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Foreword

London faces no challenge greater than getting more homes built so the title of
this new source book from Urban Design London is both topical and timely. In
typical UDL fashion, it is also extremely practical, focussing on the mechanics
of getting things done and summarising many of the key points that were
covered by more than 700 participants in their recent multi-disciplinary and
multi-agency training programme.
UDL’s work in bringing together key players from housing associations,
local boroughs, the GLA, Transport for London, DCLG and a host of other
organisations, is invaluable and the growing scope and scale of their efforts
is paying dividends across London as we step up efforts to boost the building
of good quality and well-designed new homes. By bringing people and
organisations together, UDL manages to achieve real insights and sharing of
experience which can only serve to strengthen the capacity across London’s
housing, planning and design sectors.
The GLA has been a long standing supporter of UDL and, alongside other key
sponsors including Barratt London, we will continue to support its excellent
work as we look to promote a step change in high quality home building.

David Lunts
Executive Director, Housing & Land
Greater London Authority
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Introduction
Getting Homes Built: The Programme
Urban Design London’s inaugural Getting Homes
Built course was developed for the 2016-17 training
programme, focussing on the practical skills and
knowledge required for London’s public sector to help
assist in getting good quality homes built across the
capital. Consisting of seven sessions, over 712 places
were booked by a wide range of people from Councillors
to housing officers, planners to regeneration specialists
and are listed on the inside back cover. Over 50 expert
speakers and trainers contributed to the sessions,
offering delegates a wealth of information, ideas and
advice to help them ‘get homes built’.
The events were open to all our members and were
attended by representatives from five housing
associations; Catalyst, Circle, Southern, Hyde and
Notting Hill; the GLA who sent 21 officers to at least
one session and TfL who sent 19. Other organisations
involved included the Environment Agency, DCLG,
the Metropolitan Police and Sustrans. All London
Boroughs, bar one, attended at least one session;
exchanging knowledge alongside colleagues from
Slough and Watford. See the chart below indicating
organisation attendance.
In partnership with the GLA the course was developed
to provide practical sessions, through a series of talks,
visits, workshops and discussions on how to bring
a housing scheme from concept to completion. We

learnt from each other as well as from the experienced
practitioners across the house-building industry
about the processes and good practices inherent in
delivering successful schemes. Each session aimed
to look at how local authorities and their partners can
improve the development planning process, using
good practice to get homes for Londoners, welldesigned and well-located.
Course delegates who attended all sessions and
contributed an essay to this Getting Homes Built
Coursebook received a Certificate of Commendation
from the GLA in Spring 2017. Delegates attending
the majority of sessions received a Certificate
of Commitment for their continued professional
development; both are listed in Appendix 1.
Our thanks to all those who attended, included in
Appendix 2, who gave their considerable experience
and knowledge throughout and to the many industry
experts who came to share their skills and expertise.
This Coursebook is in two parts. Part 1 includes
the contributions from both course delegates and
speakers. These are a collection of essays that relate
to thoughts and ideas on how best to get homes
built. Part 2 gives information about the events, the
speakers who contributed to each session and notes
and takeaways setting out what was covered.

Boroughs
GLA
TfL
Housing Associations
Private Sector
National Government Organisations
Community Organisations

Part One
The Essays

How to Work with Communities
Natalie Lynch

With the national housing shortage, planning now has a
very important role to play in getting new homes built and
one of the key contributing factors to this is working well
with communities.
In my role as a Planning Officer, I see first hand the limited
community engagement, if any, that is undertaken. Not
only is this frustrating but it is a missed opportunity that
could be the key to getting more homes built. Working
with communities continues to be undervalued and
neglected in policy at both the National and Local level,
and by developers. It is clear that there needs to be a
change not only in National and Local policy but also a
change in the perception of community engagement and
a greater understanding of the benefits it can bring.
The purpose of this paper is to: consider some of the
issues regarding community engagement and what policy
currently says; look at the advantages and disadvantages
of engagement and the different options available to
encourage and support best practice.

too far developed. If community engagement continues
to remain optional, then developers are going to do the
bare minimum if any.
There are a number of disadvantages when little or no
community engagement is undertaken for planning
applications; invariably communities have a lack of
knowledge and understanding of a scheme being
proposed. If there are no opportunities to ask questions
and have their say/input into the scheme, residents and
communities often feel they have no other option but to
oppose and object to the scheme. Objections to a scheme
can result in delays or the scheme ultimately being
refused. This costs time and money for developers. In the
presentation by Nicolas Bosetti of the Centre for London,
he identified a number of reasons why communities
oppose development and this spells out the word
‘STOPPED’ (see below). Bosetti identified that people

All too often communities are being neglected and ignored
throughout the planning process with developers coming
in at pre-application and planning application stage
having done none or very little community engagement.
For developers, community engagement is seen as a tick
box exercise that adds no value to the process.
The engagement events are often only one morning or
an afternoon where residents can see the proposals a
few days prior to submission of the planning application.
This means that the schemes are often too far developed
for any suggestions or feedback from local residents
and communities to be included and incorporated into
the scheme. However, this is not surprising given that
there is little emphasis on community engagement
particularly at the national level. Paragraph 189 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that
“…[planning officers] should also, where they think this
would be beneficial, encourage any applicants who are
not already required to do so by law to engage with the
local community before submitting their applications..”
There is no onus on or requirement for developers
to engage with the local community and by the time
developers come in at pre-application stage to discuss
schemes with planning officers, the schemes are often
8

STOPPED (Nicolas Bosetti, Centre for London)

have a fear of a lack of ‘Services’ such as schools, public
transport, hospitals and GP surgeries not being delivered
to cope with the increase in people moving to the area and
additional pressure on existing services. There is a lack
of ‘Trust’ in the planning process with broken promises
from previous schemes where services, facilities and
improvements to the local area for example haven’t been
delivered. An example of this was the proposed extension
to the Docklands Light Railway (DLR) to Barking Riverside
which was cancelled in 2008, yet it is now being planned
again for 2020. There is a lack of trust from local residents
given that they were promised they would already have
the railway extension by now. Next, communities have a

fear of ‘Outsiders’ with new people moving into the area.
In terms of ‘Place’, new developments can be seen as a
threat to identity of the area and the loss of a sense of
place. With ‘Politics’ this highlights the way in which
information is presented to residents and how this can
influence the responses that residents give. Often pretty
pictures and Computer Generated Images (CGIs) of new
schemes are presented to communities and this fails to
help them understand the impact the scheme would have
on them. In terms of ‘Engagement’, Sturzaker (2011) said
that residents are more likely to support development if
they can influence it. However, engagement is often poor
because it is too late and developers’ don’t actually listen.
And finally people are concerned about ‘Disruption’
from construction works; combined these concerns and
issues arise due to a lack of community engagement and
can slow down and/or halt development.
Whilst developers can see community engagement as
expensive and time consuming there can be a number
of advantages which outweigh the disadvantages.
Community engagement allows local input and local
knowledge from residents which can solve problems and
help to shape a scheme for the better. When residents
are involved and understand the scheme, there is more
support and less opposition from residents when the
scheme is submitted at planning application stage.
In the presentation by Michael Edwards of UCL, the
Regents Quarter is a good example of where community
engagement resulted in a better outcome for everyone.
The first application was refused after much local
opposition but the second application sought to involve
and engage more with residents. As a result, the second

Community Protest (Nathan Smith, Barratt London)

application was approved with more housing being
delivered, less parking and less demolition needing to
be undertaken. This resulted in a much better scheme
that residents were happy with and increased profit for
the developer. This is a good example of how investing in
community engagement can result in a better outcome
for both residents and the developers.
Another example of the advantages of effective
community engagement is the West Hendon estate
regeneration case study by Nathan Smith of Barratt
London. There had been a complete breakdown of trust
and relationships between residents, developers and
the Council with delays in the scheme, low valuations,
a change in offers and broken promises. The result
was that residents got together to petition against the
redevelopment of the estate and stop the development
(see photo below left). Barratt had to change their
approach to the redevelopment of the estate and work
with the community. They used a number of different
platforms to try and engage, such as monthly meetings,
newsletters (see photo below), community groups and a
website.
The developer invested in community engagement by
providing an interim community centre to help build up
trust and demonstrate that the developer was committed
to delivering on their promises. One to one engagement
with leaseholders and an independent valuation process
were also provided so that residents could ask questions
to help understand the process. This helped to build up
trust with the community and helped them to understand
the process. As part of the s106 agreement a skills and

Article (Presented by Nathan Smith, Barratt London)
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employment officer and a community trust fund were
also secured. The community trust fund helps fund
community projects, build a community and continue
the long term legacy of the development. This case
study showed the importance of delivering on promises,
listening to people, building trust and the importance of
communication which are all part of effective community
engagement.
There are a number of new and different options
now available to encourage and support community
engagement. Instead of the traditional one day public
consultation event where residents just turn up to look
at a few CGIs, developers should be seeking input early
on in the process so they can help shape and design the
scheme that will be delivered.
Commonplace and Sticky World showed a number of
different electronic and online platforms that developers
can use to engage with the community. This helps to
get more people involved in shaping the place they live.
One example of this was Waltham Forest which used
Commonplace to deliver a new cycling infrastructure
project. Commonplace completed over 20 needs analysis
and presented these different design solutions to the
borough. Over 15,000 comments were received. In the
presentation by Michael Kohn of Sticky World and from
the West Hendon case study, it is clear that lifetime
engagement of a scheme is important. Community
engagement is not just for the pre-application and
planning stages of a scheme but through the lifetime
of the development, from design, construction, building
and maintaining social sustainability and feedback (see
below).
In conclusion, it is clear that there are now a number
of different options and modern ways to engage with
communities as demonstrated above and available
for developers to use. However, as of yet, as there is no
requirement for developers to do this at either the national
or local level, developers will continue to see community
engagement as a tick box exercise that has no meaning
and no value. There is a need for developers’ attitudes and
perceptions of community engagement to be changed.
Although good engagement costs money and time upfront, the benefits of it far outweigh the disadvantages;
10

the case studies demonstrate that additional investment
in community engagement at the start results in a better
scheme that has much wider benefits for everyone.
It is clear that engagement needs to be a continuous
process throughout the lifetime of the development and
be on-going through securing a Community Trust Fund
as part of the s106 agreement. This helps to fund local
schemes in the estate and gets local residents’ involved
in on-going improvements and social projects helping to
create a community and neighbourhood.
To ensure developers do this would be to make a change
to national and local planning policy that would place an
emphasis and requirement on developers to undertake
and carry out effective community engagement before
submission of an application and for all major planning
schemes to secure a community trust fund as part of
the s106 agreement. This would ensure that there would
be continuous community engagement throughout the
lifetime of building more homes and building places
people choose to live.

Commonplace Tools (David Janner-Klausner, Commonplace)

How can Good Communications Help
Deliver Homes?
Paul Dimoldenberg
In today’s highly-politicised environment, good
communications are essential. The old adage that ‘All
politics is local’ has never been more apt.
•

•

•

•

Residents want and expect to be consulted and/or
directly involved in decisions affecting their local
area.
Trust in authority/decision makers is lower
than ever before, making it more important that
residents’ views and concerns are given due
weight and respect.
Residents are more informed, knowledgeable and
concerned than ever before about planning and
environmental issues.
Local communities are more networked locally and
regionally than ever before and are therefore more
powerful.

Importantly, if you don’t explain your plans, others will
do it for you – and they will do you no favours! It is so
easy for a few residents to start an ‘action group’ and
mount a campaign against your development using
Facebook, Twitter, on-line petitions and setting up a
website. Once a local campaign gets in to gear, the local
press and on-line blogs pick up the story to amplify the
message. It soon becomes a battle – the community v the
developers. Angry residents send letters of objection to
the Planning Department. Councillors get emails from
residents calling on them to back their campaign against
your ‘inappropriate’ and ‘excessive’ development.
Before you know it, your plans to build new homes
are being painted as something which will lead to the
‘destruction of the local environment’ and you will be
called ‘greedy developers’ (or a lot worse). This can
happen in a matter of a few days (or even a few hours).
Positions then become entrenched and it is impossible
to have a sensible conversation. But it is not just about
taking ‘defensive’ action. Good communications brings
real benefits, too.
Good communications can minimise risk. The unknown
factors can be reduced and contentious matters can
be identified and dealt with early, so avoiding them
‘festering’ and becoming unresolved and difficult, big
issues. The early involvement of stakeholders can help

them develop an understanding of the complexity of
issues with which you are managing and therefore lead
to a better appreciation of the difficulties involved.
You can enhance your reputation. An open and
transparent approach can help enhance what people
think of you and build your credibility amongst
stakeholders who generally take a sceptical view of the
development industry. Getting close to stakeholders
enables you to learn from their local knowledge and
to avoid you having to ‘reinvent the wheel’. Working
in partnership with stakeholders can give you access
to local community/political processes which might
otherwise be difficult or take time to penetrate.
Finally, good communications can help Councillors to
help you by explaining early on what you are proposing
and the local benefits and asking for their thoughts
on likely issues that residents will raise. Keeping
Councillors updated about residents’ reactions and
responding as positively as possible to Councillors’ and
residents’ concerns, comments and suggestions will all
make it easier for Councillors to give you their support.
At the end of the day, it is facts, not ‘spin’ that are
important. – don’t try to ‘sell’ your proposals, just
communicate the facts about the new homes, the new
jobs and the new facilities your proposals will deliver.
11

How to Recognise & Share the
Financial Uplift Planning Permission
Gives
BPS Surveyors

In order to get more homes built from a viability
perspective, it seems rather obvious to state that we
need to understand the finances; yet to make a scheme
work it has to meet both the local authority aspirations
for contributing to wider public benefits, alongside
affordable homes, but also meet developers aspirations
for profit. An important element of this is to understand
and agree on the existing value of the current use of
land and/or buildings. This provides a benchmark to
begin the process of considering increases in value and
costs of development. This essay questions, and offers
alternatives to the current method in dealing with the
existing use value benchmark (EUV).
In testing viability, the ‘EUV plus’ method is the preferred
criteria within the Mayors Housing SPG (March 2016) as
well as the draft Mayors Affordable Housing and Viability
SPG (November 2016). It is preferred because it is the
only method which clearly identifies the uplift in value
directly arising from the grant of the permission being
sought. Therefore, there needs to be a clear method
for establishing the ‘plus’ element which is applied
consistently.
If there was a fixed apportionment between the land
owner, developer and planning obligations as implied
by PPG 1/3rd, 1/3rd, 1/3rd then it would create much
needed certainty for developers in much the same way
as the mayor’s 35% delivery target aims to do. In turn,
developers may reduce the tendency to underestimate
the impact of planning obligations when compiling land
bids and thereby reduce the tendency to overbid for sites.
Where site costs exceed the value that can be generated
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from a scheme there is pressure on the developer to
wait until values improve to remedy the viability which
leaves sites undeveloped. Furthermore, where there is an
overbid, developers may seek to recoup this through the
planning process in arguing, for example, for low levels of
affordable housing. This lengthens the planning process
needlessly and, again, leaves sites undeveloped.
We have also considered that the timeframe for which
planning permissions remain extant could be reduced to
progress development, again to remove the temptation
to require a rising market to rescue overbids for land.
At the moment, planning permissions generally expire
after three years but can easily be extended indefinitely
through relatively minor works.
If a landowner provides a sensible bid at the time of site
purchase based on clear planning requirements and
intends to develop the site immediately after consent
is granted, a three year time limit for implementation
appears excessive. A shorter timeframe may instil the
need to avoid waiting to develop either due to an initial
site overbid or a desire to increase profits due to rising
house prices especially in London.
In addition, we have seen that policy on residential unit
mixes can, at times, stall developments. For example,
where there is a borough target to deliver a percentage of
larger dwellings but over time the need is overshadowed
by a need for smaller housing, there should be a sufficient
degree of flexibility to cater for this change. Taking a
pragmatic view would also be useful where housing need
differs between locations within Boroughs.

Getting Affordable Homes Built
Madeleine Lundholm

There is a general consensus that London is
experiencing a housing crisis, and has been for some
time. It is becoming increasingly expensive to live in
London. People are moving further and further out to
rent or buy a property, or paying proportionally more of
their salary in rent every month. So, not only do we need
to get more homes built we also need a lot of them to
be genuinely affordable. Over the next couple of pages
I will attempt to briefly discuss the main challenges
facing housing delivery in London.
London needs more housing, most of us can agree
on that. Yet, despite efforts by policy makers housing
delivery has continued to lag behind demand. The
graph below shows an historical account of housing
delivery in England.

What is striking in this graph is the role of Local
Authorities (LAs) in building homes. When the
restrictions on council borrowing was introduced in
the early 1980s, it was predicted that the private sector
would take over and deliver housing. Unfortunately,
this has not been the case. So, while housing delivery
is falling, house prices are rising rapidly, especially in
big cities. Hence, there is a need to tackle the housing
shortage and rising property prices. The following
policies have been aimed at improving delivery and
affordability.
The Localism Act (2011) is significant in that it redefined the notion of what can be deemed affordable.
Generally speaking there is a consensus that paying
about a third of your monthly earnings on rent is

Housing delivery over time (KMPG, Shelter, 2014)
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reasonable – that is an affordable rent (1). The Localism
Act introduced a policy where an affordable rent is
defined as 80% or less of the current market rent. In
Southwark, for example, the average weekly rent of a
two-bedroom flat, market rate, is £677. A two-bedroom
flat could be considered affordable at £641 per week
(2). In April 2016 the median weekly earnings in
London was £671 (3). Clearly, this is problematic and
does little to resolve the affordability crisis. It becomes
even worse when looking at the statistics (graph
below).
‘Affordable rent’, which can be up to 80% of market rent,
has eaten into the provision of socially rented, general
needs housing. Putting more pressure on genuine
affordability in London. Similarly, to buy a property in
London, as a first-time purchaser, it would cost 10.1
times that of your annual earnings (as compared to
5.3 UK average). In 1997, it was 3.3 times your annual
earnings (4). So, unless you have access the ‘Bank of
Mum and Dad’ buying a property in London is beyond

the reach of many. This also has major impacts on social
mobility in the UK where property is a major source of
wealth and investment.
Let’s move on to the National Planning Policy Framework
(2012). Following the financial crash in 2008 when
housing delivery stalled the Government published the
NPPF which aimed to increase housing supply through
a range of measures. Significantly, one of these
measures introduced a pro-development agenda which
focused on developments being ‘economically viable’
and achieving ‘competitive returns’ for landowners
and developers. The expectation was that this would
make it more desirable to bring forward regeneration of
brownfield land in more central locations.
While the NPPF delivered several sound policies
around the quality of design, one of the unintended
consequences was that viability testing became a
more important aspect of planning approval. There are
concerns raised by academia and other commentators

Ratio of different types of affordable housing (DCLG, Live Table 1000, accessed 2017-04-23)
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(5), and it has been frequently mentioned in discussions
at the Getting Homes Built events, that the viability
testing is used in planning negotiations to reduce
affordable housing contributions, which negatively
impact on affordable housing supply. Looking at the
stats, it appears there is reason for concern.
The Land Registry has found that house prices in
London has risen by 92.5% since the lowest point in
2009 and according to Savills residential land values
have risen by 144.8% between 2009 and 2015 (6). So,
in theory affordable housing provision should have
gone up as well but it hasn’t. Instead between 2009
and 2015 delivery declined by 37% (7). While the NPPF
was successful in encouraging a pro-development
environment it has not increased housing supply.
One of the issues with the planning system as it stands
is that competition and intervention are misplaced.
Currently, the competition takes place at the land
purchase stage, which benefits landowners and

bigger developers as these have access to resources
and capital that smaller actors do not. Ultimately, the
larger players can price out the so-called SMEs (small
to medium sized enterprises). Land values are not
straight forward to understand, as has been explained
in the piece by BPS Surveyors and because it is
largely based upon qualified assumptions, but here is
how it is calculated, in simplified terms. To determine
what to pay for land developers will make an estimation
based on a range of informed assumptions of the total
scheme value (how many units they can get on the
site and how much they expect to sell them for). The
cost of the development is then subtracted along with
any necessary contributions (such as CIL and S106)
and the expected profit. What remains is the ‘residual
land value’ ie how much they can offer the land owner.
Now the landowner may not be happy with the price
which means that something’s got to go. This is where
affordable housing gets squeezed. The graph below
illustrates the above in more colourful terms.

The process of determining land price (KMPG, Shelter, 2014)
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So, as previously mentioned, the competition that, in
a free market place, is meant to benefit the consumer
and make supply cheaper, is misplaced and the
benefits to the consumer are largely lost. This means
that intervention should happen later on in the chain
to address affordability issues – this is more commonly
known as housing benefits.
The Government spends 20 times as much on housing
benefits than it does on affordable housing provisions
and in the last 20 years the cost has risen from £12
billion (1992/1993) to £24 billion (2012/2013). It is
currently the fastest growing welfare cost (8).
Ideally then, the intervention would take place at the
land valuation stage and the competition would take
place at both the developer bidding for planning
approval stage and at the consumer stage. However,
this is problematic for a number of reasons. In essence,
the economy relies on the rise in land values and
property prices for growth and it is an attractive asset
for the financial market to invest in and speculate on.
Through our current system the value is absorbed
mainly by various forms of investors and landowners.
As land is both a scarce and permanent resource (finite
to be exact), it is a tough nut to crack policy wise.
On that cheery note we move on to… solutions! In
November 2016 the new Mayor published the Draft
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. The main
aim is to provide more affordable homes, genuinely
affordable which does not preclude ‘affordable rent’,
and make the viability testing more standardised. It
has not been in place for very long so it is difficult
to say what the impacts will be. Ideally, it will fix
our broken housing market. Realistically, it will be
another drop in the ocean. Here’s why. The draft SPG
16

introduces a two-route system to viability testing.
Route A means the developer must illustrate through a
viability assessment why the application cannot meet
a required 35% affordable housing (without public
subsidy). In Route B, on the contrary, the developer’s
application meets or exceeds the 35% affordable
housing threshold so applicant will not be obliged to
provide viability information. A review mechanism will
be triggered if mutually agreed desired progress has
not been made within two years.
The SPG has, rightly, identified viability testing as
a potential hindrance to the delivery of affordable
housing and has provided a clear, standardised policy
which will encourage developers to simply provide the
desired threshold. However, while the SPG is in part an
exciting addition to the policy landscape, it overlooks
the somewhat problematic nature of the land market, as
previously described, and is unlikely to have a radical
effect on the delivery of housing.
To bring this argument full-circle let’s go back to the
beginning where we looked at housing delivery by
provider. Perhaps, it is a simplistic argument but I
wonder if London wouldn’t see more homes getting
built if the restriction on Local Authority borrowing
was lifted. It seems only logical that LAs should be able
to invest in building housing. It is after all, if anything,
a sound and safe investment to make. In the end,
rather than investing in housing stock the government
is essentially subsidising the private sector through
housing benefits. It would enable LAs to intervene at
the root of the problem rather than the symptom. This
is not a new or revolutionary suggestion, yet it is the
obvious alternative to relying on the private market to
get homes built.

Ways to Help Existing Tenants
Return to Their Home: Rent & Service
Charge Trust Fund at West Henden
Barratt Metropolitan LLP

During the construction phases of West Hendon Estate,
Barnet Housing Committee requested a briefing on
the rent and service charge increases that would be
impacting on returning residents.

period, will assist residents who will need to adjust their
budgeting over this period of time and enable those that
can claim additional benefits to complete the process.

The briefing, held during April 2015, looked at the
financial hardship returning residents could potentially
be facing with both increased rents and increased service
charges. With rents for existing tenants moving into new
homes at West Hendon being Target Rents, based on a
formula calculated by Government, these are higher than
rents traditionally charged by local authorities and by
Registered Providers.

An assessment of residential service charge data across
Barnet highlighted that the average residential service
charge for Council and housing association property in
the borough is higher than the service charge currently
paid by residents on the West Hendon Estate. Barnet
Homes operate a fixed rate service charge for all homes
regardless of their size, but the charge on the new
apartments is payable on the relative floor area of the
apartment, so bigger flats pay a bigger service charge.

Target rents were put in place in an attempt to develop
a fairer system of rents in the social housing sector and
to end the inconsistency between rents being charged
by different landlords for similar properties in a similar
locality. The move to Target Rents mean rent increases
for current Council tenants who will be moved out of their
home to make way for the redevelopment to take place,
and will then return to a new home. The proposed new
rent charge is in line with other Registered Providers on
new build homes in Barnet.

In order to help tenants adjust to the new service charge
regime Barratt Metropolitan LLP (BMLLP) are providing
a 10 year service charge subsidy to existing tenants
moving to the new homes at West Hendon. For the first
5 years the subsidy will cover 100% of the increased
service charge, ensuring costs for returning residents
remain at their current level of £445.64 per annum. From
years 6 to 10, the service charge subsidy will reduce by
equal amounts every year, so by year 11 tenants will be
paying the actual service charge due for their property.

During the third construction phase, Metropolitan
Housing Trust, the Registered Provider of affordable
homes on the West Hendon Estate acknowledged that
information about rents should have been provided to
tenants sooner. However, to address concerns of residents
and in order to ease the transition, Metropolitan Housing
Trust agreed to subsidise rents for the initial 9 months of
occupation. The rents, rising gradually over the 9 month

You can see from this table the substantial costs involved
in moving from Council rents to the government formulae
of Target Rents and it outlines the increase in living cost
moving from their existing homes to the new home on
the West Hendon Development. The figures take into
account, rent, council tax and service charge increases
but do not include water charges, utility bills or the
Energy Service Company standing charge.
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Per week cost of living increase for the same size home,
comparisons with Council rents, London Borough of
Barnet (LBB) and Metropolitan Housing Trust (MHT)
rents:
LBB

MHT

Increase per week

1 bed

£110

£159

£49

2 bed

£123

£190

£67

3 bed

£136

£215

£79

For overcrowded families moving from a 2 bedroom
Council home to a 3 bedroom Metropolitan Housing
Trust home, the increases per week were significantly
higher as shown here:
2 bed LBB

£123.06

3 bed MHT

£215.09

Increase per week

For those who are not claiming benefit but are on a low
salary, in addition to the service charge subsidy there
is a rent subsidy for 36 weeks to slowly bring the rent
to full rent in week 37. The actual living cost increase
with the service charge subsidy in place for year 1-5 is
detailed in the figure below.
Increase in weekly living costs staying in same size
home with Service Charge Subsidy:
LBB

MHT

Increase per week

1 bed

£110

£141

£31

2 bed

£123

£163

£40

3 bed

£136

£184

£48

£92.03

To help residents plan for the new rent and service
charge regime, Metropolitan arranged two ‘Financial
Inclusion’ workshops during March 2015 tailored
to individual circumstances and offering advice on
benefits entitlement, budgeting and debt advice.
These workshops even identified other agencies or
organisations that could provide additional support.
Additionally, and as mentioned above, residents in the
new development have to pay a standing charge to the
Energy Service Company (ESCo) for the combined
heat and energy centre. Again, to help residents adjust
to this new approach BMLLP have proposed a further
subsidy to residents over a 10 year period - with 5
years fixed and 5 years reduced subsidy each year –
with no subsidy paid in Year 11.
A Service Charge Endowment Fund has been set up
to subsidise service charges for a period of 10 years.
For the first 5 years residents are to pay the same
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amount they pay Barnet Homes for the services they
receive for their council home (£8.56 pw) there is
an annual increment of Consumer Price Index. This
index measures changes in the price level of a ‘market
basket’ of consumer goods and services purchased by
households. It is a statistical estimate constructed
by using the prices of a sample of goods collected
periodically. The service charge subsidy will reduce
in equal amounts for a further 5 years until the subsidy
periods ends.

The actual living cost increase with the service charge
and rent subsidy in place for year 1-5 is detailed in the
figure below.
Increase in weekly living costs staying in same size
home with Service Charge and Rent subsidy:
LBB

MHT

Increase per week

1 bed

£110

£126

£16

2 bed

£123

£146

£23

3 bed

£136

£166

£30

How to Consider Alternative Ways of
Construction
Monique Wallace

The Getting Homes Built course has been a great allrounder, but the most poignant workshop was about
alternative ways of constructing buildings.
Alternative methods of building is an important topic
as there is a problem with the affordability of housing,
driven by a lack of materials and skills, which in turn
contributes to the lack of housing supply.
The first £1m affordable (shared ownership) home
went on the market in 2015 (1). All you have to do is
earn £82,000 per annum for a 25% share!
We need to get homes built more quickly and the
London Mayor Sadiq Khan has introduced a series of
methods to stimulate house building. In the meantime,
the following myths about the reasons for the housing
crisis are now widely rejected:
• The planning system is holding up the delivery of
homes – False!
London now has planning consents to provide the next
20 years housing supply
• It’s too expensive to produce affordable housing –
False!
Registered Providers (RPs) do it all the time at decent
levels above the private developers.
• Land is too expensive – False!
Developers are land banking and their defence is that
the cost of building and lack of resources is prohibitive.
This is why Mayor Khan is placing great emphasis on
the scrutiny of viability assessments.
There is now a focus on construction methods to
dispel the myth that house building is prohibitively
expensive and elongated which is why developers and
local authorities are being encouraged to consider
alternative methods of construction.
However, banks’ lending money for alternative methods
is not yet mainstream, so individuals may be cautious
to buy them. That said Private Rented Sector (PRS),
hotels and student accommodation are not built

to be sold, so they are a ripe audience for using the
alternative methods of building.
There is still ample space in the market for further PRS
schemes, especially given the cost of home-ownership.
Therefore, if we want to build homes more quickly, then
PRS and faster construction methods would appear to
be the most efficient way to win the numbers game.
The three main methods construction discussed were:
• Traditional – steel and concrete framed buildings
• Timber – Timber framed buildings using Cross
Laminated Timber (CLT)
• Modular – pre-constructed/assembled units
The traditional method of construction is the most
commonly used in London.
The CLT method uses timber frames in the same way the
concrete and steel frames are used in buildings, but as
it’s a much lighter material and is a renewable resource,
it’s much better for the environment; the timber needed
to construct the homes London needs over the next
20 years would use only 1% of the Brazilian rainforest
(quoted by the speaker, not verified).
Also, because it is lighter weight, deep foundations
are not required, which negates the need for piling
and more of it can be transported, using less vehicle
movements.
The above examples of CLT are taken from Thomas
Lane in Building.Co.UK(2).
Modular housing has always been associated with
temporary housing and therefore there is a perception
that they will be of a poor quality.
However, the longevity of some modular buildings,
which were built to be temporary, is a testament to how
long they could last if they are constructed with the
intention to last as would any other construction type.
PLACE/Ladywell in Lewisham which provides 24, two
bedroom flats and ground floor flexible commercial
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space was constructed off-site using a modular
format, and is intended to be on the site for up to
four years before being relocated to another location
and represents a flexible, durable building type,
found here: https://www.rsh-p.com/projects/placeladywell/ and here https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/
inmyarea/regeneration/lewishamtowncentre/Pages/
placeladywell.aspx.
Sherwood Court, also in Lewisham provides 611 rooms
of student accommodation, a gym and other communal
facilities and was constructed using off-site modular
units with the same expectations of longevity and build
quality as more traditional methods of construction.
Details can be found here: http://www.visionmodular.
com/portfolio-item/sherwood-court-lewisham-2/.
The external design of the building was already
established by virtue of an extant permission and
the modulars were built to fit the approved design,
with only a few relatively minor amendments. The
development was made up of 638 individual modular
units which were fully constructed off site, taking just
14 weeks to stack and fix them together on site, whilst
the rest of the development took nine months.
Applying differing forms of construction has been
encouraged since 2005, as seen in the report by none
other than the National Audit Office. (5)
But due to perceptions, and the banks’ reluctance to
fund such projects or mortgage future occupiers, they
just haven’t taken off. The time has come for those
perceptions to be eroded and when used for the right
type of housing provision can be part of the solution of
this housing crisis.
There is a clear Government steer to encourage the
construction of homes for rent. Given the current
prices of properties and the much lower wage levels,
it’s going to be a long while before affordability is a
reality for most. Therefore to home everyone in the
interim, building properties to let with longer, more
secure tenancy agreements and better protection from
rogue landlords, is a long-term viable solution.
However, while those properties for rent are being
constructed, here are a few of my personal brainstorming
suggestions to ease the housing shortage, which in
turn should increase supply:
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•

Create a Ready to buy database for buyers who have
their deposits ready, MiPs, income and catchment
locations. Whether its Rightmove/Zoopla or a
specialised organisation, there should be central place
where people can search geographically, financially
(price/deposit paid/stamp duty paid), stage of
development i.e. off plan, shell and core or fully ready
for occupation or other incentives.

•

Before developers can sell 50% to overseas buyers,
they have to market to the database (mentioned above)
UK wide. Help commuters, those not registered with
RPs and those not in catchment areas etc.

•

Incentivise business/developments to supply and
to support/part fund office space outside of central
London, designated for use for businesses in a Joint
Venture/similar industry ie, KPMG/Deloitte/PwC
would all have an alternative finance centre outside of
London.

•

Require RPs to purchase/Joint Venture with small
developers to purchase developments at market price
using a percentage of their profits to offer security to
smaller house builders, while improving the quality of
developments that they build.

•

Cost of borrowing to be improved for SME developers.

•

Make it easier to claim Tax relief on home working – a
simple statement from your employer in the P60, with
the rebate reflected in PAYE.

•

Buy to share. Units built with the purpose of being
split but must sell after 2/5/10 years and revert back
to one unit. The increase in value must cover the cost
of restoring the unit back to 2 and the option must be
available for one occupier to buy the other out.

•

Property pension pot. Dwellings built using pension
scheme for everyone.

•

Vacant land; if LPA is made aware of land/buildings not
in use, CPO and redevelop, and land value only given to
land owner once the development has gained planning
permission for redevelopment.

•

Investment in construction education.

•

Investment in Northern powerhouse for brick and other
construction materials.

•

Waive the requirement to provide affordable housing if
the development is funded by UK investment property
pensions/investment scheme.
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How to Grow the Cohousing Sector
Kevin Fisher

The scope and seriousness of the housing crisis
both nationally and locally has been well rehearsed.
It is clear that there is no single or easy answer to the
problem. A range of interventions are required. Some
commentators (eg Kelvin Campbell (1), Alistair Parvin
(2)) highlight the role of the custom and self build
sector in increasing the housing supply and creating
sustainable neighbourhoods. Within the custom and
self build sector Cohousing models of development
have been gaining increasing interest. This essay looks
at Cohousing in London and how to grow the sector.
Cohousing is a way of living which brings individuals
and families together in groups to share common aims,
space and activities while also enjoying their own selfcontained accommodation and personal space. The
key characteristics of Cohousing, which differentiate
them from other co-living models is that their members
manage the development. Whilst there are similarities
with other forms of Housing Co-ops and intentional
communities in terms of sharing space and facilities,
such as laundries, guest rooms, communal indoor and

outdoor spaces, Cohousing differs from these models in
its emphasis on providing self-contained units owned
by the occupants.
The social and environment benefits of Cohousing are
summarised below by Towergate Insurance in their
article; Community 2.0: Is Cohousing the future of
Urban Design? (3)
Cohousing is already well established in Scandinavia,
Holland, Germany and the US, but is only just beginning
to take off in the UK. The Cohousing Network website
lists c.70+ completed or Cohousing schemes in
development in the UK. Currently there are only two
completed Cohousing Schemes London. This compares
to 96 co-operative or Cohousing projects delivered in
Berlin between 2004-2012 (Kristien Ring (4)).
Case Study 1: The first scheme to complete in London
was at 1-6 Copper Lane in 2014. This scheme comprises
six individual houses at 2-3 storeys with shared garden,
laundry and a communal meeting space. The project
started in 2008 when the two founding members of the
group found a disused back land site of 1000 sqm for
sale in their local area. Seeing the potential of the site
they formed a group with five other families and set up
a limited company to pool their financial resources to
buy the land. Buying the land and gaining planning

So the future of cohousing looks bright. Our modern world, full of suburbs and urban sparwl, leaves many
of us feeling isolated and alone. Cohousing is a way to connect with our neighbours, build a community,
and bring people closer together. It may not be for everyone, but as cohousing catches on, it is certainly
having a positive influence on the societies we live in.
Extract from Article (Towergate Insurance, Community 2.0)
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permission took three years with a further three
years required for detailed design and construction.
Construction was funded by a mortgage from the
Ecology Building Society. Each household owns a lease
on their individual unit.
This development illustrates how awkward sites with
limited development potential might be used to facilitate
this model of housing development. For a typical
developer, this type of site is relatively unattractive.
Simon Bayly of the Copper Lane Group explains: “The
project would not have been commercially viable at the
scale we were doing it for a developer…It was a riskladen and time-consuming activity: buying land without
planning permission; taking a minimum of three years
from start to finish; many unknowns along the way.” (5)
This example also illustrates the high degree of risk the
Cohousing group had to endure to get their scheme
built, maybe a level risk and stress that many groups
would not have the capacity to bear. However, perhaps
the final cost of the project at 40% below the cost of
similar sized houses selling in the area provided its own
reward and motivation, along with the benefits shared
living can provide.
Case Study 2: The second completed scheme, in
London, opened in 2016. It was the first (in both London
and the UK) over 50s Cohousing scheme.

areas and meeting space. There is also a shared laundry,
guest room, craft shed and garden. In addition to sharing
a number of facilities the group of women, aged 50-87
aim to share the cost of care in the future. Compared
to the Copper Lane project, the 18 years taken to bring
this scheme to fruition represents a monumental act of
resilience and determination on behalf of the founding
members that lasted the course keeping a group together
and finding a way to get their homes built. The key to the
final success was finding a development partner, Hanover
Housing Association (a not for profit retirement housing
provider) to buy the land and provide the construction
before selling onto to OWCH.
In addition to the two examples above there are only
two other Cohousing projects listed in the Greater
London Area on the Cohousing Network website. Both
the remaining London projects; The Featherstone
Cohousing Group and Cohousing Woodside are
aimed at the over 50s. Both projects have partnered
with Hanover Housing Association to buy land and
provide the construction for the project. As identified
in the HAPPI report (6) Cohousing provides particular
benefits for an aging community wanting to maintain
their independence whilst benefitting from living in
a mutually supportive community. Additionally, the
development of this sector would aid in the release
of larger houses into the housing stock suitable for
younger families, as elderly residents downsize.

The scheme, initiated by the Older Women’s Cohousing
group (OWCH) comprises 25 self- contained apartments
along with a common house including kitchen, dining

Cohousing shares with any other custom or self build
projects three main barriers: access to land, access

View of central courtyard (Copper Lane Group)

View of New Ground Cohousing (Older Women’s Cohousing)
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to finances and institutional inertia. Gus Zogolovitch
of Inhabit Homes, a small-scale developer offering to
facilitate custom build homes, sums up the situation:
“Finding land for sale to start your self build in London
can be nigh on impossible” (7).
Raising finances for such a project is also usually
difficult when, as a founding member of the Featherstone
Cohousing group has pointed out, the group has no
track record to show (8).
The third barrier, institutional inertia operates
across the public and private sectors. Stephen Hill,
a planning and development surveyor and director
of C20 future planners highlights the attitude of
mainstream housebuilders to any community led type
of development as “time consuming, costly, risky” and
having to deal with “difficult people” (9).
Maria Benton trustee of the UK Cohousing Network
states that “councils…don’t always understand the
Cohousing model” (10). Perhaps this is not so surprising
given the relative lack of profile of this development
model. However, this comment does highlight the fact
that local authorities are currently poorly equipped to
aid in the facilitation of Cohousing projects.
Whilst advice and emerging good practice set out in the
PAS document “Planning for Self- and Custom-Build
Housing“ (11) goes someway to plugging an information
gap for local planning authorities preparing to fulfill their
duties under the Community Right to Build legislation
to keep a register of individuals and groups interested
in pursuing their own self-and custom build projects
and make land available to meet the demand evidenced
by the register, there is still a lot more that needs to be
done, particularly in London.

R50 Baugruppen project (Kevin Fisher)
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The Cohousing Network has reported that the numbers
of groups registering on Local Authority planning
registers is relatively low. Does this reflect a genuine
lack of interest or is the process of creating a Cohousing
project just too opaque for many to even begin?
Looking at this another way: if there was sufficient
evidence of plots available allocated for a custom build
project would that provide a sufficient incentive and
motivation for groups to form?
Berlin’s policy of actively allocating some of its smaller
sites for sale to Cohousing and custom build groups
seems to suggest the latter might be the case. Architect
Luke Tozer, director at Pitman Tozer, identifies the need
to raise the profile of the Right to Build registers: “We
know there are many more people out there who would
be interested in custom build than actually have their
names on registers…Imagine how many more people
would sign up to the registers if there was a five second
slot at the end of Grand Designs.” He also recommends
that Council’s should market their registers to grow the
sector (12).
Despite the existence of the GLA’s program “Build your
own London home” initiated in 2012 progress in the
facilitation of the custom build and self build sector, and
along with it Cohousing, has been limited, particularly
compared to cities like Berlin and Hamburg (see below).
The lack of understanding of the potential and benefits
of Cohousing model, mentioned above, runs through all
levels of government.
In a report of the GLA’s Housing Investment Group titled
‘Right to Build Policy’ (4th August 2015) it was reported
that “it is likely that custom build will deliver housing
at densities lower than those needed to meet London’s

R50 shared ground floor space (Kevin Fisher)

housing need”. But do Cohousing projects result in lower
than average densities? Whilst the two examples built in
London are largely suburban in character the example
below from Berlin demonstrates that Cohousing projects
need not be low density and successfully integrate into
higher density inner-city neighborhoods.
This development is the result of a policy in Berlin of
limiting the sale of a proportion of the city governments
land sales specifically to Cohousing and co-operative
groups. This provides the kind of certainty around the
availability of sites currently lacking in London.
The GLA would also do well to learn from the proactive
stance to Cohousing taken by the city authorities
in Hamburg. Since 2003 the city has maintained a
municipal department whose role is specifically to
facilitate Cohousing and similar projects; The Agency
of Building Groups. This agency provides a clearing
house for group build projects throughout the city
by keeping an active list of new groups looking for
members, meeting regularly with groups to understand
their needs and disseminating information about new
land disposals.
The Agency also provides advice on financial support
and works with local planning authorities to help steer
planning applications through the planning process.
To ensure a supply of suitable plots, Hamburg operates
a policy of allocating 20% of sites within its larger
regeneration projects for group build projects. Land
parcels are subdivided into smaller plots making it
easier to bid (14).

of Almere, Holland and Vauban, Freiberg, Germany.
Plots are offered to individuals and Cohousing groups
rather than a site being built out by a single developer.
This demands a radically different approach to site
development than is currently practiced in this country
which has become over reliant on a single developer
to build out larger development sites. The first local
authority in the UK to provide leadership in facilitating
small plot based development at scale, is Cherwell
District Council with a masterplan for Bicester Garden
Town. This includes an area of 2000 custom build plots
at Graven Hill. The masterplan provides a range of
plot sizes suitable for a range of house hold sizes and
group build projects (15).
The key lessons here are that Cohousing shares the
same barriers as other custom and self build models.
To grow the Cohousing sector in London at scale the
kind of institutional support provided by the Hamburg
city authorities is required with the formation of an
‘Agency for Cohousing Groups’.
Also required is a systemic change to the
masterplanning of large scale development projects
alongside the associated delivery model. The
following extract from Kelvin Campbell’s submission
to the NLA’s “New ideas new housing” 2015; ‘LONDON
FABRICation: Ideas, tools and tactics to scale the
potential of housing in the capital’, sets out what the
GLA, along with the London Boroughs, need to do:

Masterplanning based on small scale plot based
developments models has long been practiced in
Holland and Germany eg. the often-cited examples
Housing is not a problem to be solved. It is a potential
to be realised. Housing was never the domain of
government. People did it. It was not a problem to be
solved. We created it. The buck is now passed to the
big guys to solve the created problem. But housing
can be reduced to the smallest units of delivery – a
single building, a terrace, a block. Many agents can
do it if we allow them. The private sector means all
of us, not just the big guys. Open up the market to
the widest possible opportunities. Make it work
equably for the individual, collective and corporate.
Artists Impression of Graven Hill Village Centre (Graven Hill Village
Development Company)
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Understanding Project Management
Andy Radice

This project outlines how residential development
is undertaken in Lambeth in order to examine how
development is undertaken, the role of project
management, who are the developers, and what can
be learnt so as to increase the construction of new
residential developments in future. The project was
undertaken through interviews with a range of different
organisations.
With the expansion and outward movement of
Central London, Lambeth is a local authority subject
to intensive redevelopment pressures. The type of
development can range from the construction of a
clutch of 50 storey towers in Vauxhall through to
inner London Suburban development in areas such
as Crystal Palace and Norwood. Development is
conducted as part of a mixed economy, with both the
private sector and local authority implementing new
schemes.
Residential Development and the Choice of
Organisations to Interview
New residential development involves the construction
of a range of different types of private and affordable
housing products. In London, this also involves
constructing residential schemes at contrasting
densities, ranging from high-density schemes in inner
London to much lower-density ones in outer London,
and combining residential provision in commercial and
retail mixed-use schemes.
It is usually presumed in standard texts (1) that
residential development is undertaken by specialist
house builders, but this can be provided by more
general developers as well. Additionally, development
can be a complex and involved process, particularly
with smaller schemes, where agents and organisations
specialise in undertaking only one or two stages in
development, and subsequently sell onto another
organisation. For example, one organisation may take
a scheme obtaining planning permission and then sell
onto another to construct the scheme.
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Graham Winch (2) says that development is about
creating the future and… involves dealing with and
managing uncertainty and risk. Whilst some schemes
can repeat others, new development tends to be
bespoke, frequently involving the creation of unique
value for both owners and users as well as dealing with
the issues associated with particular locations. This
means that development is not like mass production,
although lessons can be learnt in development from
manufacturing.
Winch is primarily concerned with the construction, as
opposed to the development of schemes. However, in
considering the latter and the results of the interviews
undertaken with developers, it is possible to expand
on Winch’s consideration of the processes involved as
set out in the diagram below.
Diagram of the Development Process
1. Land and Development Opportunity Acquisition
2. Concept and Specification
3. Construction
4. Marketing and Sales Development as well allocation of
affordable

The first stage, not only involves purchasing land, but
entering into joint ventures with other organisations
to undertake schemes. The second concerns the
development of the concept and specification of the
scheme, which can involve complicated negotiations
with external stakeholders, for instance in obtaining
planning permission. Third is construction, normally
undertaken through the engagement of specialist
companies, and finally the allocation and marketing of
accommodation.
The process is proposed as a conceptual framework.
The processes are inter-related. For example, the
intention and concept of a scheme can be related to
the decision to buy land and bidding to undertake
projects with other organisations. An additional
advantage of dividing schemes into stages is that it

permits decisions about whether to proceed, adapt, or
not continue with the project through economic and
option appraisals.
There are a number of additional factors involved in the
development process. The first concerns the ability
of organisations to obtain funding, equity, loan and
government finance. The second is procurement, and
the difference in the arrangements needed to appoint
agents and companies when it is difficult to specify
requirements (particularly in the early conceptual
phases of schemes) compared to when requirements
can be stated explicitly, and then manage them in
order to secure commitment through the designing of
appropriate incentive schemes.
Winch explains that there are three levels in
understanding the development industry. The
highest is the institutional, concerning the particular
industry approach to undertaking its task, the national
business system, and economic cycles. The middle
is the governance of development, while the lowest
concerns the processes, routines and tasks involved
in development. Again the three are inter-related
with change in one affecting the other. However,
understanding and change do not only concern
structure, but also ideas and the movement from one
discourse to another.
Whilst accepting that Project Management can be
undertaken in different ways and require different
approaches in different situations, Winch doesn’t
accept that general formal models are appropriate
for development. Instead, he believes that a project
manager has to deal with the importance of a project
to an organisation, the degree of uncertainty and
repeatability, and the mission emphasis. Project
Management is a matter of generating and convincing
others about ideas, dealing with technical and
communication issues, and riding the project wave, i.e.
leading and managing a process that starts with great
uncertainty, which is reduced as one makes decisions
and proceeds with a scheme.

Companies and organisations are grouping of people
that come together to achieve more than if an activity
was undertaken on an individual basis. There are
different types of organisations (profit making, nonprofit and government agencies). Henry Mintzberg
(3) contends that they involve different hierarchical
levels, with technical and administrative support.
Organisations can take five different forms ranging
from simplistic organisations to adhocracies as set
out in the table below. Depending on the severity of
transaction costs, the activities do not necessarily
need to be provided as part of an organisation, and
these can be bought in, which can produce complicated
supply chains.
Henry Mintzberg’s Five Organisational Structures
1. Simple Structure: a centralised structure that often
emphasises informality.
2. Machine Bureaucracy: a formal procedures and processes
established by strategic planners and financial controllers.
3. Professional Bureaucracy: there are clear lines of
authority that are based on law, regulation, and professional
bodies.
4. Divisionalised: a central core guides separate business
units normally designed on the basis of machine
bureaucracies, and
5. Adhocracy or Matrix Organisations: project based
organisations that emphasise quickly adapting to change.

According to Sarah Payne (3), house builders’
attitudes were considerably affected by the last
economic depression, and as a result they now take a
more cautious approach to development. In addition,
(4) they also need to take a different approach to low
density development as opposed high density. The
former, development is undertaken sequentially, and
divided into phases in accordance with anticipated
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market absorption rates. By contrast, high-density,
especially that involving high-rise construction is
more expensive, requiring greater initial investment
of resources and selling to a more affluent market
when comparing dwellings on a like for like basis. It
also involves concentrating on changes in markets;
developing the capabilities to combine residential
construction with commercial, etc.; and being prepared
to work more intimately and co-operatively with local
authorities and planning departments to comply with
the requirements of inner city areas.
In order to consider development, seven organisations,
either based or worked in Lambeth were interviewed.
Two were major London and national house builders,
the third was an international general developer,
two were Registered Providers (RPs) who undertake
estate regeneration, one was a local small to medium
developer, and the final organisation was LB Lambeth
which undertook a joint venture with a private
developer to construct residential accommodation to
financially assist in building a new headquarters. All
the interviews were undertaken confidentially, and the
objectives in talking to the smaller company were to
consider how they operated as well as gain insight into
this sector of the market.
The intention of the interviews was to examine as an
exploratory exercise how development is undertaken. It
was not a systematic, academic exercise. The purpose
was explained as part of requesting the interview, and
a list of the questions was provided, which were used
as issue prompts in the discussion.

The Questions and issue prompts used for the interviews.

5. How do you go about:
-Finding land and property to acquire?
-Developing the concept (intention and design) for a
scheme?
-Working with external stakeholders and the community?
-Obtaining planning permission?
-Conducting marketing?
-Undertaking construction, including procurement of
construction contractors if this is not conducted in house?
-Appointing professional support?
-Establishing Joint Ventures and Partnerships? And
-Considering the long-term management of both the
property and residents?
6. What are the prospects for future expansion?
b. Project Management
1. How do you organise projects?
2. What do you believe is the project manager’s role? Does
this start with finding property and end when the scheme
is completed, or does the project manager have a more
restricted role?
3. What is the role of the project manager in selecting
projects, and how is one project selected as opposed to
another?
4. What services within the company/ organisation does
the project manager tap into as opposed to manage?
5. What responsibilities does the project manager perform?
For example, what functions do they directly manage as
opposed to co-ordinate?
6. How do you obtain and develop project managers, and
do you expect there to be shortage in this profession if
residential output were to be significantly increased in
London?

a.Development and Organisational Issues
7. What skills do project managers require?
1. What type of residential schemes do you provide, and
what are the reasons for specialising in these areas?
2. How are your projects selected, and what are the main
requirements in undertaking the projects?
3. How do you organise the development process?
4. How do you raise finance?
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8. How do you think that the project manager’s role is
affected by the nature of your company and the way you
undertake development?

The Results and Findings of the Interviews

In regard to general and institutional considerations,
in terms of interests and products provided, all
companies provided residential accommodation for
different reasons and purposes. The large specialist
house builders only wanted to construct private
accommodation for sale, as well as affordable
accommodation as part of planning S106 requirements.
They were considering private rent, but as their
operational model was based on sales (and an early
capital return), they preferred to provide this type of
accommodation for specialist providers who would
bulk buy as part of larger schemes.
On the other hand, the smaller/medium company
specialised in the private rent market for professionals
that has grown in North Lambeth, because they
saw themselves as an investment company with a
management component, using the stock as collateral
for development loans. The RPs primary purpose was
to construct affordable housing, but they were having
to construct private sale for cross-subsidisation
purposes. They also said that the Government was
encouraging them to provide private rent, which also
had the advantages of a long-term income as well as
being a safeguard in relation to cyclical downturns.
The two non-specialist developers saw housing as a
profitable venture, or to diversify their property portfolio.
Lambeth was developing residential accommodation
to finance new administrative headquarters. Both
the smaller company and local authority are Borough
based, while other organisations worked throughout
London and the UK. The latter often found that they
obtained higher-rates of return in non-Central London
low-density developments, and stated that it easier to
work in Outer London and rural locations.
All organisations were involved in extensive mixed-use
schemes, ranging from constructing extensive new
office and commercial developments with residential
accommodation in Central London on the South Bank
to the smaller company providing restaurants and
offices in the regeneration of Brixton as a modern town
centre.

The RPs and larger specialist developers organised
themselves as machine bureaucracies that were
divided into separate property finding, concept
development, and construction departments. Coordination of the different sections is achieved through
different methods: company board decision-making,
personal involvement of the chief executive, and in
one case, and through a procedural manual. They saw
project management as a construction role.
In contrast, the other organisations gave more
prominence to project development throughout
the process. The international company divided
schemes into two separate project management tasks:
development and construction. The development/
project manager in the first is responsible for writing
decision-making reports and co-ordinating other
functions, such as in-house architectural and valuation
services on a matrix basis as schemes progress through
development. The construction manager undertook
and oversaw construction. The smaller developer took
the form of a more simplistic organisation. The chief
executive undertook a directive project management
role in the earlier phases of development, but then
oversaw and delegated construction to a more
specialist manager. Finally, the local authority used a
more formal Prince 2 Method, although construction
was more about overseeing contractual obligations of
the partner consortium as opposed to supervising this.

In relation to more detailed issues concerning
governance and processes:
•

Property and Scheme Finding. All developers are
involved in undertaking a wide range of different
types of project that were sourced pro-actively
and through formal marketing exercises. Both the
large general developer and the smaller specialist
company emphasised the role of personal
relationships in obtaining projects. The smaller
developer believed that it was exceedingly
important to develop and maintain relationships
with agents, and to personally talk to property
owners to ascertain and tease out their real
intentions.
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•

•

All organisations developed partnerships and
joint ventures. This was undertaken for different
purposes: to break into new markets, diversify
risk, and extend for different financial capability.
Specialist companies could be set up so that the
company became a divisional organisation.
Concept Development and Value Generation.
All organisations had different approaches, with
the larger, private organisations having in-house
professional capability (for instance architects,
cost, and building expertise), whereas RPs, the
Council and the smaller developer purchased
these skills and capabilities through procurement
framework agreements. The smaller company
developed very close personal relationships with
their professional support. The larger companies
bought in consultancies to expand idea
generation and diversify risk.
Different companies had different attitudes to
objectives, ranging from attempting to maximise
customer satisfaction to minimising costs.
Great importance was placed on engaging with
communities and working closely with the
local authority through the adoption of project
management approaches (Planning Performance
Agreements) for obtaining planning permission.
It was apparent that long-term schemes could
change in nature for developers. One of the large
private developers paid particular attention
to changes in market conditions and how
schemes could be adapted in relation to these. In
addition, whilst the depression of the late 2000s
threatened a couple of RP estate regeneration
schemes, they are now benefiting from the market
upturn in being able to consider more extensive
redevelopment plans than originally intended.

•
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Construction. The private companies adopted
a construction management approach through
companies appointing and managing the supply
chain as opposed to prime contractors. However,
the private partner who was responsible for
undertaking the local authority scheme brought
in its own construction company as part of the
joint venture. The RPs were experimenting with

construction management as they saw this as
a method of reducing costs, but also saw prime
contracting as a means of offsetting risk.
•

Finance, Marketing, and Economic Viability.
The larger companies and RPs were required
to sell a considerable amount of units before
contemplating undertaking construction, e.g. up
to one third of a development or stage. Overseas
sales have grown in importance in achieving this.

•

Future Intentions and Organisational
Development. All organisations were prepared
to expand output. However, the two larger house
builders expressed reservations, citing that
the market did not appear to be as buoyant
as it had been in the recent past. It was
difficult to identify the exact reasons, but they
appeared to be a combination of Brexit and the
uncertainty this caused, increase in stamp duty
on more expensive property, and the volume of
construction that had been undertaken in certain
parts of London (in this case the Nine Elms
Vauxhall Opportunity Area.

•

As most schemes involved providing more than
residential development, companies needed to
develop themselves in order to provide offices
and commercial uses as well as raising finance
for undertaking such ventures. The task can be
demanding as illustrated by the smaller developer
needing to expand its capabilities in order to
provide both restaurant and office space as well
as residential accommodation in its Brixton
Scheme.

•

Resourcing. All the organisations expressed
concern about the existing and growing problems
of trades - as identified by the Famer Review (6)
and materials provision. However, whilst training
staff, many were also concerned about the
shortage of professional staff as well. In regard
to the latter issue, RPs explained that private
companies were more able to attract higher paid
staff.

Conclusions

Considering whether Residential Development can
be increased

In stretching outwards from Central London to the
inner suburbs, Lambeth covers a number of different
areas where residential development is undertaken
in London. This project found that there are different
types of developer with different interests that are
organised on different basis undertaking different
types of schemes.
Project management is important in undertaking
development, especially in organising construction,
but this is not the only way organisations conduct
development.
There are a number of question and considerations
to raise in regard to whether residential development
can be increased in order to meet projected national
and London requirements. These are arranged in
accordance with Graham Winch’s three levels for
examining development.

A.

The Institutional

1. Understanding Developers. As with the Government’s
National Housing White Paper (7), considerable
attention is given to a number of issues involved in
promoting residential development, in particular the
planning process. However, it has been known for a long
time that the way developers undertake development
is important in understanding development and
increasing residential output (8).

whether demand can be maintained in the future. This
not only affects general attitudes, but also the viability
of long-term schemes, such as estate regeneration.
3. Resourcing. The need to consider the supply of
labour trades and professional staff.

B.

Governance and Routines, etc.

4. Promotion of the Private Rented Sector. Although
some organisations are interested in providing PRS,
it still doesn’t comply with all models of residential
provision particularly for the large, specialist
residential construction companies.
5. Smaller and Medium Sized Companies. There
is concern about promoting these. As with the
Housing White Paper(7), the main way that this is
being undertaken is by dividing large schemes into
smaller portions so that they can obtain a chance in
undertaking development. However, the study found
that a more comprehensive approach to assistance
should be adopted, e.g. in considering whether they
can provide mixed-use developments.
6. Planning Performance Agreements. All large
developers advocated the use of this project
management approach to dealing with planning
applications, but pre-application discussions should
still be retained as a method, especially for small
developers.
7. Construction Management.
Most organisations saw advantage in organising
construction on this basis, and assistance could be
devised for organisations wanting to consider it.

Therefore, it is recommended that consideration
should also be given to how developers undertake
development, what is required for them to do expand
output, and how this can be achieved.
2. Stability of Demand and the Housing Market Cycle.
Whilst developers said that they wished to increase
residential output, some expressed concern about
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Part Two
The Events

We set out in the following pages the details of each
event in the Getting Homes Built series including
the expert speakers who presented and when the
event took place. We take notes at each event on the
presentations and discussions that follow, producing
a single short takeaway note that attempts to distil
the learning into bite sized points; you will find these
at the beginning of each event description.

Site Visit to West Hendon
13.05.2016

Takeaways
Development sites are unique, each will have specific issues to address sometimes requiring complex
negotiations from the start.
Getting investors on board and working out the legal framework for partnerships are vital before
starting on site.
Building trust and working as openly as possible with existing communities is hard work but worth
the time and energy given.
Development Agreements are complex but set clear roles and responsibilities as well as what the
objectives of the development are and the design standards required.
Good and regular communication is a priceless tool, don’t scrimp on providing a variety of ways in
which to reach different communities.
Listen to concerns and address issues with a ‘can-do’ approach, in the long-term it will benefit the
project, the place and more importantly, the people.

S peakers
Steven Abbey, Allies and Morrison
Dan Arsic, Barratt London
Adam Driscoll, LB Barnet
Hendrik Heyns, Allies and Morrison
Eric Holroyd, Barratt London
Craig Ireland, Barratt London
Sury Patel, Barratt London
Nathan Smith, Barratt London
Sue Vincent, Urban Design London

West Hendon old build (Urban Design London)
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West Hendon new build (Urban Design London)

“The frank talk from the Council was an important learning
curve on what happens without officer continuity” LB
Camden, Delegate.

Hosted at the Phoenix Outdoor Centre in Barnet,
Barratt London talked us through the rather complex
process of getting a scheme to the ‘shovels in ground’
stage, with a £500 million investment backing this
large suburban regeneration project. Working around
and within an existing community, the area known as
‘The Welsh Harp site’ will consist of 2,000 new homes,
(25% are affordable) with around 1,000 full-time
construction jobs being created and more than 125
full-time jobs in new re-provided community facilities
and shops. We had a series of talks and a walk about
on the site.
The images below left show the existing estate (on the
left) and the recent new-build (on the right) with similar
built form but with the forecourt now having landscape
areas for meeting, sitting and playing, rather than a
tarmacked car-park and bin-store. A long-term, regular
maintenance regime is needed to retain the quality of
space, making places people would like to live in.
How the legal and contractual frameworks were
prepared was explained to us in an informative, if
complex presentation. We learnt about the intricate
relationships between the Joint Vehicle Partners,
Barratt London and Metropolitan Housing Trust, their
clients, landowners and building contractors. Detailed
elements of the building contracts required careful
consideration and cooperation between all partners.
The Principal Development Agreement contained the
development objectives, design guidelines, council
costs, warranties, acquisition notices and land draw
down, the affordable housing delivery, phasing and
profitability as well as the overage agreement. These
roles and responsibilities for the project development
partners ran alongside consultation and liaison
processes, a decanting strategy with regular meetings
and an open book-keeping approach agreed.

We learnt about the problems that can go wrong when,
with all good intentions, not enough time and continuity
is given to communications with existing residents
and relationships are not forged on mutual trust,
understanding and consideration. We gained a realist
grasp of the processes to-date, and the many ways in
which working with existing and new communities can
go awry; we discussed how these were addressed and
how the relationships were improved.
With changes in development partnerships, some
of the original promises made to some residents and
leaseholders could not or did not transpire, whilst
others who were planning to return faced rent increases
and service charge increases that potentially were
unmanageable. Barratt Metropolitan LLP put together
a briefing, requested by Barnet Council, to set out how
they would tackle this difficulty. Details are set out in
Part 1 Essays, of the innovative Service Charge Trust
Fund and Finance Workshops put in place to assist
returning residents manage higher rents and service
charges.
A further valuable element of engaging with the local
community was via the The West Hendon Community
Trust Fund also set up by Barratt Metropolitan LLP,
with local residents acting as trustees to administer
a £250,000 fund that would encourage and support
community projects such as youth activities, education
and training or career advice – all community groups,
tenants groups or businesses in the area could apply.
We are deeply grateful to the honesty from Barnet
Council and Barratt London as attendees gained
valuable lessons on the complexities that are likely
to be faced within a major development in a large,
estate-based regeneration scheme. We all learnt how
important building good and trusting relationships
where key to successful outcomes.
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Building Relationships
26.05.2016

Takeaways
Local residents are more informed, knowledgeable and concerned than ever before about planning
and environmental issues.
Confidence and trust in local authorities, decision makers and ‘the establishment’ is lower than ever
before.
Ensure local Councillors are contacted early and help them help you.
Communicate early and widely; if you don’t explain your plans, others will and won’t necessarily shine
a positive light on them.
Acknowledge that change could have both positive and potentially negative impacts.

S peakers
Michael Ball, Waterloo Community Development Group
Peter Bradley, TfL
Paul Dimoldenberg, Quatro Public Communications
Ann Frankel, LB Hackney
Cllr Nigel Haselden, LB Lambeth
Michael Holland, Pocket Living
David Joyce, LB Lambeth
Mark Lemanski, University of East London

Map of London (Peter Bradley, Transport for London)
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Cllr Julianne Marriott, LB Newham
Mike Saunders, Common Place
Richard Shirley, TfL
Nathan Smith, Barratt London
Cllr Sue Vincent, LB Camden
Colin Wilson, GLA
Cllr Andrew Wood, Tower Hamlets
Jed Young, LB Camden

”The whole day has provided a really useful insight into
how to engage and communicate with people” LB Bexley,
Course Delegate

One of the important lessons taken from the site visit
earlier in the month was the inter-relationships and
communications made with partners across the industry
and community are vital to a successful outcome and
need to be considered even before the development
concept. This ensures an understanding of need,
ambition and desired outcomes for building successful
homes, communities and places people want, and
choose, to live.
This session investigated how to make the most of the
councillor, community, developer, planner and other
professional relationships and how best to understand
how these networks work and evolve as sites for
development are brought to the market.
With local residents being more informed,
knowledgeable and concerned than ever before about
planning and environmental issues, the planning arena
is both powerful and political - where residents want
and expect to be consulted and/or directly involved in
decisions affecting their local area. This is particularly
true in matters relating to finances – where and how is
the S106 and/or Community Infrastructure Levy being
spent? Is it being directed to what is needed locally
and is it good value for money? We discussed the
importance of these elements to local people and how
they can help in building trust in the neighbourhood
and open, honest relationships.
It was acknowledged that confidence and trust in local
authorities, decision makers and ‘the establishment’ is
low, and that we were in fact part of the ‘establishment’
that is not held in high opinion. It is therefore vital that
residents’ views and concerns are given the due weight
and respect they deserve within open and transparent
discussions and decision making. As noted above,
development really is a complex process, with many
different players, agendas and potentially winners and
losers.

We attempted to set out some of the key actions to help
promote trust and understanding. Importantly, it was
recognised that local Councillors can be a good conduit
for gathering and disseminating information, needs and
concerns. If contacted early in the process and before
rumours abound locally, it is useful to help them help
you. Listening to the needs of those in the local area,
explaining the proposal and the local benefits it can
bring and checking these marry with local desires can
go a long way to making development more welcome.
For developers, and scheme promoters, we heard that
communicating early and widely delivered the best
results; if plans are not explained carefully and easily,
misinformation can spread quickly, particularly with
social media and affected communities may not shine a
positive light on the project.
We saw evidence of the ease in which social media can
be utilised - and with great speed - to mount campaigns
against local development and stir up division. This can
produce an adversarial atmosphere, costing time and
money and creating a combative environment. We know
that change has both positive and negative impacts –
for example, who would choose to live next door to a
building site for months, even if you acknowledge that
local people need homes too. Spinning the truth doesn’t
wash and creates further division.
We learnt that it is useful to face peoples’ anxieties
directly, for example a major concern from communities
is that gentrification, redevelopment, or regeneration
could displace low-income residents. What actions can
you take and solutions put in place to address this? It
was recognised that mixed communities, in every sense
of the word ‘mixed’, was of enormous benefit and value
to London and Londoners - providing and building
good relationships across wealth, tenure and abilities,
supporting each other in cohesive communities and
bridging cultures.
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Good Procurement & Securing
Quality through the Planning Process
23.06.2016
Takeaways
An effective public procurement process that prioritises design outcomes can maximise the social,
environmental and economic benefits of development.
Any procurement route is made easier with preparation; the more work that is done beforehand makes
the process run smoother.
The RIBA’s Ten Principles for Procuring Better Outcomes provides guidance that a ratio of 70%
quality to 30% cost is an appropriate balance to ensure a good outcome.
Many procurement processes go beyond the requirements of the Public Contract Regulations 2015
and unnecessarily ‘gold plate’ tender ‘rules’.
Using Planning Performance Agreements will help local authorities secure quality.
It is important to assess consultant capabilities on the delivery record of a similar project, be that in
terms of scale or complexity.

S peakers
Philippa Bancroft, GLA
Lucy Carmichael, Royal Institute of British Architects
Russell Curtis, RCKa Architects
Neil Deely, Metropolitan Workshop
Alex Ely, Mae Architects

How do you procure good design? (Russell Curtis, RCKa Architects)
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Esther Kurland, Urban Design London
Jonny McKenna, Metropolitan Workshop
Stuart Minty, LB Camden
Dhruv Sookhoo, Newcastle University

“Looking at conditions and S106 process to secure
quality was really practical and the mock Design Review
was very informative” LB Hounslow, Course Delegate

In this important session, we investigated what
makes a good client and the secrets to ensuring a
comprehensive procurement package that delivers on
price, quality and outcomes. We looked at the different
ways to secure quality, from early stage concepts, to
pre-application consultation and discussions, then
through the planning system to shovels in the ground
and the discharging of conditions.
We noted how the in-built land value was a little
like squeezing a balloon – if you push for increased
benefits in one area, somewhere else would have to
give, and that can quite often mean ‘value-engineering’
and a downgrading of the quality of home and place.
Comment was made on the poor return of land value
uplift, particularly from publicly owned assets and the
low rates of much needed affordable housing.
We learnt that an effective public procurement process
that prioritises design outcomes can maximise the
social, environmental and economic benefits of
development. This was not always achieved and as a
result of poor procurement practice, or lack of in-house
expertise, local authorities don’t necessarily get what
they are expect and communities don’t get what they
deserve.
The GLA explained that their Strategic Projects and
Property team was responsible for development on
publicly-owned land and for finding development
partners to deliver the strategic objectives. The
GLA do this using their London Development Panel
(see reference page 51 for full list) and through the
Official Journal of European Union (OJEU). There was
discussion regarding the outcome of the Referendum
to leave Europe and if this would improve delivery
speed, reducing the complex process of procurement
or if other processes would need to be put in place. We
agreed that uncertainty remained.
There was appreciation that the procurement process
is paper intensive and a legal and financial minefield,
opaque to the majority of Londoner’s. However, we
heard how its route is made easier with preparing work
beforehand; setting out clear aims and with the help of
design advisors makes the process run smoother and
can clarify what is feasible and viable for potential sites
and provide a robust business case financially.
We questioned the availability of a London-wide
framework for procuring, ensuring lessons were learnt
across borough boundaries and London as a whole.
This session included a presentation on the RIBA’s Ten

Principles for Procuring Better Outcomes that guides
us to a ratio of 70% quality to 30% cost is appropriate
to ensure a good outcome. Much concern was raised
by delegates as it seemed the actual practice within
Local Authorities was the opposite – 30% quality and
70% cost. Again, this raised discussion on how the
approach to procurement, costs and design, through
the GLA, could be more consistent to raise quality
standards. The principles can be found online via the
RIBA website.
The RIBA principles set the framework on how clients
can ensure the myriad of consultants involved with a
development are able to resource the level of services
needed to get the best possible outcome. With reference
to procuring architectural services it was advising not
to select on fee bids only but to look at the quality of
concepts and ideas.
We heard that many procurement processes go beyond
the requirements of the Public Contract Regulations
2015 and unnecessarily ‘gold plate’ tender ‘rules’.
Understanding what procedure will be best for
the desired outcome and ensure only compulsory
regulations are used was a main ‘take-away’ for this
event. However, discussions were held regarding the
small pool of firms on tendering ‘frameworks’ during
the procurement process and that tending ‘open lots’
would allow greater flexibility to local and emerging
talent, particularly if engaged throughout the preprocurement stages.
It was agreed that Planning Performance Agreements
help local authorities secure quality and some
participants were aware that these were entered into
by their authorities. It was felt that entering into a PPA
helped both the applicant and the scheme promoter to
share a vision for the development which allowed for
policy objectives to be identified early on in the process
which could be communicated with other partners.
We discussed the importance to assess the capabilities
of consultants used through their delivery record of a
similar project, be that in terms of scale or complexity,
although this did highlight the difficulties of ensuring
a wide, creative pool of un-tapped talent. Selection
criteria needs to provide the scope for candidates to
demonstrate their skills and creativity – and smaller
‘open lots’ considered, alongside their capacity and
capabilities on track record. Concern was raised
from delegates that often the abilities to engage with
stakeholders on the ground was not prioritised through
this process, yet it was considered a vital part of a
successful outcome.
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Understanding Viability
08.09.2016 & 07.03.2017
Takeaways
Boroughs should aim to fix developer requirements in policy at realistic levels.
Local authorities need to challenge how proposals are prepared and justified.
Local Authorities need to know when to negotiate on schemes and when to require payments.
Viability reviews are helpful to reassess the contributions for public benefit and developers profit
margins.
Communicating benefits of developments to residents can reduce objections to plans.

S peakers
Valerie Conway, David Lock Associates
Toby Fox, 3Fox International
Hugh Lacey, Pioneer Property Services Ltd
Jennifer Peters, GLA
Graham Randles, NEF Consulting
Chris Twigg, Inner Circle Consulting
John Wacher, GLA

Housing Delivery vs Nominal House Price (KPMG & Shelter 2014)
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“Really helpful sessions and a really good range of
information; the speakers are also engaging and helpful”
GLA Senior Manager, Course Delegate

With the Mayor’s long term strategic aim to make half of
all new homes in London affordable, the GLA in December
2016 set out draft policy guidance, the Affordable Housing
& Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) to
help achieve the following Mayoralty aims:
• Invest in more affordable housing
• Bring forward more public land for affordable homes
• Increase the amount of affordable housing delivered
through the planning system
The SPG aims to ensure the viability process is more
consistent and transparent, to embed the requirement
for affordable housing into land values and to increase
the amount of affordable housing delivered through the
planning system.
A key component of the SPG is also to ensure that
development appraisals are robustly and consistently
scrutinised while speeding up the planning process for
those schemes are which delivering more affordable
homes.
As a vital component of getting homes built,
Understanding Viability was run twice over the series.
This enabled us to take account of the changes in policy
approach from the GLA and to accommodate the number
of officers across London’s built environment interested in
understanding the complexity of viability appraisals and
to ensure more homes for Londoners are built.
The workshop concentrated on understanding and
assessing a viability appraisal and separating fact from
fiction. This seemed a fairly straight forward calculation
on income and expenditure, taking into account land and
building costs and planning obligations against private
sales and any grant income. Obligations thereon in the
detailed assessment become more complex focusing on
how changes in funding impact on affordable housing
delivery, the evolving relationship between S106 and CIL
and the changing deals done between developers and
housing associations.
During the event the table below was presented. Whilst
acknowledging local authority borrowing was placed on
the public debt records, it was agreed that boroughs must
be allowed to “borrow to build” if government commitment
to tackle the crisis and provide affordable homes is
genuine.
As boroughs attempt to provide homes and fulfil targets,
they are also encouraged to fix developer requirements
within policies at realistic levels. Affordable housing

requirements vary across boroughs which lead developers
to feel they can negotiate and ‘play the game’; reducing
overall provision. Setting firm, minimum quotas may help
to reduce this practice, or having an equitable share in
land value uplift as suggested elsewhere could be the
way to build more homes.
Local authorities need access to viability expertise and
training to ensure all officers have an understanding
of how proposals are presented and to enable a robust
challenge on how these are prepared and justified.
Working with developers to understand what will make
the development happen, including exploring innovative
approaches, can avoid drawn out arguments between
parties, reducing costs to provide greater local benefits.
It is important for local authority staff to understand
financial risks, and what causes the fluctuations behind
any development as boroughs need to know when to
negotiate on schemes and when to require payments.
Financial risk to the developer will change throughout a
project’s life; for example the early phases of any scheme
are usually the most expensive and risky for a developer.
Being aware of timings and negotiating wisely will
increase the chances of a positive outcome.
With a rising housing market, emphasise is being placed
on post-completion values and viability reviews, to
help reassess the contributions for public benefit and
developers profit margins. It was acknowledged that
viability assessments are a moveable feast, and fixing the
details at one point in time will not take into account how
a project’s risk and value can dramatically change.
It is vital to factor in the wider benefits of any large
scheme, where affordable housing may be reduced
as a consequence; also to ensure that local residents
are informed that these wider benefits, including jobs,
leisure, parks and schools can increase the attractiveness
of a new development and provide local much-needed
amenities.
Officers, working with Councillors, statutory and registered
groups and Tenants and Residents Associations must
ensure there is genuine discussion between developers
and local people; both helping people understand the
positive side of growth by reducing planning jargon and
promoting benefits in a way which is understood and
potentially gained by local people, for example having
a local lettings scheme so local overcrowded families
directly benefit from the development, but also ensuring
any wider benefits are wanted and seen early in the
process.
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Negotiation & Project Finances
06.10.2016

Takeaways
Negotiation is not just about winning; it is ensuring a positive outcome for all.
Consider your sources of bargaining power; you always have more than you think.
Negotiation is a process and a journey, so try to ensure it is going in the right direction from the start.
Local Authorities are sometimes seen as a ‘walk-over’ by big-boy developers, so make sure you have a
clear strategy at the outset.
Establish professional relationships, be diplomatic and understand the give-aways or your ‘coinage’.

S peakers
Jonathan Goldstraw, GLA
Clive Rich, Author of The Art of Better Negotiation

Negotiation Process (Clive Rich)
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Negotiation Process (Clive Rich)

“Best negotiation seminar, ever”, LB Ealing, Course Delegate

At this event we had a great opportunity to learn from
Clive Rich, author of ‘The Art of Negotiation’. We spent
the morning hearing about the ways in which to prepare
for and practice project negotiations. We also spent
time looking at different financing models and the
detailed contractual arrangements available to support
housing delivery and the current financial constraints
on local authorities, and the house-building sector are
facing getting projects funded.
Perhaps one of the most important lessons was to
understand that good negotiation is not just about
winning; but ensuring a positive outcome for all. When
entering negotiations, we were told to have a positive
mind-set and ensure there was room to manoeuvre on
proposals and policy targets. It was vital to ensure
the ‘chief negotiator’ clearly understands what is
wanted, where compromise would be possible, and
most certainly where compromise is not. These
issues should be agreed by the ‘team’ before the initial
negotiation meeting. Preparation is paramount to a
successful outcome, ensuring the right information is
known, or to hand and also what success might look
like for all participants.
We also considered the public sector sources of
bargaining power, and we were told that “you always
have more than you think”. The information you
hold and contacts within the council, alongside the
expertise you have on specific policy balances are key
to a smooth negotiation process through the planning
system. Your knowledge on applying planning rules,
regulations and standards throughout the process
and how your authority works are important in the
flow of information and decisions being made through
this iterative period. Importantly setting out design
aims and who will be key to bring to the table at the
appropriate time are all factors that can work in your
favour.

Understanding that negotiation is a process and a
journey helps us to prepare and bring other expertise
to the table when needed. This will ensure that the
journey is going in the right direction from the start;
it will aid us in unpacking assumptions from each
other and set the tone for meetings. One of the lessons
we talked through was trying to understand the
various motivations of those involved and look for the
negotiating tactics that will work best in any particular
situation.
Because it was felt that Local Authorities are
sometimes seen as a ‘walk-over’ by big-boy developers,
preparation and a clear strategy from the outset is
needed. Boroughs need to be very clear on who will
attend which meetings and what they will contribute,
the role they will play and critically who is authorised
to make decisions or concessions. Although many
people may have contributed to the analysis of
proposals and discussions about a deal, it is helpful to
have one decision maker giving recommendations on
behalf of the full local authority team.
As individuals establish professional relationships,
being diplomatic and reconciled to your give-aways or
your ‘coinage’ helps build trust. This coinage, which
is in effect agreeing to a lack of policy compliance
in a number of areas, will also help to make clear the
‘red-lines’ from a number of different experts. Pulling
these together takes time, and understanding why
people do what they do, respecting what their needs
are and understanding specific behaviours builds
relationships.
If nothing else, remember the requirement for speed
(time is money) is imperative in Getting Homes Built
and remember as a public sector officer pivotal to the
process, you are a force to be reckoned with.
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Working with Communities
10.11.2016

Takeaways
Long-term place and community success is linked to engaging well and widely.
Local authorities must identify when and how they can support their communities and communicate
that well.
Identify (and understand) the main reasons people are opposing a development/policy change in
order to address the issue.
There are multi-channel opportunities for dialogue, so use alternative approaches to begin
conversations.
Think about the end user when choosing how you communicate.

S peakers
Nicolas Bosetti, Centre for London
Michael Edwards, University College London
Catherine Greig, Make:Good
Jon Herbert, Tibbalds
David Janner-Klausner, Commonplace

Maja Luna Jorgensen, GLA
Michael Kohn, Sticky World
Nathan Smith, Barratt London
Lucy Rogers, Just Space

London’s Neighbourhood Planning, (Presented by Jon Herbert, Tibbalds)
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“The best part of the day was seeing how engagement
can and needs to come from different angles to really
work and be inclusive” LB Haringey, Course Delegate

When working on housing projects involving the local
community is of upmost importance. In this session we
looked at managing the difficult construction process
and had some useful tips to make the most of working
with communities. We also discussed digital exclusion,
reaching out to diverse communities and the practical
techniques, including websites and apps that can help
early and on-going communications.
From the case studies we learnt that long-term place and
community success is linked to engaging well and widely.
No one knows their area better than locals and having their
input right from the outset can help design and deliver a
better, more successful place. Communities have many
elements and places of connection, eg through schools or
evening classes at a community centre, and it is important
to work with as many of these as possible to understand
local need and to genuinely take on board comments and
feedback. The example of working through the sewing and
needlework classes from Make:Good was a great example
of working with Muslim women, reaching out to connect
within a comfortable environment. These gatherings, and
those such as at Tenant and Resident meetings are often
informal, and can be ideal opportunities to gather input
from individuals and groups who would otherwise not
engage through the more ‘common’ forms of engagement.
We talked of ways to engage younger people, and to think
through how they are organised; some may be associated
with renters’ groups for example, or online forums, local
schools or through health centres, religious or local sports
facilities. Trying a variety of sources, as well as working
early and closely with Councillors can all help ensure
you get a good cross-section of community participation.
Finding local people to work with and getting local intel
and public input is a great benefit and is worth chasing.
Local authorities play a vital role in sharing contacts within
the community and encouraging meaningful dialogue.
It was acknowledged that many planning teams are very
overstretched and consequently may not always be able to
provide the support they would like. However, planners must
identify when and how they can support their communities
and communicate well, even if through ‘the usual suspects’
channels. A pro-active approach to engagement means
that communities, those who love to get involved and those
who don’t tend to get involved, are encouraged all the way
through the process and help to build relationships, get
better outcomes for a neighbourhood and improve peoples’
lives for the long-term. Communities will react more
positively if they can experience the effect of their efforts.
As we learned from the Centre for London, there are
a myriad of different reasons why people will be ‘antidevelopment’; our role in the planning process is to identify

(and understand) the main reasons people are opposing
a scheme and genuinely work towards addressing their
concerns. Sometimes it is difficult to face hard questioning
but it is important to be prepared to respond, honestly, to
issues from concerned residents such as: “The schools
are full to bursting, where will the children go? “I’m already
waiting a week for a doctors’ appointment, where will all
these additional people go?” “The traffic is dreadful now; it
will just be chaos with all these additional cars...”
Larger developments may provide wider benefits such
as schools or health facilities, but many smaller housing
schemes in an area may have an impact on local services.
It was acknowledged that these broader needs may
exacerbate the impact of new development, having a
negative effect on peoples’ lives.
We discussed how traditional forms of engagement will
often not address the common objections people have
towards ‘outsiders’ and ‘politics’. One idea put forward
was for local authorities and developers to organise a
programme of town hall seminars and discussions to bring
together potential buyers, residents and other stakeholders
to discuss schemes, the neighbourhood and shape local
political debate alongside community cohesion.
We talked about the current planning practice of tying
paper notices to trees, sending out letters that don’t get
read, and advertising in local newspapers that don’t get
seen. Whilst acknowledging that digital tools allow for
structured data to be collected and then easily analysed,
not all people are IT savvy or even aware of the ability to
input into a proposed development. Trying a mixture of
channels of communication will allow for greater and more
meaningful engagement with a wider group of people and
individuals and it is worth remembering that local people
will bring a range of experience, knowledge and practical
understanding of how their area works, or doesn’t, and
what is needed to make a difference to their lives.
Time was spent talking about the use of materials and
language in our communications. We all say they should
be straightforward, accessible and easily understood, yet
how many times do we see templates circulated that take at
least two readings to grasp. Again, acknowledging the lack
of resources within departments, it was felt each and every
communication must be carefully considered, drafted,
discussed and re-drafted for clarity, use of jargon (we all
do it) and ensuring our message is not overwhelming from
the outset.
Finally, we agreed that it was a cultural change that was
needed to ensure all of us take time and responsibility for
working with communities to build more homes and better
places for people.
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Construction Options
13.12.2016

Takeaways
The delivery of affordable homes is facing four major challenges; the availability of materials and a
skilled workforce, and access to sites and finance.
Alternative methods of off-site construction options can be advantageous due to their range of
benefits.
Modular built development carries misperceptions on quality and finish that need to be dispelled.
Manufacturing firms can provide greater certainty on design and quality.
The challenges surrounding funding and financing can be managed by exploring different contractual
arrangements and finance models.

S peakers
Andrew Jones, BPS Surveyors
Dave Lomax, Waugh Thistleton Architects
Stefan Mannewitz , Karakusevic Carson Architects
Tanya Szendeffy, LB Islington
Kieran White, Vision Modular Systems

Source: Rogers Stirk Harbour + Partners, BPS Surveyors
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“This was the best session I’ve attended, I’ve learnt so
much about Cross Laminated Timber and its benefits”
LB Islington, Course Delegate

This session looked at pre-fabrication and modular
construction in comparison to the use of the traditional. We
discussed the pros, cons and practicalities of various types
of housing construction methods and where they might
work well, how the industry view them and the impact on
development costs.

potentially adding to the profit margins and affordable
housing provision on site. One of the major benefits of
off-site construction is the reduced on-site nuisance
from noise, vibration and dust pollution; acknowledging
that considerable time is spent dealing with environment
factors, and logging and addressing complaints.

We looked at how the practical delivery of affordable
homes in London and the four major challenges that are
impacting on this. The availability of materials, arriving in
a timely manner was of great concern; high demand and
transportation costs both played a factor in obtaining basic
materials such as bricks. Materials, not usually being able
to be stored on site are delivered, on a well-programmed
construction site, on a ‘as-and-when-needed’ basis. If
sourcing materials or delivery delayed, site costs rise and
the workforce will find other working sites to earn income.

With new methods of construction, there was a focus on
a higher quality performance levels in terms of improved
thermal bridging, insulation and air-tightness. This was
seen as a major benefit not only on long-term energy costs
but also to ensure that a high and consistent quality can be
achieved throughout.

The uncertainty Brexit has delivered is a major concern
to the housebuilding industry as a skilled and plentiful
workforce is needed to keep the construction work ontime and on-budget. Competition between sites can be
fierce to obtain and retain skilled workers; many of the
workforce come from European Union countries and their
focus was on high-earnings over a short period. Training
opportunities are not providing enough home-grown skills
quickly enough to take up the demand and a pan-London
approach is needed to understanding current capacity and
provide appropriate training opportunities.
Two further major challenges halting the delivery of
affordable homes are finding and accessing sites and
getting the finances and investment to support these
newer construction methods. These challenges require a
strategic approach to unlock land-banks, provide a simpler
means for smaller developers, co-housing initiatives or
single self-builders to access the available land to provide
homes.
We discussed the many small sites available across London
would benefit from alternative construction methods; either
because of their location and/or closeness to existing
neighbours in tight sites. However, part of the problem, and
without alternative finance models, is that industry has not
caught up with technology; banks and other insurance and
financial institutions are not willing to loan and/or insure
this type of property. The GLA could play a strategic role
in this space.
We talked about the alternative methods of off-site
construction and how these can be advantageous.
Works on and off-site run concurrently ensuring a faster
build time, improving overall constructions costs and

It was suggested that modular built development carries
misperceptions on quality and finish that need to be
dispelled, and can cause some of the issues obtaining
finance and insurance. Whilst recognising more examples
of finished projects were needed, it was acknowledged that
the design and engineering of each module can be precise
and a range of external finishes, including brick, can deliver
a quality product.
Although we saw some poor examples of historic ‘cladding’
on buildings, it was agreed that having opportunities to
exchange information and interrogate case studies was
vital to arm the industry with the skills and knowledge
necessary to make informed assessments on quality. It
was also important to help overcome public perception on
modular-built homes.
We also considered how important the opportunities
manufacturing firms were providing for modular off-site
construction; although there are a limited number of
manufacturing firms who can provide certainty on design
and quality, they have a competitive edge in a reliable
workforce, working inside year-round and not being
affected by inclement weather, as well as the likelihood that
they will be training and retaining skilled technicians. This
coupled with the conditions that affect traditional builders
on-site, weather and a constant material supply, means
that manufacturers can maximise outputs and will play a
key role in supporting the delivery of homes.
As Joint Vehicle Partnerships are being developed between
local authorities and institutional partners across London,
the challenges of addressing some of the common elements
could be managed better by sharing information and
exploring different contractual and financial arrangements.
Having the opportunity to exchange information between
authorities and having access to template contracts would
reduce risk and development timescales. The GLA would
be best placed to link these together.
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Certificates of Commendation
Appendix 1
All Getting Homes Built events were open to Urban
Design London’s membership. We are deeply grateful
for the positive contribution everyone made to the
course throughout the year, those who attended and
those who shared their expertise and knowledge
throughout.
Our thanks to the GLA for recognising the importance
of training borough officers and for supporting the
series; providing guidance, speakers, knowledge and
sharing their expertise with us all.
We also thank Barratt London who has continued
to support Urban Design London in its endeavours
to raise the design bar across London and help get
Homes for Londoners built.
Those who attended all sessions and contributed to the
Getting Homes Built Coursebook receive a Certificate
of Commendation – Merit from the GLA, and their
contribution and influence are recognised here:

Monique Wallace, LB Lewisham
Kevin Fisher, LB Camden
Natalie Lynch, LB Hounslow
Andy Radice, LB Lambeth
Also receiving a Certificate of Commendation –
Commitment are the following officers, recognised for
their enthusiasm and continued personal development
are listed here:
-

Rita Brar, LB Barnet
Martijn Cooijmans, LB Islington
Sarah Dixey, LB Wandsworth
Harriet Harper, LB Bexley
David Jowsey, TfL
Robert Lancaster, LB Redbridge
Claire Laurence, LB Newham
Katy Marks, LB Hounslow
Emily Napier, LB Croydon
Jan Slominski, LB Islington
Katherine Talbot, GLA

All attendees gave their time, listened and shared
experiences with others. We thank them for being part
of a huge group who want to learn how we can best
provide the homes for Londoners we need.
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Course Attendance By Organisation
Appendix 2

Local Boroughs

Governmental Organisations
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Southern Housing Group

Private Sector Organisations
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