the long lasting impacts of the recession. Whilst we celebrate this success we know that there is still a lot to do and we must continue to improve as our recent Strategic Housing Market Assessment shows that new households are forming and growing more quickly than supply. Senior Management and Political Leaders in Wakefield have committed to investing in Housing Growth, to maintain and develop momentum in house building and ensure that future years are just as successful. Barriers and Opportunities in releasing and obtaining land The following outlines our approach to overcoming barriers and maximising opportunities for housing growth Comprehensive and robust framework for housing delivery across the district   



Core Strategy adopted in 2007 Site Specific Policies Local Plan is the only site allocations document currently in use in West Yorkshire following completion in 20112 Comprehensive review of the Local Plan to start in the New Year



Unlocking stalled sites and accelerating delivery of housing growth  



Dedicated stalled sites officer to deal with planning related issues that can prevent or delay development starting on site Innovative use of online tools and targeted engagement to market stalled sites to potential SME developers



Better joint working between the Planning Service and Strategic Housing 







Stalled sites officer is based in planning to deal with any potential issues and discharge planning conditions but is also supported by and works closely with Strategic Housing to pick up any other barriers to development A joint steering group meets on a regular basis to shape and deliver the Housing Growth Action Plan



Finance and Funding The following case studies show how Wakefield Council has successfully bid for funding to help unlock development and accelerate housing growth in the District
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Regional Growth Funding Funding through Regional Growth Fund round 1 to deliver a comprehensive investment strategy to unlock development on 5 residential sites totalling 650 new homes in the challenging housing market of the South East of the District through:      



Gap funding to deliver an Extra Care scheme Gap funding and joint working with a housing developer to develop 190 new high quality market sale homes in Fitzwilliam with funding being used to front fund development costs Funding to clear and prepare for development and subsequent joint working with a developer to build 240 new homes in Featherstone Funding improvements to the highways junction on a main route through South Elmsall Funding to provide a coordinated drainage solution to unlock development in South Elmsall to ensure maximum development capacity could be achieved Funding to make improvements to gateways to the sites to improve transport flows, road safety and approaches to the new developments



The requirement to provide jobs through the development has underpinned and transformed the way we partner with developers to deliver new homes and to date we have created and safeguarded over 950 jobs. The success of Keepmoat’s ‘The Realm’ development in Fitzwilliam has given the developer the confidence to invest in a neighbouring site that had previously been stalled and this will unlock a further 100 new homes. Wakefield Eastern Relief Road   







Funding through the West Yorkshire Combined Authority to build the Wakefield Eastern Relief Road Ensuring joined up delivery of 2,500 new homes which would otherwise have been piecemeal and would have lacked continuity of development throughout The success of the partnership work and the confidence the Council has managed to install in the Consortium has resulted in house building on site starting earlier than envisaged and planning applications being submitted in advance of the programme £33m of public funding has levered in £ms of private investment into the scheme



Enabling Infrastructure and Partnerships Wakefield Builds 











To work with and support smaller and medium sized builders to help to diversify the housing market, give buyers more choice over the style of homes built and stimulate more infrastructure building, as well as improving opportunities for local businesses and creating new jobs. Regular ‘Builders Breakfast’ briefings with our SME partners to provide information about building houses across the district including details on suitable sites, the funding opportunities available to support delivery and investing and offering assistance through our Stalled Sites service to unlock housing development. Dedicated Wakefield Builds webpage on the Council’s main website to offer support to SME builders and we are making links for this sector with our Economic Development objectives
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to help to support local companies to grow and deliver the wider objectives and ambitions for economic growth in the district. We are also keen to help people who want to build their own home and as well as setting up an online register to understand the demand for this type of housing in Wakefield we are working towards promoting a custom build site to showcase the opportunities in this area. Affordable Housing Despite the significant changes being made to RP development funding, our key RP partners have recommitted to building more new homes in the district. Last year resulted in a bumper year for building new affordable homes with 490 of the new homes built being for affordable home ownership and rent to help to meet our housing need. We work proactively with all RPs and help with all aspects of their development site including pre - app meetings and positive investment with consultation. Innovative Housing Delivery The strength of this partnership has led to the Council taking a very bold step and setting up an innovative Joint Venture with our stock transfer organisation Wakefield District Housing to build new homes. The company operates on a commercial basis to build and sell new homes. Bridge Homes has been an overwhelming success with 28 of 30 new homes sold off plan. The second site has been granted planning permission and we are aiming for the third site to achieve planning permission by the end of this year. The success has not only been in our impressive sales performance but in creating a credible company to showcase that developments can achieve the Council’s 30% affordable housing policy and still be profitable. This profit is reinvested into further developments to provide high quality housing in the district. Our reputation for delivering growth projects and our positive attitude means we work really well with our partners including the Homes and Communities Agency and West Yorkshire Combined Authority and in 2015 our Castleford Growth Area was one of only 20 areas outside of London to be designated as a Housing Zone to accelerate delivery of house building. How can National Government help? 



 



Encourage development through the ability to take away planning permission if work hasn’t started on site within a year of full planning permission being granted and if a site has not been fully built out within a reasonable period to be specified in the planning permission. Increase Council’s CPO powers increased to allow them to more easily and quickly secure control of derelict land or land holding up a wider housing development Increase grant funding available for brownfield site development to kick start activity which will then draw in private investment. Our examples above show that this can be successful.
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Submission from Wessex CLT Project •



CLT/RP partnerships have proved effective over the past 5 years as a major modification of the RP-led approach to rural affordable housing. Whereas rural communities tend to be cast as NIMBYs because they oppose developer-led projects, when mobilised through a CLT they usually support and promote the supply of new housing.



• The benefits of this are: a much reduced risk of projects being aborted due to local opposition; the restoration of trust between communities and Councils/RPs; an increase in the capacity of rural communities to take on other projects/services; and a steady supply of small-medium-sized projects across innumerable small communities. In a nutshell, this approach supplies possibly the most wanted new housing in the country, sometimes having virtually no opposition. It also creates a vehicle led by local people to take on other assets in the community and contributes towards the resilience of the community. • The key to this approach is balancing a community's desire to lead a project with a RP's willingness to 'be led' in its development, financing and operating roles. Underpinning these roles, the CLT becomes the freeholder and the RP the leaseholder. A specialist service such as the Wessex CLT Project provides ongoing support for CLTs, from the initial public meetings through incorporation, governance, site finding, agreeing heads of terms with a landowner, attracting Community Buildings grant, selecting a suitable RP, agreeing the terms of the CLT/HA's partnership, obtaining planning permission, drafting an allocation plan and completing the project. (See the services offered by Wessex CLT Project at http://wessexca.co.uk/wessex-) • Obstacles include the lack of grant funding for rented housing (by far the most needed tenure in rural communities); the lack of services such as WCLTP in other parts of the country to provide support to these kinds of partnerships; the lack of grant funding at appropriate levels to support relatively high-cost schemes in landscape-sensitive locations; and the lack of RPs willing/able to consider this approach. • If the government could provide one thing to assist such partnerships it would be a supply of grant for community-led rented housing projects at a sufficient level to ensure that the schemes are viable.



Wessex CLT



338



West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited NEW SOURCES OF SUPPLY - HOW COMMUNITY-LED REGENERATION CAN DELIVER ADDITIONAL HOMES Submission To: The National Housing Taskforce From: West Ken Gibbs Green Community Homes 1.



INTRODUCTION From the work we have undertaken, we believe that one new source of housing supply can be community-led projects creating additional homes on council estates as part of wider regeneration schemes. Demolition schemes imposed on council estate communities often provoke fierce opposition and can be highly disruptive. However, community-led proposals that put residents in charge of the process and avoid wholesale demolition can obtain extensive buy-in. Our own experience suggests residents are best placed to devise schemes for extra homes that are appropriate for their neighbourhoods. Where they can plainly see benefits for themselves and their community, schemes will command widespread support making their implementation easier, quicker and more cost-effective. Although this submission focuses on our own estates, there is abundant evidence supporting the advantages of genuinely engaging the community and giving it real influence over schemes that affect their neighbourhood. “The importance of community engagement is a theme running through all of the literature on estates regeneration and mixed communities.” (JRF Estate Regeneration Briefing for expert panel, 12 May 2016)



2.



ABOUT WEST KEN GIBBS GREEN COMMUNITY HOMES West Ken Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited (WKGGCH) is a resident controlled company created to improve the neighbourhood and transfer the estates into community ownership. We have around 600 members, all of who are residents. Our Board has 14 elected residents and four co-opted experts, and elections are held for at least one third of the places on the Board every year. Further information is available here: https://westkengibbsgreen.wordpress.com



3.



ABOUT THE ESTATES A 22 acre site in London W14 with a mixture of blocks, houses and maisonettes, two community centres and a redundant under-fives facility. The entire site is in the freehold ownership of the local authority. Fifty-eight housing association homes have also been built on land leased by the local authority to three housing associations. There are no inherent structural or long-term maintenance problems with the existing homes and the estates are popular with residents. The only significant dissatisfaction is among overcrowded households who in many cases are desperate to move.
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West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited The estates contain a mix of housing including houses, maisonettes and five blocks of flats of between 8 and 11 storeys - in all totalling 760 homes. 99 homes were completed in 1961, 603 in 1974 and 58 were built 15-20 years ago. There are 466 secure tenants, 121 leaseholders, 33 freeholders, 82 households temporary on license and 58 housing association households. The estates’ land is the subject of a contract with a property developer with outline permission for the redevelopment of the estates, subject to vacant possession. However, the majority of residents (80% in the formal consultation) have opposed this scheme consistently, and last year we served a Right to Transfer Proposal Notice on the local authority that is currently the subject of a determination decision by the Secretary of State. Very little progress has been made with implementing the developer-led scheme: the first phase is still unresolved, three years after it was first proposed; no detailed permission has been sought; and the sales rate for those parts of the development off the estates is insufficient to support the wider redevelopment. There is currently deadlock between the Council and the developer who have been negotiating a revised scheme. The Mayor for London, who controls a major piece of land that is critical to the overall scheme, has begun a process of review. 4.



SUMMARY OF OUR COMMUNITY-LED REGENERATION PROPOSAL Our aim is to retain all of the existing housing and also develop 183 new homes for sale and market rent plus 70 additional homes for social rent. In order to achieve this, we would need to demolish three non-residential buildings – two community centres and a redundant under-fives facility. The community centres would be re-provided in one larger building serving both estates. Some buildings, including the five tower blocks and six maisonette blocks, would be augmented by adding one or two floors to the existing structure. New houses would be added across the estate through infill, along with the creation of a new block of 66 flats. The additional homes for social rent would be largely family housing, as overcrowding is a serious issue locally, but we also want to include some single storey housing for disabled and older people (which in turn should free up larger accommodation). Proposed improvements include: better insulation and ventilation; upgraded bins and refuse systems; glazed balconies to add space to the one bedroom flats in the tower blocks; upgraded communal areas; better control of green space; better security; enhanced landscaping with a new community garden and allotments. In addition, we are proposing an estate-based housing office and a new community centre for both estates. We would also re-instate the concierge scheme for Fairburn and Churchward Houses, which was highly valued by residents.



5.



COMMUNITY-DRIVEN VERSUS DEVELOPER-LED REGENERATION The developer-led scheme seeks a huge increase in the number of homes. However, 80% of the residents oppose demolition of their homes. For over seven years they have been conducting a determined campaign to resist and
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West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited overthrow this scheme. This has called the whole redevelopment into question, undermined its viability and frustrated efforts to get it underway. The imposition of unpopular schemes opposed by the vast majority of residents has contributed significantly to the discrediting of so-called regeneration on council estates. (See https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/earls-courtproject) It is apparent that the developer-led approach to regeneration has little to commend itself and in our case its prospects for success seem poor compared to an innovative approach that puts the community in the driving seat. 6.



THE RESIDENT-LED DESIGN PROCESS More than a hundred residents took an active part in six planning events to inform the feasibility study, which was carried out by Architects for Social Housing. The proposals were costed by a Quantity Surveyor and the proposed new housing was valued by professional valuers. The feasibility study report is available here: https://westkengibbsgreen.files.wordpress.com/2016/07/peoples-planarchitects-report-revised-final.pdf The community planning process was made up of the following stages: A launch event and two subsequent neighbourhood tours led by residents. These events identified refurbishment requirements to existing properties, residents’ views on the estates and opportunities for building additional homes. This information was used to develop the initial feasibility sketches, providing a clear focus for future work with residents. We held two workshops to develop the initial proposals, the first exploring improvements to existing homes and the environment and the second examining proposals for additional housing. The most popular and feasible ideas from residents were developed into an emerging vision for new homes and improvements on the estates, including artist’s impressions of the improved estates and the potential new homes. An estate exhibition was held with resident volunteers helping architects consult on the proposals with their neighbours. This feedback led to amendments to the emerging plans, which were then costed and valued by professional accredited surveyors. It was noteworthy that no residents expressed any in-principle objections to the proposed increase in density. A few concerns were raised about one particular in-fill proposal containing a handful of flats and as a result we have not taken forward this proposal. At the beginning of 2016 the WKGGCH Board prioritised improvements, agreed an appropriate quantum of additional housing and approved a final set of proposals. There was unanimous agreement among the residents on the Board about the benefits of the scheme. We decided to adopt a scheme that does not go for the maximum number of homes that could be created (327), but to adopt a more moderate approach that will add 250 new homes, 180 of which would be for market sale, market rent or shared ownership and 70 for social rent. The People’s Plan proposals are summarised into a 12-page A4 colour brochure distributed to all households, which is available here:
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West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited https://westkengibbsgreen.files.wordpress.com/2016/07/peoples-planbrochure-final-medlowres_sglpgs.pdf We also commissioned an architect’s model which has been displayed on several occasionsat several events over the past few months, and we are currently conducting a survey of residents to measure their response to the People’s Plan. To date this shows extensive support for the proposals. 7.



ADVANTAGES OF COMMUNITY-LED SCHEME Our resident-led scheme assumes no residential demolitions, does not require any upfront decant or CPOs and does not depend on holding properties vacant for extended periods with the consequent losses of income and physical and social degradation that usually accompany demolition schemes. Existing properties will continue to be occupied throughout the work and new homes can start on site as soon as permissions have been obtained, finance raised and contractors engaged. In contrast to the developer-led scheme, the resident-led regeneration proposals for the estates are far more realistic and could be delivered much more quickly with much lower risk. Since our scheme is not dependent on luxury market sales, the 250 new homes (an increase in density of one third), could be delivered within a five-year period even if there is a downturn in the market. In contrast to the developer-led scheme, our proposals are fully policy compliant, producing the range of homes envisaged by both the local authority’s housing and planning policies and by the Housing and Planning Act.



8.



THE RESOURCE CHALLENGE Undoubtedly the greatest challenge faced by council estate communities that want to provide additional or improved homes is access to the financial and professional support needed to engage with the system, to prepare complex proposals and to advance resident proposals within the existing bureaucratic processes, often in hostile circumstances. In our own case, to get this far has required a huge amount of voluntary effort both from residents and from professionals (which of itself requires knowledge and resources). We were able to access a grant from the Government’s Tenant Empowerment Programme as a first step to developing our Right to Transfer Proposal. However, this programme is currently suspended as no budget has been agreed for this current financial year. This grant enabled us to proceed to the feasibility stage, but there is no grant available (as there was previously) to pay for the essential stock condition survey and a financial assessment of transfer options. Raising some money from charitable foundations has been very time consuming and inevitably we have had to work with several different organisations, each with their own funding priorities and all with long lead-in times. While the Estates Regeneration programme, chaired by Lord Heseltine, is a step in the right direction, the money which has been budgeted is in the form of loans rather than grant and is unlikely to be sufficient to achieve the scale of
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West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited change that is desirable or to realise the scope of opportunities that are available. 9.



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION We believe that it is important that the Government and local authorities adopt policies to the effect that:     



the starting point for regeneration schemes on council estates are the needs and aspirations of the local community; demolition is a last resort that should only be pursued if it is genuinely necessary and is accepted by residents; schemes should focus on a range of improvements along with the provision of new homes, with access prioritised for existing residents who need rehousing; the process for devising schemes should be led and agreed upon by residents who should be involved at every stage and whose consent is required before proposals can be implemented; support and resources will be provided for council estate communities to establish the democratic structures, obtain the expertise and conduct the consultation necessary for them to create their own regeneration schemes. A first step would be for the Government to agree a budget for the Tenant Empowerment Programme so that grants can be made for tenant organisations to develop projects to use existing legislation to take greater control over their estates.



19 September 2016
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Scaling-up the Citizen Sector Submission of evidence to the All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning on the role of digital innovation in increasing the capacity of new sources of housing supply. Authors



Alastair Parvin is a strategic designer and civic entrepreneur. He is a member of London-based innovation studio 00, and co-founder of WikiHouse Foundation, a non-profit open technology foundation developing digital tools for sustainable housing development. He is also lead author of A Right to Build, which won the 2011 RIBA Medal for Research. Andy Reeve is a social entrepreneur, and co-founder of Impact Hub Birmingham. He is also the founder of DemoDev, a project to catalyse citizen-led neighbourhood development in Birmingham.



Summary / Introduction



We strongly welcome the All Party Parliamentary Group for Housing and Planning’s taskforce to look into ways of tackling the chronic undersupply of housing in the UK , and in particular the formation of a designated workstream on new forms of housing supply. In this paper, we will try to frame the context for the UK housing economy, and why the current industry is unable to meet Britain’s needs. In particular we would like to focus on three key points within
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the terms of reference. These are: 1. The key challenges and barriers facing alternative modes of housing supply, in particular small and medium sized projects by self-builders, custom-builders and community organisations; which we call the citizen sector. 2. Emerging opportunities or methods to address these barriers 3. The potential of digital tools and platforms to unlock the citizen sector and realise its potential as a scaleable, high volume, sustainable, affordable housing sector. As well as setting out a framework and giving some ideas and examples of ways in which innovation can help tackle the key challenges facing the sector, we make a number of recommendations, including: 1. That from 2017, self, custom build and community-led housing should be defined and measured as a distinct sector. 2. The creation of a new government digital service, RighttoBuild.gov.uk 3. A new seed fund for any enablers that make citizen sector development demonstrably easier for the stakeholders involved, as well as for vanguard projects themselves 4. The creation of a new land use class ‘C5’, giving local planners the power to designate sites exclusively for self and custom build, and so ensure the permanent availability of serviced plots to those who want to provide affordable housing for themselves.
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The UK Housing Crisis Britain’s homes and neighbourhoods are the infrastructure of its economy and society. They are the operating platform for our lives, from our monthly spending power to our mental and physical health, from our dependence on fossil fuels to the cost of elderly care, from social equity and access to opportunity to our collective resilience to economic and environmental shocks. So it is not an overstatement to say that Britain’s success or failure in the 21st century depends hugely on the quality and affordability of this everyday infrastructure, and on our ability to ensure that as a nation we can produce a sufficient number of homes, of a sufficient quality and performance, at a sufficiently low cost, whenever and wherever we need them.
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At present we are failing to do that. In 2015, just 170,670 new homes were completed in the UK. A high on recent years, but still dramatically short of the 250,000 homes that the UK needs to build annually to meet its needs. Even at its peak in 2007, supply fell below this mark, at 219,000 homes. Coupled with the relative affordability of debt and policy measures to bolster demand, this has resulted in runaway land and house price inflation. Since 1971, the average house price in the UK has risen by 3800% burying millions in debt, and pricing many more out of homes altogether. For decades it has been tempting to try to make this inflation feel like growth in the property and mortgage market, but it is not. It is inflation, and it comes at a very real cost. That cost is felt not just in rising household debt, the rising cost of living and runaway welfare bills, but more widely across society its cost can be counted in lost productivity, poor health, unhappiness, isolation, escalating care costs, underemployment, failing neighbourhoods, inequality and a stagnating effect on the real economy. Inflated property is a form of wealth that is slowly impoverishing us. It also makes the property market increasingly uneven and volatile; making the UK a risky place to invest.
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The problem is not that producing enough homes is technologically or industrially too-difficult a task, or because we don’t have enough money to do it; after all, the UK is the world’s fifth largest economy. It is because there is a crisis – a self-limiting function – written into the DNA of our housing supply. Housing is a complex system failure - what is referred to as a ‘wicked problem’. It is a Gordian knot of individually understandable but collectively debilitating interests and perspectives, each blaming another for the overall failure of the system. There is no one group government should listen to, no one button government can press to ‘build more homes’, and no amount of money that can thrown at the problem that will fix it. However, we do believe that there is one potentially very large additional
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housing capacity that can be unlocked through smart strategic intervention, and it does not require significant additional public spending or private debt.



Who builds our homes? Since the industrial revolution, the working assumption for policymakers has been that the only entities capable of procuring homes at scale are large, professional developers, either of the market, state or third sector. The process of procuring homes is so opaque, risky and complex that we rely on these large companies, known as ‘the housebuilders’ to buy land, borrow, engage contractors and build mass housing for us, usually sold at market rate. In the UK this dependence is especially exaggerated because we depend on such a tiny number of these companies. Of the homes we build, almost half are built by just ten companies; a quarter are built by just three.
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Who builds our homes? UK housebuilders and how many homes they completed in 2015. The UK housing system is exceptionally centralised. Previously the assumption has been that we are totally dependent on this narrow ‘peak’ of developers.
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Most housing policy of recent decades has been targeted at increasing the capacity of this ‘high peak’ of large developers, either by regulating them, deregulating or subsidising them, depending on the prevailing political ideology. The problem is that for the large part, these policies have limited effect, and usually have high external costs or unintended consequences. Although the housebuilders are often blamed and beaten around the
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head for not doing their job, in truth that is precisely what they are doing. However, it is not their job to solve the housing crisis on their own. In fact, it is in the nature of their business model that they alone will never be able to build a sufficient quantity or quality of homes. Their capacity has natural limits: Non-viable sites Developers take their profit margin by selling land for more than its acquisition price. At times or in areas where land values are not rising, speculative development is simply not viable, even though other forms of development might be. Unaffordability Ultimately developers’ objective is to sell homes for as much as possible, whilst spending as little as possible on building itself. This means they sensibly regard homes that are more affordable, higher quality or more sustainable primarily as costs to be avoided. More affordable means less viable. Limited pace of development Housebuilders cautiously control the rate at which they purchase land, build and release homes to remain liquid and to ensure steady return for their shareholders, rather than to maximise actual number of units completed. If they build too fast, they will become overleveraged. If they sell too fast, they risk devaluing the land stock they still hold. Small sites High project overheads mean that in most parts of the UK, speculative development is not viable on sites smaller than 30 units. Planning resistance Speculative development tends to be incredibly unpopular with local communities, since it often results in ugly, unaffordable neighbourhoods, and development that is done to rather than by or even for existing residents. This leads to broken trust, highly conflicted planning battles, and acts as barrier to the release of new land for development through the planning system. Limited demand for mass-developed homes Only one in four buyers would even consider buying a new speculatively built home at all. Dead neighbourhoods Speculative development at scale tends to produce ‘dormitory neighbourhoods’, with little economic productivity and no community institutions. Residents have very little autonomy, and are largely dependent on external services, as if living in a permanent hotel. All these mean that although large private developers will always be a
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key part of housing delivery, on their own they are not enough. There is, in effect, a missing sector in the UK housing system, another housing economy. We believe that capacity lies not in the ‘high peak’ of a few large nationwide developers, but at the other end of the graph: the ‘long tail’. That is, the many small, local individuals, groups and community development companies acquiring land and procuring homes for themselves as places to live, who could collectively be termed ‘the citizen sector’ or ‘micro sector’.



What is the citizen sector? The citizen sector has always been there; it is the oldest and arguably most direct and intuitive form of housing development. However it largely misunderstood. One of the things that has traditionally made it hard for policymakers to understand is that unlike speculative development it comprises not a single procurement model, but a diverse spectrum of possible models of procurement, delivery, investment and tenure. Until the formation of organisations such as the UK Cohousing Network and NaCSBA it lacked professional representation, and was largely ignored. It includes: Individual self and custom-builders Individual families who purchase or rent a serviced plot of land and act as their own developer, opting either to do some or all of the work themselves or paying professionals to do so. Building groups (‘baugruppen’) A group of families who come together, often forming a cooperative entity to pool their resources and act as their own developers for an entire mini neighbourhood. Often these will include cohousing models, where groups decide how they would like to live as a village, and build shared community assets and amenities in addition to their own homes, based on their needs. These cohousing models are hugely successful in improving quality of life and building-in social resilience, and will be pivotal in addressing the timebomb of elderly care costs and loneliness in the coming decades. Community development companies Organisations such as Community Interest Companies (CICs) or Community Land Trusts (CLTs) which form to acquire and hold land and develop homes for rent or buy sale (usually on conditions which guarantee long term affordability) on behalf of the community. Often these behave not unlike Housing Associations and take a much more holistic view of housing as a service, beyond just affording a roof over people’s heads. Any surplus generated by these bodies is recycled into
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the community and its infrastructure, creating resilient, self-sustaining neighbourhoods and reducing long term public costs.



Why the citizen sector works Behind this potentially confusing diversity are some simple fundamental characteristics that make the citizen sector structurally more viable than speculative development; not just economically but also socially and politically.



Eliminating market risk Custom and self build development can simply be understood as direct procurement: cutting out reliance on the developer as an intermediary. Unlike speculative development, which has to take on risk by building homes for imaginary future buyers and then takes a large margin for doing so, direct procurement eliminates this risk. Homes are procured on-demand by those who want them. Viable With no profit margin or marketing costs to pay, direct development is viable long before speculative development would be, especially on small sites or in areas where land prices are not rising. It also means any cost savings through innovation are passed-on to the homeowner. Affordable This, combined with opportunities to invest ‘sweat equity’, or to develop homes in stages over time, mean the same house on the same site can cost two thirds of the market price, or less.
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Housing without debt The same house on the same site can cost as much as one third less when directly procured by homeowners acting as their own developer. This significantly outperforms most other “affordable” housing mechanisms.



Popular Because it is high quality, sustainable and often benefits residents and their friends or families rather than speculative developers, citizen-led development tends to be more popular, making the planning process much less adversarial. The Community Right to Build was an important tool to reflect this. Investing in homes as infrastructure Because they are investing in homes as long term places to live – as infrastructure – to use over 25 years or more, citizen developers see quality and sustainability not as costs, but as investments. Resilient, continuous placemaking The process of making the neighbourhood is also the process of forming community relationships, knowledge and seeing local businesses, seeding more resilient places. This process is never ‘finished’; places evolve and grow. This has a huge potential impact on, for example, local economy, health and care outcomes as well as reducing the costs of maintenance and policing.



The barriers to scaling the citizen sector
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For these reasons and many others, there is ever-growing support for the idea of growing the citizen sector, and a huge unmet desire from would be custom builders for the opportunity to do it. The Localism Bill, and subsequent Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 were huge leaps forwards, supporting the government’s vision to double the size of the custom build sector by 2020. In particular, Richard Bacon MP is to be recognised for his leadership in this area. However, making that vision a reality is harder. Even where rights, registers and funding have been made available, uptake is still relatively low. The problem is (as anyone with experience of housing development will testify) that the process is opaque, risky and costly – in money and time – and therefore very hard to replicate and scale. Most stakeholders, from planners to professionals to communities themselves, would regard mass small-scale development as simply ‘too difficult’, or don’t consider it realistic. Some of these barriers are: -



Inexpert / inexperienced clients Lack of capital reserves to accommodate overruns Low standardisation / replicability across projects. High communication overheads (multiple perspectives and expectations, especially in groups) High per-project overhead costs (for example professionals fees, meeting regulations, site preparation etc) in both time and money. High levels of risk / cost uncertainty in the development process, which then needs to be borne by a well-capitalised organisation. Low trust / transparency in the process. Low skills in local trades / communities, resulting in poor quality construction. Cost of labour and difficult, unreliable building methods.



The role of digital innovation in growing the citizen sector Faced with these difficulties, not surprisingly what tends to happen is that many projects either don’t get off the ground, or slide backwards towards typical developer-led-with-some-customisation where end users are no longer their own developers, they are merely allowed some choices over the design of their home or the opportunity to put in sweat equity, which does not bring the same advantages, or unlock new development which could not have been done anyway. There are however, signs of change.
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In the last two decades, digital devices and the web have transformed our economy, by distributing the way we produce and share information. We have moved into a world where large centralised players have been joined, or or even replaced by the ‘long tail’ of small, often amateur players. Who, fifteen years ago would have believed that in 2016, the world’s largest hotel chain would be hundreds of thousands of individuals renting out spare rooms? And yet, that is exactly what AirBnB is.



Industry 4.0 In the last two decades the web has transformed our economy and society. In the next it will also transform the way we produce and understand our built environment.



Driven by ever more sophisticated web applications, mobile devices, digital fabrication and the internet of things, that same digital revolution is now beginning to transform the way we design, regulate and produce physical things, especially our built environment. This has been termed ‘the fourth industrial revolution’ or Industry 4.0. Digital tools and open data can be used to make complex, multi-stakeholder processes more transparent, more replicable, less bureaucratic and simpler for everyone involved. This has the potential to take us far beyond our current, limited conversations around ‘offsite fabrication’ or ‘MMC’, to the fundamental structure of our housing industry itself. In particular it has disruptive potential to help us scale the citizen sector or ‘long tail’, especially if embraced as tools by government as well as the market.



Challenge 1: Land The first challenge facing the citizen sector is the availability of land at a price most can afford. Potential land for development is often locked
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behind opaque ownership, does not have planning permission or is already owned by large developers. Furthermore, unlike professional developers, citizen sector developers often do not have the capital to buy the land outright, and therefore cannot participate in bidding for sites. Opportunity: Unlocking small sites Because of the scale of development that is viable, developers are usually looking for sites with space for 30+ units, of which there are a very limited number. However, often overlooked are the hundreds and thousands of smaller sites that could be developed, but fly under the radar both of developers (who generally regard them as non-viable outside Greater London) and local authorities (who do not have the administrative capacity to process them.) Analysis of Birmingham City Council’s open data by DemoDev revealed hundreds of such sites across the city just in public ownership, covering a total of 66.8ha, enough for over 3340 new homes.
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Small sites Analysis of Birmingham City Council’s open data revealed a total of 66.8ha public owned land across the city, mostly sites too small for conventional development to be viable. This is a capacity for around 3340 homes.



One individual we have spoken to identified a small leftover piece of land in London that has been sitting empty for decades under local authority ownership. He approached his Local Borough Council asking whether the land would be available to purchase. The response he received was that although the site was recorded as being under their ownership, the officer knew of no process by which they could sell such sites, and the planners could not give any firm indication of whether the site would be likely to receive planning permission for a home. This is understandable: to a local authority, the prospect of working through hundreds of small land disposals is not inviting. The result is that identifying land is a lengthy and opaque process of building up trust, where connections and contacts trump everything.
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Mechanisms are needed that afford more transparency in the ownership of public land and micro-development opportunities. Further research is needed to explore the full extent of the small sites opportunity across the UK, but our understanding is that nationwide there are a significant number of small to medium size sites (between 1-30 dwellings) in private and public ownership where, in many cases, speculative development is not viable. Collectively, this represents a very large capacity. Opportunity: Infill and densification Another key type of land which only the citizen sector can bring forward for development is land where planning permission for development could only realistically be driven by local bottom-up consent. This could arrive via the community Right to Build, and, in effect, a ‘Right to Regenerate’, whereby local residents are supported to form community development companies and use the the Community Right to Build to develop community-owned homes within (or on the rooftops of) existing estates. Another approach to this might be a ‘Right to Replace’ proposed by Alastair Parvin (co-author of this document) and Adam Towle. It would create a new form of permitted development, giving owners of nonlisted semi-detached and detached homes in designated areas the automatic right to replace their existing home and double the density of their building plot, provided their immediate neighbours also opt-in to the scheme. We estimate that such a mechanism could unlock land for as many as 460,000 new homes within the Greater London area. Opportunity: Create and normalise a market for the supply of serviced plots A model already being piloted in the UK is the Dutch or German style ‘self-build zone’, where larger sites can be brought forward for development by dividing them into serviced lots and plots, installing infrastructure, setting planning codes and selling them directly to local citizens, either as individuals or groups. This is an excellent way for councils to fulfil the Right to Build, and also to develop forward high quality, affordable neighbourhoods on sites where developers will not.
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Serviced plots We should expect development models like this to become the new normal way for local authorities to achieve their housing objectives.



However, it seems at present that local authorities, even with the ownership of the sites, still find this very hard to do within the land disposals framework, or lack the motivation, knowledge or confidence to do it. Often, they give up , and just end up falling back onto the flawed 1990s-2000s model whereby land is sold to developers through a normal bidding process, and local authorities try to tax-back some small public compensation through Section 106 negotiations. Beyond devolution giving local authorities greater power to borrow and invest, could a standard land disposals template might be developed that makes it easier for local authorities to acquire such sites, and either sell them to a community development company to act as land promoter, or act as land promoter themselves, selling or renting plots at a pre-fixed market-equivalent price on the condition that they can only be sold to citizens on a local-first basis? In general, more needs to be done to normalise the idea of the serviced plot not just as a property commodity, but as an easy way for local authorities to achieve their housing and placemaking targets. Plots should be sold at a fixed price to non-speculative builders, ideally with payment deferred over time. Local authorities should recognise that
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such plots are now the main route by which they will achieve affordable housing provision in many areas. Local authorities are ideally placed to take a proactive role in this, as they can bring ‘patient capital’, and can act as market-makers. The citizen sector empowers local authorities to use forces, rather than fight them in order to achieve their objectives. Government also needs to encourage early local community ventures such as demodev.org that can act as an intermediary between local authority and custom builders, making it easier for communities to use the existing Right to Build legislation, and easier for Local Authorities to support them.



Challenge 2: Planning Most custom-builders and community businesses simply cannot afford to take a risk on purchasing a plot if it is uncertain whether they will be able get planning permission. The process of securing planning is an opaque, time-consuming and often slow process which scares off a lot of would-be self builders. Equally, for local authorities, it is simply not practical for them to be able to deal with hundreds of pre-application meetings and subsequent planning applications. Opportunity: Design codes and Local Development Orders (LDOs) The solution to this must be a greater use of design codes and planning in principle schemes. Local planners could assign outline design codes for individual sites, and permission in principle. This might be exclusively applicable to custom and self-builders, or it could apply to any development on the site, but where speculative developers would have to pay a predefined Section 106 contribution, self builders and custom builders would not. This way, any uplift in land value will not contribute to pricing citizens out.



Challenge 3: Development The process of designing, costing, delivering and certifying a home is still an opaque, uncertain one, characterised by guesswork and frequently escalating costs – as frequently witnessed on TV. For most would-be homeowners or building groups this simply isn’t workable. The problem of managing small project overheads is not the only one.
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The shortage of construction skills, especially in construction SMEs is a serious problem at a time when we badly need to be building homes to a higher environmental standard and performance. Lack of innovation in this area means the delivery process is slow, risky, unstandardised and needs many layers of expertise and expense. Custom builders need full design and construction services, but there are still too few companies offering a good quality, turn-key model and it is often too expensive. Opportunity: Digital supply chains The rise of digital and off-site fabrication is hugely exciting for the citizen sector, offering quicker, cheaper and better building techniques. WikiHouse is one such example, a building system which allows each home to be customised and locally manufactured by a distributed network of digital microfactories. The homes can then be assembled in days or weeks to a very high level of performance and precision, by small local building companies and even self-built by citizens themselves. The technology is open source and available to the whole industry. There are other proprietary innovations emerging and more established, such as Facit and the cross-laminated timber factory being established by L&G homes. These innovations were of little interest to speculative developers, but have huge value in direct (custom build) development. In future, these technologies must be integrated into full ‘smart supply chains’, which make the design and development process simple and standardised for clients. WikiHouse Foundation and its partners are currently working on one such piece of digital infrastructure for housing. We see the potential to develop a new, high-tech construction industry in the UK, with wider employment (more local SMEs), faster training and more transferable skills, delivering homes with industrial scale efficiency and predictability, and also having a huge economic multiplier effect in terms of jobs and prosperity. However, more funding and investment is needed to accelerate development of this infrastructure.



Challenge 4: Finance Securing finance is unmistakably a barrier across the citizen sector, but it is far less terminal than many people think. At present there are a handful of well-known lenders to the sector, including Triodos, Nationwide and Ecology building society.
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Opportunity: de-risking development For lenders, most of the barriers lie in the sections above: the same ‘too difficult’ problem, meaning the risk involved inhibits their ability to lend. All the solutions discussed above will improve this. Smart supply chains especially will have a significant impact in mitigating these risks, making the citizen sector very lendable. We have seen a rise in digital crowdsourcing and peer-to-peer lending in other sectors. Making a low-risk supply chain could lead to similar new fintech innovations, allowing investors to lend towards the construction of other people’s homes. In effect, new digital building societies. Opportunity: land bonds Because they take a 25 year+ view of a site rather than selling it straight away, citizen sector developers are able to do something which speculative developers cannot. They can finance the cost of the land and the cost of the homes separately. This is important because pension funds need a stable, low-risk investment proposition. Perhaps the most plausible model one can imagine for such an arrangement is where a neighbourhood might be put under the ownership of a Cooperative or Community Land Trust, who would issue a land bond to a lender to be paid over 25 years with an acceptable yield. In the event of a resident being unable to meet their obligations, there is sufficient resilience in the system that the neighbourhood will be able to keep up its payments. This means the homes at the outset would be extraordinarily affordable; since it takes the initial land cost off the table. A 2-bed home could initially cost as little as £80k, anywhere in the country. The land bonds approach has been proposed and articulated extremely well by Matthew Benson of Rettie & Co, as well as by Chris Cook.



Our policy recommendations The government’s objective to double the size of the citizen sector in housing is visionary and precisely the right thing to do. We hope it is something all parties can get behind. However, we need the strategy and tactics to realise this objective; to make what are currently seen as ‘alternative’ housing models a mainstream part of supply. In simple terms, the biggest barrier to scaling the citizen sector is what
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can be called the ‘too difficult’ problem. This is why, for example, even with the rights made available through the Localism Act, citizens, communities and local authorities still struggle to use the rights they already have. Our suggested approach is simple: where something is too difficult, rather than just providing funding to help a few people to overcome it, government should invest in continuously developing new tools, templates, infrastructure or digital services that can lower the barriers for everyone. Put bluntly, if you want something to happen, make it the easiest option.



Define and measure the Citizen Sector



1
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At present, housing supply in the UK is recorded in only three categories ‘private enterprise, ‘local authority’ and ‘housing associations’. We only have estimates (usually around 7-8%) of the the contribution the citizen sector makes. We need to recognise that the citizen sector is a fundamentally different and a critical mainstream supply sector for affordable homes in the 21st century, and from 2017 it should be defined and measured as a sector in its own right.
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A new digital public service: righttobuild.gov.uk We propose a collaborative project between DCLG and the Government Digital Service (GDS) to develop a new online digital platform to sit alongside the planning portal, entirely targeted at supporting the citizen sector. It would be a one-stop interface for all the stakeholders in the process nationwide, with the straightforward objective of making it as easy as possible for citizens to use their rights, and as easy as possible for local authorities to support them. This would be more than a repository of information and advice; it would be a working web application, backed-up by tools, data repositories, workflows and legal templates that make the whole process simpler for everyone involved. It would act to: 1. Provide a single central location where individuals and groups can easily sign up onto their local Right to Build register. 2. Make it simple for individuals to check and use their general permitted development rights. 3. Make it simple for individuals and groups to find and view sites currently under public ownership, and submit their interest in
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developing them. 4. Make it simple for local authorities to allocate and promote sites for citizen-led development, publish pre-set prices, select candidates and sell or rent the sites to them using standard contracts. 5. Make it simple for citizens to apply to apply to buy or rent sites from their local authority. 6. Make it simple for local planners to assign design codes and permission-in-principle for custom build to individual sites. 7. Make it simple for local citizens, in dialogue with local planners, to create and agree their neighbourhood plans / rules as a neighbourhood design code. 8. Make it possible for citizens to tag new potential sites for development, and take them through the whole Right to Build process, from identifying the community boundaries to holding a referendum. At the end, the proposal becomes a design code. 9. Guide citizens and groups through the process of applying for any available funding support.



In future it could also:



5



10. Allow private landowners to offer sites for sale or rent to custom and community builders, in exchange for a small share of the planning uplift on top of the purchase price. 11. Support new general or local permitted development programmes such as a Right to Replace. Behind righttobuild.gov.uk there would be a small, agile development and service design team, continuously engaging with different stakeholders or arms of government to improve the platform, add new programmes, and make adoption even easier. They should be supported by an advisory team, including representatives from private sector, civil society, institutions (eg NaCSBA) and other parts of government, such as the Behavioural Insights Team (BIT). Although this may seem like an expensive move, in fact it would cost only a fraction of the funding budget currently directed towards pilots themselves, and would leverage significantly greater impact. It would easily pay for itself in increased sector growth and lower administrative burden. This single move would have a greater impact in unlocking capacity of the citizen sector than any of the other recommendations in this paper.



Open pilots/vanguards
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HCA Funding / loans should continue to be made available for pioneering pilot projects, especially to promote the availability of serviced plots. However, in our view, this funding should be highly conditional in that: -



It should not be used to fund any project which is in fact not true custom-build, but just conventional developers allowing some degree of customisation (sometimes confusingly referred to as ‘custom build developers’). This is an excellent form of development, but it is not custom build.



-



There should be a strong insistence on (and support for) open documentation and sharing of experiences / solutions / costings / models for others to emulate. This would ensure maximum replicability.



Funding for enablers An additional smaller seed fund might be created to support any local or national initiative (primarily those that are open source, or owned by a non-profit or a community interest company) that proposes to act in any way to make any aspect of the process simpler for businesses, communities and self/custom builders, or to act as a facilitating intermediary between local citizens and local authorities. In particular, the taskforce proposed by NaCSBA and others will play a crucial role in helping local authorities implement the Right to Build and learn how to unlock the citizen sector.



C5: A new land use class for self and custom build Local authorities only have a finite number of land assets at any given time. When they run out of new land, it may be that they will be able to recycle the proceeds of previous developments to purchase new land, capture the uplift themselves and act as plot promoters for further affordable custom and self build housing. However if they are unable to do this, and private sector plot promoters fail to emerge to meet demand, it may be that local planners will need a mechanism to designate areas of land for self and custom build development as part of a strategic plan, without directly purchasing the land themselves. To achieve this, we and others have proposed the creation of a new land use class, C5, which recognises serviced plots as a fundamentally different economic land use type from speculatively developed
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properties. C5 would be defined as ‘land that can be developed only by the end occupant or occupants of the dwelling or dwellings.’ This would have the practical effect of creating a separate parallel land market (and therefore supply) for serviced plots. This would be a powerful new tool in local planners toolbox, allowing local authorities to plan-in self and custom build development as part of their planning objectives without actively owning the land themselves.



A vision for UK housing in 2025 “We cannot solve problems using the same kind of thinking we used when we created them.” – Einstein
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For two decades, UK housing policy has revolved around two core strategies. The first is to attempt to provide “affordable” homes as a taxback on a structurally unaffordable model of speculative development using negotiated Section 106 deals. The second has been to seek to increase capacity by enticing speculative developers to build beyond their natural viability, by subsidising and propping-up demand, through measures such as pathfinder and Help to Buy. Both of these these strategies, whilst well-intended, are failing. It is not that speculative developers are not an important part of housing supply, they are. It is simply that they alone can never produce a sufficient quantity or quality of homes and neighbourhoods to meet Britain’s needs. If we remain dependent only on them, we are doomed to an ever-worsening housing crisis. The answer must be an ‘all of the above’ approach, seeking to build capacity across all sectors. However, there is one housing sector in particular that has the most obvious untapped potential to help us dramatically improve and increase supply, and can become a politically popular, and economically viable mainstream route for the provision of affordable homes, that is the citizen sector. Helping local authorities understand and unlock the power of this sector is not easy - but it is possible, and it is one of the great political projects of our time. The digital industrial revolution is giving us the tools to do it; to make direct procurement of homes and neighbourhoods a ‘new normal’ across the UK. We do not believe that any of the ideas we have set out in this paper are especially radical or difficult to implement, but they do require a clear vision, and the shared political will to think differently. It is our view that if this project is taken seriously, the government’s ambition of doubling the size of the sector to around 24,000 homes per year by 2020 is highly achievable. Further still, we would suggest that by 2025 this could be doubled again to over 50,000 homes per year. In doing so, Britain stands to gain more than just meeting its housing targets. First, it will create a new, highly investable, highly-scaleable and world-
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class low carbon house manufacturing industry, which can then export its services to a rapidly urbanising world. Second, it will create a social and cultural legacy of beautiful, affordable, equitable and sustainable places that will stand the test of time; true 21st century villages; places that in a hundred years people will still be proud to call their home, and that will still be growing and evolving as social, cultural and economic infrastructure. At the centre of this ‘other’ housing economy is a core principle: that the most important form of capital we have is not physical property, but human capital. Seen through that lens, the conversation we have around housing changes. Instead of seeing it as a huge, impossible problem that needs to be solved by creating endless debt, we realise that housing is in fact an unstoppable, impatient force, just waiting to be unlocked. For Government, the job ahead is less to supply homes for people, but simply to create a robust market framework within which, whatever happens, every British citizen and community is empowered with the rights and the tools to just get on with it, and build affordable homes for themselves.
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Submission from Wiltshire CLT 1) Getting the message across is very slow and difficult. Not surprisingly, most people regard building houses as a `bridge too far` for community activity, a quantum leap from village shops, pubs and the like – although it is salutary to note that once even these were exceptional ,and have now become more mainstream. 2) In smaller villages , the number of people who would benefit from CLT type schemes is small, and diminishing as they are forced away by ever rising house prices. Often a successful scheme depends on a few well informed, energetic and philanthropic individuals prepared and committed to make it happen 3) I think there is also a perception that it would all to be too expensive. I am constantly emphasising that the real effort is in the pre-development work, finding sites and establishing the process. Once a viable scheme is put forward, there are plenty of funding sources eg the excellent Triodos Bank. From an operational point of view, we(WCLT ) need some modest but reliable funding to support this pre-development work. Wessex CLT have developed an excellent business model that funds itself from fees from successive schemes, working in partnership with a housing association, but we have not been able to generate that kind of funding stream (and nor I think have many others ). We relied initially on some generous funding from Wiltshire Rural Housing Association (now White Horse Housing ) and the Tudor Fund, but are now continuing on a wholly voluntary basis, supplemented by a small Lottery grant for advice and support work for villages. We now have a handful of schemes at the initial stages of setting up a CLT. On a larger scale there are several market towns in Wiltshire that have more potential for CLT housing, but who are bogged down in a planning miasma created by the allocation of sites to meet 5 year targets in Wiltshire`s Core Strategy, and around which developers are circling ever lower. `Planning by Appeal` is becoming the order of the day. But there should be opportunities here for `CLT deals` with developers on the lines of the Wilton CLT established on the site of the former MoD HQ near Salisbury. We are in several discussions with Town Councils – although our capacity to promote such schemes is limited for the reasons identified in the former paragraph. Looking ahead, I think the CLT approach has a great deal of potential : communities welcome the concept of control over meeting their housing needs. But we need to make it easier – especially the pre-development work. I know there have been discussions about various mechanisms (such as loans against future development) but whatever the method, I think it has to be appreciated that there are up-front costs that need to be funded as part of a commitment to investment in the community –led approach to delivering new homes. In this way, the CLT approach could shed its rather fringe image and become a much more `mainstream` way to meet housing needs in a more democratic and locally sensitive way.
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Tom Chance (Policy Officer) Housing and Planning APPG National Housing Taskforce: New sources of supply inquiry Response from Louise Lote, Development Officer, Yarlington Housing Group Company Information Yarlington Housing Group is one of the leading affordable housing providers in the south west with over 10,000 properties across Somerset, Devon and Dorset. The company has a commitment to enhance the lives of its residents and their neighbours and provide communities in which people chose to live and work. With a proven track record in Development, Property Services and Property Management,Yarlington has demonstrated its ability to develop affordable, quality homes which range in tenure and are suitable for a variety of customers. Yarlington is a Times Top 100 organisation, has achieved Investors in People Gold Standard, and was the winner of the Chartered Institute of Housing’s Most Improved Housing award for both 2012 and 2013. We are committed, through our diverse and talented workforce, to a fairer society, giving everyone the opportunity to fulfil their potential, participate fully in the economic and social life of the community and access the services they need. Louise Lote, Development Officer As a member of the New Business Team, I am responsible for securing new development opportunities either through S106 Planning Gain or by developing Land & Build projects, with a focus on Rural Exception Sites. Over the past 4 years I have been working in partnership with Wessex Community Assets to deliver projects in conjunction with Community Land Trusts. Yarlington Housing Group has successfully delivered two projects, and Construction works have commenced on our 3 rd project. These projects have provided much need affordable housing to either rent, or buy on a shared ownership basis, to people with strong local connections. I have only responded to the questions in which I have direct experience.
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2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes Specifically with regard to Community Land Trust (CLT) projects in which a Trust partners with a Housing Association, Community Led Support Grant has been available from The Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) direct to the CLT to fund pre-planning costs. This feasibility funding significantly de-risks potential new sites and goes a long way to reducing any potential abortive costs that Housing Associations usually invest into trying to gain planning permission, particularly for contentious sites, for example in areas of outstanding natural beauty. c. Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models Again with particular regard to CLT schemes, these result in both security and lending issues for mortgage ability. In respect of charging security for our assets as a housing provider, the leasehold aspect of CLT schemes may mean that these dwellings can only be secured on Existing Use Value (EUV) as oppose to the higher Market Value Subject to Tenancy (MVSTT). This affects our financing and capacity in our business plan. For the buyers of shared ownership dwellings, as these projects usually come forward in rural locations, these attract a capped stair casing restriction (usually 80%). There are limited lenders who offer shared ownership products with restricted stair casing. Of these, Halifax require a 20% deposit, Nationwide 15%, and recently Lloyds offering 10% deposits in some circumstances. More lenders need to be encouraged to support these types of product which offer more competitive rates to prospective purchasers. 5. What one thing could national government do to make most difference? Invest more capital funding into community led initiatives to enable Housing Associations to use their expertise to partner with community groups – to develop projects that are financially viable in the long term.
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New Sources of Supply – Call for Evidence Response Prepared by: Sarah Hall, Housing Strategy Manager, York, North Yorkshire & East Riding on behalf of the York, North Yorkshire & East Riding Strategic Housing Partnership/North & East Yorkshire Rural Housing Enabler Network. The York, North Yorkshire & East Riding Strategic Housing Partnership brings together the housing authorities of York, North Yorkshire and East Riding. North Yorkshire includes Craven District Council, Hambleton District Council, Harrogate Borough Council, North Yorkshire County Council, Richmondshire District Council, Ryedale District Council, Scarborough Borough Council and Selby District Council, together with the North York Moors and Yorkshire Dales National Park Authorities. We work closely to deliver our housing priorities in our joint housing strategy with the York, North Yorkshire and East Riding Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) area. The partnership's roles include identifying and responding to key housing issues, agreeing and managing the delivery of strategic housing investment priorities, undertaking sub regional research and encouraging both innovative and consistent sub regional working. It aims to deliver more good quality market and affordable homes, make better use of existing housing stock and facilitate better, more accessible, housing services and choice for residents. High house prices in many rural areas are causing problems for local people on low and average incomes. In some places prices are so high that they can only be afforded by people commuting to nearby towns and cities. Young people are leaving villages to find homes they can afford and local facilities such as schools and shops are under threat because there are fewer young families. Many communities are turning into 'dormitory villages' and the social and economic mix of the area is becoming unbalanced. Providing good quality rural affordable housing is a key priority in York, North Yorkshire & East Riding. This is a complex and often lengthy process and we have a team of Rural Housing Enablers in North & East Yorkshire and a Programme to ensure that resource and expertise is on hand to help rural communities. Our team of Rural Housing Enablers (RHEs) work with communities and partners to increase the supply of affordable housing. This could enable local people or family members/friends on modest incomes to stay in the village. Developments of this kind can help to support villages to be thriving and supportive communities where local people live and work. The programme is led by the North & East Yorkshire Rural Housing Enabler Network which reports directly to the Housing Board on rural housing issues. Its membership comprises Local Authorities, North Yorkshire County Council, National Park Authority, Homes and Communities Agency, the Country Land and Business Association and partner Housing Associations. It is funded by innovative model which includes contributions from Local Authorities, Housing Associations and North Yorkshire County Council, and the National Parks Authority. RHEs offer free and impartial advice to support the development of affordable housing for local people. They offer step by step guidance and support to deliver new high quality housing schemes that both meet the needs of local communities and fit in with the local environment. Response Barriers and opportunities in releasing and obtaining land for housing development. a. Regulatory barriers or unnecessary complexities when trying innovative approaches to the compulsory purchase, disposal or leasing of land. 1. Planning policy and the focus on getting Local Plans and a 5 year land supply in place 2. Lack of Local Authority resources and capacity to implement innovative approaches 3. Changing national policy environment
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4. Highways and infrastructure needs 5. Capacity for Housing Assocations to innovate in current funding and policy environment 6. General lack of land supply and lack of land in public ownership



b. Reasons that stop landowners from releasing land for new sources of housing supply. 1. Permissions held by land promoters rather than house builders 2. Rural landowners/estates looking to the very long term rather than short/medium term capital gain and wanting to retain an interest in the land in the long term 3. Local opposition to development 4. Infrastructure needs/lack of economies of scale challenging viability in rural areas 5. Time and cost of obtaining planning permission and related surveys, info etc c.



The planning system, and how permission in principle, local development orders and serviced plots might help. 1. This would help but need consider how this would impact 5 year land supply 2. Serviced plots would be helpful but little capacity/resource to get these in place at the moment



2. Finance and funding schemes that help or hinder new sources. a. New ways of providing access to finance for pre-development and development stages, and ways of de-risking schemes. 1. HCAi/Builders Fund looks to be a useful source of finance with support from small builders 2. LA ability to land bank, de risk sites and secure planning permission 3. Quality pre application discussions and support 4. SME builder capacity building and joint working 5. Greater funding for a wider range of tenures (especially in rural areas)and ringfenced rural funding



b. Examples of past public and charitable funds, and the specific reasons why they did or didn't work. N/A
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c.



Mortgages and other consumer products that could support more innovation and new models. 1. More lenders offering Shared Ownership mortgages and more lenders willing to lend on a greater % of a development – particularly more offering to lend on shared ownership in rural areas where staircasing can be limited to 80%. 2. Self Build/Custom Build mortgage availability and high street lender understanding of this and shared ownership 3. Greater availability of lending and support for community led housing developments



d. Other types of funding that would be useful, for example seed-corn grants, low interest loans and government guarantee schemes. 1. Revenue support for Rural Housing Enablers – at the moment the network is funding by agreement through contributions from 10 Local Authorities and 16 Housing Associations 2. Lending for small and medium sized developers 3. Seed corn/revenue support to support SME builders, self builders and community led developments 4. Front funded infrastructure which can take account of the cumulative impact of smaller developments – highways, transport, education 5. Support for SMEs to form consortia



3. Enabling infrastructure and partnerships that government can support. a. Examples of groups or builders being supported to start or complete a housing project by an enabling organisation or partnership, and which elements were most important. 1. Info on the Rural Housing Enabler Service - 1 part time post in all North Yorkshire Local Authorities and East Riding of Yorkshire provided above. 2. RHEs are working with consultants to identify and engage with potential communities interesting in leading local housing developments 3. We are looking to arrange an event to partner up smaller builders and match them with landowners, architects, Planning Officers etc to bring forward smaller sites 4. We have also looked at the potential of a Rural Revolving Land Bank to purchase and de-risk sites and have put forward a bid to the Homes and Communities Agency in partnership with Dartmoor/Exmoor and the Hampshire Rural Alliance (HARAH)



b. How practitioners can be supported to adopt best practice, for example with a menu of multi-disciplinary experts funded to support implementation.
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1. Again, this is something we are looking at – a multi disciplinary/specialist central team across the area – along side a joint Assets Board 2. The RHEs are a central team which work with communities and local authorities, housing associations, landowners and communities to support rural affordable housing development – delivering 161 new rural homes across the area in 2015/16. 3. The RHE network, working with Rural Action Yorkshire have also secured funding from the Nationwide Foundation to support the development of community led housing in North & East Yorkshire and identify pilot communities to work with in more detail.



c.



The benefits of local or regional partnerships, and how they can build up local knowledge and connections to implement government priorities like the 'right to build'.



1. The Strategic Housing Partnership and Housing Board working with the Local Enterprise Partnership and the Rural Housing Enabler Network are good examples of joint working and prioritisation – more info at www.nycyerhousing.co.uk 2. RHEs working directly with Parish councils, landowners, communities and housing association 3. A further example is the Rural Housing Enablers and Rural Action Yorkshire working together to secure funding to research the community led housing sector in the area and identify pilot communities.



4. Capacity in the 'new sources' sectors a. Constraints on local authorities being able to engage with new sources, and how those could be overcome. 1. Major constrains are resources and capacity in Local Authorities, particularly smaller rural authorities, to deliver innovation 2. Lack of public/LA owned land (and perception that LAs own a great deal of land which could be brought forward for housing) 3. General lack of SME builders and dominance of large housebuilders b. Ways to build capacity in the new source sectors, either at a national, regional or local level. 1. Much of this will be around one to one support to build capacity, access finance, plan, develop etc which is in short supply in the public sector – money is one thing but this needs to be able to buy in the right expertise at the right time.



5. What one thing could national government do to make the most difference?



a. Incentives for small and medium housebuilders
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