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To: Cabinet 

Date: 13 November 2019 

Report of: Head of Housing 

Title of Report:  Community Led Housing Delivery and Approval to 
dispose of land for housing 

 

Summary and recommendations 

Purpose of report: To publish commissioned research into how Community-
Led Housing (CLH) could be viably delivered in Oxford; to 
consider approaches to assisting the development of 
more Community-Led Housing; and to seek approval to 
lease the interest in a plot of land, for the provision of 
additional affordable housing, paying a grant to enable 
this.  

Key decision: Yes  

Executive Board 
Member: 

Councillor Mike Rowley, Board Member for Housing  

Corporate Priority: Meeting Housing Needs 

Policy Framework: Housing and Homelessness Strategy 2018 to 2021 

Recommendations: That the Cabinet resolves to: 

1. Note the Routes to Delivery report and endorse the Council response, 
supporting the initiatives proposed in response to the recommendations 
made, and the shared ambition of assisting the development of more 
Community-Led Housing in Oxford and Oxfordshire;  

2. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. 

Delegate authority to the Head of Housing, in consultation with the Head of 
Financial Services/Section 151 Officer and the Council’s Monitoring Officer, 
to enter into a long lease, for the sum of £35,800, of a plot of land, as 
detailed in this report, to the Oxfordshire Community Land Trust, or an 
alternative Registered Provider (within the Oxford Register for Affordable 
Housing Partnership), for the provision of additional affordable housing in 
perpetuity; and  

Note that the Head of Financial Services will use standing delegations to vire 
£35,800 of capital funds, to enable the award of a grant to the Oxford 
Community Land Trust, or an alternative Registered Provider, for that sum, 
to recompense for the cost of the land. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 

Appendix 2 

Appendix 3 

Appendix 4 

Appendix 5 

Routes to Delivery – Report and appendices 

Council response to report recommendations 

Risk Register  

Equality Impact Assessment 

Confidential:   External Valuation Report – Champion Way 

 

Introduction and background  

1. Following a successful bid by the Council to the Community Housing Fund, in 2017, 
the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) awarded a 
£54,860 grant to the Council. The Council used this to commission a piece of 
research that would inform the Council and communities how Community-Led 
Housing (CLH) could be delivered sustainably in Oxford City.  

2. The Collaborative Housing Hub, which is a partnership between Community First 
Oxfordshire, the Oxfordshire Community Foundation, and the Oxfordshire 
Community Land Trust were commissioned to undertake this research project.  The 
study methods included desk-based research, a needs assessment, interviews, 
outreach events and a financial assessment.  The full report from the Collaborative 
Housing Hub (CHH report), with executive summary, and appendices, can be found 
at Appendix 1 to this report to Cabinet.   

3. This ‘Routes to Delivery’ report sets out the benefits of Community-Led Housing 
(CLH) and delivery approaches, including locally feasible delivery routes.  The 
appendices include case studies.  

4. The report defines the term ‘community-led housing’ to describe homes that are 
developed and/or managed by local people or residents in not-for-profit 
organisational structures.  This can include residents influencing or controlling the 
design process, full community control of the built housing and amenities, full 
community ownership of the property on completion, community control over who 
lives in the development, rental and sales prices fixed in perpetuity by covenants in 
ownership contracts, and ongoing community management. Community groups 
actively build communities as well as housing and so create resilient mutually 
supportive neighbourhoods. 

5. Community land trusts, co-operative housing, cohousing, collective self or custom-
build, are typical examples of community-led housing.  The report refers to these as 
‘mechanisms’ and Table 1.1 of the report provides brief descriptions of some of 
these.  In practice, these are often used in combination. 

6. When the City Council draft Local Plan review went to Scrutiny Housing Panel in 
October 2018, some members of CLH groups presented reasons to set aside some 
land identified for development for CLH, and received a response at that time also 
from the Cabinet Member for Planning and Sustainable Transport. 
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Supporting Community-Led Housing 

 

7. The report makes a series of recommendations, some of which involve changes to 
current Council practice; these are considered and responded to in Appendix 2 of 
this report. Overall, the Council seeks to take measures to support and assist the 
development of more CLH in Oxford and Oxfordshire, and welcomes opportunities 
to do so.  The Council seeks to do this through non-binding approaches, but will 
seek this opportunity where a partnership approach could: 

a.  improve the site feasibility, and/ or;  

b. bring forward additional affordable housing units, and/ or;  

c. accelerate the delivery of new homes, and/ or; 

d. bring wider community benefits through the development of the site, or the 
future management of it. 

8. The Oxfordshire Growth Board has supported a successful funding bid to Homes 
England by the Collaborative Housing hub, to provide additional resource and focus 
on how best to secure land, finance and technical support for schemes across 
Oxfordshire, that builds and expands on the ‘Routes to Delivery’ work that was 
commissioned for Oxford City. 

9. Oxford City Council has supported a successful bid to take forward one scheme 
through feasibility stages – as detailed below – and is currently supporting a further 
bid by Oxford Cohousing into Home England, for funding to resource working-up 
more local schemes at a feasibility stage.  

10. The Oxfordshire Community Land Trust (OCLT) has also applied for Registered 
Provider (RP) status with the Housing Regulator and is at the second stage in that 
process.  The OCLT are optimistic that they might secure this in Spring 2020.  This 
will allow them to receive grant funding from the Oxfordshire Growth Deal, or 
Homes England directly – through their Approved Housing Programme (AHP). 

11. Through this, and other contact, the Council continues to support community-led 
housing initiatives, with members and officers engaging with CLH groups to assist in 
the sustainable and viable delivery of more CLH in Oxford and Oxfordshire, and to 
improve the likelihood of effective delivery in the medium term.  Information sharing 
workshop events are proposed to be part of the activity in relation to the publication 
of this ‘Routes to Delivery’ report. 

 

Champion Way Proposal 

 

12. At the end of Champion Way in Littlemore, the Council owns a small garage site 
comprising 7 garages and the associated forecourt.  The garages have not been in 
use for some years and require capital investment to bring them to a lettable 
standard.  The demand for garages is low and it is not considered viable or good 
value for money to undertake capital work to invest in them. There is some evidence 
of graffiti and anti-social behaviour around these buildings. 
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13. The garages were held by the Council in the Housing Revenue Account (HRA) but 
these were transferred, with most other Council-owned garage blocks, and 
associated land, to the General Fund in 2013. These garages do not contribute any 
rental income to the Council and are unlikely to do so. 

14. The site has a number of constraints that limit its opportunity for development, 
including the following: 

 it is a small site that would not allow any economies of scale in terms 
of residential development options; 

 it has limited access, being along a single track road to the garages, 
that then reduces in size to a cycle track; 

 the site borders the ring road, which sits at an elevated level to the 
site; 

 there are mature trees to the northern boundary of the site that need 
to be protected; 

 a neighbouring property has access over part of the site to a separate 
garage in a rear garden. 

 

15. For the above reasons, officers do not consider the site is viable for development 
through usual delivery routes, such as through the sale of the site to Oxford City 
Housing Limited (OCHL) - the Council owned housing company – and OCHL is re-
focusing its business plan to focus on larger sites. 

16. However, the Council responded to a call from Transition by Design (a community 
architectural practice) for difficult sites to consider for CLH development potential. 

17. The Council supported a bid to the MHCLG Community Housing Fund to fund 
progressing this site through feasibility stages, and this work is continuing.  Initial 
plans have been developed sufficiently to enter into pre-application discussions with 
the Local Planning Authority.  Initial financial modelling suggests that with grant, a 
100% affordable rented housing scheme can be delivered, for three or more units 
(one or two bed).  If the density on the site increases above 3 units (and to a 
maximum of 6 units) then more social rent tenure units can be produced and the 
requirement for grant reduces.  Modelling has been undertaken to test various 
scenarios, although these are fluid due to the plans still being at an early stage. 

18. The ambition is to produce exemplar housing to a high quality, using off-site 
manufacture and units of high thermal and energy efficiency standards (near 
Passivhaus standard).  The development would be car free and include some 
shared, community managed open space, in addition to private amenity space for 
each unit.   

19. The Council will require the managing organisation to work in partnership with the 
Council under the Oxford Register for Affordable Housing (ORAH) Partnership 
Agreement, providing at least 90% nomination rights to the Council, to all units in 
the development, in perpetuity.  Prospective tenants would be selected from 
applicants from the housing register bidding through the usual Choice based lettings 
system, although applicants would be would be expected to confirm that they would 
be happy living in a small housing scheme with a co-operative element to it.   
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20. The expectation is that the OCLT would develop these units, applying for grant 
funding from the Oxfordshire Growth Deal programme, possibly with an additional 
top-up funding grant from Oxford City Council, dependent on viability, tenure and 
the number of units.  The indication is that such an application to join the Growth 
Deal programme would be successful and grant funding would be approved, 
although a direct application to Homes England under the AHP programme would 
also be an option. 

21. Should the OCLT not secure RP status within the required timescale to facilitate 
this, then the OCLT/ CLH group are expected to partner with an existing RP to act 
as developer, and to manage the units subsequently – although a housing 
management agreement may be developed at a later date.  The OCLT/ CLH groups 
have already engaged positively with a local partner RP in this respect. 

22. Should such an initiative be possible on this site, then it is hoped that the approach 
and design specifications are relatively scalable, and could be applied to other sites, 
and in particular other unused Council garage sites in the city. 

23. The Council has sought an external valuation of this site, which is attached as a 
confidential appendix (Appendix 5).  This shows very limited options for the site, 
with no other options for disposal other than this, and a low existing use value of 
£35,800. 

24. The Council could dispose of the land through sale, but it is recommended that this 
is instead achieved through a long lease of 125 years.  This achieves the same 
policy objectives and is sufficient to support the CLH group secure development 
finance on the scheme. 

25. It is proposed to lease this for market value, to comply with legal obligations.  
However, to ensure that a viable affordable housing scheme can be brought 
forward, it is proposed that the Council makes available a grant to the Oxford 
Community Land Trust, or an alternative Registered Provider, to effectively 
recompense for the cost of the land.  Further top-up grant may be required in 
addition, to make development viable, once feasibility work is complete, but that will 
be considered separately to this report. 

26. The lease will be conditional on all necessary statutory agreements for the 
development of the land; satisfactory agreement on nominations and management; 
and on the approach to the construction, including the demolition of the garages. 

27. As an immediate and practicable step to support CLH, the Council will delegate to 
officers the ability to enter into lease and nomination agreements, as set out in this 
report, to facilitate this development.  

 

Financial implications 

28. The value of the land, assessed at Existing Use Value, is set out in Appendix 5.  
The valuation states that “a change of use for the site is unviable” and “that there is 
no higher alternative use value” than that stated.  There is no current rental income 
for the site, nor any assumptions of future rent at present.   

29. It is proposed that the Council sells the leased interest in the land at market value, 
and then makes a grant award of the same amount, viring funding to achieve this. 
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30. There are no other immediate financial implications from this report, although future 
grant funding options may be considered later, and will be subject to further 
approval.  

31. Disposal of the garages for demolition will remove the risk of any further Council 
spend required to maintain or demolish these in the future. 

 

Legal issues 

32. Following an appropriation of the Champion Way garage site in 2013 from the 
Housing Revenue Account to the General Fund the site is held by the Council for 
income generation purposes and the power of land disposal under Section 123 of 
the Local Government Act 1972.  

33. Section 24 Local Government Act 1988 (1988 Act) provides the Council with the 
power to provide financial assistance for the purpose of, or in connection with, the 
acquisition, construction, conversion, rehabilitation, improvement, maintenance or 
management (whether by that person or by another) of any property which is or is 
intended to be privately let as housing accommodation (which will be the case here 
as the immediate landlord of each property will be a person other than a local 
authority).   

34. Under Section 25 of the 1988 Act, a local authority cannot provide financial 
assistance under Section 24 or financial assistance or any any gratuitous benefit 
under other legislation without the consent of the Secretary of State. To dispose of 
the site at less than market value would constitute a gratuitous benefit. 

35. For this reason the Council will dispose of the site by a long lease of 125 years at 
market value (£35,800) and simultaneously provide a grant of (£35,800) to the 
Oxford Community Land Trust, or an alternative Registered Provider. 

36. The Council is able to provide the grant to the Oxford Community Land Trust, or an 
alternative Registered Provider, without specific Secretary of State consent by 
relying upon a general consent.  C. The general consent under section 25 of the 
Local Government Act 1988 for financial assistance to any person 2010 provides 
that a local authority may provide any person with any financial assistance (other 
than the disposal of an interest in land or property) for the purposes of or in 
connection with the matters mentioned in section 24(1) of the 1988 Act set out in 
paragraph 33 above. 

37. The Council has considered the State Aid rules and to avoid any illegal state aid it 
intends to rely upon satisfaction of the four tests in the Altmark judgment (Case C-
280/00) in relation to the provision of Services in the General Economic Interest 
(SGEI) by: 

 imposing a requirement that the land is only used for the provision of social 
or affordable housing; 

 the recipient of the land demonstrating that its costs of provision of the 
social/affordable housing are no greater than it would cost a typical well-run 
community led housing undertaking.  

38. Officers will continue to ensure that these tests are met in any arrangements made. 
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39. The Council will enter into its usual lease agreement under standard Heads of 
Terms. 

 

Level of risk 

40. A Risk Register is provided at Appendix 3.  

Equalities impact  

41. An Equalities Impact Assessment is provided at Appendix 4.   There are no 
adverse impacts in undertaking this activity, with the potential to improve provision 
for persons in housing need. 

Conclusion 

42. That the Council will continue to improve advice and support to assist in developing 
more Community-Led Housing in Oxford and Oxfordshire.  This will include 
practical measures such as making land available for such a community-led 
housing approach, where this is suitable and viable, and exploiting the opportunity 
at Champion Way, as set out in this report, as part of this approach. 

 

Report author Dave Scholes 

Job title Housing Strategy and Needs Manager 

Service area or department Housing and Property 

Telephone  01865 252636   

e-mail  dscholes@oxford.gov.uk 

Background Papers:                        None 

 

9



This page is intentionally left blank



 

11



i 

 

About the project 

In March 2017, Oxford City Council received £54,000 from the Community Housing 

Fund to support the promotion and delivery of more community-led housing. Oxford 

City Council commissioned the Collaborative Housing Hub, which is a partnership 

between Community First Oxfordshire, Oxfordshire Community Foundation and 

Oxfordshire Community Land Trust, to undertake a research project to explore how 

community housing could be delivered sustainably within Oxford City. The methods 

used for this study included a combination of desk research, a needs assessment, 

interviews, outreach events and financial assessment.  

The organisations involved in this study each plays a key role in local affordable 

housing solutions: 

• Oxfordshire Community Land Trust (oclt.org.uk):  

OCLT creates permanently-affordable homes in Oxfordshire and has built up 

considerable capacity, networks and know-how in this approach. 

• Community First Oxfordshire (communityfirstoxon.org):  

Community First helps communities to help themselves, with expertise in 

community and Neighbourhood Planning, affordable housing and placemaking 

and the creation of sustainable thriving communities. 

• Oxfordshire Community Foundation (oxfordshire.org):  

the Community Foundation connects people who want to give to local 

charities with causes that are making a real difference to social problems in 

Oxfordshire.  

The members of the study team were Sue Brownill, Charlie Fisher and Ron Gibbons 

(Oxfordshire Community Land Trust), Tom McCulloch and Fiona Mullins (Community 

First Oxfordshire) and Jayne Woodley (Oxfordshire Community Foundation).  

Important contributions to the assessment were made by Oxford City Council, Savills, 

Jimm Reed (CoHo Ltd), Stephen Hill (C2O futureplanners), Gauthier Guerin (Catalyst 

Collective) and Professor Stephen Walker (Oxford Brookes University). Transition by 

Design (transitionbydesign.org) provided communication and outreach support for 

the project as well as the cover image of the Wolvercote Papermill Proposal (2016). 
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Executive summary 
 

 

 

 

 

About this study 

In March 2017, Oxford City Council 

commissioned Community First Oxfordshire, 

Oxfordshire Community Land Trust and 

Oxfordshire Community Foundation to 

undertake a research project to explore how 

community-led housing could be delivered 

sustainably within Oxford City.  

This study identifies a range of feasible 

delivery routes for community-led housing 

schemes and identifies the support that is 

needed if community-led housing is to be a 

real option for Oxford residents.  

What is community-led housing? 

Community-led housing is about local people 

playing a leading and lasting role in solving 

local housing problems. See section 1.2. 

Genuinely community-led schemes involve: 

• a community group being engaged and 

involved throughout the development 

process; 

• a community entity owning, managing 

or stewarding the homes; and  

• legal protection for genuine and 

permanent affordability of the homes. 

Community-led housing includes a range of 

approaches, including community land trusts, 

cohousing, housing co-operatives and 

collective self-build or custom-build. What 

these approaches have in common is that they 

act in the interest of a community and are not 

driven by the need for profit. 

Community-led housing: affordable homes 

with multiple social benefits 

Community-led housing does much more than 

provide homes. See section 1.4. Community-

led approaches provide homes that are 

permanently and genuinely affordable, 

galvanise local support for new housing, 

engage the energy and creativity and civic 

engagement of residents, enhance well-being, 

increase neighbourhood cohesion, deliver high 

quality design, high standards of construction 

and energy efficiency, support smaller builders 

and suppliers and create demand for 

innovative building techniques. Community-led 

housing schemes also have access to sources 

of funding that are not available for typical 

housing development. 

Community-led housing constitutes a 

paradigm shift. It offers an entirely different 

approach to development and ownership of 

land. Factors such as social benefit and 

permanent affordability are central to 

community-led schemes. Community-led 

housing groups positively value affordability, 

community facilities, quality and social and 

environmental features within community-led 

housing schemes rather than seeing these as 

costs. Community groups incorporate these 

elements into their financial and governance 

arrangements as they design and develop their 

scheme. When elements such as ongoing cost 

to residents, social value and enhanced life-

chances are included, then community-led 

schemes become an investment in wider 

societal goals not just ‘viable’. See sections 2.2 

and 2.3. 
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Community-led housing in Oxford: part of the 

housing solution 

Current mechanisms to deliver housing are not 

providing enough affordable homes for people 

who live and work in Oxford. There is an acute 

shortage of affordable homes, high levels of 

commuting and insecure tenure in private 

rented accommodation. Inevitably this has 

contributed to increasing levels of 

homelessness. See sections 2.1 and 2.2. 

This affects most people under the age of 40 

and anyone who is earning less than the 

Oxford median income (£32,416 in 2017) 

including post doctorate researchers, skilled 

trades such as electricians and plumbers, 

public sector staff, nurses, teachers and carers 

and bus drivers - the people who are needed in 

order for the city to function effectively.  

Extensive outreach work was conducted for 

the study and feedback showed that many 

local people are enthusiastic about 

community-led approaches to housing and 

that it would meet their needs. This response 

came both from people who are currently in 

housing need as well as those who can afford 

to live in Oxford but who wish to live in a more 

mutually supportive and neighbourly 

environment. However, what was also 

apparent was that there was a generally low 

level of knowledge about community-led 

housing prior to engagement activity. 

Therefore, the full extent of local demand is 

unclear. See section 5.4. 

Feasible delivery routes for community-led 

housing schemes 

The viability assessment for this study shows 

that community-led housing is deliverable in 

Oxford under realistic assumptions. The 

delivery routes assessed show that 

community-led housing can meet the housing 

needs of people who are earning less than the 

median income.  

                                                           
1  Building and Social Housing Foundation (2016) 

The study team concluded (Section 4) that 

feasible delivery routes that are particularly 

suitable for Oxford are: 

• Single home mutual housing co-

operatives for groups of sharers.  

• Developing multiple small sites using 

the same construction methods and 

design approach for small affordable 

dwellings for single people.  

• Cohousing with 20-40 units on single 

site with private homes and communal 

facilities designed for greater 

neighbourly interaction.  

• Partnership with developers, including 

Local Authorities and Housing 

Associations, for community-led 

housing on larger sites such as on the 

edge of Oxford. 

The study estimates that, with enabling 

support, community-led approaches could 

deliver over 1,400 homes and accommodate 

over 3,300 people in the City within 10 years. 

See Table 4.9. 

Enabling delivery of community-led housing 

National experience shows that community-

led housing schemes are deliverable. 

Community-led housing organisations are 

operating profitably at all scales in both urban 

and rural contexts in the UK. However, the 

numbers are small with the sector delivering at 

most 25 community-schemes per year since 

1975 nationwide.1  

The Oxford experience is that groups have 

tried and are still trying to deliver community-

led housing schemes but very few have 

succeeded. Oxford has several experienced 

and dedicated community-led housing groups 

who are ready to deliver as opportunities 

arise, but they need support. The people 

involved are volunteers putting in enormous 

effort on the margins of busy lives. Oxford’s 

housing market is particularly challenging. The 
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study identifies the challenges and the 

enabling support that will be needed to 

achieve community-led schemes in the City. 

See Section 3. 

Enabling activity that would particularly help 

Oxford groups and potential future schemes 

falls into three key areas that are known to 

facilitate community-led housing in other 

countries and in the UK: strategic leadership, 

access to land and access to finance.  

Community-led housing will not happen in 

Oxford without assistance. Every example of 

community-led housing succeeding in the UK 

and in Europe has involved some support such 

as a willing landowner who values community 

benefits, council strategic leadership or 

planning policy or partnerships with housing 

associations or developers.  

The government wishes the community-led 

housing building sector to grow in order to 

expand the options for additional affordable 

housing alongside mainstream delivery. The 

government is providing funding to achieve 

this through the Community Housing Fund. 

The Council, community groups and registered 

providers can all take advantage of this to 

provide the feasibility work, infrastructure, 

capital funding and enabling support that is 

needed. 

Enabling activity is needed from a range of 

actors including local government, housing 

developers, the third sector and the 

community. Within Local Government, 

capacity is needed to meet with groups, sign 

post them to expertise within and outside the 

Council, advise councillors, make connections 

between services and make the links to 

strategic objectives. Increased capacity for 

officer roles in housing and planning would 

enable existing services to be more responsive 

to community groups.  

Recommendations (see section 5) 

A summary of priority actions for the Council 

is: 

• Develop a strategy to enable genuinely 

affordable community-led approaches 

in Oxford. 

• Promote community-led housing 

within the Oxfordshire Growth Board 

and Joint Statutory Spatial Plan. 

• Appoint a Councillor as Oxford’s 

community-led housing champion. 

• Apply to the Community Housing Fund 

(grant) to provide enabling support 

within the council for community-led 

housing schemes that are currently 

being proposed by groups in Oxford.  

• Include support for community-led 

housing in the Local Plan, housing and 

tenancy strategies. 

• Help to unlock sites for community-led 

housing, for example:  

o require larger sites to include 

some community-led housing 

through Section 106 

agreements;  

o explore small and difficult 

Council sites for development 

by community-led housing 

groups as exemplar schemes;  

o make local authority owned 

land available leasehold for 

long-term investment return; 

and 

o allow an exclusivity period on 

a site or sites for a community-

led housing group to work up a 

feasible project and then 

purchase the land. 
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• Liaise with landlords of empty 

properties and poorly managed houses 

of multiple occupation to promote and 

facilitate opportunities for community-

led housing groups to bring the 

properties back into occupation. 

• Set up a revolving loan fund that 

community-led housing groups can 

access for cheaper finance. 

• Develop practical responses to help 

support and encourage community-led 

housing including providing support 

and guidance for the identification of 

appropriate sites and working with 

landowners.  

• Add questions related to community-

led housing to the self-build register to 

collect data about interest in 

community-led housing.  

The outreach for this study showed that very 

few people know about community-led 

housing. However community-led housing 

solutions have many benefits that strike a 

chord with people including genuine 

affordability in perpetuity, individual well-

being and supportive neighbourhoods.  

Recommendations to increase awareness are: 

• Public events, stalls and talks to raise 

awareness.  

• Training and workshops for 

professionals to learn from successful 

schemes, develop replicable models 

and share best practice. 

• Training for community-led housing 

groups on governance, group process, 

development so that they can deliver 

housing themselves or work effectively 

in partnership with developers.  

The third sector is also an important source of 

support. An advisory support function that 

recently has been established in Oxfordshire 

“Collaborative Housing” 

www.collaborativehousing.org.uk is working in 

partnership with a range of local experts to 

support community-led housing groups, local 

authorities and developers. 
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Proposal for Community 

 Land Trust affordable  

homes at the Irving Building 

(Transition by Design 2017)   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Report aims and structure 

Aims 

This study explores how community-led 

housing could contribute to meeting Oxford’s 

housing needs and identifies feasible routes to 

delivery. The study draws on published 

literature, the advice of national experts, 

feedback received from the public at outreach 

events, interviews with local people in housing 

need, community-led housing groups, council 

officers, non-council housing professionals and 

other experts. 

Report structure 

 The first chapter introduces the concept of 

community-led housing, who it is for, the 

benefits, how it is delivered and the history of 

community-led housing in Oxford. The second 

chapter sets out the need and how 

community-led housing can help meet 

particular needs in Oxford.  

The third chapter identifies what is needed to 

support and enable community-led housing. 

The forth chapter sets out the results of the 

analysis of feasible routes to delivery and the 

final chapter presents conclusions.  

Appendices set out case studies from Oxford 

community-led housing groups, details of the 

feasibility assessment, a summary of Oxford 

housing need, links to toolkits and further 

information, the benefits of community-led 

housing and a summary of planning policies 

that have been used in other parts of the 

country to support community-led housing. 

                                                           
2 www.locality.org.uk 
3 Anitra Nelson, “Small is Necessary, Shared Living 
on a Shared Planet” January 2018 

1.2. What is community-led housing 

The term ‘community-led housing’ is 

commonly used to describe homes that are 

developed and/or managed by local people or 

residents in not-for-profit organisational 

structures.2  This can include residents 

influencing or controlling the design process, 

full community control of the built housing and 

amenities, full community ownership of the 

property on completion, community control 

over who lives in the development, rental and 

sales prices fixed in perpetuity by covenants in 

ownership contracts, and ongoing community 

management. Community groups actively 

build communities as well as housing and so 

create resilient mutually supportive 

neighbourhoods.3  

The Government’s Community Housing Fund, 

which opened on 2nd July 2018 includes the 

following definition to ensure that schemes 

supported by the Fund are truly community-

led.4 Proposals to the fund must ensure that: 

• Meaningful community engagement 

and consent occurs throughout the 

development process. The community 

does not necessarily have to initiate 

and manage the process, or build the 

homes themselves, though some may 

do; 

• The local community group or 

organisation owns, manages or 

stewards the homes and in a manner 

of their choosing, and this may be 

done through a mutually supported 

arrangement with a Registered 

Provider that owns the freehold or 

leasehold for the property; and 

  

4 Homes England, Community Housing Fund 
prospectus, July 2018 
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• The benefits to the local area and/or 

specified community must be clearly 

defined and legally protected in 

perpetuity. 

Community land trusts, co-operative housing, 

cohousing, collective self or custom-build are 

typical examples of community-led housing. 

The study team refers to these as 

‘mechanisms’ in this report.5 Table 1.1 

provides brief descriptions of some of the 

main mechanisms.6  

In practice, these community-led mechanisms 

are often used in combination. Some relate to 

land ownership, some to design, some to build 

methods and some to governance principles. 

The case studies carried out for this study 

provide local examples of this (see Appendix 

1). Different schemes tend to look to one or 

other of the mechanisms as their primary 

motivation and each mechanism has its own 

set of national advisory bodies, literature and 

networks.  

 

Table 1.1 Community-led housing mechanisms 

Community-led 
mechanism 

Description Highlights 

Community land trust 

communitylandtrusts.org.uk 

Method of housing development and stewardship of 
land and other assets such as communal facilities. CLTs 
typically retain the freehold of land and act as long-
term stewards of housing, ensuring that it remains 
genuinely affordable for every future occupier.  

Affordable in 
perpetuity 

 

Cohousing  

cohousing.org.uk  

Cohousing communities are created and run by their 
residents. Each household has a self-contained, private 
home which they own or rent as well as shared 
community space. Residents come together to manage 
their community, share activities such as eating 
together. 

Design 
enhances  
neighbourly 
interaction 

Both private 
and shared 
facilities 

Housing co-operative 
cds.coop  

The housing co-op owns the property and arranges 
finance such as a mortgage and loans. Tenants pay rent 
to the housing co-op. They do not have any ownership 
stake in the property. The tenants are all members of 
the co-op. The co-op exists to benefit its members and 
only does what the members decide. 

Co-operative 
governance 
principles 

Collective self or custom-
build 

selfbuildportal.org.uk 

Some self-build projects are a collective effort by a 
group of householders and so they fall into the 
community-led category. Residents directly organise 
the design and construction of their new homes or they 
may arrange for an architect/contractor to build their 
homes for them. Custom build is where a household or 
group works with a specialist developer and selects 
certain components of their homes. 

Homeowners 
influence or 
control 
construction 

                                                           
5 National Community Land Trust network, 
communitylandtrusts.org.uk 

6 See www.collaborativehousing.org for further 

information about each of the mechanisms. 
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1.3. Who is it for? 

Community-led housing schemes typically 

retain ownership of the land, are designed for 

the people who will live in them and managed 

by residents. As a result, they have the 

interests of the residents at their core. 

Community-led housing schemes offer a 

range of different tenures, depending on local 

needs.  

Tenures include:7 

• Social rent, which is accommodation 

that is affordable to people on low 

incomes and is distributed to people 

who are on the housing register 

according to the council’s allocation 

scheme. Rent is set in accordance 

with national target rents which are 

approximately 40% of market levels.8 

• Affordable rent let at between Local 

Housing Allowance (LHA) levels and 

80% of market rent. 

• Intermediate housing, including 

shared ownership, shared equity, 

discounted and resale price 

covenanted market sale. 

• Market housing, for example to 

increase options for older people who 

are owner occupiers and who are 

looking to downsize their home.  

The delivery routes identified in this study 

include all of these tenures including the 

required levels of social rented 

accommodation under the Council’s 

affordable housing policy. 

A recent report by the Co-operative Councils 

Innovation Network noted that this wide 

                                                           
7 “Community-led housing: A Key Role for Local 
Authorities” Co-operative Councils Innovation 
Network (CCIN), January 2018 
8 Oxford City Council Tenancy Strategy 2018-2023, 
23 July 2018 p.16 and p. 18 Oxford City Council’s 
preferred rent option for its own housing is social 

range of tenures means that community-led 

housing benefits a range of people including:9 

• Households on local authority housing 

registers and in housing need; 

• Households that cannot afford open 

market homeownership; 

• Adult offspring of local residents who 

want to stay in their local area; 

• Older people wanting to move nearer 

to support networks, downsize or live 

in communities that provide mutual 

support; 

• Younger people and care leavers; 

• Unemployed people who can be 

offered training opportunities as well 

as housing; 

• Vulnerable people needing support or 

who might find it challenging to hold 

down a tenancy; 

• People on low incomes; 

• People who have assets to contribute 

to development costs. 

1.4. The benefits of community-led 

housing 

Community-led housing schemes vary widely 

because they are developed by residents for 

residents in response to a range of housing 

and other needs.10 In every scheme, the 

benefits of community-led housing go far 

beyond a roof over one’s head. The multi-

dimensional benefits of community-led 

housing include:11 

• Stronger neighbourhoods, shared spaces, 

mutual support: for example, cohousing 

rent. The Council also supports intermediate 
rented tenure at local housing allowance rates. 
9 Ibid CCIN p16 
10 Stephen Hill, Jan 2018 blog post 
11 Homes England Community Housing Fund 2016 
Sector guidance for Local Authorities  
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principles can help to achieve this, as 

households each have a self-contained 

home, but residents come together to 

manage their community and share 

many facilities.  

• Permanent affordability and local control 

of assets: for example, community land 

trust principles offer a mechanism to 

provide genuinely affordable housing in 

perpetuity, both for rent and ownership. 

• Building neighbourhoods: for example, 

collective self-build and custom build 

schemes support groups of households 

to work together to build or directly 

commission their own homes.  

• Greater local accountability and control 

over housing management: for example, 

co-operative and tenant management 

principles empower residents to 

democratically control and manage their 

homes, often leading to improved 

efficiencies and financial savings as well 

as increased skills and confidence within 

the community.  

• Tackling empty properties: for example, 

self-help housing offers people the 

chance to bring empty properties back 

into use and help to revitalise homes, 

streets and neighbourhoods. This can 

form part of a strategy to tackle 

homelessness. 

As a result of these multi-dimensional 

benefits, community-led housing schemes 

address complex social challenges:12 

• Supporting an ageing population including 

tackling loneliness and isolation, for 

example the Older Women’s Cohousing 

Group in Barnet; 

                                                           
12 World Habitat – formerly Building and Social 
Housing Foundation (BSHF) https://www.world-
habitat.org/our-programmes/community-led-
housing/ 

• Homelessness, for example Canopy 

Housing in Leeds; 

• Skills Development - for example the 

Donaldson Court, Banbury Project with 

Sanctuary and partners which was a self-

build project which enlisted and trained 

young people from the local community; 

• Support for minority and marginalised 

groups - for example the Zenzele Project in 

Bristol, or Fusions Jameen in Lewisham; 

• Community cohesion; building new 

communities and rebuilding old ones – for 

example Walters Way (Lewisham); K1 

Cohousing (Cambridge); Homebaked Co-

operative Bakery and community land 

trust and Granby4Streets community land 

trust (Liverpool). 

Community-led housing therefore is a good fit 

with the Council’s policy aims:  

However, information on demand for 

community-led housing is sparse. Most 

people do not even know what ‘community-

led’ housing is. An Ipsos MORI poll 

commissioned by the National Self and 

Custom Build Association (NaCSBA) provides 

an indication of demand. The poll found that 

one in eight (12%) Britons expect to research 

or plan how to build a home for themselves in 

the next 12 months.13 A quarter of self-

builders want to build collaboratively.14 

13 Ipsos MORI: Survey of Self-build intentions 2016 
14 Ted Stevens, SEFEA, Presentation at Community-
led housing Conference Oxfordshire, 13 June 2018 

“the Council wants to promote homes – not just 

housing – where people can build lives, gain 

access to education, training, work and secure 

better health and well-being. By providing such 

homes the City Council, along with other social 

housing providers and partner agencies, can 

help to build successful, stable neighbourhoods 

and communities.”  

Oxford City Council Tenancy Strategy p.4 
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1.5. How is community-led housing 

delivered? 

There are many different ways to achieve 

community-led housing but one key aspect 

that distinguishes community-led schemes 

from industry-standard housing schemes is 

that the delivery journey does not begin with 

buying a site or end when a person occupies 

his or her home.  

Figure 1.2 illustrates the delivery journey that 

is typical for community-led housing schemes. 

Delivery involves everything from group 

formation to living in a community-led 

housing scheme, including ongoing 

management and governance. 

There are different ways of categorizing 

delivery routes for community-led housing. 

The Government’s July 2018 Community 

Housing Fund prospectus defines delivery 

routes according to who initiates the scheme 

which can be either group-led, an extension 

of community-based activity, or a developer-

community partnership.15  

Figure 1.2 Community-led housing journey16 

In summary, community-led housing groups 

may go it alone, finding land, arranging 

finance and ongoing governance and ongoing 

management. The land acquisition may be 

                                                           
15 Homes England Community Housing Fund 2018 
Prospectus 
www.gov.uk/government/collections/community-
housing-fund 

made easier by a willing landowner or 

through planning policy. The financing and 

management of the build may be done by 

others. A community group may simply 

purchase or rent completed homes and take 

on the repurposing and ongoing governance 

and management.  

No matter which delivery route is used, any of 

the mechanisms summarised in section Table 

1.1 can be adopted (collective self or custom-

build, cohousing, co-operatives, community 

land trusts). Some delivery mechanisms are 

better suited for delivering large schemes and 

others can deliver on small constrained sites.  

A key distinction is whether a community-led 

housing group carries out a housing scheme 

on its own or whether it does so in 

partnership with a large delivery partner or 

indeed simply purchases units that have been 

built by a developer in a ‘turn key’ approach. 

Both the level of influence over a scheme and 

the amount of work and skills needed by a 

community group are far less where a large 

organisation or developer partner leads a 

scheme.  

Examples of a group-led community-led 

housing scheme are the Wolvercote Paper 

Mill bid by Oxfordshire Community Land 

Trust, the Irving building bid by Homes for 

Oxford and the Stansfeld bid by Oxford 

Cohousing (see case studies in Appendix 1). 

Other examples are Lancaster Cohousing at 

ForgeBank which was set up in 2013 and 

many long-established schemes such as Old 

Hall Housing Association in Suffolk and 

Braziers Park in South Oxfordshire.17  

In these examples, the community-led 

housing group itself acquired land and 

financed the development. This approach 

gives the group complete control over the 

16 Diagram by National Community Land Trust 
network www.communitylandtrusts.org.uk  
17 ForgeBank (lancastercohousing.org.uk), Old Hall 
(oldhall.org.uk), Braziers (braziers.org.uk) 
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scheme - owning the land, designing the units, 

allocating units and ongoing management.  

This approach involves a great deal of work by 

group members who need to have the 

capacity to work on a housing development 

scheme.  

A community-led housing group may take 

over management and governance of existing 

housing through or a housing co-operative as 

leaseholder or buyer. There are two examples 

of this in Oxford: Dragonfly Housing Co-op 

formed in 2001 and Kindling Housing Co-op 

formed in 2016 (see Appendix 1). These 

schemes do not involve a development phase 

although some refurbishment is likely to be 

needed. The co-op members have a high 

degree of control and influence over their 

house. 

Another approach is for a group to form a 

partnership. A Local Authority, landowner, 

Registered Provider or local developer may 

initiate this by deciding to provide housing 

that incorporates a community-led element. 

They may partner with a community-led 

housing group or even recruit founder 

members from within the community and 

support them to take over ownership and/or 

                                                           
18 Based on Ernst Gruber, Wohnbund: An 
International View – enabling and supporting 
collaborative housing in Vienna 

management of the homes. In some cases, 

the community-led housing group may be a 

delivery partner in a joint venture. This 

enables housing to be provided at scale, with 

access to in-house expertise and access to 

finance.   

The developer takes up-front risks and 

recoups costs from house sales. A community-

led housing group may take over properties 

on a management basis such as Coin Street 

Co-operative. A group may acquire properties 

either at the beginning such as the St 

Clements Community Land Trust or at some 

future stage such as Cashes Green Community 

Land Trust. These ‘turn key’ delivery routes 

are easier for community groups in that all or 

most of the work that is needed to get the 

scheme built such as site acquisition, design, 

planning, finance is done before the group 

takes over. The downside is that the group 

has less control over the scheme and design 

of the homes.  

The different roles throughout the delivery of 

a partnership scheme are illustrated in Figure 

1.3.18 

  

Figure 1.3 Partnership model 
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2. THE CONTEXT FOR 

COMMUNITY-LED 

HOUSING 

2.1. National context 

The government estimates that the UK needs 

to build 300,000 net additional homes a year 

on average by the mid-2020s.19 Even at its 

peak in 2007, supply was below this at just 

under 216,000 homes. In 2017/18 supply was 

just under 188,000.20 Coupled with the 

relative affordability of debt and policy 

measures to bolster demand, lack of supply 

has resulted in land and house price inflation. 

UK housing costs are not only very high in 

absolute terms and relative to other countries 

but also relative to incomes.21 

The UK housing system is considered to be 

exceptionally centralised. Since the industrial 

revolution, the UK has relied on large, 

professional developers to deliver large 

housing estates. Currently, a few very large 

companies build most of the homes. Almost 

half are built by ten companies and a quarter 

are built by three.22 The 2014 Lyons 

commission concluded that the UK could not 

rely on the volume house building industry 

alone but needed to engage with others 

including small builders.23 Most housing policy 

of recent decades has been targeted at 

increasing supply through private sector 

developers through policies that act as 

mortgage subsidies such as Help to Buy and 

Starter Homes.  

                                                           
19 UK Autumn Budget 2017 p59, Chancellor Phillip 
Hammond’s speech 22 Nov 2017 
20 Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government, Live tables on house building: new 
build dwellings, Table 209 www.gov.uk 
21 Christian Hilber, UK Housing and Planning 
Policies: the evidence from economic research, 
London School of Economics and Politics, May 
2015 
22 Ibid. Alastair Parvin 2016 

From 2010 the government’s focus shifted to 

home ownership and ‘affordable’ rented 

housing of up to 80% of market rents. Funding 

programmes were less supportive of social 

rent tenure.  However, the focus has changed 

and the next set of government funding 

programmes is expected to include homes for 

social rented housing supported by grants. 

Homes England, the Government’s housing 

delivery agency, will use its new strategic 

development partnerships with Registered 

Providers to actively push for increased levels 

of social rented housing in the tenure mix. 

Other national policies have the potential to 

support community-led housing. The Localism 

Act 2011 encourages local communities to 

influence their own future development 

through Neighbourhood Plans, 

Neighbourhood Development Orders and 

Community Right to Build Orders. These could 

be used to develop community-led housing 

schemes but in practice these policy tools are 

rarely being used in this way. There are just 

three examples on the Community Led 

Housing toolkit website.24 The Self-build and 

Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 aims to 

double the size of the custom build sector by 

2020, requiring local authorities to have self-

build registers and to make land available for 

self-build where there is demand. Local 

authorities are responding to this 

requirement. The frequent turn-over of 

housing ministers (eight ministers between 

2010 and December 2018) is considered to 

have contributed to delays and confusion 

around policy initiatives and the failure to 

build enough homes.25 

23 The Lyons Housing Review, Mobilising across the 
nation to build the homes our children need, 2014  
24 Housing Association Charitable Trust, 
community-led housing toolkit, April 2018 
clhtoolkit.org/planning/neighbourhood-planning-
and-community-led-housing 
25 This is Money article “Merry-go-round of 
housing ministers means Britain hasn't built 
enough homes” Nov 2016 
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In July 2018 the government’s Community 

Housing Fund was launched which includes 

funding for community-led housing groups 

and for local authorities to bid for 

infrastructure funding and enabling support 

for the groups in their area.26 

2.1.1. Local government 

Community-led housing is referred to in the 

Oxford Housing and Homelessness Strategy 

and the Oxford Tenancy Strategy.27 The 

emerging Local Plan (as at December 2018) 

contains references to community-led 

housing. The Council’s Housing Company is a 

potential partner to manage the social rented 

housing on larger proposed community-led 

housing schemes. The Council has a housing 

enabling officer and the planning 

development team has expanded in recent 

years. 

Community-led housing groups reported in 

case study interviews that they found it very 

difficult to arrange meetings with officers, 

they felt that community-led housing was not 

understood by council officers and there were 

no arrangements in place for officers to give 

groups support such as waiving pre-planning 

meeting fees.  

According to national research on policies for 

community-led housing, the policy context in 

many parts of the UK is quickly moving to 

policies, strategies and supplementary 

planning documents and technical guidance 

that supports community-led housing. 28  For 

example, London’s Local Plan references the 

Housing Strategy which makes small sites 

                                                           
26 Homes England, Community Housing Fund 
Prospectus, 2 July 2018 (www.gov.uk) 
27 Oxford City Council Housing and Homelessness 
Strategy 2018-2021 p30, Tenancy Strategy 2018-
2023 p13. 
28 Co-operative Councils’ Innovation Network 
(CCIN) Housing Commission Final Report Jan 2018, 
Housing Association Charitable Trust, community-
led housing toolkit, April 2018 
29 Oxfordshire has three community land trust 
schemes in Stonesfield, and two single-house co-

available for community land trusts. In 

Oxford, the focus has changed with the 

commissioning of this report to better 

understand community-led housing and how 

this can be feasibly delivered on Oxford. 

Within the planning system, section 106 

agreements are a key tool to ensure that 

affordable housing is delivered and could be 

used to require community-led housing. 

However, in Oxford supply of affordable 

housing through this mechanism is insufficient 

to meet the identified housing needs. Oxford 

has a particular challenge at current market 

land values with no viable means to deliver 

social housing or community facilities on a 

sufficient scale through the development 

delivery models that are the norm. 

2.2. History of community-led 

housing in Oxford and today 

In Oxford there has been a lot of activity by 

community-led housing groups over the last 

decade, but few schemes have succeeded.29 

Each scheme that is delivered tends to be a 

“beacon” development, a one-off scheme 

requiring years of voluntary work and tenacity 

by community groups. This is not unusual in 

the UK where community-led approaches 

supply a very small proportion of housing. 

One estimate of demand for self-build is that 

it is currently 7% of housing delivery in 

England.30 Other estimates of community-led 

approaches place it at less than 1% in contrast 

with figures of 18% in Sweden,15% in Norway, 

8% in Austria and 6% in Germany.31 The 

operatives in Oxford. There have been several 
credible attempts by community groups to buy 
sites but have been massively outbid by 
mainstream developers (Wolvercote Paper Mill, 
Stansfeld, Irving building on Hertford St). 
30 Ibid. Alastair Parvin 2016, p7 
31 Estimates have been made by The Smith 
Institute “Local housing, community living: 
prospects for scaling up and scaling out 
community-led housing” (2016), Commission on 
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volumes of community-led housing delivered 

in other countries shows what is possible, but 

the sector is starting from a very low base 

nationally and in Oxford.  

In summary, examples of community-led 

housing group activity that the study team has 

identified are: 

•  Successful schemes, single house co-

operatives: Dragonfly Housing co-

operative (founded in 2001); Kindling 

Housing coo-operative (2016); 

• Credible bids for larger development 

sites: Oxford Cohousing, Homes for 

Oxford, Oxfordshire Community Land 

Trust; 

                                                           
Co-operative and Mutual Housing “Bringing 
Democracy Home” 2009 p5 and World Habitat 
(formerly BSHF) 

• Nascent or stalled projects and 

groups: Oxford Cohousing, Animate 

Cohousing, Soma housing co-

operative; 

In addition, community organisation-led 

schemes that focus on particular housing 

needs include Edge Housing (initiated by a 

local church for people moving on from 

homelessness) and Emmaus (providing both 

accommodation and work for people at risk of 

homelessness). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 Oxford community-led housing projects 
Oxford group case studies set out in Appendix 1 

32 At 35% of net monthly income 

CLH group Scheme  Tenure Succeeded? Affordable? 32 Number of 
residents/units 

Dragonfly Single dwelling Co-op Yes Yes 5 residents 

Kindling Single dwelling Co-op Yes Yes 6-8 residents 

Oxfordshire 
CLT  

Wolvercote 
Paper Mill site 

Mixed No Two thirds 260 units 

Homes for 
Oxford 

Irving Building, 
Hertford Street  

Mixed No Half 27 units 

Oxford 
Cohousing 

Stansfeld, 
Headington 
Quarry site 

Mixed No Two-thirds 36 units 

Animate 
Cohousing 

An existing 
neighbourhood 

Mixed No Some 
(aspiration) 

30 units 
(aspiration) 

Edge Housing 4 dwellings Short term 
rental 

Yes All (Local 
Housing 
Allowance) 

15 residents 

Emmaus 1 hostel Rental Yes All 28 residents 
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3. THE NEED FOR 

COMMUNITY-LED 

HOUSING 

3.1. The housing crisis 

Across the UK, mainstream development is 

not delivering the amount of housing that is 

needed.  Many commentators emphasise that 

there is no single solution.33 The problem has 

to be addressed across a range of provision, 

one form of which is community-led housing. 

In Oxford, land use constraints and strong 

demand for housing are additional factors 

which drive up housing costs and make the 

need for affordable housing particularly 

acute. Young people and those of limited 

means are unable to afford to buy their own 

home. The private rental market has 

expanded and, due to the general shortage of 

homes, rents have increased.  

Some estimates put the house price ratio 

even higher, for example for the semi-

detached houses that many families need, the 

average price in August 2017 was £509,501 in 

Oxford which gives a house price ratio of 16 

for a single income household earning the 

median income.34 A national comparison by 

the National Housing Federation found 

Oxford’s house price to earnings ratio at 

                                                           
33 For example Centre for Cities “Delivering 
change: building homes where we need them” Oct 
2014 and New Economics Foundation “What Lies 
Beneath: How to Fix the Broken Land System at 
the Heart of Our Housing Crisis” July 2018 
34 UK House Price Statistics 
www.landregistry.data.gov.uk 

16.2% which places Oxford at the top of the 

rankings, with the “greatest affordability issue 

of any city in the UK”.35 High house prices lead 

to high rental prices, which in turn impacts 

upon Local Housing Allowance (LHA) levels 

and the growing gap between income and 

housing costs. 

Many people who work in Oxford cannot 

afford to live in the city. Almost half of 

Oxford’s workforce (45,900 people or 46%) 

commute into the area each day (2011 

census). This may be their choice in some 

cases, but a large number are likely to 

commute because of the cost of housing. 

Many factors feed the house price increase 

such as housing purchased as an investment, 

the amount of debt available through 

mortgage lending and the consolidation of 

housing development in the hands of a few 

very large housing developers. From 

discussions with national and local experts, 

the study team understands that the 

competition for land based on residual land 

valuations that assume the maximum revenue 

that is possible from Oxford’s increasing 

house prices is contributing to the long-term 

affordability problem. 

 

35 Home Truths 2017/18 The housing market in the 

South East, National Housing Federation, Oxford 

Local Plan Preferred Options p5 “Issues and 

Challenges” 
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3.2. The Oxford housing market 

Oxford has major constraints on land supply, 

with half of the land already built on, 

designated Green Belt, Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest, Wildlife Corridors and large 

areas of historic importance. In Oxford the 

constraints on land mean that large 

developments are only likely to be developed 

beyond the city boundaries as land is 

allocated by other Districts to meet Oxford 

(and the wider Oxfordshire) unmet housing 

needs.  

Experience in Oxford is that there is strong 

competitive pressure over every available site. 

This is reflected in government land 

valuations which in 2010 were £5.2m per 

hectare for very small sites, £5.5m for sites for 

flats or maisonettes and £5m per hectare for 

‘bulk land’. These values are far higher than 

prices across the south east.36  

In Oxford, as elsewhere in the UK, the way in 

which housebuilders acquire land lies at the 

heart of the affordability issue. Developers 

compete against one another to offer the 

highest upfront sum to the landowner, based 

on assumptions of how many homes they can 

build, how much they can sell them for, and 

how much they’ll be expected to contribute 

to the community in the form of affordable 

housing and infrastructure. Viability is 

determined by calculating the residual land 

value from gross development value that the 

scheme would yield, minus the development 

costs of the scheme. The developer who can 

assume the highest possible market price and 

lowest costs for their finished homes can offer 

the best value for the site and win the bid.  

The market approach yields profits of over 

20% to shareholders and is very good at 

delivering housing. ‘Normal’ developers line 

                                                           
36 Homes and Communities Agency Residential 
Land Value Data (VOA 2010) 
37 Shelter New Civic House Building 2017 
38 Alastair Parvin “A Right to Build” 2011 p15: 

https://issuu.com/alastairparvin/docs/2011_07_0

6_arighttobuild 

up an entire programme to deliver a certain 

number of sites per year and so maintain a 

programme plan and strategy over a long 

time-frame. The chronology and process is 

different for each site but many sites are 

similar so there are synergies. Large 

specialised development companies have in-

house expertise, the ability to cross-subsidise 

from other schemes and can take on greater 

risk than community-led groups. They can put 

pressure on contractors and suppliers to 

lower their prices. 

Shelter’s report on new civic house building 

illustrates how the competitive pressure of 

the standard developer model will always out-

compete a community-led approach.37 

Whichever firm is able to squeeze its costs the 

most is able to pay the most for the land. The 

landowner naturally awards the sale to the 

highest bidder, although this does not happen 

in every case. Left to the market, developers 

will typically build large executive homes as 

these have a far higher profit margin which 

means they can offer more for the land and so 

win competitive tenders. 38 There is no 

incentive for developers to take account of 

the total cost of ownership and energy 

efficiency other than compliance with codes 

or to deliver the aspects of housing that 

communities value such as affordable 

housing, build quality and amenities.39 

Non-profit entities, such as Local Authorities 

and Registered Providers, use the same 

approaches to valuing land. However, they 

put a greater priority on the cost of delivery, 

the long-term cash-flow and on whether their 

community of benefit can afford the homes in 

the long term. Section 106 agreements are 

the way that local authorities extract some of 

the profit from rising land values in order to 

provide community infrastructure.  

39 The 2007 Callcutt Review (DCLG), concluded: 
“The hard fact is that, across most of the current 
market, aiming for high quality is questionable 
commercial strategy which often adds little to 
shareholder value.” 

30



17 

 

The local housing market is also influenced by 

macro-economic drivers including interest 

rates and mortgage availability, market 

sentiment, employment opportunities and 

general population and economic trends. 

Other factors are quality of place, schools and 

access to jobs.  

3.3. How community-led housing 

can help 

Community-led housing has the potential to 

expand the options for the delivery of homes 

in Oxford. It will not replace large-scale 

mainstream delivery but can work alongside it 

to deliver more housing, housing which is 

permanently and genuinely affordable, higher 

quality with better services and community 

infrastructure and of the size, type and tenure 

that meets the needs of the residents.40 These 

factors are the motivation behind the efforts 

by Oxford’s community-led housing groups to 

try to make their housing projects a reality. 

Community-led housing constitutes a 

paradigm shift. Factors such as social benefit 

and permanent affordability are so central to 

community-led schemes that the study team 

concluded that different models are needed 

to assess their true viability to take these into 

account. When elements such as ongoing cost 

to residents, social value and enhanced life-

chances are included, then community-led 

schemes become an investment in wider 

societal goals not just ‘viable’.  

For community-led housing schemes, viability 

assessment does not end with sales of homes 

at market price or to the highest bidder. 

Viability of a community-led housing scheme 

also depends on the ongoing revenue stream 

(and ongoing maintenance costs) from 

housing which will derive from the people 

who will live in the units and what they can 

afford. The finance for community-led 

schemes is more akin to that of registered 

providers or public facilities such as schools 

                                                           
40 Ibid. Anitra Nelson 

which provide ongoing returns over a very 

long time period. 

The below sets out some of the innovations 

which are common in community-led housing 

schemes and which can enhance their viability 

compared to normal development schemes.  

Build Density 

People living in community-led schemes value 

mutual support and a thriving community and 

have confidence that their neighbours will 

also. Homes can therefore be grouped in a 

higher density format with less private space 

and more shared space which, when designed 

well, creates both a great place to live and 

also more value. The availability of common 

facilities increases the saleability of the units. 

Off Site Construction 

Traditional housebuilders have well-organised 

supply chains with established business 

relationships. Community led schemes can 

pick and choose valid technologies which suit 

the specific scheme under consideration. Off-

site modular or prefabricated closed panel 

housing is driven by innovation and may be 

suited to community-led schemes. The homes 

can be built much quicker, their quality 

guaranteed and assembled on site in record 

time which saves money. 

High Energy Efficiency 

The slow uptake of energy efficiency 

initiatives since the 2008 recession has 

allowed developers to build to a specification 

which, although better than homes built in 

the 80’s, are still below what is routinely 

possible in Europe and Scandinavia. 

Community groups can bypass the established 

supply chains and build energy efficient 

homes that can be more expensive to build 

but are more cost effective for residents to 

live in and to run, with reduced costs of 

energy and water use. High energy efficiency 

can also increase the durability of the 

buildings and this can be factored into the 

financial modelling and design of the scheme. 
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Community Initiatives & Sweat Equity 

Individual residents can often move into their 

homes before they are fully complete. These 

shell homes can be fitted out and decorated 

by their owners, saving them money on 

capital investment. This is known as sweat 

equity which can reduce build costs in some 

schemes. The community is also likely to 

complete their own shared landscape areas 

such as playgrounds, allotments, orchards and 

recycling initiatives.  

Sustainability 

The supply and strategic use of basic utilities 

to any development needs innovation as a 

starting point if long term sustainability is its 

goal. Community-led schemes are often very 

open to innovation in how energy is used, less 

car parking is needed as the use of cars is 

minimised which makes more land available 

for other uses, efficient water use and 

recycling can also be incorporated. This is 

largely due to the future bill-payers being part 

of the team that is shaping the development. 

Reduced marketing costs 

In many cases a large proportion of the 

community-led housing is built for identified 

owners and tenants which reduces marketing 

costs. 

Other factors relating to the deliverability of 

community-led schemes are not included in 

standard model (and have not been included 

in the viability assessments for this study), but 

they can greatly enhance the deliverability of 

schemes and have a beneficial impact in the 

long-term. These include: 

• it may be easier to get planning 

permission (if the Council is 

supportive);41 

• community backing can mean that there 

are fewer complaints to address; 

                                                           
41 Charlie Cadywould “Community Builders: 
Tackling the housing crisis by empowering 
communities in local development” Demos Dec 
2015 

• the Net Present Value benefit of 

affordability in perpetuity; 

• social benefit such as less isolation, 

mutual support, reduced car use, lower 

impact on public services; 

• the extent to which future residents 

engage with the design and building of 

homes can also make community-led 

housing different to and better than 

other forms of delivery;  

• volunteer resident leadership can reduce 

development costs such as project 

management. 

One author describes community-led 

approaches such as Community Land Trusts as  

“challeng(ing) the arrangements of a housing 

market used to the pleasures and pains of 

speculating on housing value . . . they can move 

from seeing housing as a commodity, valued for its 

exchange value, the profit it can produce, and see 

it rather as a necessity of life, even perhaps up to a 

certain configuration as a public good.”42  

The involvement of potential residents at the 

design stage in community-led housing 

schemes means that the housing delivered is 

of the tenure type and size that people need. 

New building is likely to be more acceptable 

to community through community-led 

approaches; develop unusual, small or 

difficult sites, increase density, lock in 

affordability, provide quality/size/tenure 

people want, and bring in philanthropic or 

grant funding. 

The distinctive financial and governance 

arrangements of community-led housing 

approaches positively value affordability, 

community facilities, quality and social and 

environmental features rather than seeing 

these as costs. 

42 Peter Marcuse “Community Land Trusts as 

Transformative Housing Reforms” Columbia 

University July 2014 
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The legal vehicles such as Community Benefit 

Societies that are used for community-led 

housing provide an entirely different 

approach to development and ownership of 

land. Asset locks and lease requirements keep 

the land and house prices for these sites 

stable into the future. Market development 

cannot do this.  

The study team concluded that this leads to a 

broader idea than just maximizing profit and 

reducing costs and opens up the need for a 

different housing model for assessing and 

comparing different housing development 

schemes.  

 

3.3.1. Oxford experience of the benefits 

The study team interviewed community-led 

housing groups from both successful and 

attempted schemes in Oxford (see Appendix 

1). One question was: What are the benefits 

of community-led housing? In the case 

studies, their reasons for wanting to live in 

community-led housing relate to the wider 

benefits that they perceive community-led 

housing provides.  

Homes for Oxford's bid for the Wolvercote 

Paper Mill site would have delivered 37% 

more homes on the site, 66% affordable 

(compared to 50%) with configuration of 

homes to encourage neighbourly interaction, 

far fewer cars and more green space. This 

would have resulted in saved rents of at least 

£5m over 30 years, some of which would have 

been direct savings to the tax payer in terms 

of reduced Local Housing Allowance and other 

benefits.  Different community-led housing 

groups were interested in taking up clusters of 

homes within this scheme. The bid was not 

successful but the analysis of it shows what 

community-led approaches can offer.  

Table 2.3  (over page) sets out a comparison 

of a developer approach with what Homes for 

Oxford would have built.  

Benefits of living in Kindling are that the 

residents are in control of their housing and 

can decide everything about it including 

remodelling the house, what colour to paint 

the walls, where their energy comes from and 

what rents to charge (within financial 

constraints).  

The housing co-operative changes the 

residents’ relationship to their house and 

their place in a way which is inaccessible for 

anyone in private rented accommodation. 

Being in a housing co-operative connects 

them to a network of people who are doing 

inspiring work. They are learning new skills, 

improving their knowledge and 

understanding, increasing their confidence 

about managing the house including financing 

and loans. In the process the members are 

becoming more capable and gaining 

transferable skills that could be used for 

running other enterprises which could lead to 

employment opportunities. They are working 

as part of a team of fellow 

housemates/members. 

Kindling is set up as a fully-mutual co-

operative, which means that once acquired, 

its assets are collectivised – they belong to the 

co-operative movement in perpetuity, their 

value not subject to the rules and fluctuations 

of the market. Rather than being a tool to 

generate ever more capital, the house can 

serve its original purpose as a home, managed 

and cared for directly by its member tenants. 

This provides individuals doing social change 

and community benefit work with a secure 

home in Oxford where they would otherwise 

be priced out of the market. 
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Table 3.2 Comparing developer approach 
with community-led approach43 

 

In their bid for Stansfeld quarry site, Oxford 

Cohousing’s prospectus stated that it would 

deliver much needed new housing in Oxford 

in a form and for a purpose that is different 

from the market norm and will point the way 

to a more sustainable way of developing and 

living. Their prospectus sets out the benefits 

of cohousing:  

                                                           
43 Based on Jan Rosenow impact assessment 

•  Cohousing is a way of living that has 

been established in several countries 

around the world for many years. 

Small enough that everyone can be 

familiar with each other, but large 

enough not to force them to be, 

cohousing communities are built 

around a shared desire for a sense of 

belonging, neighbourliness and 

mutual support that many people feel 

is missing from modern life and 

contemporary housing developments. 
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• By pooling resources and acting 

collectively, cohousing communities 

gain more control over their 

environment. In particular they can 

ensure that both commissioning and 

maintenance costs are effectively 

controlled to maximise economic 

sustainability. 

• In cohousing communities everyone 

has their own private home, but 

everyone also benefits from extra 

shared facilities and spaces that allow 

– but don’t require – members to do 

things together. Living in a cohousing 

community brings a few extra 

responsibilities, but many more 

benefits. 

• Features of cohousing communities 

include: a common house – a building 

with a range of shared facilities for 

use by members of the community; 

common ground – shared garden 

spaces often used for growing food as 

well as for play and recreation; the 

exclusion of cars from the community 

as far as possible; and a strong ethos 

of environmental and social 

sustainability in how the community is 

designed, built and managed. 

In addition, Oxford Cohousing is committed to 

delivering the following: 

• A legal structure that ensures 

democratic governance by all the 

households; 

• The whole space is configured to 

promote interaction between 

households; 

• A high proportion of homes are 

genuinely affordable for young people 

and families, in perpetuity; 

• Homes for residents from the city’s 

housing register; 

• A mixed community of varying ages 

and abilities; 

• A low-carbon footprint including low 

car-usage. 

Homes for Oxford’s bid for the Irving building 

in Hertford Street would have delivered the 

following benefits: affordable homes for local 

people, ensuring that they remain genuinely 

and permanently affordable; reduced 

environmental impact to ensure the long-

term future of the local and wider community, 

through high eco-specification construction; 

restricted car ownership and provision for 

bicycle parking; and homes and outdoor space 

designed for community living, mutual 

support and well-being. 

Other benefits of this scheme were: 

• There would always be people on-site 

due to the proposed range of uses 

(residential, office, café, retail, 

community space, events); 

• Sheltered garden and pond (providing 

sustainable drainage) to create a 

community resource for residents; 

• The not-for-profit housing co-

operative legal structure means that 

any surplus income generated goes 

back into the community; 

• Community land trust landownership 

means that the affordable value of 

the homes would be retained in 

perpetuity. 

Interviews with housing professionals 

(including people with registered provider and 

developer experience), indicated that they 

think community-led housing has a role and 

can make a contribution. Points raised were: 

• community-led housing is a way of 

furthering the community’s 

aspiration.   

• community-led housing is more likely 

to be well-received than a top-down 

process and is more likely to 

command support from within the 

community.  
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• The community-led housing group can 

have a good understanding of local 

needs and is able to influence and 

shape the development better, 

particularly when linking housing and 

other elements such as community 

facilities, business premises and 

live/work units.  

• community-led housing can have an 

advantage in identifying sites through 

community connections. They may 

have links to local landowners, or a 

local trust that manages estate land, 

farmers, charitable bodies, church 

Dioceses and schools.  

• community-led housing groups can 

draw on their resources, bring people 

together, promote the idea, identify 

need and sites. This is stronger in 

areas with social capital and skills 

among friends and family and more 

difficult in disadvantaged 

communities. 

 

3.4. How community-led housing 

can meet particular types of 

need 

People needing social rented or affordable 

housing 

People in housing need, on the Oxford 

housing register and on housing benefit are 

among those who are interested in living in 

community-led housing and among those who 

are actively working on schemes in Oxford.  

Oxford City Council has a strong affordable 

housing policy and a focus on providing social 

rented tenancies.44 Social rented housing is 

available for some of those in housing need. 

However, there is a gap in provision.  The 

Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment 2014 estimates that around 1,029 

                                                           
44 Oxford City Council, Housing and Homelessness 
Strategy 2018-21 

additional affordable homes would need to be 

delivered each year 2016-2031 to meet the 

backlog and future affordable housing need. 

There are around 2,500 households on the 

Housing Register, the majority of whom may 

never be offered a council or Registered 

Provider tenancy. The Council’s adopted 

Tenancy Strategy 2018-23 notes a severe 

shortage of genuinely affordable 

accommodation which cannot be met in the 

private sector because private sector rents 

are too high even with Local Housing 

Allowance.  

In Oxford, the attempts to deliver community-

led housing schemes such as community land 

trusts and cohousing typically seek to work in 

partnership with a social housing landlord to 

support the provision of social rented 

housing. Community-led housing groups can 

register as a provider of social housing but 

this is a fairly high hurdle for them and 

management of social housing is better done 

by a larger entity. However, by their very 

nature, community-led schemes are well 

placed to offer affordable rent (both social 

and intermediate) and to keep it affordable in 

perpetuity. Interviews with local groups also 

suggest that partnership is important on 

larger schemes for technical expertise, project 

management and access to finance. 

Partnership to deliver community-led housing 

as part of a large development is one of the 

feasible delivery routes tested in Section 4. 

Oxford’s community-led housing groups are 

concerned to provide housing for a range of 

people including families with young children 

in order to have a healthy and sustainable 

community with a mix of people at different 

stages of life. Community-led housing can 

provide both low cost market housing and 

affordable rented housing. In Oxford the 

aspiration of community-led schemes (see 

Appendix 1) is often for rental as well as 

ownership options and below market rate 

affordable rent. Community-led housing 
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groups have people who are on the housing 

register as members and young adults starting 

families. 

The experience of Oxford community-led 

housing groups is that the full range of 

tenures is required in order to meet planning 

policy requirements but affordable and social 

housing is vital to ensure the long-term 

success and sustainability of a community-led 

scheme, to facilitate the involvement of 

young families and people on low incomes for 

a mixed and sustainable community.  

50% of housing is required to be affordable on 

sites of 10 or more homes in Oxford according 

to the Local Plan, with a financial contribution 

towards affordable housing from sites of 4 to 

9 homes. Many community-led schemes 

aspire to go beyond this by providing 

alternative types of affordable housing with a 

legal structure that keeps homes affordable in 

perpetuity.  

People who work in Oxford 

Oxford’s strategic housing market area 

expands well beyond Oxford’s borders. Many 

people commute into Oxford from outlying 

areas.45 The additional housing need that 

cannot be met within the city boundaries is 

being discussed with surrounding Districts. 

Community-led housing across Oxford’s 

commuter zone could contribute to the mix of 

solutions to meeting Oxford’s housing need, 

which includes many of the people who run 

key services in the City. 

The needs assessment carried out for this 

study shows that the accommodation that 

Oxford College junior research fellows or an 

electrician could afford is a lower quartile or 

median rent for a one-bedroom apartment. 

These are skilled people earning just below 

the median income for Oxford. A nurse, 

teacher or bus driver at the lower end of their 

pay scales could afford a room in an upper 

                                                           
45 Oxford Housing and economic land availability 
assessment (HELAA) October 2016 
46 Ibid. Oxford Housing and Homelessness Strategy 
2018, housing register data from May 2017 

quartile rent shared house. Those who are not 

working full time (around 20% of Oxford’s 

population) would struggle to pay the rent 

even for a room in a shared house. People 

who are eligible for the local housing 

allowance would not be able to afford even 

lower quartile cost shared private rented 

accommodation in Oxford.  

Young people and families are 

disproportionately affected by the 

affordability problems in Oxford. In November 

2017, 60% of the total number of households 

on the City Council’s Housing Register were 

under the age of 44 and half had dependent 

children.46 

Similarly, young working households and low-

income working households who are not 

eligible for benefits or social housing but are 

not catered for by the housing market have to 

seek lower quality or shared private rental 

accommodation or live outside the city and 

commute in. 

Students and young professionals 

The two universities reported 40,248 full-time 

students in December 2016 and of these 

6,957 required non-University 

accommodation such as shared private rented 

accommodation.47 The Census identified 

1,825 student-only households in Oxford City 

which suggests that many are sharing 

accommodation.48 

In Oxford, most shared housing has to be 

licensed as a House of Multiple Occupation 

(HMO). In 2018, there were 3,650 registered 

HMOs in Oxford. Students, people moving on 

from homelessness and young professionals 

spoken to for this study reported that they 

find HMOs to be poorly managed, tenants feel 

insecure, maintenance can be poor or very 

slow and the tenants have no autonomy or 

incentive to decorate or maintain the 

property well and no investment in being 

47 Oxford City Council. Annual Monitoring Report. 
Indicator 17: Students and Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation 
48 Census 2011 
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good neighbours. The Council’s 2017 Annual 

Monitoring report notes the exceptionally 

high concentration of HMOs in Oxford and the 

fact that HMOs often provide some of the 

poorest quality housing in the city. However, 

this is improving. The City Council’s HMO 

Licensing scheme has recently received 

national awards and recognition for its work 

providing protection for tenants against sub-

standard conditions and supporting vigorous 

enforcement of tenants’ legal rights.49 

Vulnerable people in housing need 

Oxford City Council’s Housing and 

Homelessness Strategy notes that there is a 

need for move-on accommodation for 

vulnerable people who are building settled 

lives, moving from hostels or living in 

unsuitable accommodation. Lack of move-on 

housing can result in access to much needed 

specialist accommodation being blocked from 

those who need it.  

The study team discussed housing need with 

professionals working with people who are 

homeless or vulnerable to becoming 

homeless, including Homeless Link, Crisis and 

Edge Housing who are part of an effective 

network of organisations supporting homeless 

people in Oxford including the Council, 

churches, charities and social enterprises.  

People interviewed for this study said that the 

biggest problem for people who are homeless 

is affordability. The housing benefit or local 

housing allowance is below the local level of 

rents that are charged. Even if the tenants 

have a stable job, can pay the rent and can 

find the deposit (for example with assistance 

from the Council), people on housing benefit 

often cannot access private rented housing. 

Many landlords will not rent to people on 

benefits due to constraints set by their 

mortgage or insurance company.50  

                                                           
49 Ibid. Oxford City Council, Annual Monitoring 
Report Indicator 19 
50 Guardian article “Housing benefit claimants 
increasingly shut out of private rental market” Jan 
2017 

Downsizers 

Community-led housing can cater for those 

who can afford market housing but who wish 

to live in community-led housing schemes.  

The financial viability of community-led 

housing schemes that have been tried in 

Oxford require some market housing for the 

project to be financially viable. Many of those 

who are interested in community-led housing 

in Oxford have houses and so could 

contribute capital to a scheme and buy their 

own unit at market prices. This can free up 

under-occupied homes for occupation by 

larger households. 

Pent up demand  

This category includes young adults still living 

with parents, ‘boomerangs’ returning home 

or those in overcrowded homes more 

generally. Between 2001-11 there was a 30% 

increase in households living in overcrowded 

homes.51 

Nationally, more than a quarter of Generation 

Y (‘millenials’ born between 1980 and the end 

of 1994) live at home with their parents, 

including 10% of men aged 30-34.52 They 

represent pent up demand for housing which 

is not met in the current housing market 

unless they venture into private rented or 

insecure, poor quality shared housing. They 

are unable to afford decent local 

accommodation in Oxford but may not be 

considered as being in priority need for social 

housing. 

Overcrowding is above average in Oxford City, 

with 6.2% of households classified as 

overcrowded using the bedroom standard. 

This is likely to reflect a number of factors: a 

younger population structure; the volume of 

student multi-occupancy lettings; housing 

51 Ibid. Oxford Housing and Homelessness Strategy 
2018 
52 Guardian article, referencing ONS Labour Force 
Survey 2015 
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stock skewed towards more smaller 

properties; and higher housing costs.53 

Community-led affordable housing for rent is 

potentially helpful for this group. National 

research found that almost 60% of 20- to 39-

year-olds in England will rent their homes by 

2025, while just 26% will have been able to 

purchase a home.  

In Oxford the private rented sector increased 

from 9,068 dwellings in 2001 to 15,634 

dwellings in 2011. This is a 72% increase 

compared to a 57% increase across the South 

East region and 63% increase nationally.  

Community-led housing can help to meet this 

need by increasing density of development 

where appropriate and converting existing 

dwellings to include extensions that would 

provide suitable smaller accommodation 

(compliant with planning requirements) so 

that each individual or household has their 

needs met with smaller personal space and 

more shared space.  

3.5. Barriers to delivery of 

community-led housing in Oxford 

National research 

A 2009 report by the Commission on Co-

operative and Mutual Housing (the most 

recent in-depth survey of the community-led 

housing sector in the UK) reported a number 

of factors that are barriers to community-led 

housing.54 They conclude that in other 

countries, community-led housing is enabled 

by Government policy working in sympathy 

with the sector, an effective development, 

support and advice framework, and grass 

roots community development. The report 

found that these elements have never come 

together at the same time in the UK.  

The Commission recognised that although 

there have been governance and other 

                                                           
53 Oxfordshire Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) Final report p49 
54 Ibid. Bringing Democracy Home 2009 p5 

problems in community-led schemes: “it is 

possible to create systems of support, checks 

and balances to prevent problems arising or 

deal with them when they do.” The 

Commission also concluded that: “there is an 

overwhelming problem with regards to the 

promotion of co-operative and mutual 

housing options”; and “little information is 

available for communities, local authorities, 

Registered Providers or others who are 

interested in exploring co-operative and 

mutual housing options, and models are hard 

to develop in an environment not established 

to support them.” 

Another review of the sector found that 

barriers to community-led approaches 

include:55  

• Inexpert / inexperienced clients 

• Lack of capital reserves to 

accommodate overruns 

• Low standardisation / replicability 

across projects. 

• High communication overheads 

(multiple perspectives and 

expectations, especially in groups) 

• High per-project overhead costs (for 

example professionals’ fees, meeting 

regulations, site preparation etc) in 

both time and money. 

• High levels of risk / cost uncertainty in 

the development process, which then 

needs to be borne by a well-

capitalised organisation. 

• Low trust / transparency in the 

process. 

• Low skills in local trades / 

communities, resulting in poor quality 

construction. 

55 Alastair Parvin and Andy Reeve "Scaling-up the 
Citizen Sector: A white paper on the role of digital 
innovation in tackling the UK housing crisis" 2016 
p12 
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• Cost of labour and difficult, unreliable 

building methods. 

Oxford experience 

Interviews with community-led housing 

groups from both successful and attempted 

schemes (see Appendix 1) included the 

question: What are the barriers to 

community-led housing? The responses to 

this question are summarised below. 

The group who set up Kindling housing co-

operative in 2016 were highly skilled and 

committed. They included 2 architects, people 

with project management skills and shared 

political commitment to finding an alternative 

housing solution that would meet their needs. 

In the case study interview they said “creating 

this scheme was “harder than we could ever 

have conceived of”. The barriers were “just 

short of insurmountable”.  

Before bidding for the Stansfeld site, 

Headington Quarry, in 2014, Oxford 

Cohousing had already done years of work on 

group formation, vision and objectives. They 

had also explored the legal structure they 

would require and had set up a company 

limited by guarantee. The work on the bid was 

largely done by two people in the group with 

help from paid experts. 

In the case study interview they said: “The 

sheer amount of work is a major barrier”. It 

was more difficult to find a suitable partner 

for the social rented affordable housing than 

they had expected. They felt that their 

experience, on this and other bids in which 

they have been involved, demonstrates the 

hugely competitive nature of buying land in 

Oxford. They could not commit to an 

unconditional bid, as their bank funding 

would not be released until planning 

permission had been achieved. 

Homes For Oxford benefitted from 

experienced Directors with over a decade of 

local experience in co-housing bids and 

setting up the Oxfordshire Community Land 

Trust including managing the procurement 

and development of a small site at Dean 

Court. However, Homes For Oxford felt they 

lacked credibility and sufficient track record 

for such a large scheme. They consider that 

access to land is the main barrier in Oxford. 

The amount of work involved was one barrier. 

An extraordinary effort was made by a tiny 

handful of volunteers with very busy lives. As 

well as the major work involved in preparing a 

bid, they had to get the balance right between 

moving quickly and taking decisions and 

community engagement and involvement 

with interested people. Lead people had to 

manage the expectations of participants 

about what would be possible. 

Housing professionals 

Community-led housing groups typically 

approach a range of professionals to support 

their schemes, either as partners or as paid 

contractors. In Oxford the experience 

reported by community-led housing groups in 

interviews is that very few professionals 

whether accountants, lawyers, architects or 

builders understand community-led 

approaches to housing or can flex their 

methods to support them effectively.  

From interviews with local housing 

professionals and from schemes elsewhere in 

the country, it is clear that Registered 

Providers have the skills and experience that 

are required and also have staff who 

understand community-led approaches. For 

example, sheltered housing for older people 

built by a Registered Provider looks very like a 

cohousing scheme in its design, even if it is 

not a community-led process. In interviews 

conducted for this study, the study team 

found that rural exception site experience was 

also relevant for Oxford Registered Providers 

and some have worked with community-led 

housing projects on such schemes (although 

not in Oxford).  

Housing professionals who have worked with 

community groups report that small, one-off 

sites with community groups are much harder 

to deliver and so tie up resources that could 
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be used for other things. Unit costs are higher 

for small sites and a small scheme may take a 

similar amount of time as a larger one (and 

sometimes considerably more) in pre-

planning consultations, professional fees and 

surveys. The process can be complex if the 

developer has to negotiate with landowners, 

carry out stakeholder involvement and come 

up with a scheme that is acceptable locally 

within finite resources and with competing 

priorities. Another general difficulty identified 

by local professionals is that it is difficult for 

large businesses to work with community 

groups where a lack of skills and complex 

processes can result in barriers that can be 

time consuming to overcome.  
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4. ENABLING & DELIVERING 

COMMUNITY-LED 

HOUSING 

4.1. Golden triangle for successful 

delivery 

This section explores the actions that are 

needed to enable community-led housing 

development and to make sure that its 

potential in meeting housing needs is realised 

in Oxford.  

As with all housing development, community-

led housing schemes must find suitable land 

and obtain finance. In addition, for affordable 

community-led housing schemes to succeed, 

evidence from other countries and other parts 

of the UK shows that strategic leadership is 

needed to unlock the opportunities within 

which community groups can operate. Land, 

finance and leadership forms a golden triangle 

that is needed for successful delivery as 

illustrated in Figure 4.1.56  

All three aspects of the triangle have an 

important bearing on the feasibility of 

community-led housing.   

                                                           
56 Joseph Rowntree Foundation “Rethinking 
planning obligations: balancing housing numbers 
and affordability” Sue Brownill et al, July 2015 

4.2. Strategic leadership 

Strategic leadership is often vital to enable 

community-led schemes to access land and to 

unblock complex challenges. There are many 

recent examples to illustrate the impacts of 

strategic leadership, particularly in London, 

but also in other urban centres with 

affordable housing issues. 

The Mayor of London has set a target to 

identify sites for at least 1,000 community-led 

homes by 2021 and set up the Community-

Led Housing Hub to help support the sector. 

The mayor is making publicly owned sites 

available for small builders and community 

land trusts in a “Small Sites, Small Builders” 

programme that is referenced in the London 

Plan and Housing Strategy.  

In Waltham Forest in London, in 2018, over 

600 local leaders from community 

organisations held the biggest local pre-

election accountability assembly in London 

with leadership by two councillors 

(Conservative and Labour). The assembly 

discussed a range of issues including 

genuinely affordable homes for local people. 

The borough council agreed to build 600 

community land trust homes with the price of 

the home connected to the median local 

income not the market price.57 

Political support was crucial for the Lewisham 

community land trust project in Lewisham in 

south east London. Lewisham’s Mayor 

Damien Egan said: “Lewisham has a radical 

housing tradition and RUSS’s self-build 

Community Land Trust builds on that history. 

Most importantly this is a development that 

will keep homes affordable in perpetuity.” 58  

57 Waltham Forest Echo, No 39, June 2018  
58 The Rural Urban Synthesis Society 
www.theruss.org  

Figure 4.1 Golden triangle for 
community-led housing delivery 
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This scheme was the result of a campaign led 

by Rural Urban Synthesis Society (RUSS) 

members in 2015 followed by an EU tender 

and public procurement process leading to a 

Development Agreement with Lewisham 

Council in April 2016 for a community-led, 

affordable, self-build housing development in 

a derelict former school and industrial site. 

The scheme will deliver 33 self-build houses 

that will be sold for less than £80,000 for a 

25% share of the property. Each buyer will 

commit to working 20 hours a week towards 

the project and take lessons in plumbing and 

plastering so they can contribute for the 

upkeep of the 33-home complex. 

Years of community activism lead to political 

support to enable a community-led scheme at 

St Ann’s hospital site in Haringey, London.59 

                                                           
59 St Ann’s Redevelopment Trust  (StART) 
www.startharingey.co.uk 

Two-thirds of the site was due to be sold by 

the Hospital Trust for private housing 

development and planning permission had 

been given for a development with only 14% 

of the homes classed as “affordable”. 

Residents and workers wanted this public 

sector site to be used for the good of the 

community and initiated St Ann’s 

Redevelopment Trust (StART). StART 

proposed a large development of 800 

genuinely affordable, secure, good quality 

homes, promoting health and wellbeing and 

creating a green neighbourhood. The Greater 

London Authority bought the site from the 

Mental Health NHS Trust. The Greater London 

Authority and StART are now working 

together on the project which is intended to 

be a beacon for future developments on 

public sector land.  

Political intervention was crucial for the 

award-winning Marmalade Lane scheme in 

Cambridge which was completed in August 

2018. Two councils supported a partnership 

between a developer and the K1 cohousing 

group after the 2008 financial crash in order 

to push forward development on a site owned 

by Cambridge City Council. This scheme has 

delivered 42 custom-designed and energy 

efficient homes with shared facilities. 

Members of K1 Cohousing from all ages and 

backgrounds have been involved from the 

outset. All residents are members of 

Cambridge Cohousing Ltd, have a stake in the 

common parts and contribute to the 

management of the community.60 

Politicians also played a crucial role in 

Cornwall in the early 2000s where political 

support led to the establishment of a 

revolving fund which gave community land 

trusts access to capital and enabled a 

replicable approach to housing delivery. 

For community-led housing that meets 

Oxford’s needs, strategic leadership will be 

important to unlock access to sites within the 

60 www.marmaladelane.co.uk, 
www.wearetown.co.uk/marmalade-lane/, 
www.cambridge-k1.blogspot.com  

Small Sites, Small Builders (London) 

This programme aims to bring forward 

small publicly owned sites to boost the 

capital's small homebuilders sector and 

increase the supply of new and genuinely 

affordable homes. As a pilot, the Mayor 

has instructed Transport for London to 

bring forward 10 of its small sites for 

development, with capacity for between 

two and 42 homes. A simple bidding 

process is being used to make the land 

accessible, with standardised legal 

contracts.  

In February 2018, Sadiq Khan announced 

that he was supporting flagship 

community-led housing projects on two of 

these sites - one in Tower Hamlets and 

one in Lambeth. In July 2018, London 

Community Land Trust was chosen to 

deliver community land trust homes on 

these sites. 
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City, encourage effective delivery partnerships 

and encourage officers to steer schemes 

though Council services such as planning. 

However, it is clear that solutions will need to 

be sought beyond the City administrative 

boundaries as well. Oxfordshire’s Growth Deal 

with the government commits to delivering 

100,000 new homes across the county by 

2031 and to preparing a joint statutory spatial 

plan. This is supported by government 

investment of up to £215m for infrastructure, 

affordable housing and local capacity.  

4.3. Access to land 

The biggest challenge for community-led 

housing schemes in Oxford is availability of 

land. The experience of community-led 

housing groups in Oxford has been that they 

cannot compete against mainstream 

developers or other large institutions with 

cash reserves (see Appendix 1).  

Land can be obtained from individual land 

owners, institutions such as charities and 

public bodies such as the Council or National 

Health Trust. In some cases they have land 

that they are unable or unwilling to develop 

and are prepared to make available for 

community benefit. There may or may not be 

a philanthropic element or subsidy on the 

land price for the community benefits 

delivered.  

An important factor in land sold by public 

bodies is the legal requirement to get best 

consideration which is interpreted as the 

highest value that is offered for land. The 

additional social, environmental and 

economic benefits that community-led 

approaches bring currently cannot be 

considered in bids for public land. However 

best consideration has been interpreted (and 

upheld in a court case) as meaning the best 

long-term value to the public body, not simply 

the highest price.61  

                                                           
61 Law Gazette Nov 2016 Holgate J in the 
Administrative Court on 26 August in R (Faraday 

Access to land is more important to 

community groups than the value of land. In 

some cases, land has been made accessible to 

a group through its designation as an asset of 

community value (such as the St Ann’s 

hospital site in London) which means the sale 

of the land triggers a 6-month space in which 

a community group can organise a bid for the 

land.  

Some schemes start with land being made 

available to a group by a landowner such as a 

charity, parish or district council or a 

community-based organisation. If the 

landowner decides to provide land for 

community-led housing, a group can then 

design and commission the build or work in 

partnership with a developer partner to 

provide the housing. The land usually has to 

be purchased, which could be with or without 

a subsidy, but this does not involve bidding on 

the open market which is a major barrier for 

Oxford groups (see case studies in Appendix 

1).  

Clear, transparent and simplified tender 

processes can help community groups – such 

as in London’s small builders programme. 

A local example of a land owner making land 

accessible for community-led housing is 

Stonesfield Community Land Trust in West 

Oxfordshire, founded in 1983. A local activist 

donated a quarter acre site for affordable 

housing for local people. Additional land was 

then purchased using this first donation as 

security. Many years later, Stonesfield 

Community Land Trust purchased the land at 

Dean Court on the outskirts of Oxford which is 

now being sold to the Oxfordshire Community 

Land Trust for a development of 8 affordable 

units. An example involving a charity land-

owner is Keswick Community Land Trust in 

Cumbria where land was made available 

through the church.   

Another way in which access to land can be 

ensured is through planning policy, with 

Development Limited) v West Berkshire 
Council [2016] EWHC 2166 (Admin). 
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involvement of a community-led housing 

group specified in a Section 106 agreement, 

for example to deliver the affordable housing 

component of a site. The Local Plan policy or 

accompanying guidance which underpins this 

approach typically stipulates various criteria 

which preferred providers of affordable 

housing must meet and includes community 

land trusts.62  

4.4. Financing community-led 

housing 

Money is always a problem for self-starting 

groups. Banks can charge twice the rate of 

interest for loans to social enterprises as to 

commercial firms, if they agree to lend at all. 

Access to working capital and development 

finance are critical to buy the land and to 

work the scheme up to obtain planning 

permission.  

Revenue and capital grants are available for 

community-led housing schemes through the 

Community Housing Fund 2018. Some 

charitable foundations also provide grant 

funding and some Councils also provide a 

grant pot for local community groups to assist 

with cashflow difficulties at pre-planning 

stage for start-up and scheme development 

before bank and loan finance can be 

arranged, often through area committee or 

councillor budgets.63 

Since 2012, local authorities have been able to 

retain all surplus Right To Buy receipts if the 

receipts are used for “one–to-one” 

replacement and under a Right to Buy 

Agreement with the Government. Surplus 

receipts can be used on the local authority’s 

own spend, or the Council can gift land to an 

external body in addition to funding up to 

30% of the total scheme costs from the 

available receipts. Examples are Leeds City 

Council and Hull City Council which both use 

                                                           
62 Arun District Council in Sussex uses this 

approach (see Appendix 5). 

these powers to support community led 

housing. 

A financing approach that is proving very 

effective is a revolving loan fund, either 

investing their own reserves or borrowing 

from Public Works Loans Board and lending 

out at higher interest. Revolving funds provide 

a means of pooling central and local funding 

to target priorities for affordable housing and 

infrastructure investment and allow for the 

initial outlay to be recouped over time and 

earn a return. They can also attract long term 

patient finance such as pension funds or 

philanthropic funds. Revolving funds would 

allow for a long term programme for 

investment which would help to create 

certainty for investors and developers and 

allow for the delivery of a pipeline of 

affordable housing, moving away from a 

short-term and very risk averse local authority 

culture to longer term investment in 

infrastructure and housing delivery. Examples 

of local authority revolving loan funds include 

the following: 

• Cherwell District Council’s loan fund 

to provide mortgages for Graven Hill 

self-build homes.  

• East Cambridgeshire District Council 

operates a small Revolving Loan Fund 

that provides revenue funding for pre-

development work by community 

land trusts.  

• Cornwall Council operates a £4million 

Revolving Loan Fund for community-

led housing schemes which has 

supported 5 schemes since 2009 

supported by an independent County-

wide hub and by Cornwall Community 

Land Trust working in partnership 

with local housing associations.  

• Other Councils (such as Leeds and 

surrounding Districts, 

63 HACT clhtoolkit.org Community-Led Housing: a 
resource for local authority and housing 
professionals clhtoolkit.org/finance 
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Northamptonshire, Surrey) are setting 

up Revolving Funds to provide funding 

for infrastructure and housing 

initiatives that will deliver savings and 

enhance income in the longer term, 

but not specifically for community-led 

housing.  

Fundamental principles for an effective 

revolving fund are: 64 

• The initial funding is underpinned by 

councils using the strength of their 

balance sheets, whether through 

prudential borrowing or use of 

reserves; 

• There is assurance that the returns on 

investment can be recycled to the 

local area – this makes the 

assumption of greater risk a more 

viable proposition for local partners; 

• Councils pool funding (local, central, 

pensions) to generate more revenue 

by earning interest and leveraging 

other sources of investment; 

• Focus on funding a long-term 

economic strategy with agreed 

outcomes  

Large-scale institutional investors, such as 

pension funds, are showing interest in this 

sector given the stability of returns twinned 

with the potential social impact of 

investments. This sort of partnership and 

enabling function is often found in European 

schemes such as in the German city of 

Tübingen. 

Councils can use Local Authority Lending & 

Prudential Borrowing. For example, Hull 

Council has used its prudential borrowing 

facility to provide a development finance loan 

of around £3million to support a community 

organisation with a new build project.65 

                                                           
64 Ibid. the Lyons Housing Review 2014 p79, and 
RICS (April 2014), Mechanisms to increase housing 
land supply in England and Wales, p15 

Community-led housing schemes can access 

sources of finance which are not available to 

other forms of housing delivery and can 

enhance their viability. Reduced finance costs 

are possible through community share offers 

which are available to Community Benefit 

Societies and Co-operatives. Community 

shares can be purchased by people who 

support a specific project who form a group of 

dedicated investors who want the project to 

succeed. Local community-led housing groups 

have been successful in accessing different 

finance avenues such as philanthropic and 

crowd-funding. Oxford groups have managed 

to find pre-development funding on the scale 

of tens of thousands of pounds “at risk” to get 

to the stage of bidding for a site, although this 

is very challenging (see Appendix 1).  

Community-led approaches also unlock 

different forms of affordability such as mutual 

approaches and affordability in perpetuity 

which can make the housing available at 

lower cost for individual buyers or renters in 

the long-term.  

Finance from pre-sales can be a solid 

foundation for financing a housing scheme if 

some future residents have homes to sell or 

can commit to purchasing a unit in a 

community-led scheme in the knowledge that 

they can obtain a mortgage.  

Community groups that are constituted as 

non-profit entities can access different 

sources of finance such as Kickstarter 

campaigns for start-up feasibility work of 

projects, using the collective finance of those 

wanting to live in the development as a 

‘project bank’ against which traditional banks 

will lend as they can see that the risk profile of 

a large group with definite credentials is 

better than a marketing strategy which 

‘anticipates promising sales’. This can reduce 

the amount of borrowing from the traditional 

development capital sources commonly used 

in housing. In addition, community-led 

65 Ibid. CCIN Jan 2018 Hull Case Study 
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schemes can typically assume lower voids, 

higher density and require fewer car parking 

spaces which reduces the amount of finance 

that is needed. 

For new groups, lack of credibility and of a 

track record of development is a handicap 

when seeking finance and partners 

particularly for a large scheme. One approach 

to ensure that this is not a barrier is for the 

Council, a Registered Provider or another 

developer to work with the community-led 

housing groups in Oxford who do not have a 

track record. 

4.5. Advice and support: enabling 

housing hub 

The main barriers faced by Oxford 

community-led housing groups have been at 

the early stages leading up to land acquisition 

and planning permission. The early stage 

barriers inevitably dominate in the case 

studies of Oxford groups (see Appendix 1) 

because few schemes have progressed as far 

as construction and ongoing management. 

Housing schemes are more complex than 

normal householders can deliver on their own 

but the necessary expertise can be 

commissioned. Community groups with 

ambitions to deliver housing tend to be small, 

lacking in credibility and run by volunteers on 

the margins of busy lives. 

Developing a scheme without some enabling 

support is very difficult. National research 

concluded that this support is ideally provided 

by an organisation that the community feels is 

sympathetic to them. From case study 

interviews with community-led housing 

groups, the study team concluded that 

independent enabling support is needed in 

addition to support from informed officers in 

the local authority which is crucial. The 

technical expertise and support of a 

                                                           
66 See www.collaborativehousing.org.uk 
67 Lavis and Duncan, “Delivering a Community-led 
housing Enabling Hub Service” Power to Change, 
March 2017 

developer partner is also invaluable for all but 

the smallest schemes. 

Across the country, effort is being made to 

establish financially sustainable services to 

support the delivery of community-led 

housing. the Community Housing Fund is now 

available to support community-led schemes 

to the point at which they can be developed 

on a site.   

Community First Oxfordshire, Oxfordshire 

Community Land Trust and potentially other 

partners who can provide such enabling 

services and expertise are setting up an 

enabling housing hub called Collaborative 

Housing to deliver enabling services locally. It 

will provide bespoke professional expertise 

for community-led housing groups to move 

each project to development stage66.  

The service aims to generate a pipeline of 

community-led schemes that can deliver 

homes more cost-effectively than stand-alone 

approaches which require every project to go 

through the same steep learning curve. The 

initiating organisations are in discussions 

about expanding the service to neighbouring 

counties to form a Thames Valley advisory 

service including local partner organisations in 

Berkshire and Buckinghamshire. This will 

make best use of the available expertise and 

would also strengthen the long-term financial 

viability of the service. Sub-regional services 

are being established in many parts of the 

country67 to enable and increase the delivery 

of high quality, affordable and sustainable 

homes through community-led approaches.  

The range of key skills and expertise that 

groups need includes: 68 

• Explaining the different routes to 

achieving community‐led housing; 

68 Ibid. Lavis and Duncan 2017 
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• Facilitating the identification of the 

appropriate legal structure for the 

group; 

• Supporting groups with feasibility 

studies, housing needs surveys and 

business planning; 

• Providing information and advice on 

funding, finance, land acquisition, 

asset transfers, housing development 

and management; 

• Providing training on governance, 

management and community 

organising; need robust governance 

to retain community control 

throughout the lifetime of the 

scheme; 

• Providing access to a range of 

(accredited) technical support 

professionals; 

• Acting as an intermediary between 

professionals/local authorities and 

community groups to facilitate 

understanding, constructive 

discussion and decision making. 

There is often scepticism about the capacity 

of local organisations to take on 

commissioning opportunities. Community-led 

housing groups are no exception. Community 

groups and organisations need to show that 

they can be effective including making a 

compelling case for the local economic impact 

they bring and the extra benefits they provide 

and evidencing it more effectively.69 Local 

community-led housing groups need to show 

that they can be capable and effective 

partners in a housing scheme. Training would 

support them to do so and unlock a great deal 

of voluntary capacity to deliver housing 

solutions.  

                                                           
69 Powerful Communities, Strong Economies The 
final report of the Keep it Local for Economic 
Resilience Action Research Project (locality.org.uk) 
p6 
70 See for example Trafford Hall “Community-led 
housing Think Tank” February 2018, Stephen Hill 

The expertise and experience available in 

Oxford provides a robust foundation for 

advising on community-led housing schemes. 

Oxford has several well-established 

community-led housing groups who between 

them have a great deal of experience. Several 

local experts are national advisors to 

community-led housing groups across the 

country. Other experts have been advising on 

affordable community-led housing in 

neighbourhood plans, setting up housing co-

operatives and doing architectural design 

work for community-led schemes.  

Community-led housing groups need to 

manage group processes throughout the 

development phase and ongoing once people 

are living in the homes. Groups need to form, 

attract members, develop good governance 

arrangements and robust internal processes 

so as to be fit for funding.70 

Communications work is needed to publicise 

and raise awareness of community-led 

housing in order to generate a pipeline of 

housing schemes. This will include training 

and workshops for major land owners 

(universities and the diocese), registered 

providers and developers, councillors, council 

staff and investors in order to raise awareness 

about the benefits of community-led housing 

and the delivery routes for achieving these 

benefits. 

The study team has contributed to national 

efforts to develop toolkit information on how 

to deliver and support community-led 

housing. Toolkit links for all types of 

community-led housing are summarised in 

Appendix 4 and updated links are accessible 

on the website for local community-led 

housing support: 

www.collaborativehousing.org.uk. 

“Future Homes” conference 14 April 2018; the 
National CLT website; Anitra Nelson “Small is 
Necessary”; The Smith Institute “Local housing, 
community living: prospects for scaling up and 
scaling out community-led housing” 2016 
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4.6. Council: enabling support 

The following sub-sections set out in greater 

detail potential support options for Oxford 

City Council, some of which are crucial and 

others beneficial for the viable community-led 

approaches identified in this study to succeed 

here.  

The Council is not alone in having to balance 

competing demands for the use of scarce land 

in the City and on limited officer capacity. The 

Co-operative Councils’ Innovation Network 

(CCIN) surveyed what local authorities are 

doing to support community-led housing,71 

including some that are particularly relevant 

for Oxford (those that are urban, with high 

housing demand and that have their own 

housing stock). These provide examples of 

ways to support community-led housing that 

could be considered by Oxford City Council.  

Councils are able to bid to the Community 

Housing Fund for funding to provide enabling 

support and could use this for staff posts such 

as housing enabling officers to provide the 

advice and support that groups need or for 

additional capacity in the areas outlined in the 

following sub-sections.  

Strategy and leadership 

Involvement of local elected members or a 

political champion has been key in authorities 

that proactively support community-led 

housing. The council could follow the example 

of others such as Birmingham and develop a 

strategy to enable genuinely affordable 

community-led approaches in Oxford. A 

coherent corporate approach would help to 

raise awareness and mainstream community-

led housing.72 

                                                           
71 CCIN ‘Community-led housing: a Key Role for 
Local Authorities’ Housing Commission Final 
Report Jan 2018 http://www.ccinhousing.co.uk/ 

With top level leadership, support for 

community organisations could become a key 

part of a council’s political and corporate 

identity. The corporate strategy would then 

be reflected in service delivery areas from 

housing and planning, to economic growth 

and regeneration, to communities and 

neighbourhoods support. 

 A corporate approach or strategy might 

include supportive policy, actively seeking 

suitable sites, a revolving loan fund, Section 

106 agreements that require partnership with 

community-led housing groups to deliver 

social rented and affordable housing, 

promotion of community-led housing in 

regeneration schemes and offering training to 

all councillors and officers to ensure that they 

know about the benefits of community-led 

housing and routes for delivering it. The 

strategy might also include a review of the 

Councils approach to commissioning and how 

it supports local community organisations. 

Councils can be the catalyst for creative multi-

stakeholder partnerships between civil society 

groups, local authorities and other urban 

anchor institutions. The City Council could 

work with Oxfordshire County Council, the 

Diocese, housing providers such as registered 

providers and the universities to consider the 

use of community-led approaches on large 

sites and educate large charitable and public-

sector land owners about taking a broader 

view on best consideration.  

The Council could hold workshops to inform 

members about community-led approaches. A 

public statement could be made by signing 

the Local Authority World Habitat community-

led housing pledge.  

  

72 Powerful Communities, Strong Economies The 
final report of the Keep it Local for Economic 
Resilience Action Research Project (locality.org.uk) 
p6 
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Planning policy 

All of the community-led housing delivery 

models and mechanisms are affected by the 

strategic and policy context in which they 

operate.  

Delivery is made easier if there are planning 

policies that actively support community-led 

housing and council officers who know about 

community-led housing and can make links 

between services. A specific policy on 

community-led development is a powerful 

tool to support community-led housing and 

national studies and advice provide examples 

(see Appendix 5).73 There are very few 

policies in adopted Local Plans nationally (as 

at February 2018) that explicitly support 

community-led housing. This is likely to be a 

changing picture as more Local Plans are 

made in a context where emphasis is being 

placed on finding solutions to the housing 

challenges. Some emerging Local Plans 

explicitly support community-led housing in 

policy, in supporting text and in 

supplementary planning documents or the 

Housing Strategy (e.g. London).  

In high demand and higher price areas such as 

Oxford, intervention through planning policy 

is considered to be more necessary (see 

Appendix 5). The key is to provide sufficient 

hooks in the Local Plan that can then be 

expanded through other strategies, guidance 

and documents.  

An effective planning policy for community-

led housing in Oxford might include 

supportive text on community-led 

development referring to nationally agreed 

definitions and criteria for genuinely 

affordable and community-led housing. 

Planning policy could make a presumption in 

favour of genuinely affordable community-led 

projects which meet certain criteria. Policies 

on affordable housing, development on 

                                                           
73 Co-operative Councils’ Innovation Network 
(CCIN) Housing Commission Final Report Jan 2018, 
Housing Association Charitable Trust, community-
led housing toolkit, April 2018. 

windfall sites and any requirements for 

community engagement could be phrased in 

ways that enable community-led housing. 

Community-led housing can be specified as a 

requirement for a scheme’s affordable 

housing.74  It is equally important for 

community-led development to be supported 

in more detailed strategies such as the 

Housing and Homelessness strategy and the 

Tenancy Strategy.  

Neighbourhood planning  

Planning officers already advise community 

groups. The existing expertise could be 

extended to include advice on the use of 

Neighbourhood Planning to deliver 

community-led housing, how to form a 

Neighbourhood Forum and use of Community 

Right to Build Orders to develop affordable 

community-led housing on a site with the 

community benefits preserved in perpetuity. 

Development Management or 

Development Control 

Planning permission 

Planning officers can help groups to ensure 

that they develop projects that comply with 

planning policy. Many planning authorities 

waive pre-planning meeting fees for non-

profit community groups. Workshops and 

training for officers would help them to be 

receptive to the aims of community-led 

housing groups and the benefits of 

community-led approaches. 

Planning gain 

Community-led housing schemes offer the 

potential to improve on conventional 

planning gain mechanisms by keeping 

ownership of assets in the local community 

itself. This helps to foster positive 

relationships between local residents, 

businesses and other stakeholders, while the 

74 The July 2018 revision to the NPPF does not 
explicitly allow this, but other local authorities 
have done so. 
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income streams that such assets generate can 

then support improved stewardship of the 

public realm, better public transport, and a 

wider range of community facilities. 

Letchworth Garden City Heritage Foundation 

and Milton Keynes Parks Trust are examples 

of how such models can support exemplary 

and additional services when applied on a 

large scale. 

Planning gain agreements (e.g. Section 106 

agreements) can specify a community-led 

affordable component. There are examples of 

Section 106 provisions requiring the 

developer to work with a community land 

trust to provide the affordable housing. 

Commuted sums and Section 106 agreements 

are used to finance on- and off-site 

infrastructure and community benefits. Local 

people should be involved in decisions on 

these community assets and where effective 

community groups exist they should be 

invited to take on the future stewardship of 

the assets that are provided.  

The Council’s housing company 

(Oxford City Homes Limited) 

The housing company could extend its staff 

roles and expertise to provide an enabling 

function to advise community-led schemes. 

Where appropriate, the housing company 

could form partnerships with community-led 

schemes providing skills and finance, with any 

profits from the financing being reinvested 

into additional affordable homes in the City. 

Estates team  

The estates team could help groups to 

identify sites for projects, especially from 

public land disposals. It may be beneficial to 

allow an exclusivity period on the sale of a 

council-owned site in order to give a 

community-led project group time to raise 
development funding. 

                                                           
75 New Economics Foundation “What Lies Beneath: 
How to Fix the Broken Land System at the Heart of 
Our Housing Crisis” July 2018 p17 

The council could decide to include a 

community-led component on strategic sites. 

Simplifying tender and land sale processes can 

benefit community groups just by making the 

process accessible. 

The estates team could consider greater 

flexibility in the release of public sector land 

for delivery of wider social and economic 

benefits to Oxford, acknowledging that ‘best 

value’ need not be equated with ‘highest 

price’. The New Economics Foundation has 

called for an end to the sale of public land to 

the highest bidder as one of 5 key solutions to 

the housing crisis.75 

De-risking sites 

Most community groups simply cannot afford 

to take a risk on purchasing a plot if it is 

uncertain whether they will be able get 

planning permission. This is a point made in 

published studies and was emphasised in the 

responses of Oxford groups during interviews 

for the case studies.76 Local groups are 

constrained by the lack of ability to take on 

risk because of their small size and lack of 

financial reserves. This constraint leads 

community groups to make their bids for sites 

conditional on planning permission because 

this is the point at which banks are willing to 

release finance.  Making conditional bids in 

closed bidding processes in a highly 

competitive environment is preventing 

community-led schemes that experts have 

confirmed are financially viable from winning 

access to land.  

Ways in which the Council could reduce risk 

for community-led housing groups are: 

• Help them to find a joint venture 

partner that can take the risk such as 

the City Council’s Housing Company 

or a registered provider; 

• making serviced plots available; 

76 For example, Parvin and Reeve, “Scaling the 
Citizen Sector” 2016 
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• addressing infrastructure needs, 

access and contamination; 

• providing certainty about planning 

requirements 

Community-led approaches can themselves 

de-risk sites in the sense that the community 

is engaged from the outset of a scheme so 

that any concerns over development can be 

much reduced. 

Some groups might prefer to form joint 

ventures with developers or contractual 

arrangements for delivering housing.  

Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMOs)  

Many people need to share a house to be able 

to afford to live in Oxford. The Council is in 

contact with HMO landlords and could 

identify opportunities for community-led 

groups to renovate and lease properties that 

may be problematic for some reason such as 

frequent complaints and poor quality. 

Co-operatives could lease HMOs from a 

willing landlord and manage them as shared 

houses, finding tenants, arranging repairs and 

decorating.  Housing co-operatives are 

exempt from HMO licensing but are subject to 

Part 1 of the Housing Act 2004 (assessing 

housing conditions and enforcing housing 

standards) and housing co-operative shared 

homes are classed as HMOs requiring 

planning permission.  The lease is likely to be 

up to 7 years to avoid any ownership interest 

being handed to the co-operative. Lease 

agreements can be renewed. The co-

operative needs to be fully mutual to qualify 

for the exemption from HMO license which 

means that all tenants are members and 

every member is a tenant. A community land 

trust could provide an umbrella entity for 

multiple co-operative properties and lease 

them to fully mutual co-operatives. 

Empty homes  

The Council could identify opportunities for 

community-led groups to renovate and lease 

empty properties from landlords who are 

unable to bring their property back into use 

for whatever reason. This may be a temporary 

and short-term arrangement, giving the 

property back when the landlord wants to sell 

it for example, or the Council could take over 

an empty property and lease it to a 

community-led organisation. As with HMOs, 

this is most likely to be on a short-term lease 

of up to 7 years so that the landlord can have 

the property back vacant possession if 

needed, but the lease could be extended 

repeatedly.  

The council could include community-led 

housing groups in the list of interested parties 

who have expressed an interest in purchasing 

empty dwellings. The Council can apply for 

Empty Dwellings Management Orders or 

initiate confirmation of Compulsory Purchase 

Orders of empty dwellings. The option to 

work with an external organisation such as a 

community-led housing scheme could be 

considered to ensure that the property is 

brought back into use. 

Tenancy strategy 

Registered Providers and other affordable 

housing landlords are required to have regard 

to the Council’s Tenancy Strategy when 

setting policies and procedures in relation to 

the letting and management of stock. Future 

iterations of the Council’s Tenancy Strategy 

could include information about community-

led housing options in Oxford.  

Regeneration 

A community-led component could be 

included in regeneration schemes at master-

planning stage, working with local people who 

will live in the dwellings to increase support 

for the scheme and provide the homes and 

neighbourhoods that people want. 
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Collecting data 

There is insufficient information on the 

demand for community-led housing. This 

requires a more robust comprehensive data 

set which could be gathered alongside self-

build data.  

Local Authorities can use their self-build 

register to collect additional information on 

community-led housing. Cherwell District 

Council uses its Local Self-Build Register 

service to collect both the statutory data on 

local people who would have to be provided 

for (Part 1) and non-statutory data for others 

interested in self-build that do not legally 

have to be provided for (Part 2). Leeds self-

build register provides another example of 

gathering more information about the type of 

project the people on the self-build register 

are interested in.77 This approach could be 

replicated by Oxford City Council. 

                                                           
77Leeds self-build register: 
www.leeds.gov.uk/residents/housing/build-your-
own-home 
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5. FEASIBLE DELIVERY 

ROUTES 

5.1. The selection of delivery routes 

for testing 

The study team selected four types of 

community-led housing scheme to test in the 

Oxford context. These are broad types of 

scheme covering a wide range of delivery 

routes which range in scale from tiny to large, 

include different degrees of partnership and 

respond to the needs of different groups. The 

selection took into account the team’s 

assessment of local housing need, the 

experience of groups interviewed for the 

study and examples of successful community-

led schemes in other parts of the country. The 

selection also took into account the study 

team’s judgement as to realistic opportunities 

for community-led housing in Oxford 

including site availability.  

Table 4.1 summarises the types of scheme 

tested. The scenarios are described more fully 

in the remainder of this section. 

The study team’s rationale for selecting each 

typology as a realistic option for Oxford was 

as follows: 

• Type 1 is a shared house co-operative 

using a model similar to the Kindling 

Housing Co-operative which was set 

up in 2016 (see Appendix 1). The 

study team assessed the scenario of a 

housing co-operative buying a large 

home and converting it for sharing 

among 5 or more occupants following 

a standard fully-mutual co-operative 

approach. This delivery route has 

been proven to work at Oxford house 

prices and could be replicated many 

times.  

• Type 2 is based on groups of very 

small units for single people located 

across multiple small sites in the inner 

city. The study team assessed a 

scenario with five small inner-city 

sites each taking five homes and total 

development scale of 25 small homes. 

The same methods and suppliers are 

used across all five sites creating 

economies of scale, with a staggered 

development period. 

Type  Number of units Location 

Type 1 - Fully-mutual co-op 5 units in a single building 
on a single site 

Inner city renovation 

Type 2 - Tiny Modular 25 units across 5 sites Inner city new-build 

Type 3 - Medium Scale 40 units on a single site Suburban  

Type 4 - Large Scale 250 units on a single site Large brownfield or 
new land release 

Table 5.1 Delivery routes tested 
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The sites would be windfall sites, over 

100 of which were identified in the 

land availability review carried out for 

this study based on the Council’s land 

availability assessment.78 The study 

team included this approach given the 

high levels of need identified for 

affordable housing for single people 

who are very unlikely to be allocated 

social rented housing. The cost of 

sites will be very high, but the 

approach assumes the use of 

modular, off-site construction with 

economies of scale through 

developing a number of sites using 

the same suppliers, design approach 

and build methods.  

• Type 3 is a medium-scale cohousing 

scheme of 20-40 units. The scenario 

assessed is a new build scheme, with 

40 dwellings using a mix of house 

types, single units, apartments, 

terraces using a co-housing layout on 

a total site area of just under half a 

hectare. The housing densities for this 

scheme are relatively high, because 

higher densities of housing are 

typically possible and desirable when 

more facilities are shared. This type of 

scheme is included in the 

study because it has been attempted 

several times in recent years by 

cohousing groups. Expert advice for 

each scheme was that the schemes 

are viable, but they have not 

succeeded in winning bids for the land 

on the open market.  

• Type 4 is large-scale scheme of up to 

250 homes. The scenario assessed is 

250 homes as an ambitious approach 

in order to address the massive 

demand for good quality affordable 

housing. This is at the high end of 

what might be possible as part of a 

large site such as on the edge of 

                                                           
78 URS Oxford’s Housing Land Availability and 
Unmet Need December 2014 (www.oxford.gov.uk) 

Oxford.  This type of scheme is 

included in the study because there 

are many EU examples of community-

led housing on this scale and one local 

group has attempted such a scheme 

in recent years but did not succeed in 

winning a bid for the land on the open 

market. Expert advice was that the 

scheme was viable.  

These delivery routes are described in detail 

in Appendix 6. Section 4.2 sets out the 

viability assessment (with details in Appendix 

2). In the assessment, revenue assumptions 

were linked to genuinely affordable housing 

costs. Section 4.3 presents the affordability 

results.  

5.2. Viability 

The study team concluded that community-

led housing is viable in Oxford using each of 

the four types of scheme tested. The study 

team assessed the feasibility of the four 

hypothetical types of community-led housing 

schemes using a three-stage approach: 

Firstly, the team carried out standard financial 

appraisals using a discounted cash-flow 

residual land valuation methodology. The 

assessment used Oxford-specific assumptions 

and complied with all local and national 

policy, including contributions to 

infrastructure investments. The housing mix, 

tenures, size of unit and other assumptions 

used are summarised in Appendix 2. The 

revenue from rents and house values that 

were used as inputs to the assessment were 

set at genuinely affordable levels linked to 

income (35% of net income) in perpetuity. 

The residual land valuation for each of the 

delivery routes that resulted from this analysis 

was compared with Valuation Office Agency 

land value data for Oxford as a check that the 

value in each scheme after development costs 

would be sufficient to pay for land at standard 

market valuation levels.  
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Secondly, the team refined the assessment to 

reflect specific innovations in community-led 

housing development. These included modern 

methods of construction, higher build density 

and a lower profit level requirement. These 

refinements were based on experience within 

the team and that of two well-respected 

valuation consultants from the community-led 

housing sector.  

The third and final step was to extrapolate 

scheme costs over the long-term including 

beneficial financial products that are available 

to community-led schemes, reduced voids 

and cost-saving housing management 

arrangements.  

The results indicated that the in-built cost 

efficiencies associated with the modular 

construction process (i.e. time savings, locking 

down costs) and the lower target rate of 

profit generated significant overall cost 

savings which result in higher land value 

estimates for the appraised schemes. 

However, the gross development value of the 

schemes was much lower as a result of setting 

rents and house prices at affordable levels. 

The land value estimate budgets were most 

competitive for the medium and large-scale 

schemes. In order to reach the cost-

efficiencies required for the small-sites model 

community-led schemes would need to take a 

multi-site approach to development to gain 

deals on both land and construction 

negotiations.   

Details on the method and assumptions are 

presented in Appendix 2.   

The study team sought advice from several 

experts on what is different in appraising 

community-led schemes and concluded that 

factors such as social benefit and permanent 

affordability are so central to community-led 

schemes that different approaches are 

needed to take these into account. Many of 

these factors could not be taken into account 

in this assessment. Further work is needed on 

this. 

5.3. Affordability 

5.3.1. Single Earner Affordability 

Figure 4.2 below shows the housing cost of 

each delivery route for single earner 

‘households’ which is likely to be single 

people. This is compared with typical 

alternative housing costs in the vertical bars 

and the horizontal bands show whether it can 

be afforded by households with different net 

incomes if they pay an affordable rent which 

is assumed to be 35% of their net income.  

The vertical bars show a comparison of costs 

by type of community-led housing scheme. 

The labels T1, T2, T3, T4, refer to the types of 

community-led scheme tested as set out in 

Table 4.1. 

Each cluster of bars shows weekly housing 

costs for a type of delivery route (red, left 

hand bar) compared with Local Housing 

Allowance (light blue, middle bar) and median 

market rent (darker blue, right hand bar) for 

either a room in a shared house or a 1-bed 

flat. This shows that for each type of delivery 

route the weekly rent is cheaper than an 

equivalent unit in private rented 

accommodation. For all types of community-

led housing except the room in a shared 

house, the Local Housing Allowance would 

cover the cost of a one-bed unit in the 

community-led scheme.  

The yellow horizontal bands show the rents 

that could be afforded for one-bed units by 

single earner households with different net 

incomes. This shows that someone working 

full-time on the Oxford Living wage (£17,636 

gross full-time) could afford to rent in the 

shared house delivery route (T1) at 35% of 

their net income. However, the Local Housing 

Allowance for a room in a shared house would 

not completely cover their housing costs. For 

the other delivery routes (T2, 3, 4), the Local 

Housing Allowance would cover a single 

person’s housing costs.  
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People earning less than the median income 

could afford to rent a one-bed unit in all of 

the community-led delivery routes. In 

comparison, anyone earning less than the 

median income would have to spend far more 

than 35% of their net income on the 

equivalent private sector market rent. The 

one-bed unit rental costs for T2, T3 and T4 

could also be affordable for retired people 

with their state or work pension and, if 

necessary, receiving Local Housing Allowance.  

The chart also demonstrates that the rent for 

larger schemes is likely to be cheaper. The 

assessment shows that rent for a viable 

scheme under T4 could be 20% cheaper than 

for T2. 79   

                                                           
79 A different approach was used for testing the 
shared house scenario than for the other schemes 
because affordability had to be tested based on 

5.3.2. Shared house affordability 

Assessment of the shared house scheme (T1) 

differed slightly from the other schemes. For 

T1, the study team looked at what house 

prices could be affordable to people earning 

either National Living Wage (the new name 

for minimum wage, £14,251 gross full-time) 

and an Oxford Living Wage (£17,636 gross full-

time) 

Figure 4.3 shows the value of property that 

could be afforded by tenants sharing the cost 

of a single large loan under a co-operative 

company structure, assuming that they pay 

rent to the co-operative equivalent to 35% of 

their net income. This shows that a co-

operative of tenants earning the national 

realistic market house prices in Oxford. This is 
explained in Appendix 2. 

 

Figure 5.2 Affordability for ‘single earner’ household 
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living wage could purchase a house worth 

£392,000 and with tenants earning the Oxford 

Living Wage up to £466,000. 80 

Evidence of houses being available at this 

price-point are shown in Appendix 2. At the 

time of checking (early 2018), there were 75 

homes listed as five-bedroom+ for sale in 

Oxford by Zoopla, 16 were under £500,000 

and 6 were under £400,000.  

 

 

 

Figure 5.3 Shared house affordability 

                                                           
80 The validity of these assumptions has been 

checked with Ecology Building Society.  

This indicates that there are the properties 

that could be purchased even if the tenants 

earn the minimum wage. There is further 

potential to find 3- or 4-bed properties which 

have additional reception rooms, garages or 

space for extension which can be converted 

into additional bedrooms to enhance the 

viability of these schemes. 
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5.3.3. Family Household Affordability 

Figure 4.4 below shows the housing cost for 

the ‘family’ household for each delivery route 

that offers 2- and 3-bed accommodation (T3 

and T4). The modelled housing costs are 

compared with typical alternative housing 

costs in the vertical bars. The horizontal bands 

show whether it can be afforded by 

households within 35% of their net income.  

The assessment assumed that a ‘family’ was 

made up of one full-time earner working 35 

hours a week and one part-time earner 

working 15 hours a week. It is assumed that 

the part-time earner has reduced earning 

hours due to caring for two children in this 

household.  

Figure 4.4 shows the affordability of each 

delivery route (T3 and T4) for both two-bed 

and three-bed units. The modelled weekly 

household rents for both the 40-unit and 250-

unit community-led schemes are higher than 

Local Housing Allowance levels but below the 

equivalent private sector market rents. The 

larger scheme housing costs are lower.  

From Figure 4.4 it is clear that a ‘family’ 

household made up of a 40th percentile full-

time earner and 40th percentile part-time 

earner could only afford a 2-bedroom house 

in a large scheme, requiring their young 

children to share a room. A 60th percentile 

earning household would have sufficient 

income for a 3-bedroom house to be 

affordable.  

Figure 5.4 Affordability for ‘family’ household 
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5.3.4.  Affordability for homeowners 

Figures 4.5 and 4.6 below show the mortgage 

(yellow) that a household could attain based 

on making affordable payments that are 

equivalent to 35% of net income. The savings 

(equity) required to meet the total property 

value are shown in red including the value of 

an equivalent market property (grey) based 

on the collected data in Appendix 2.  

A 25-year mortgage period was assumed at 

4.5% interest per annum. The affordable 

payments tested (assuming 35% of net 

income) are equivalent to mortgage to 

earnings ratios between 3.3 to 4.0 (i.e. the 

mortgage amount is between 3.3 times or 4 

times the household’s annual income). This is 

below the exposure cap of 4.5 times income 

which has been set by the Financial Conduct 

Authority. A higher level of borrowing would 

be possible in the mortgage market, but this 

would impose a higher monthly cost burden 

than the 35% of net income used in this 

assessment as the definition of affordability. 

Unit costs for each type of delivery route (red) 

are significantly lower than the equivalent 

property in the market and thus require a 

much lower level of savings to access 

homeownership. Although the study team 

was not able to access information on 

household savings by income group, it is clear 

that potential homeowners are currently 

restricted by the level of borrowing they can 

access. This highlights that the cost of land 

would need to be reduced or a grant subsidy 

or cross-subsidy would be needed for 

homeownership to be affordable with a 

standard level of savings, while not imposing 

significant exposure risks.

Figure 5.5 Affordability for single earner households with a mortgage 
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The previous charts in this section show the 

midpoint of rent or mortgage that is required 

to recover the development costs. It is 

important to note that cross-subsidies are 

possible in mutual community-led approaches 

such as Lilac cohousing in Leeds.  

If some households are willing and able to pay 

more, housing costs can be brought down to 

levels that are affordable for lower income 

groups including social rent equivalent levels 

for the lowest 30% of earners. Figure 5.7 

illustrates the potential under the larger 

partnership scheme T4, if mutual homes 

ownership approaches were used. 

 

5.3.5. Summary of affordability 

Under Oxford-specific assumptions, 

community-led housing has the potential for 

being more affordable than open market 

housing in Oxford and could meet housing 

needs of lower quartile earning households 

who require one-bed properties while also 

being more affordable to those family 

households who earn around or above the 

median income and require 2- and 3-bed 

properties.  

For the lowest income households, the co-

operative shared house is more affordable 

than the market private rental sector (around 

25% lower weekly costs than median rent) 

whilst having all the benefits of additional 

tenure security, reduced voids and more 

control over the physical environment. 

Figure 5.6 Affordability for ‘family’ household with a mortgage 
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The cost of many of the delivery routes could 

be affordable for low income groups who 

require support for their housing costs 

without the need for large discretionary 

housing payments. 

A subsidy would be required for some of the 

schemes to be affordable for some people 

such as the lowest income earners, which 

includes many part-time workers and low-

income families who need larger units. This 

subsidy might come from philanthropic land 

owners or investors, lower interest rates from 

long term institutional investors, from policy 

or Section 106 requirements for affordable 

housing and from grants. 

5.4. Delivery: numbers of additional 

homes 

Potential 

The potential for the community-led housing 

sector to grow is substantial. In Oxford only 

two community-led homes have been 

achieved since 2001. In Berlin, 15 per cent of 

housing starts are delivered by community-led 

housing organisations. In England, this figure 

is just 0.3 per cent.  

The study team estimated the numbers of 

homes that could be delivered from each type 

of delivery route.  

T1 Co-operative shared house 

The study team assessed the scenario of a 

housing co-operative buying a large home and 

converting it for sharing among 5 or more 

occupants following a standard fully-mutual 

co-operative approach. A recent example of 

this in Oxford is Kindling Housing Co-operative 

in 2016 (see case study Appendix 1). This 

delivery route is well tried and tested in the 

UK and two housing co-operatives have been 

set up in Oxford. The usual method is for a 

group to form the housing co-operative which 

then gets a mortgage and other finance to 

buy a single house. The residents renovate or 

convert the house and manage it under co-

operative governance principles.  

The number of homes that could be 

purchased and run by co-operatives in Oxford 

is large but it is constrained by the amount of 

effort that is involved by the community 

group.  

Based on the experience of Kindling Coop, we 

estimate that there may be demand for 4 co-

ops per year housing 5 people in each, but 

Figure 5.7 Mutual support brings 
affordability within reach 
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that realistically 2 per year could be achieved 

by community groups on their own due to the 

challenges involved. Co-ops could house at 

least 5 people in each accommodating 50 to 

80 people within 5 years and 100 to 180 

within 10 years subject to successful purchase 

of suitable properties.  

If a parent co-op were established to operate 

a large number of houses and if loan finance 

for homes was made available through a 

revolving loan fund then the potential could 

be very much larger, say half of the suitable 

homes that typically come up for sale each 

year 8 per year each housing 40 to 60 people, 

which could yield permanently and genuinely 

affordable accommodation under housing co-

operative management for 400 to 600 people 

within 10 years. 

In November 2017 there were over 3,600 

Houses of Multiple Occupation in the city 

occupied by sharers. Semi-detached homes 

which are common in Oxford and tend to be 

suitable for larger households were selling for 

on average £500,000 over the 12 months to 

June 2018.81 Market research for this study 

found 16 suitable homes with 5 or more 

bedrooms and selling for less than £500,000 

were on the market as at July 2018. 82  If two 

of these were purchased by groups of sharers 

in a housing co-operative structure each year 

then over five years 50-75 people would be 

housed and over years potentially 100-125 

people could be housed in secure and good 

quality accommodation under their own 

control.  

T2 Modular construction, daisy chained 

sites 

The study team assessed a scenario with five 

small inner-city sites each taking five homes 

and total development scale of 25 small 

homes. The same methods and suppliers are 

                                                           
81 UK House price data. landregistry.data.gov.uk 
82 Any ‘corporate body’ (a firm, a trust, a 
partnership, or a co-operative), has to pay a one-
off 15 percent rate of ‘stamp duty and land tax’ 

used across all five sites creating economies 

of scale, with a staggered development 

period. The sites would be windfall sites, over 

100 of which were identified in the land 

availability review carried out for this study 

based on the Council’s land availability 

assessment.83 By developing several small 

sites at the same time, this delivery scheme 

effectively operates as one large 

development, allowing the capital savings that 

come from bulk purchase of services and 

materials along with more efficient 

application of labour across all the sites.  

Costs can also be kept down by 

standardisation of the design approach, larger 

orders when purchasing and offsite 

manufacturing. 

The number of homes that could be 

developed in this way is significant – the study 

team estimates that 75 single units could be 

delivered within 5 years and a further 235 

within ten years, making 310 units in total 

over ten years.  

The study team reviewed 107 small sites in 

Oxford with a combined area of 6.4 hectares. 

The review found 6 of these sites to be 

particularly suitable for this delivery route 

with a total of 0.8ha in area. If these or similar 

sites were developed under this delivery 

route then 3 of these schemes could be 

delivered to provide 75 small units for single 

people. This could be a realistic 5 year goal. 

If a further 20 small sites that the team 

considers potentially could be suitable were 

developed under this delivery route then 9 

additional schemes could be delivered with a 

total of 235 homes. This might be a longer 

term 10-year aspiration. 

Medium scale co-housing 

The scenario assessed is a new build scheme, 

with 40 dwellings using a mix of house types, 

(SDLT) when the residential property is valued 
over a certain amount. 
83 URS Oxford’s Housing Land Availability and 
Unmet Need December 2014 (www.oxford.gov.uk) 
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single units, apartments, terraces using a co-

housing layout on a total site area of just 

under half a hectare. The housing densities 

for this scheme are relatively high, because 

higher densities of housing are typically 

possible and desirable when more facilities 

are shared. 

The number of sites that could be developed 

in this way in Oxford is small given the 

challenges involved, unless enabling support 

is provided. There are sites known to the 

study team that have become available in the 

past or might be possible for cohousing on 

this scale in Oxford. A site of half a hectare 

could accommodate over 100 people in 40 

homes in a co-housing development. A 

realistic 5-year goal could be to develop the 

first cohousing scheme in Oxford on one site. 

Within 10 years, the study team estimates 

that three potential sites ranging in size from 

0.5 to 20 hectares could be developed for 

over 500 cohousing homes for 1,150 people 

subject to the relevant permissions being 

granted. 

Large Sites 

The scenario assessed is 250 homes where 

community-led housing forms part of the 

much bigger scheme. This delivery route 

would be led by a developer who would 

acquire the land and build the development. 

The sites that could be developed in this way 

are beyond the administrative boundaries of 

Oxford, but convenient for Oxford in the areas 

allocated by other Districts for Oxford’s 

unmet housing need. Even part of one site 

could accommodate 575 people in 250 

homes. This approach would have to be 

enabled by the Council through planning 

policy or a S106 agreement. In 5 years one 

such scheme could be a goal although this is 

only realistic if it is enabled through the 

measures in the next paragraph. Once proven, 

in 10 years a further scheme could be an 

aspiration, with over 1,000 people housed in 

500 units. 

Summary 

In total, with enabling support, the study 

team estimates that feasible delivery routes 

for community-led housing could house over 

three thousand people in over one thousand 

units over ten years. Table 4.8 summarises 

the delivery potential. Table 4.9 sets out 

tenure of each type of delivery route, what 

community-led mechanism is likely to work 

best, who can afford the units and the level of 

involvement and control that they are likely to 

have over their housing through each delivery 

route. 
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Table 5.8 Delivery potential: number of homes 

Oxford Feasible  
Delivery Route 

Context for additionalilty? Number 
of units  
(first 5 
years)* 

Number of 
people 
housed 

Number of 
units  

(second 5 
years)84 

Number 
of  

people 
housed 

T1: Shared house Empty, tenure change or  
increased occupancy 

10 50 to 75 80 400 to 
600 

T2: Daisy chain Unallocated windfall sites 75 75 235 235 

T3: Suburb  Higher density 40 100 

 

500 1,150 

T4: Edge of city Higher density 250 

 

575 250 575 

Total (for first and subsequent 5-year periods) 375 825 1,065 2,560 

Combined total (10-year period) 1,440 3,385 

   

   

Table 5.9 Who it is for: tenures and incomes 

Oxford Feasible  
Delivery Route 

Scale CLH 
Mechanism 

Tenure Who can afford it85 Involvement 

& Control 

T1: Shared house Single house  Co-operative Rented National living wage 
(min wage) 
£14,251 

High 

T2: Daisy chain Small - 25 units CLT Mixed 40th percentile wage 
£29,079 

Low or Med 

T3: Suburb  Med - 40 units CLT  
&/or Cohousing 

Mixed 30th percentile wage 
£24,990 

Med 

T4: Edge of city Large - 250 units CLT  
&/or Cohousing 

Mixed 20th percentile wage 

£22,599  

Low 

                                                           
84 Number of units that could be delivered over 5 or 10 years assuming that the enabling support suggested for 
each type of delivery route in Section 3.3 is available 
85 Wage figures are from Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings, gross annual pay of full-time workers resident 
in Oxford, 2017 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

6.1. Need and demand for 

community-led housing in Oxford 

Homes for a thriving city 

High land values in Oxford, limited 

developable land and high house prices that 

are beyond the affordability of many people 

have made the provision of suitable and 

affordable housing in the City much more 

challenging. There is fierce competition for all 

sites in Oxford’s over-heated housing market, 

even tiny and awkward ones. All of these 

factors have contributed towards the current 

acute shortage of affordable homes in Oxford, 

the spiralling housing costs, the inability of 

younger people to afford to buy a first home, 

the high levels of commuting, insecure tenure 

in private rented accommodation and an 

increase in the level of homelessness. Lack of 

affordable housing affects almost everyone – 

from a young couple trying to get onto the 

property ladder to a business owner trying to 

attract staff.86 The 46,000 daily commuters 

into Oxford cause traffic congestion which has 

economic costs and causes air pollution. Lack 

of suitable affordable housing is affecting the 

ability of Oxford to house the people that it 

needs to continue to thrive into the future. 

In order for the city to function well, Oxford 

needs a range of affordable and good quality 

housing solutions that work for a wide range 

of people.  

Experience in the UK and internationally 

shows that community-led housing can 

deliver homes across all tenures using a wide 

variety of approaches. It can play a role as 

part of the mix of housing solutions. With 

support, community-led approaches can 

deliver at scale.  

                                                           
86 Oxfordshire Community Foundation 
“Oxfordshire Uncovered” 
oxfordshire.org/giving/oxfordshire-uncovered/ 

Community-led housing will deliver homes 

differently because the people who live in 

them are meaningfully involved throughout 

the development process and they own 

and/or manage their homes within a legal 

structure that protects the benefits for the 

local community and future residents.  

Community-led approaches are unlikely to 

deliver many truly additional homes in Oxford 

where every site will be developed by profit-

seeking developers no matter how small and 

awkward it may be. Community-led housing 

approaches may house larger numbers of 

people than standard development 

approaches by raising the density of schemes 

above the norm and using innovative 

approaches to design and shared open space.  

Affordable homes  

Local demand for affordable housing is 

enormous. Social housing is scarce in Oxford 

and only a low number of properties become 

available to let each year. The majority of 

people on the housing register are advised to 

seek accommodation in the private rented 

sector which usually means shared housing. 

This is reflected in the high levels of shared 

housing in Oxford. People earning less than 

the median income of £32,416 can afford 

market prices in Oxford within 35% of their 

income unless they have savings or other 

sources of financial support such as from 

family.  

Most forms of community-led housing offer 

genuine affordability through not-for-profit 

structures, quality and environmental 

features that generate savings in ongoing 

household costs, innovative construction and 

design, in some cases self-or custom build, 

smaller private spaces and more shared 

facilities and mutual support. This study has 

focused on delivering homes for those below 

median income. The definition of affordability 
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used in this study is 35% of net income which 

the study team has calculated should be 

affordable for people who are employed full-

time at minimum wage levels taking into 

account the minimum income that is needed 

for non-housing items at Oxford prices.  

Some forms of community-led housing offer 

permanent affordability which is legally 

defined in resale covenants, asset locks set in 

articles of association and through community 

land trusts which (as at August 2018) are 

exempt from right-to-buy.  

Social benefits 

Beyond genuine and permanent affordability, 

the need for and demand for community-led 

housing is bound up with the social benefits 

that it brings. As well as homes, community-

led housing delivers services, mutual support, 

civic engagement, skills development and 

well-being that cannot be delivered by local 

government or by the market. Community-led 

schemes will not suit everyone, but the social 

benefits and enhanced well-being appeal to 

many people and are equally attractive for 

both people who earn a low income and for 

those who can afford market prices but wish 

to live in a more neighbourly and supportive 

environment. 

Homes that people want 

There was a great deal of enthusiasm for 

community-led housing from hundreds of 

local people during outreach events carried to 

inform this study. The case studies show that 

local groups are working hard towards 

delivering community-led housing because 

they can see that it would benefit them and 

their families to live in it.  

The full extent of local demand for 

community-led housing is unclear. The 

recommendations in Section 5.4 include ways 

to remedy this. 

6.2. Delivery routes for community-

led housing in Oxford 

The viability assessment for this study shows 

that community-led housing is deliverable in 

Oxford under realistic assumptions. The 

delivery routes assessed show that 

community-led housing can meet the housing 

needs of people who are earning below the 

median income for whom market housing at 

Oxford prices is not affordable.  

The study assessed a range of schemes 

including co-operatives, community land 

trusts and cohousing.  

The viable delivery routes from our 

assessment are: 

• fully mutual housing co-operatives, 

accommodating groups of sharers in 

large houses; 

• small units for single people, developed 

across a number of small sites; 

• cohousing on a single site; 

• community land trust as part of a large 

site. 

The viable schemes range from shared houses 

and tiny homes to large sites of 40 units and 

community-led schemes as part of large 

developments on the edge of Oxford. The 

Oxford delivery routes assessed include 

housing across all tenures, from social rented 

with nominations from the housing register, 

to affordable rent, to shared equity including 

mutual home ownership, to market homes.  

Community-led schemes are possible within 

the existing legal and planning systems, for 

example buying land and contracting with 

developers, partnering with a large 

organisation to buy and develop land, and 

both new-build and improving the existing 

housing stock by retrofitting community-led 

approaches in existing homes. 
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6.3. Enabling community-led 

housing in Oxford 

Community-led housing will not happen in 

Oxford without assistance. Every example of 

community-led housing succeeding in the UK 

and in Europe involved some support such as 

a willing landowner who values community 

benefits, council strategic leadership on land 

use or partnerships with housing associations 

or developers.  

The case studies from local groups show that 

delivering housing schemes is challenging, 

particularly for volunteers who earn their 

living in other fields. The sheer amount of 

work and skill needed is challenging. Oxford 

land prices and competition for sites makes 

the context very difficult for local groups. 

Oxford’s housing market is considered over-

heated, with developers competing for every 

site, however small and awkward. Large 

developers buy options to develop any site 

with any potential for being allocated for 

housing. Most housing in the UK and in 

Oxford is delivered by large developers. The 

UK’s housing market is considered by some 

commentators to be overly dominated by 

large volume house builders compared with 

other countries. In Oxford, the experience is 

that these big players can always outbid 

community groups for land while making 

healthy profits, because of cross-subsidies 

from other schemes, cheaper finance, control 

of supply chains and building large volumes of 

similar homes. Their success depends on 

building expensive larger homes and reducing 

costs.  

Community-led housing groups, in contrast, 

typically aim to deliver a single scheme which 

they will live in. They positively value and 

invest in long-term quality, community 

facilities and environmental standards which 

are seen as costs in most development 

models as they only return benefits in the 

long term beyond the developer value cycle.  

Their legal structures and governance can 

ensure permanent affordability. They deliver 

the homes of the size and quality that people 

want because people who will live in the 

homes influence the design. They have a 

strong interest in accommodating the full 

range of people that are required for a 

thriving community including people in crucial 

jobs such as nurses, teachers and bus drivers 

and families with young children as well as 

older people and those with capital. 

Community-led approaches are not expanding 

easily or naturally in the fierce competition 

for land in Oxford. The aim is to establish self-

sustaining delivery routes for community-led 

housing but enabling activities will be 

required for community-led housing solutions 

to succeed here. 

There is now (as of July 2018) national 

support for community-led housing. The 

Community Housing Fund aims to increase 

the number of affordable homes delivered by 

the community-led sector. This makes it 

possible to finance pre-planning stages of 

housing schemes and capital funding is 

available for development.  

Enabling activity that would particularly help 

Oxford groups and potential future schemes 

falls into three key areas that are known to 

facilitate community-led housing in other 

countries and in the UK: strategic leadership, 

access to land and access to finance. Enabling 

activity is needed from a range of actors 

including local government, housing 

developers, the third sector and the 

community.  

Within Local Government, capacity is needed 

to meet with groups, sign post them to 

expertise within and outside the Council, 

advise councillors, make connections between 

services and make the links to strategic 

objectives. Increased capacity for officer roles 

in housing and planning would enable existing 

services to be more responsive to community 

groups.  
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A summary of priority actions for the council 

is: 

• Develop a strategy to enable 

genuinely affordable community-led 

approaches in Oxford. 

• Promote community-led housing 

within the Oxfordshire Growth Board 

and Joint Statutory Spatial Plan. 

• Appoint a Councillor as Oxford’s 

community-led housing champion. 

• Apply to the community housing fund 

to provide enabling support within 

the council for community-led 

housing schemes that are currently 

being proposed by groups in Oxford. 

This could fund a dedicated officer 

post to enable support for 

community-led housing schemes and 

to raise awareness and understanding 

within the Council, with councillors 

and the public. 

• Include support for community-led 

housing in the Local Plan. 

• Unlock sites for community-led 

housing, for example:  

o require larger sites to include 

some community-led housing 

through s106 agreements;  

o explore small and difficult 

Council sites for development 

by community-led housing 

groups as exemplar schemes;  

o make local authority owned 

land available leasehold for 

long-term investment return; 

and 

o allow an exclusivity period on 

a site or sites for a 

community-led housing group 

to work up a feasible project 

and then purchase the land. 

• Liaise with landlords of empty 

properties and poorly managed 

houses of multiple occupation to 

promote and facilitate opportunities 

for community-led housing groups to 

bring the properties back into 

occupation. 

• Set up a revolving loan fund that 

community-led housing groups can 

access for cheaper finance. 

• Develop practical responses to help 

support and encourage community-

led housing including providing 

support and guidance for the 

identification of appropriate sites and 

working with landowners.  

• Add questions related to community-

led housing to the self-build register 

to collect data about interest in 

community-led housing.  

In the private sector, awareness is needed of 

the benefits of community-led approaches 

and replicable processes for delivering these 

in partnership with experienced and effective 

community organisations. Actions for 

increasing awareness are summarised in 

section 5.4. 

The third sector is also an important source of 

neutral support. An advisory support function 

that recently has been established in 

Oxfordshire “Collaborative Housing” is 

working in partnership across organisations 

and with a range of local experts to support 

community-led housing groups, local 

authorities and developers. Interestingly, the 

experience gained by Oxford community-led 

housing groups in trying to deliver schemes 

(and in many cases failing in the Oxford 

context), means that local people have now 

gained a great deal of experience in 

community-led housing which puts them 

ahead of groups in some other parts of the 

country leading to demand for their expertise 

from other areas. 
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The service may receive funding from the 

government at some point but it has to be 

self-sustaining. Its viability will depend on a 

pipeline of community-led housing schemes 

being delivered and repaying fees for advice 

received in the early stages. Local authorities 

may also fund this service in order to support 

groups in their districts. 

6.4. Raising awareness of 

community-led housing in 

Oxford 

The outreach for this study showed that very 

few people know about community-led 

housing. But when spoken to, many people 

were enthusiastic about community-led 

approaches for their own housing. 

Community-led solutions have many benefits 

that strike a chord with people including 

genuine affordability in perpetuity, individual 

well-being and supportive neighbourhoods.  

Many housing professionals including in the 

Council’s Housing Company, registered 

providers and some development companies 

have some awareness of community-led 

housing but need replicable proven models in 

order to engage as partners in community-led 

housing schemes.  

Many other professionals who community-led 

housing groups approach such as 

accountants, lawyers, land agents and viability 

experts are unaware of community-led 

housing and need a general introduction to 

the mechanisms and examples of how they 

can be delivered. 

Recommendations to increase awareness are: 

• Add questions related to community-

led housing to the self-build register 

to collect data about interest in 

community-led housing.  

• Public events, stalls and talks to raise 

awareness.  

• Training and workshops for 

professionals to learn from successful 

schemes, develop replicable models 

and share best practice. 

• Training for community-led housing 

groups on governance, group process, 

development so that they can deliver 

housing themselves or work 

effectively in partnership with 

developers. 

• Seminars for councillors and officers 

to increase their understanding of 

community-led housing including how 

it relates to corporate objectives. 

• A dedicated post to enable support 

for community-led housing schemes 

and to build resilience and 

understanding across a range of 

professionals, councillors and the 

public. 

Related to awareness raising, further work is 

needed on assessment methods for 

community-led housing. Community-led 

housing constitutes a paradigm shift. Factors 

such as social benefit and permanent 

affordability are so central to community-led 

schemes that the study team concluded that 

different models are needed to assess their 

true viability to take these into account. When 

elements such as ongoing cost to residents, 

social value and enhanced life-chances are 

included, then community-led schemes 

become an investment in wider societal goals 

not simply ‘viable’.  
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Appendix 1: Case studies of Oxford community-led housing 
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Case study: Kindling Housing 
Cooperative  

Interview with Andy Edwards (Kindling 

founding member) 

1. The scheme: vision, objectives, scale, 
location  

Kindling Housing Co‐operative bought a 

property in Cowley at the end of 2016 with 

scope to accommodate six adults. The co‐

operative was set up to provide a safe, stable 

and supportive environment and affordable 

housing both now and for future generations 

in Oxford. The members of the founding 

group were responding to their own needs for 

affordable housing and their concern over the 

impacts of cuts to housing support and the 

continued financialisation of housing which 

have resulted in the situation where many 

people are struggling to find suitable 

accommodation.  

Their aim was to provide a productive living 

space for a diverse group of individuals, a 

space that was low impact, consensually run, 

engaged with its local community and actively 

working towards social change. They wished 

to take control of their housing situation and 

create a secure, affordable, low‐impact, 

collectively owned and managed home 

together for themselves and for future 

generations. The co‐operative is in an urban 

location that has connection to a modest 

growing and green space. They wanted to 
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demonstrate a different way of living: taking 

control of their infrastructure, connecting to 

the community and ecosystem, whilst being 

practical, empathic, active and egalitarian. 

2. Who the scheme was for: number of 
people; ages; tenures; affordability; 
special needs 

Kindling Housing co‐operative was set up for 

people who are doing social and 

environmental work together with many 

other membership criteria that have been 

decided by the co‐op members. 

In August 2018, Kindling had six full members, 

including social entrepreneurs, campaigners 

and designers who are involved in a range of 

environmental and social justice causes and 

who wish to live in a non‐hierarchical and 

ecologically sustainable way. 

All of the members previously lived in houses 

in multiple occupation (HMOs) and were 

concerned they were priced out from buying a 

home in Oxford. Each member pays a 

symbolic £1 membership fee and monthly 

rent to the housing co‐operative. When 

members leave, they get their £1 fee back. 

The Primary Rules of the co‐operative ensure 

that the house remains in common ownership 

in perpetuity. Once the loans have been 

repaid, the equity in the co‐operative will be 

used to support new co‐operatives in setting 

up. 

Kindling’s rents are currently below market 

rents but above Local Housing Allowance 

levels. The housing costs for members derive 

from Oxford house prices and the way that 

the scheme is financed, which is 100% debt. 

Kindling bought the property on the open 

market at Oxford prices in 2016. They were 

caught by a large unexpected tax bill when 

the threshold for a higher 15% rate of stamp 

duty was reduced to include any homes over 

£500,000. As a result of the market conditions 

that they faced when they set up, Kindling 

rents are challenging even for professionals – 

particularly those working in social enterprise 

and the charity sector. 

3. Benefits of the scheme 

The benefits of living in Kindling are that the 

residents are in control of their housing and 

can decide everything about it including 

remodelling the house, what colour to paint 

the walls, where their energy comes from and 

what rents to charge (within financial 

constraints). Being members of a housing co‐

operative changes their relationship to their 

house and their place in a way which is not 

available to anyone in private rented 

accommodation. Being in a housing co‐

operative connects them to a network of 

people who are doing inspiring work. They are 

learning new skills, improving their knowledge 

and understanding, increasing their 

confidence about managing the house 

including financing and loans. In the process 

the members are becoming more capable and 

gaining transferable skills that could be used 

for running other enterprises which could lead 

to employment opportunities. They are 

working as part of a team of fellow 

housemates/members. 

Kindling is set up as a fully‐mutual co‐

operative, which means that its assets are 

collectivized. The assets belong to the co‐

operative movement in perpetuity and their 

value is not subject to the rules and 

fluctuations of the market. Rather than being 

a tool to generate ever more capital, the 

house can serve its original purpose as a 

home which is managed and cared for directly 

by its member tenants. This provides 

individuals doing social change and 

community benefit work with a secure home 

in Oxford where they would otherwise be 

priced out of the market. 

Kindling has been able to set its rents roughly 

halfway between market rents and housing 

benefit (the local housing allowance). This 

means that in relation to the market the co‐

operative rent is cheap. However, in relation 
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to local wages for social sector jobs, it is still 

only just affordable.  

4. Interest in the scheme  

An initial meeting in 2014 attracted over 30 

people. A small group of people then formed 

who had the skills and energy to take the 

project forward, capacity to attend weekly 

meetings for a year and who could realistically 

aim to live in the co‐op and pay the rent. 

There was a lot of interest in the scheme at 

talks and conferences and Kindling’s website 

was accessed thousands of times. Kindling 

attracted 18 investors, many of whom 

committed funding at very short notice in 

order for the house to be purchased. 

Investors included friends, work colleagues 

and supporters contacted through word of 

mouth, and via email, a website and 

Facebook. Loans are paid back with up to 

three per cent interest, guaranteeing a better 

rate than a savings account for investors but a 

lower rate for residents to pay back than a 

traditional mortgage. Kindling received no 

government support or grants in setting up. 

There were two Oxford Mail press articles 

about Kindling in its early stages.  

 

5. Barriers faced: the work and skills 
required  

For the initiators creating this scheme the 

process was very difficult and the barriers 

were “just short of insurmountable”. The 

group who set up the housing co‐operative 

were highly skilled and committed. They 

included two architects, people with project 

management skills and shared political 

commitment to finding an alternative housing 

solution that would meet their needs. They 

were able to use their own skills to extend 

and remodel the house to accommodate 

more members in order to make it affordable. 

They found that there was no relevant local 

professional expertise available for setting up 

the co‐operative. Specialists such as solicitors, 

accountants, valuers, insurers and estate 

agents had no idea about this model of 

housing and in some cases found it impossible 

to comprehend it. Because of this some actors 

thought it was risky, including sellers. 

Financial advisors to Kindling were not aware 

of the change in stamp duty which hit the co‐

operative with a very large additional financial 

liability in its early stages. 
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6. Barriers faced: funding  

Kindling Housing Co‐operative was initially 

financed by a mortgage from Triodos and 

loans from individual investors. Only two 

banks would lend to a housing co‐operative 

(Triodos and Ecology Building Society) at this 

time. The banks assessed the background and 

experience of all of the members before they 

would lend the large sums involved. Kindling 

also received a loan from the long‐established 

Oxford housing co‐operative Dragonfly 

(established in 2001) which is now able to 

offer mutual support to other housing co‐

operatives.  

Kindling was the first co‐operative to be 

affected by a change in stamp duty tax in 

2014. Any ‘corporate body’ (a firm, a trust, a 

partnership, or a co‐operative) has to pay a 

one‐off 15 percent rate of stamp duty and 

land tax (SDLT) when a residential property is 

valued over a certain amount. Originally, in 

2012, the 15 percent rate came in if the 

property was worth more than £2 million. In 

2014, the authorities lowered the threshold to 

£500,000. Kindling was contacted by tax 

authorities (HMRC) and had to pay the 15 

percent stamp duty, levying an extra £50,000 

plus £10,000 in additional fees and charges. 

The additional amount was not included in 

the original business plan, so Kindling had to 

re‐finance with a 40‐year mortgage from 

Ecology Building Society with an 85% loan to 

value ratio in order to avoid bankruptcy.  

7. What types of support did your project 
get and what did it need? 

The group that set up Kindling were highly 

skilled but they still found this process a very 

steep learning curve. They needed to develop 

a lot of skill and knowledge in finance, 

developing their own financial feasibility 

assessment using a template provided by 

Radical Routes. They also had to gain legal 

skills, conveyancing, campaigning, gaining 

local support, building regulations, planning 

regulations, facilitation, conflict resolution. It 

can be challenging to manage group dynamics 

while living together, developing the scheme 

together, managing the co‐operative, sharing 

meals and taking joint decisions. 

A great deal of support was available through 

Radical Routes such as a finance model, 

tenancy documents, model set of rules. Other 

Radical Routes co‐operatives gave advice 

including Dragonfly Housing Co‐operative in 

Oxford. 

The group did not seek advice or support from 

the Council as they were buying their house 

on the open market and could proceed within 

permitted planning rights. They did seek 

advice from professionals but found that none 

locally had any experience with a housing co‐

op model. 

8. Challenges/barriers to CLH in Oxford 
generally  

There are no professional advisors or enablers 

in place to help groups who wish to do 

community‐led housing. The high price of 

housing is the main barrier. The competition 

over buying property is also a factor, with 

private landlords and the universities 

snapping up all the obvious properties. 

9. Contribution to meeting Oxford’s housing 
needs 

Community‐led housing could transform the 

housing system, but it needs to 

professionalise and be supported. 

Community‐led approaches are struggling to 

take off in the unique situation of Oxford as a 

commuter city for London and with world 

class universities. Community‐led housing 

needs the support of well‐informed 

professionals of all types who can advise, 

signpost and give pointers that will avoid the 

community group wasting time. Partnerships 

with the council and universities would be 

helpful to provide this. But the community‐led 

housing sector must be bottom up and avoid 

adopting a paternalistic approach, but rather 

focus on acting as an enabler for groups to 

realise their own housing aspirations, rather 

than that of ‘doing’ housing to people.  
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Case study: Bid for Stansfeld 
(Headington Quarry) site 

Diana Musgrave (Oxford Cohousing) 

1. The scheme: vision, objectives, scale, 
location  

In 2014, Oxford Cohousing began developing 

a bid to buy the Stansfeld Outdoor Education 

Centre site on Quarry Road in Headington for 

cohousing. The 18‐acre site included old 

buildings which had been classrooms, 

dormitories and offices, and secondary 

woodland. In 1919 it was bought by John 

Stansfeld, then the rector of St Ebbe's, to 

provide a country retreat for the urban poor 

of Oxford. The site was owned by Birmingham 

City Council and had been used for school 

groups for many years. In 2014 the Council 

was offered the site for sale on a 250‐year 

lease. 

Who the scheme was for: number of people; 

ages; tenures; affordability; special needs 

The scheme was designed for a wide range of 

people of mixed ages and financial capacities. 

The proposed tenure mix was aligned to the 

city council’s requirements: 50% at market 

value, 40% at social rent and 10% shared 

ownership. The group would have preferred 

one third of each tenure type to provide a 

better social mix, especially more homes 

affordable for young families and young 

professionals from whom there had been 

many enquiries. An ambition was for the 

design to be as accessible as possible for 

disabled and older people. 

2. Benefits of the scheme 

The prospectus for the scheme states that it 

would deliver “much needed new housing in 

Oxford in a form and for a purpose that is 

different from the market norm and will point 

the way to a more sustainable way of 

developing and living. In doing so it will 

deliver value to the vendor for its land 

through a commercially viable, planning‐

policy‐compliant scheme; and it will create a 

fitting legacy from Birmingham City Council’s 

long‐standing stewardship in tune with the 

ideals of Rev Dr John Stansfeld, in whose 

lifetime the site was used to provide 

temporary homes for families suffering due to 

a housing shortage.” 

The prospectus also sets out the benefits of 

cohousing:  

  Cohousing is a way of living that has been 

established in several countries around 

the world for many years. Cohousing 

schemes tend to be small enough that 

Plan of the site 
 Source: Birmingham Property Services 

Planning Appraisal January 2015 
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everyone can be familiar with each other 

but large enough not to force them to be. 

Cohousing communities are built around a 

shared desire for a sense of belonging, 

neighbourliness and mutual support that 

many people feel is missing from modern 

life and contemporary housing 

developments. 

 By pooling resources and acting 

collectively, cohousing communities gain 

more control over their environment. In 

particular, they can ensure that both 

commissioning and maintenance costs are 

effectively controlled to maximise 

economic sustainability. 

 In cohousing communities everyone has 

their own private home, but everyone 

also benefits from extra shared facilities 

and spaces that allow – but don’t require 

– members to do things together. Living in 

a cohousing community brings a few extra 

responsibilities, but many more benefits. 

 Features of cohousing communities 

include: a common house – a building 

with a range of shared facilities for use by 

members of the community; common 

ground – shared garden spaces often used 

for growing food as well as for play and 

recreation; the exclusion of cars from the 

community as far as possible; and a strong 

ethos of environmental and social 

sustainability in how the community is 

designed, built and managed. 

In addition, Oxford Cohousing is committed to 

delivering the following: 

 an underlying legal structure that ensures 

democratic governance by all the 

households; 

 the whole space is configured to promote 

interaction between households; 

 a high proportion of homes are genuinely 

affordable in perpetuity for young people 

and families; 

 homes for residents from the city’s 

housing register; 

 a mixed community of varying ages and 

abilities; 

 a low‐carbon footprint including low car‐

usage 

3. Interest in the scheme  

Oxford Cohousing is a diverse group and many 

of its members were interested in living in the 

scheme. At the time of the, bid the group had 

25 members and a friends list of over 100 

people. Some members own homes in Oxford 

and would have been ready to move into the 

market homes. There was excitement about 

the project in the wider community and the 

group expected to recruit further residents 

when they had secured the site. 

4. Barriers faced: the work and skills 
required  

The sheer amount of work is a major barrier. 

Preparing this bid enabled Oxford Cohousing 

to fully appreciate the work that has to be 

done to acquire a site. The group had already 

done much of the work on group formation, 

vision and objectives in previous years. They 

had also explored the legal structure that they 

would require and with the help of a member 

who was a lawyer they had set up a basic 

company limited by guarantee.  

The work on the bid was largely done by two 

people in the group with help from paid 

experts. Following discussions with two 

companies they asked Transition by Design 

(TbD) to do a site appraisal. They also 

commissioned surveys to assess the potential 

extent of building: an access survey from 

mode transport planners; an ecology survey 

from Judy Webb, as the land is designated a 

Site of Local Interest for Nature Conservation 

(SLINC); and a preliminary survey of trees 

covered by Tree Preservation Orders. TbD 

used the results for a 'massing exercise', 

including a workshop with members, to 

determine the number and layout of houses  
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that might be put on the site. The group also 

received advice from others in the UK 

Cohousing Network, particularly Stephen Hill. 

Finance and cash‐flow were critical 

considerations and the group did a fresh 

survey of its members’ resources, asking how 

much they could potentially invest and what 

funds they were willing to put at risk at an 

early stage. For financial modelling to assess 

the land value, Oxford Cohousing 

commissioned Jimm Reed, who had project‐

managed the LILAC cohousing build in Leeds. 

They met with Oxford City Council (OCC) 

planners for an initial discussion. They also 

investigated partnering with local housing 

associations and considered partners to 

manage the woodland on the site. They had 

several meetings with people and groups in 

the area who wanted the woodland to 

continue to be used for education, and 

discussed community concerns such as traffic. 

The landowner, Birmingham City Council, 

began marketing the site in March 2015 in a 

two‐stage process with initial submissions 

required in May. An important consideration 

for Oxford Cohousing was whether to trigger a 

six‐month moratorium on the sale which 

could be imposed under the Community Right 

to Bid as the site was listed as an Asset of 

Community Value. Oxford Cohousing 

discovered that this would merely prevent a 

sale from being finalised for six months, but 

would not change the landowner’s bid 

deadlines or their requirement for best value 

from the site. Oxford Cohousing decided not 

to trigger the moratorium.  

There was considerable time pressure and the 

group commissioned a development expert to 

manage the preparation of its tender. They 

contacted possible partners and the group 

began working with TOWN who were also in 

the process of bidding to develop cohousing 

The site in 2014 
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at Cambridge. The group pursued contacts 

with housing associations and the City Council 

was identified as a possible partner for the 

affordable homes. The development expert 

continued the financial modelling to 

determine the size of Oxford Cohousing’s 

offer for the land. This required frequent 

updating as new information became 

available. Meanwhile the group reviewed 

funding available from members and 

continued fostering its links with the 

community around Stansfeld.  

Oxford Cohousing’s first stage bid was 

submitted on time in May. It was shortlisted 

and a more detailed bid was invited for a 

September deadline. The group understood 

that five bids had been submitted and three 

had been shortlisted. 

The stage two bid required further work on all 

aspects of the project, including further 

surveys into wildlife (by The Ecology 

Consultancy), engineering (by Elliot Wood) 

and further site layouts (by Mole architects). 

TOWN arranged for these and agreed to cover 

the costs if the bid was not ultimately 

successful. The group committed to funding 

professional input and talked further with 

lawyers about the legal structure that would 

be required in the longer term. In August a 

pre‐planning meeting was held with the 

Council. Formal finance offers were received 

from Unity Trust Bank and Charity Bank. The 

bid was submitted on time in September. At 

the end of October Oxford Cohousing were 

informed that the landowner had decided to 

proceed with another offer but that its bid 

“was very competitive on price, the only 

difference was that the other bid was 

unconditional”. 

5. Barriers faced: funding  

The group was able to raise £9,000 towards 

the cost of the bid from a small group of 

committed members. This was supplemented 

by an equivalent amount from TOWN which 

would have become payable by the group if 

the bid had succeeded. This money was 

needed for the surveys, pre‐planning advice, 

financial viability appraisal, architecture, 

negotiations with banks and project 

management. In addition, Locality provided 

£800 towards the cost of financial modelling. 

The group did not succeed in attracting grant 

funding beyond the £800 provided by Locality. 

This was partly due to a problem of timing, 

because Locality’s funds were largely 

committed when the group contacted them 

and a new funding round was not then 

available.  

Another significant barrier was lack of 

reserves. Oxford Cohousing funded and 

assembled a competitive bid backed by 

TOWN. They had members willing to fund the 

deposit for the site had their bid been 

successful. Their offer was supported by Unity 

Trust Bank and Charity Bank. However, Oxford 

Cohousing could not commit to an 

unconditional bid because the bank funding 

would not be released until planning 

permission had been achieved. 

6. Barriers faced: making homes 
permanently affordable 

Oxford Cohousing considered working with a 

housing association (registered provider) to 

help build and manage the affordable homes 

on the site. It was more difficult to find a 

suitable partner than they had expected. To 

address Oxford’s affordability challenge 

Oxford Cohousing wanted the affordable 

homes that they built to remain affordable in 

perpetuity and not subject to the Right to Buy. 

To achieve this, they were considering using a 

Community Land Trust (CLT). One of their 

members had set up the Oxfordshire CLT so 

had considerable knowledge of what is 

involved and was also familiar with the 

process of becoming a registered provider 

which was another option for Oxford 

Cohousing.  

7. Challenges/barriers to CLH in Oxford 
generally  
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The group’s experience on this and other bids 

in which they have been involved 

demonstrates the hugely competitive nature 

of buying land in Oxford. This tempts 

developers to raise their bids to levels at 

which it is not viable to include the number of 

affordable homes required by the Local Plan. 

In contrast, Oxford Cohousing positively wants 

social‐rented homes and a higher proportion 

of shared‐ownership homes than the council 

policy requires. 

8. Contribution to meeting Oxford’s housing 
needs 

Unlike some cohousing groups, Oxford 

Cohousing is committed to ensuring a mixed 

tenure development. Even without significant 

grant funding, the group’s bid for cohousing 

at Stansfeld was competitive on the open 

market and included 50% affordable homes.  

If land acquisition costs or grant funding 

permitted, the aspiration was for two‐thirds 

of Oxford Cohousing’s homes to be genuinely 

and permanent affordable in order to include 

people on low and moderate incomes such as 

young professionals, retail assistants and bus 

drivers who keep our city working.   

Cohousing in a mixed community provides a 

supportive neighbourhood for members as 

they age. There is also potential for cohousing 

specifically for older people. Carers could be 

offered affordable housing within the 

community which could make cohousing 

possible for people with a learning disability 

or those needing ongoing assistance for other 

reasons. Oxford Cohousing has met with the 

County’s Social Care Commissioners to 

explore the possibility of partnership working. 
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Case study: Bid for Wolvercote 
Paper Mill site  
Fran Ryan (Homes for Oxford)  

    

1. Please tell us about your scheme: vision, 
objectives, scale, location  

In 2016, Homes for Oxford bid for the 

Wolvercote Paper Mill site. The proposal was 

to provide 260 homes for local people, 

including 86 homes for social rent, 87 

intermediate homes that would be genuinely 

affordable in perpetuity alongside around 87 

market homes. HFO’s bid was credible and 

supported by locals and community‐led 

housing groups who wanted to be part of it, 

but the successful bidder was able to offer a 

higher price for the land and their bid was 

unconditional (i.e. not dependent on final 

planning permission). 

Cover artwork: John Lewicki, Transition by Design. 

Homes for Oxford’s vision was for the whole 

site to be configured to promote neighbourly 

support and green lifestyles. The homes were 

to be built in clusters. The site was to be 

largely pedestrianised with cars kept to a 

minimum (less than .75 per household) and 

parked on the edges of the site. There would 

also be some office space and a regular bus 

service.  

Once the homes were built the land was to be 

transferred to and managed by a community 

land trust which would be run by residents, 

local villagers and professional experts. 

2. Who is your scheme for: number of 
people; ages; tenures; affordability; 
special needs 

The scheme was for local people (260 homes 

= approx. 600 people), mixed tenure and 

inter‐generational. A range of community‐led 

housing groups were interested to take on 

clusters on the site as part of the scheme 

including Happy House, Care Coop (Disabled 

people and their carers), SOMA (a housing co‐

operative for people on the housing register 

including people with learning disabilities) and 

Kindling Housing Co‐operative as well as 

Oxford Cohousing (who would have built two 

cohousing clusters) and the Oxfordshire 

Community Land Trust.  

3. What benefits would your scheme 
deliver? 

The scheme would deliver permanently 

affordable housing (two‐thirds of the homes) 

and significant social benefits (less isolation, 

more neighbourliness and mutual support) 

and also environmental benefits (addressing 

flooding, energy efficiency and transport). 
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4. How much interest was there in your 
scheme?  

The various community‐led housing groups 

that were willing to take on clusters was an 

indication of interest among people who wish 

to live in a community‐led scheme.  

The scheme raised £5 million within one week 

via a fund‐raising effort hosted by Oxfordshire 

Community Foundation.  

A meeting in Wolvercote to discuss the bid 

was over‐subscribed with many people 

standing (village hall seated capacity 120). 

5. What barriers did you face? 

Homes for Oxford benefitted from 

experienced Directors with over a decade of 

local experience in co‐housing bids and 

setting up the Oxfordshire Community Land 

Trust including managing the procurement 

and development of a small site at Dean 

Court, Botley. However, Homes for Oxford felt 

they lacked credibility and sufficient track 

record for such a large scheme. They were 

able to pay for the expertise that was needed 

to develop the bid including help with 

valuation and negotiation and a quantity 

surveyor who would have acted as the 

employers’ agent had the bid been successful. 

Any serious bid for a scheme requires money 

“at risk” on the scale of tens of thousands 

which in this case was provided by a 

benefactor. 

Another challenge was getting the balance 

right between moving quickly and taking 

decisions and community engagement and 

involvement with interested people. The lead 

people had to manage the expectations of 

participants and make sure the process was 

robust, realistic and business like. There were 

high expectations among broader participants 

about what would be possible and 

understandable naivety about the 

development process. 

6. What types of support did your project 
get and what did it need? 

Homes for Oxford had training on group 

process and governance and paid for the 

professional expertise that was needed in 

valuation, development finance, negotiation, 

quantity surveying. The Council’s Housing 

Company expressed willingness to take on 

development and management of the social 

rent and shared equity homes. If the bid had 

been successful Homes for Oxford would have 

needed to pay for expertise in how to 

structure ownership of the different types of 

housing and to ensure robust processes were 

set up for ongoing management and 

governance. 
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7. What do you see as the 
challenges/barriers to CLH in Oxford 
generally?  

Access to land is the main barrier in Oxford. 

8. What contributions to meeting Oxford’s 
housing needs do you/your organisation 
consider community‐led housing can 
make? 

Community land trusts are the only 

mechanism that can deliver sustainable mixed 

tenure homes that are permanently 

affordable. 
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Case study: Bid for Irving building, 
St Mary and St John Primary School 
Hertford Street 
Deborah Glass‐Woodin (Homes for Oxford)  

 

1. Please tell us about your scheme: vision, 
objectives, scale, location  

Homes for Oxford is an alliance of local 

housing organisations, combining passion and 

expertise to combat the housing crisis in 

Oxford. It is a community‐led organisation 

created by Oxford residents for Oxford 

residents to meet the need for genuinely and 

permanently affordable housing.  

The Irving building was owned by a local 

educational charity, Cowley St John Parochial 

Church Council. The much‐loved Victorian 

school building was in use until July 2015 for 

forms one to three of St Mary and St John 

Primary School. In July 2015 the building was 

closed and put up for sale. The building was 

registered as an Asset of Community Value so 

the community had 6 months to put a bid 

together.  

 

 

Homes for Oxford wanted to buy the building 

and convert it into a mix of a dozen homes co‐

operatively owned and managed by residents 

and a community hub. Their vision was to 

create a thriving sector of community‐owned 

permanently affordable homes in the city. 

Homes for Oxford explored a number of 

options with the help of architects Transition 

by Design. Their preferred option was 

renovation of the existing Irving Building for 

flats and community uses and construction of 

a new terrace of houses. The renovated Irving 

Building would provide community and office 

space for charities and social enterprise and 

two and three‐bed truly affordable flats for 

key‐workers.  

Initial plans were to build a terrace of new 

homes on Essex Street and to convert much of 

the existing Irving Building into flats. The 

Hertford Street side would be transformed 

into a community‐hub and office space which 

might include meeting space, affordable office 

space for local start‐ups, a play area for local 

children, social gatherings to bring the 

community together and a café.  
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Plans by Transition by Design 

www.transitionbydesign.org  

Homes for Oxford were determined to make 

this housing as genuinely affordable as 

possible as well as complying with City Council 

planning policy of 50% affordable housing. 

They calculated that this could be funded by 

selling the houses on the Essex Street side on 

the open market and by accessing grant, 

philanthropic and community share funding. 

The land was to be owned by a community 

land trust to ensure that the affordable 

homes remained affordable in perpetuity, 

guaranteeing that the homes could not be 

sold on the open market. The land trust would 

lease the homes to a housing co‐operative 

and all the residents would become members 

of the co‐operative. 
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Parking concerns were to be addressed by on‐

site parking provision and restricted car 

ownership by making it a condition of the 

residential and office leases that people car 

share and/or are members of a car club. 

2. Who is your scheme for: number of 
people; ages; tenures; affordability; 
special needs 

The scheme was designed for a range of 

people and tenures. At least half of the 

dwellings were to be affordable (social rent, 

shared equity, affordable rent).  

Because the housing was to be managed by a 

housing co‐operative, tenants of the social 

housing who were allocated homes by the 

Council would have also been required to sign 

up to a commitment to community living.  

An aim was to give local teachers and care 

workers in housing need first refusal on some 

of the shared‐ownership homes as well as 

working with the Council on nominations for 

tenants of the social rented homes. 

3. What benefits would your scheme 
deliver? 

Homes for Oxford is committed to delivering 

the following benefits: 

 Affordable homes for local people, 
ensuring that they remain genuinely 
and permanently affordable. 

 Reduced environmental impact to 
ensure the long‐term future of the 
local and wider community, through 
high eco specification construction, 
restricted car ownership and 
provision for bicycle parking. 

 Homes and outdoor space designed 
for community living, mutual support 
and well‐being. 
 

Benefits of this scheme were: 

 There would always be people on‐site 
due to the range of uses (residential / 
office / cafe / retail / community 
space / events) 

 Improved street‐frontage to Essex 
Street 
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 Sheltered garden and pond 
(incorporating sustainable urban 
drainage) create community resource 
for residents 

 The not‐for‐profit housing co‐
operative legal structure means that 
any surplus income generated would 
go back into the community 

 Community Land Trust landownership 
means that the affordable value of 
the homes would be retained in 
perpetuity. 
 

4. How much interest was there in your 
scheme?  

Many people in the community in the 

neighbourhood of the Irving building were 

supportive of the scheme. Forty people came 

to a public meeting. Fifteen local people 

distributed 1,000 leaflets door‐to‐door. 

Homes for Oxford received messages of 

support from Bob Price (Leader of the 

Council), Peter Thompson (outgoing chair of 

Oxford Civic Society), Jayne Woodley 

(Oxfordshire Community Foundation), Danny 

Dorling (Oxford University) and many others 

who would like to see a community‐led 

housing project start in the city. 

5. What barriers did you face? 

The amount of work involved was one barrier. 

An extraordinary effort was made by a 

handful of volunteers with very busy lives. 

Although many people were supportive in 

theory, very few people are able to lead or 

actively help run this process.  

The bidding process happened twice. The 

building was registered as an Asset of 

Community Value so for the first round the 

community had a moratorium period of six 

months to organize a bid. Homes for Oxford 

put together a bid very quickly in a 

determined attempt to stave off the 

wholesale disposal of the site to a developer. 

A developer’s offer was accepted, but this 

acceptance was withdrawn after community 

protest and a public meeting. The charity 

trustees decided to review whether it was 

best value for the community. The second bid, 

when the school was re‐marketed, was a full 

proposal with a brochure. The bidding process 

was by closed envelope. Homes for Oxford bid 

an amount that was nearly twice as much as a 

valuer’s estimation of the site’s value. Homes 

for Oxford had no reserves so had to make 

their bid conditional on planning permission 

for change of use. The community‐led group 

could not take on the risk of planning 

permission being refused. The winning bid by 

a local church also offered significant 

community value and was unconditional.  

Finance was another barrier. Homes for 

Oxford required 100% loan finance. Once the 

site was secured, they planned to launch a 

Community Share Offer for people to invest 

for a return. However even before the site 

was secured, Homes for Oxford estimated 

that their costs were at least £13,000. These 

costs of included: 

 Initial scheme plans 

 Detailed architect drawings 

 Pre‐application planning costs 

 Further business and finance planning 

 Grant applications 

 Project management 

 Publicity and press 
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This money was raised through donations 

from supportive local residents and 

philanthropists and some grant money.  

6. What types of support did your project 
get and what did it need? 

Homes for Oxford knew what they had to do 

and what help they needed from their 

experience with previous bids.  They consider 

that this scheme was within their reach as a 

community group in terms of size and level of 

complexity.  

Homes for Oxford did not focus on group 

formation until they had secured the site, 

although its constituent organisations 

Oxfordshire Community Land Trust and 

Oxford Cohousing already had group 

processes in place.  

Business planning, development options, 

feasibility appraisal, risk and site evaluation 

were commissioned from development expert 

Jimm Reed. Free advice on fundraising came 

from Ethex and Oxfordshire Community 

Foundation. Jimm led on negotiations with 

Charity Bank. Homes for Oxford paid a 

quantity surveyor to value the site. The 

Council gave pre‐planning advice which the 

group had to pay for. Transition by Design 

were commissioned to draw up plans for 

scheme design and architecture and produce 

the brochure.  

7. What do you see as the 
challenges/barriers to CLH in Oxford 
generally?  

Homes for Oxford see the barriers as closed 

bidding in a highly competitive environment, 

lack of financial reserves, lack of ability to take 

on risk (this requires community groups to 

make their bids conditional on planning 

permission) and lack of clarity for trustee 

boards on how to address the requirement for 

best value under charity law.  

Another barrier that Homes for Oxford 

identified was the need for community‐led 

housing groups to stay on‐side with all 

stakeholders from the council to the vendor 

to the local people and to be perceived as 

credible and 'playing the game' while at the 

same time needing to campaign, lobby and 

influence changes in practice and policy which 

is also an important energy and skill vital in 

any community‐led project. 

8. What contributions to meeting Oxford’s 
housing needs do you/your organisation 
consider community‐led housing can 
make? 

Community‐led housing provides 

sustainability, community and genuine 

affordability over the long‐term i.e. it is a 

vehicle for delivering much more than just 

numbers of houses. 
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Case study: Animate Cohousing – 
early stage proposed scheme 

Fiona Mullins (Animate founding member) 

1. The scheme: vision, objectives, scale, 
location  

Animate Cohousing was set up in March 2017 

as a community interest company limited by 

guarantee with co‐operative governance and 

an asset lock. It also registered as a 

community land trust, although their ability to 

provide affordable housing was aspirational 

and would depend on financial viability.  

The aim was to provide cohousing in an 

existing neighbourhood block in east Oxford 

where two of the directors live.  

Their vision was that over 20 years Animate 

Cohousing would transform the city block, 

providing beautiful and sustainable spaces to 

live, work and play. The neighbourhood would 

have a far greater degree of mutual support, 

shared space and shared resources than is 

typical in cities. It would provide a vibrant 

setting in which people of all ages, stages, 

interests and backgrounds who live in it can 

thrive. It would be an environment that is 

healthy for both people and wildlife. 

Their mission was to build a neighbourly 

thriving cohousing community on an existing 

suburban block in Oxford.  

This scheme aimed to ‘retrofit’ cohousing. The 

cohousing community would develop over 

time by refurbishing existing properties and 

building some new units. Animate Cohousing 

would do this by buying homes on the city 

block as they come up for sale (approximately 

2 each year), refurbish them as cohousing 

dwellings and where feasible build additional 

cohousing dwellings in the back gardens and 

in the gaps between semi‐detached buildings 

and then rent the units or sell them leasehold 

to members. Gradually, over perhaps twenty 

years, the block would be transformed from 

an ordinary east Oxford neighbourhood with 

semi‐detached buildings, back gardens and 

fences, to a community where decisions 

about the buildings, shared facilities and land 

use would be taken jointly.  

By retrofitting cohousing on an existing block, 

the scheme would make use of and adapt the 

existing dwelling stock and land. The homes 

and gardens on this block are quite large. The 

starting point was that all of the land on the 

block was owned by different owners. Several 

plots were owned by community minded 

people who were interested in the idea. In the 

first year of the project, two rental properties 

were for sale, one owned property was for 

sale, one rental was advertised for rent. This 

project would evolve slowly and there would 

be owner occupiers and tenants in shared 

houses living alongside housing that is owned 

by Animate Cohousing, some leased, some 

rented. 
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The founders knew that new build cohousing 

had proven to be extremely difficult to 

achieve in Oxford due to land prices, 

competitive bidding and shortage of suitable 

sites and so they decided to start from an 

existing neighbourhood in a great location 

with services already in place. Examples of 

this type of ‘retrofit’ housing, based on 

existing building stock are N Street Co housing 

in California, USA and an emerging project in 

Knowle West suburb in Bristol, UK. 

Animate Cohousing also aimed to catalyse 

sharing amongst neighbours on the city block 

and near neighbourhood such as shared 

gardens, shared tools, car‐sharing, shared 

meals and events. The company would also 

will offer property management services to its 

own properties and to all property owners on 

the city block and near neighbourhood, ideally 

employing its own residents to do this. 

However, in August 2018 a decision was taken 

to close the entity as none of the initiators 

had any capacity to take it forward.  

2. Who the scheme was for: number of 
people; ages; tenures; affordability; 
special needs 

Animate Cohousing aimed to benefit the 

people who live in a particular east Oxford 

neighbourhood, primarily those living in 

homes on the city block who wished to be 

included in the scheme and also nearby 

neighbours. The tenures would be mixed, 

from rental to leasehold in order to provide 

housing for a mix of people at different life‐

stages who could support each other and 

contribute to a thriving neighbourhood. 

Affordability would depend on the finances of 

the scheme but the feasibility study and 

business planning indicated that after 15 to 20 
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years the company would have flexibility to 

offer low rents to some residents. 

3. Benefits of the scheme 

The aim was broadly to build a ‘better’ 

neighbourhood for the benefit of people living 

there. What would make the neighbourhood 

‘better’ was to be defined through 

participatory processes with initiators and 

then with residents but initial views on this in 

their vision and objectives document were: 

 Compact high eco‐specification 

dwellings at reasonable cost for 

people who live and work in the area 

 Tenancy self‐management and 

participation in democratic control for 

rental residents 

 Lower living costs for residents 

through sharing skills, resources and 

space 

 Neighbourly support and connections 

reducing risk of isolation across the 

community 

 Animate will be a community anchor 

organization supporting a wide range 

of activities and initiatives across the 

neighbourhood 

 Employment for local people 

(maintenance, administration, 

construction, landscaping) 

 Property will remain in community 

ownership for community benefit in 

perpetuity. 

 A community hub building will 

provide community space for the 

wider community. 

The initiators identified the following benefits 

in putting together communications material 

for the scheme: 

 Decent homes. Well‐designed 

compact housing and shared 

amenities will lower living costs and 

offer enhanced security of tenure. 

 Happy families. Children will enjoy 

shared play space and families with 

young children will have support from 

neighbours at a different life stage. 

 Less isolation. People will be involved, 

know their neighbours, share their 

skills and enjoy a high degree of 

mutual support. 

 Local jobs. Animate Cohousing will 

employ local people where possible 

for administration and maintenance 

so as to keep money circulating within 

the local economy. 

 Thriving neighbourhood/s. Animate 

will be a community anchor 

organisation, supporting other 

activities and projects. 

4. Interest in the scheme  

Participation in open meetings was typically 

between 8 and 12 people.  

 At an initial public meeting in Nov 
2016, 11 people gathered to discuss 
the project and their ideas about 
living in cohousing.  

 In December 2016, 10 people brought 
food to share and discussed progress 
and challenges. 

 On Saturday 4 February the initiators 
presented the scheme in an open 
meeting to about 8 people.   

 On 22 June 2017 12 participants 
ranging in age from 8 months to 70 
participated in a design workshop.  

They had about 2‐3 enquiries per month via 

the website over 18 months. The enquiries 

were from people wanting to live in a scheme, 

but were not willing or able to contribute to 

setting it up. 

Two of the initiators spoke to every neighbour 

on the city block where they hoped to begin 

the scheme. They found three neighbours 

very interested, three others broadly 

interested in more community sharing and 

neighbourliness and the remaining (perhaps 

three‐quarters) not at all interested. They felt 

that understanding and interest in the idea in 

the immediate neighbourhood was low. Many 

of the homes are rented with people who will 
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not necessarily stay in the neighbourhood for 

very long. 

5. Barriers faced: the work and skills 
required  

Everything to do with setting up a new 

organisation and housing scheme was new for 

the initiators which made it a very steep 

learning curve. They had expertise in 

community development, architecture and 

living in a community. In every case they 

found the local advice they sought was 

inadequate, had no idea about what they 

were trying to do, gave completely wrong 

advice in some cases or turned out not be 

worth the meeting time involved. They could 

not get meetings with Council officers to ask 

basic questions about how this scheme would 

fit with planning policy and regeneration 

objectives.  

Over 8 months their process involved 

choosing a name, business planning, clarifying 

the aims and scope, feasibility assessment and 

cashflow, considering the legal entity that will 

best support their aims, setting up the 

community interest company, setting up a 

website, communicating with others, holding 

events, opening a bank account. This was a 

very large workload for three people with 

busy lives with most of it falling on one 

person. 

6. Barriers faced: funding  

There appeared to be no opportunity to bid 

for funding at this time (2017) other than the 

Lottery Awards for All grant which paid for an 

expert to help with viability and business 

planning. Once they registered as a 

community land trust they were eligible for 

about £4,000 support. However, during 2017 

the Directors all needed to step back for 

personal reasons. At the point when the 

Community Housing Fund was released in July 

2018 there was no capacity remaining to take 

the scheme forward.  

7. What types of support did your project 
get and what did it need? 

Animate had two days of professional input 

from Oxfordshire Business Support. Advice on 

setting up and feasibility assessment work 

was provided by Blase Lambert of 

Confederation of Co‐operative Housing and 

funded by a Lottery grant. 

8. Challenges/barriers to CLH in Oxford 
generally  

There is little awareness of the benefits of 

community‐led approaches to housing and no 

support infrastructure to nurture initiators of 

these schemes. 

9. Contribution to meeting Oxford’s housing 
needs 

The initiators thought this scheme could have 

made a contribution to improving the housing 

available using the existing housing stock, 

increasing the density and providing a more 

resilient and enjoyable neighbourhood. 
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Appendix 2: 
Feasibility Assessment 

Delivery routes tested 

The schemes tested in this study have been 

created by the study team as potential 

delivery routes for community‐led housing in 

response to desk research, a needs 

assessment, interviews and taking into 

account site availability through a land search. 

The community‐led housing schemes selected 

for feasibility assessment are different ways 

that community‐led housing could be 

delivered in Oxford. These are referred to in 

this appendix as “typologies” which was a 

term used in the modelling. Each typology is 

numbered T1, T2, T3, T4 in the results below 

and in the charts. The delivery routes for 

these typologies are discussed in detail in 

Section 4 of the study. 

T1 is a shared house co‐operative using as a 

model Kindling Housing Co‐op that was set up 

in 2016. This delivery route has been proven 

to work, even at Oxford house prices and 

could be replicated many times. 

T2 is groups of very small units for single 

people on multiple small sites in the inner 

city. The study team included this approach 

given the high levels of need identified for 

affordable housing for single people who are 

very unlikely to be allocated social rented 

housing. The cost of sites will be very high, 

but the approach models the use of modular, 

off‐site construction with economies of scale 

through developing a number of sites using 

the same suppliers, design approach and build 

methods. 

T3 is medium‐scale cohousing of 20‐40 units. 

This type of scheme is included in the study 

because it has been attempted several times 

in recent years by cohousing groups. Expert 

advice for each scheme was that the schemes 

are viable, but they have not succeeded in 

winning bids for the land on the open market 

in Oxford. 

T4 is large‐scale schemes of up to 250 homes 

which is included in the study because there 

are many EU examples of community‐led 

housing on this scale and one local group has 

attempted such a scheme in recent years but 

did not succeed in bidding for the land on the 

open market. Expert advice was that the 

scheme was viable. 

Method 

The starting point for this feasibility 

assessment was to deliver affordable units in 

Oxford for different households through 

community‐led housing. The first stage of the 

assessment was a standard residual land 

valuation appraisal with a number of factors 

that are specific to each delivery route such as 

lower profit levels or savings on external 

works. The second stage then used the 

advantageous financial products available to 

the community housing sector to adapt the 

long‐term costs such as savings made through 

the association taking on a single loan for the 

development. The third stage tested the 

affordability of each delivery route for 

different household sizes and units, to check 

whether Oxford households at different 

income levels could afford the homes within 

35% of their net income.  

Professor Stephen Walker (Oxford Brookes) 

ran residual land valuation development 

appraisals for each community‐led housing 

delivery route. 
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Community-
led housing 
scheme 

Number 
of 
dwelling 
units 

Location 

T2 Tiny 
Modular with 
Daisy Chain 

25 units on 
5 sites 

Inner city 

T2 Tiny 
Modular 

5 units in a 
single 
building on 
a single site 

Inner city 

T3 Medium 
Scale 

40 units on 
a single site 

Suburban  

T4 Large Scale  250 units 
on a single 
site 

Edge of 
City; new 
land 
release 

Note: the appraisal for T1 shared house was 

based on actual Oxford house prices and did 

not require a residual land valuation appraisal. 

The standard methodology underpinning 

residual land valuation appraisals involves 

making a number of assumptions and 

selecting the appropriate variable inputs. It is 

important to understand the functional 

relationship between the primary input 

variables and the residual (which is the land 

value bid estimate or the budget that is 

available to buy land). The most powerful of 

the variable inputs are: 

 Gross Development Value (GDV). 
These include prices/rents, yields, 
volume, size. This appraisal used 
Oxford‐specific assumptions and a 
cash flow model including affordable 
rent levels which was provided by 
Jimm Reed (OxCoHoLtd) for this 
study. 

 Building costs. These include volume, 
floor‐space, unit build costs, external 
costs, abnormal costs, fees. This 
appraisal used specific build costs and 
preliminaries from discussion with a 
local developer, an off‐site 

                                                            
1 see Financial Analysis Made Easy (FAME) 
database, Experian 

manufacturer and cross‐referenced 
with the Building Cost Information 
Service (BCIS, provided via RICS). It is 
clear that the cost efficiencies of the 
modular built form is an important 
factor in delivering the land value 
estimate – reduced construction time 
and lower unit costs generate a 
competitive advantage. 

 Interest rate and timeframe. With a 
cashflow‐based appraisal the pattern 
of revenue and costs will dictate the 
accrual of financing costs. The higher 
the rate of interest and the longer the 
time over which a development is 
built out and pace and rhythm of the 
sale of dwelling units will dictate the 
significance of the compound rate of 
interest in the appraisal. 

 The target rate of profit. Typically, the 
nation’s house builders take between 
17% and 20% of GDV for their target 
profit. On sites where affordable 
housing is being delivered, the rate of 
profit set for the affordable dwelling 
units is typically 5.66% of GDV which 
is equivalent to a contractor’s typical 
rate of profit. Combining these rates 
produces a blended rate of profit of 
around 17% of GDV [the ultimate rate 
will depend on the transfer values of 
the affordable units and a planning 
authority’s affordable housing policy 
requirement]. In the last 3 years, the 
“booked” profits of the house‐
builders have been significantly higher 
than these target rates.1 This 
appraisal of the community‐led 
schemes used a 6.5% of GDV target 
rate of profit. This relatively lower 
target rate of profit obviously makes a 
large contribution to the higher land 
value estimate.  

The appraisal resulted in a land value estimate 

per parcel of land which was grossed up to a 

value per hectare, with ranges from minimum 

to maximum to allow a confidence interval. 
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Professor Walker then replicated the land 

value estimates for Oxford which are 

prepared by the Valuation Office Agency for 

the Ministry of Housing, Communities and 

Local Government2 including factors that are 

specific to the schemes modelled such as 

affordable housing policy requirements and 

Oxford City Council’s Community 

Infrastructure Levy payments. This provided a 

check that the value in the schemes modelled 

is in each case more than sufficient to pay a 

market price for the land.  

Professor Walker advised that care must be 

taken in making any kind of comparison 

between the Valuation Office Agency 

generated land value estimates and the land 

value estimate for the different delivery 

routes modelled. Site specific requirements 

are excluded from Valuation Office Agency 

generated land value estimates which assume 

a standard, well serviced, flat, green field 

sites, as well as no policy requirements [e.g. 

no affordable housing, no CIL payments]. 

The results indicate that the in‐built cost 

efficiencies associated with the modular 

construction process (i.e. time savings, locking 

down costs) and the lower target rate of 

profit generate significant overall cost savings, 

which result in higher land value estimates for 

the appraised schemes. The gross 

development value of the schemes is much 

lower as a result of setting rents and house 

prices at affordable levels. The land value 

estimate budgets appear to be most 

competitive for the medium and large‐scale 

schemes. The micro‐scale schemes ‐ whether 

single sites or a multi‐site version – may not 

be as competitive. Given that such sites are 

likely to be located in the inner 

neighbourhoods, their market land prices are 

likely to be higher. The uniqueness of the sites 

and latent demand [so typical of Oxford] can 

generate over‐inflated land prices. Due to the 

                                                            
2 This is a Green Book Valuation methodology. It is 
vital that reference be made to Annex A which can 
be accessed from Land Value Estimates for Policy 

low number of units which smaller sites can 

accommodate, the per‐unit external costs of 

developing housing on them is relatively high, 

which also pushes up the rent levels or sale 

prices. In order to reach the cost‐efficiencies 

required for the small‐sites model 

community‐led schemes will need to take a 

multi‐site approach to development to gain 

deals on both land and construction 

negotiations.   

There are areas where the study team 

considers the assumptions could be refined 

for community‐led housing appraisals: 

 The study team used an industry 
standard flat 20% on costs for long‐
term management and maintenance 
but an understanding of actual 
ongoing costs would help increase 
accuracy on whether households 
could afford rents. 

 Remortgaging rates in the future is 
impossible to predict. The study team 
checked with banks and they are 
happy with this assumption would be 
possible in year 20. 

 Cost of loan stock/share finance. The 
study team used a standard 2.5% 
taken from a finance consultant and 
cross‐checked with a share‐offer 
broker. 

 For the large partnership project we 
have applied a 2%per annum interest 
rate which was sourced from a big 
institutional partner on an interest‐
only basis. This could be Oxford City 
Council. 

At the second stage the team met with a 

Development Agent (Jimm Reed, OxCoHo Ltd) 

and adjusted the appraisals to reflect scheme‐

specific costs which are lower due to 

innovations in community‐led housing 

development. These refinements were 

informed by experience within the study team 

Appraisal, MHCLG, May 2018; it sets out the 
principal assumptions applied in generating the 
land value estimate.  
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and that of two renowned valuation 

consultants from the community‐led housing 

sector.  

The third and final step was to extrapolate 

scheme costs over the long‐term including 

beneficial financial products that are available 

to community‐led schemes, reduced voids 

and cost‐saving housing management 

arrangements.  

Assumptions 

The assumptions used in the feasibility 

assessments are set out in the following 

pages. 

 

Assumptions  Shared house  Multiple small sites  Medium scale  Large Scale 

    T1 
(single house) 

T2a 
(15 units) 

T2b 
(25 units) 

T3 
(Cohousing) 

T4 
(Partnership) 

Site area (m2)    100  1500  2500  4000  25000 
Site area (ha)    0.01  0.15  0.25  0.4  2.5 
Building footprint (m2)    0.15  0.02  0.02  0.38  1.74 
Dwellings per ha    100  100  100  100  100 
Parking spaces reqd.    10  30  50  80  500 

             
Residential units  m2           

Bedroom in Shared 
House 

26  5         

1 bed (1 person)  39    15  25  5  20 

2 bed flat (4 person)  67        8  70 

2 bed house (4 person)  75           

3 bed flat (5 person)  75        16  110 

3 bed house (5 person)  82           

4 bed (7 person)  108        11  50 

5 bed (8 person)  118           

Total    5  15  25  40  250 

GIA Residential (m2)    130  585  975  3,119  19,120 
             

Social Rent    ‐  ‐  ‐  40%  40% 
Affordable and  
Shared Ownership    ‐  ‐  ‐  10%  10% 
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Other assumptions made in the modelling 

(figures confidential) 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   

Works  Build cost [£/m2]   

  External Works [%]   

  Preliminaries [%]   

  Contingency [%]   

  Site infrastructure Extras 

   

  Building Costs, Externals & Extra 

works  

     

Fees  Professional fees [%]   

  Legal Fees [site acquisition] [%] 

  Legal Fees [sale of units] [%]   

  Selling Agents' Fees [housing] [%] 

  Selling Agents' Fees [business] [%] 

  Marketing & Advertising [£/unit] 

     

Finance Arrangement fee   

  Bank Intro Fee   

  Bank Exit Fee   

  Bank Monitoring Fee   

  LTV on LAND   

  LTV on COSTS   

  Development Finance Rate 

   

Land  Land/property cost   

  Land cost [£/ha]   

  Stamp Duty Land Tax   

     

Profit  Housing: Market Sector [% of GDV] 

  Housing: AH Sector [% of GDV] 

  Commercial Sector [% of GDV] 

     

Duration  

Total Development Period [in months] 

  Total Building Period [in months] 

Void Period after Build (in months)  

     

Planning  

CIL [£/m2] 

Planning Obligations [£/m2]   

     

Existing Property Start‐up costs   

         

LONG TERM FINANCIAL COSTS   

  Voids   

  Management and Maintenance 

  Inflation   

  Traditional lending amount   

  Borrowing rate   

  LTV of OMV   

  Period (years)   

  Early repayment charge  

  Arrangement fee 

  Debt service coverage   

  Refinance periods and rates   

  Loanstock/Shares   

  Loanstock blended rate    

  Debt Finance   

  Internal Rate of Return     

  Prudential Borrowing 

   

UNIT COSTS for each size m2 of residential 

unit   

 

UNIT SIZES 

  1 bed (2 person)  39 

  2 bed flat (4 person)  67 

  2 bed house (4 person)  75 

  3 bed flat (5 person)  75 

  3 bed house (5 person)  82 

  4 bed (7 person)  108 

  5 bed (8 person)  118 
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House Price Evidence (5‐bed+, <£500,000) 

Taken from Zoopla on 27/07/2018 

  Address  Listed Price  Listed 

1  Forest Road, Headington, Oxford OX3  £450,000  24th Jul 2018 

2  Fern Hill Road, Oxford OX4  £500,000  20th Jul 2018 

3  Long Lane, Littlemore, Oxford OX4  £400,000  20th Jul 2018 

4  Headington, Oxford OX3  £400,000  16th Jul 2018 

5  Bulan Road, Headington, Oxford OX3  £475,000  13th Jul 2018 

6  Pinnocks Way, Oxford, Oxfordshire OX2  £460,000  11th Jul 2018 

7  Cranley Road, Headington, Oxford OX3  £469,950  28th Jun 2018 

8  Firs Meadow, Greater Leys, Oxford OX4  £385,000  10th May 2018 

9  Brasenose Driftway, Oxford OX4  £425,000  14th March 2018 

10  Barns Road, Oxford OX4  £450,000  26th March 2018 

11  Green Road, Headington, Oxford, Oxfordshire 
OX3 

£410,000  10th Feb 2018 

12  Headington/Marston Borders, Oxford OX3  £475,000  5th Jan 2018 

13  Sandy Lane, Littlemore, Oxford OX4  £350,000  ‐ 

14  Littlemore Road, Oxford OX4  £430,000  20th Jun 2017 

15  Bertie Place, Oxford OX1  £325,000  6th Dec 2016 

16  Kestrel Crescent, Blackbird Leys Oxford OX4  £400,000  20th July 2016 

 

Oxford house price data 

Period 
Sales 
volume 

Average price All 
property types 

Average price 
Detached 
houses 

Average 
price Semi‐
detached 
houses 

Average 
price 
Terraced 
houses 

Average price 
Flats and 
maisonettes 

2017‐06  120  £411,177  £803,520  £502,136  £398,385  £287,282 

2017‐07  160  £413,515  £804,955  £505,722  £400,374  £289,133 

2017‐08  138  £416,177  £811,320  £508,673  £403,887  £290,123 

2017‐09  124  £420,704  £824,054  £515,333  £408,130  £292,436 

2017‐10  102  £422,236  £830,544  £517,885  £409,944  £292,482 

2017‐11  77  £418,742  £824,247  £514,667  £406,058  £289,932 

2017‐12  112  £410,180  £806,531  £504,719  £397,730  £283,824 

2018‐01  91  £396,315  £777,504  £487,750  £384,221  £274,427 

2018‐02  81  £395,231  £776,654  £486,229  £383,481  £273,432 

2018‐03  107  £397,422  £780,597  £488,986  £386,126  £274,549 

2018‐04  88  £403,747  £793,239  £497,250  £392,844  £278,038 

2018‐05  93  £409,952  £805,828  £505,900  £399,184  £281,297 

Average  99  £409,617  £803,249  £502,938  £397,530  £283,913 

            

Source: UK House price Index, Oxford, June 2017 to May 2018    
 

Local Market Evidence 

Assembled by Development Agent Jimm Reed of CoHo Ltd. 
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Property value data for Oxford 

Property type  Avg. current 
value 

Avg. £ per sq ft.  Avg. # beds  Avg. £ paid 
(last 12m) 

 

Detached  £797,878  £448  4  £733,962 
 

Semi‐detached  £472,741  £449  3.3  £483,731 
 

Terraced  £448,376  £479  3  £473,400 
 

Flats  £324,020  £508  1.8  £328,131 
 

   

Current asking prices in Oxford   Average: £483,749 

Property type  1 bed  2 beds  3 beds  4 beds  5 beds 

Houses  £228,857  £353,114  £418,000  £613,590  £889,902 

Flats  £240,611  £340,620  £432,333  ‐  £850,000 

All  £239,193  £345,261  £418,874  £613,590  £888,615 

Current asking rents in Oxford   Average: £1,813 pcm 
 

Property type  1 bed   2 beds   3 beds   4 beds   5 beds  

Houses  £690 pcm  £1,373 pcm  £1,659 pcm  £2,159 pcm  £2,709 pcm 

Flats   £999 pcm  £1,414 pcm  £2,078 pcm  £2,330 pcm  £3,467 pcm 

All  £912 pcm  £1,404 pcm  £1,714 pcm  £2,173 pcm  £2,720 pcm 
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Appendix 3: Needs 
Assessment 

Overview 

This section compiles the available 

information on the need for community‐led 

housing in Oxford, focusing on the needs of 

local people. It is based on a range of 

published data sources and local information 

from case studies and surveys. 

This Appendix documents Oxford’s housing 

based on available information which gives an 

estimate of the unmet need in terms of 

affordability, size, tenure, security of tenure 

and quality of homes. This is then related to 

profiles of real people in Oxford such as 

teachers and post‐doctoral researchers whose 

housing needs are not being met.  

More homes needed 

Oxford is the 11th fastest growing city in the 

UK. The population of Oxford is approximately 

160,000 (June 2016) and is set to rise to 

around 180,000 by 2036.  Oxford had 58,400 

dwellings in 2016, mostly provided by the 

private sector. Oxford has more council 

owned homes than the average for England 

(similar to Cambridge) and a smaller 

proportion of homes provided by registered 

providers. 

 

This study uses the available data on local 

housing need which is documented in the 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 

2014 which is the most recent detailed 

assessment and the council’s evidence for the 

emerging Local Plan.  

The SHMA concludes that across Oxfordshire 

there is an identified need for provision of 

between 4,678 – 5,328 homes a year over the 

2011‐31 period which is around 100,000 over 

the 20‐year period in order to support 

economic growth, delivery of affordable 

housing and an improvement in the 

affordability of housing over time. (SHMA 

p181 para 9.52).  

Oxford’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment (SHLAA) and the Housing and 

Homelessness Strategy have also generated a 

wealth of data on housing need and 
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development plans in Oxford. Oxford’s travel 

to work area extends into other Oxfordshire 

districts and many homes for Oxford workers 

will be provided outside the city boundaries. 

Oxford Travel to Work Area, 20111  

 

The estimated housing need in Oxford alone is 

for 1,200 to 1,600 new homes per year with a 

mid‐point of 1,400, which is approximately 

28,000 homes over the period 2011 to 2031. 

This is a housing growth rate of 2.0% per 

annum to 2031 which is at the higher end of 

the range of growth rates achieved nationally 

over the past 15 years. (SHMA p182 para 

9.59).  

Oxford does not have enough sites to meet its 

housing needs in full. The Council’s Housing 

Economic Land Availability Assessment 2016 

identified potential capacity in Oxford to 

accommodate around 7,511 additional homes 

for the period 2016‐2036. 2  

This means there is a significant shortfall of 

sites to meet the identified housing need in 

Oxford. Oxfordshire local authorities are 

working together to make provision in Local 

Plans that include Oxford’s unmet housing 

need. A joint spatial strategy is being 

                                                            
1 Office of National Statistics www.ons.gov.uk 
2 Oxford Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) 
3 SHMA 0180 para 9.49 

prepared as part of the Growth Deal agreed 

with the Government. 

Affordable housing needed 

Oxford faces specific challenges in regard to 

both affordability pressures and need for 

affordable housing which the SHMA 

concluded justified a substantial upwards 

adjustment to the assessed need for housing 

in Oxford.3 The average house price is 16.2 

times average earnings.  This makes Oxford 

the most unaffordable place to live in the 

country.4 Lower quartile house prices are on 

average over 10 times higher than annual 

lower quartile incomes (national average 6.6). 

Home ownership is far beyond the means of 

many and rent is increasingly unaffordable 

even for those in work. 

Affordable housing is defined in the National 

Planning Policy Framework as housing for sale 

or rent, for those whose needs are not met by 

the market (including housing that provides a 

subsidised route to home ownership and/or is 

for essential local workers.5 Types of 

affordable housing in the NPPF are: affordable 

housing for rent; starter homes; discounted 

market sales housing and other affordable 

routes to home ownership including shared 

ownership, relevant equity loans, other low 

cost homes for sale (at a price equivalent to at 

least 20% below local market value) and rent 

to buy (which includes a period of 

intermediate rent). 

In Oxford only a small number of affordable 

housing for rent properties become available 

to let each year. Only households in high 

housing need are likely to receive an offer of 

housing and they may have to wait many 

years before they receive an offer. This can 

make it very difficult for local people who are 

deemed to be in relatively low need to secure 

4 Oxford emerging Local Plan 2036 Sustainability 
Appraisal p4 
5 National Planning Policy Framework, Secretary of 
State for Ministry of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government, July 2018 p64. 
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a home. For example, young adults who are 

living at home with their parents will often be 

assessed as low priority. The Council advises 

people in lower categories of need on the 

Housing Register to look for private rented 

accommodation.  

People living in private rented 

accommodation are vulnerable to high prices, 

low quality housing and insecurity of tenure. 

Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMOs) are a 

feature of the Oxford private rented market 

as sharing homes can make it more 

affordable. Oxford has the 14th highest 

number of Houses of Multiple Occupation 

(HMOs) in England and Wales. An estimated 1 

in 5 people live in an HMO which is over 

30,000 people. In 2005 a Council survey found 

that HMOs provided the poorest homes in the 

city and that 70% were unsafe to live in. 

HMOs also generate around 2,000 service 

requests/complaints a year associated with 

issues that affect the neighbourhood such as 

rubbish and anti‐social behaviour. The high 

percentage of HMOs affects quality of 

housing, health, well‐being and security of 

tenure for many renters. 

Homelessness is a national problem and 

government safety nets in the form of 

benefits do not cover the gap. Across England 

in 2016 there were over 5.5million ‘renters at 

risk’ whose rent would not be covered by 

housing benefit if they became ill and were 

unable to work or lost their job.6 The high 

demand for housing and the cost of housing in 

Oxford is a significant factor increasing the 

risk of homelessness. In 2017 the council 

helped more than 1,100 families who were on 

the verge of becoming homeless. 

The Council provides a total of 167 beds for 

rough sleepers with a connection to Oxford 

and a further 10 spaces in sit up services, as 

well as winter provision.  However up to 61 

people were sleeping rough on the streets 

                                                            
6 Joseph Rowntree Foundation ‘Homelessness 
after Cathy: better prevention, effective solutions’ 
November 2016 

each night in 2017, up from 30 in 2016.7 In 

2017 the Council provided up to 215 

supported accommodation beds for Oxford 

rough sleepers and also made extra 

emergency beds available during severe 

winter weather. Local community‐led housing 

schemes can be part of the solution as 

demonstrated by Edge housing, Emmaus and 

Stepping Stones.  

The SHMA estimates the likely proportion of 

households who are unable to meet their 

needs in the private sector without support. 

The assessment uses a 35% threshold of 

income for affordability justified by an 

analysis of the cost of entry‐level housing and 

likely residual incomes for households to 

spend on non‐housing costs. 

The SHMA estimates that the backlog of 

affordable housing need not met by the 

supply of affordable housing through 

development is 1,281 and newly arising need 

each year which cannot be met through relets 

is 988 per year (net affordable housing need 

Table 55 p117 main report). The estimate 

takes into account the estimated number of 

households in unsuitable housing and newly 

forming households. The annual affordable 

housing requirement in Oxford that was 

unmet within the planned development 

pipeline as at 2014 was between 1,059 

dwellings per annum (assuming that the 

backlog is cleared over an 18‐year period) and 

1244 (if the backlog were to be cleared in just 

5 years). 

An important role is played by the private 

rented sector, which contributes a supply of 

around 1,400 properties to meeting the needs 

of households who require financial support 

across the housing market area (not just in 

Oxford). However, the SHMA notes that the 

private rented sector does not necessarily 

provide a solution which is affordable with 

7 Homeless Link Rough Sleeping Statistics 2017 
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secure tenure for households in housing 

need.8 

More affordable housing clearly is needed. 

According to the estimates cites over 1,000 

additional affordable homes are needed in 

Oxford each year assuming that spending 35% 

of gross income is affordable.  

Because of this longstanding shortfall in 

supply of affordable homes, Oxford has 

overcrowded homes and over 3,000 

households on the housing register waiting 

for a council house. 

The SHMA also estimates the mix of types of 

affordable housing needed: 

Net Need within 
different affordable 
categories 

% of households 
needing AH 

Equity‐based 
Intermediate 

5.3% 

More than social rents 
but not shared equity 

44.4% 

Social rents  50.2% 

SHMA Table 65 

The SHMA also estimates what households 

can afford according to the actual income 

distribution in Oxford. The estimates show 

that almost 50% of households can only afford 

to rent at social rent (40% of market) or 

below. Nearly 50% of households in Oxford 

earn at or below £30,000.  Every household 

earning at or below the Oxford median 

household income of £30,429 needs a subsidy 

on their housing in the form of social rented 

or affordable rented. In addition to this, a 

further 38% of households can afford more 

than social rents but cannot afford full market 

rents. 

Levels of rent that 
households can afford 

% of households 

Can afford 80%+ 
Market Rents 

12.0% 

                                                            
8 SHMA p179 para 9.45 

Can afford between 
Social and 80% Market 
Rents 

38.1% 

Can only afford at 
Social Rent or Below 

49.9% 

SHMA p123 

What can Oxford households afford? 

The SHMA concluded that house purchase at 

3.5 times household income or rent at 35% of 

gross household income is affordable in the 

Oxfordshire housing market (25% is the figure 

used nationally in SHMA guidance). This 

equates to an assumption that a household 

with an income below £31,700 is unable to 

afford market housing (compared with 

£21,800 nationally).  

Income band  Household 
Income 
Distribution 

What they 
can afford.  

Under £10k  4.0%   

£10k to £20k  26.8%  £15,800 can 
afford to 
rent lower 
quartile 
social rented 

£20k to £30k  18.5%  £29,500 can 
afford to 
rent 
affordable 
rented 

£30k to £40k  13.9%  £36,900 can 
afford to 
rent lower 
quartile 
private 
(average 
£925 pm) 

£40k to £50k  10.9%   

£50k to £60k  7.3%   

£60k to £80k  7.5%  £61,700 can 
buy lower 
quartile 

£80k to £100k  4.3%   

Over £100k  6.9%   

SHMA Table 43 and 45. Income distribution 

derived from ASHE, Experian, SHE, CACI and 
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ONS data. What they can afford derived from 

Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (June 

2013) and CORE 

For comparison with more recent data, the 

Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE) 

gross annual pay of full‐time workers resident 

in Oxford 2017 is set out in the table below. 

(Note that this data is for individual workers 

not households). The median income for a 

full‐time worker was £32,416 in 2017, which is 

still not enough for a single person to afford 

market housing prices in Oxford. 

  Full time   All workers (incl 
part time) 

10 
percentile 

19,065  8,849 

20 
percentile 

22,599  15,531 

30 
percentile 

24,990  21,086 

40 
percentile 

29,079  24,315 

Median  32,416  28,799 
60 
percentile 

35,582  32,604 

70 
percentile 

38,982  36,404 

Over 70th * * 
*Higher percentiles suppressed as not 

statistically reliable 
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A single person working full time and earning 

the median income for Oxford of £32,416 can 

only afford to rent in the lower quartile 

rented accommodation (35% of gross salary is 

£945 per month).  

A household with two full‐time working adults 

both earning the national minimum wage 

would currently earn £30,000 so could afford 

even less. (35% of gross salary is £875 per 

month). 

Recent job advertisements show that key 

workers such as nurses, bus drivers, teachers, 

car plant workers and junior research fellows 

are all below the median income. 

 

Staff Nurse   Oxford University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust 

Role: Orthopaedics, Nuffield Orthopaedic Centre  

Staff Group: Nursing & Midwifery Registered 

Salary: £22,128 ‐ £28,746 per annum (Pay Band: 5) 

Job Type: Permanent 

Hours: 37.5 Hours per week 

 

Driver, Oxford Bus Company 

Job Purpose: Deliver excellent customer care by providing a reliable bus service that transfers 

passengers safely and professionally. Carry out driving duties for Oxford Bus Company in an efficient, 

effective and legal manner. Skilled driving in busy town. Sale and promotion of the full range of 

travel cards and tickets available. 

Hours: 40 hours per week ‐ worked flexibly in order to sustain operational efficiency (these may be 

subject to alteration) 

Rate of pay  

∙ Trainee – £10.88 ph which is equivalent to £18,278pa (42 weeks of 40 hours = 1680 hours) to 

£20,454pa (47 weeks of 40 hours = 1880 hours) depending on hours worked. 

∙ PCV holder and trained to Oxford Bus Company standards – £13.58 ph or £22,814pa to £25,530 

pa 

∙ PCV Coach Driver £14.68 or £24,662 to £27,598pa 

 

Electrician, Queens College, Oxford University 

Work Hours: 39 hours per week 

Contract type: Permanent 

Salary: £27,000 ‐ £29,000 p.a. depending on skills and experience 
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Teacher, Oxfordshire pay agreement 

Newly qualified teacher (has Qualified Teacher Status but have not yet completed the statutory 

twelve‐month induction programme) 

Tracey spent six years after her school and degree working in a bank before qualifying to be a 

teacher via a Schools Direct programme completed this year. You have appointed her as an NQT for 

the start of the next academic year. 

Salary: £26,716pa (for M3 salary point) range is from 22,917 (M1) to £33,824 (M6) 

 

Service Advisor Unipart Group ‐ Cowley 

Job Type: Full‐time 

Responsibility: 

 Manage customer enquiries by phone, email & face to face. 

 Provide quotations, Schedule work to meet customers needs & available workshop capacity, 

Order parts as required.Invoice completed work. 

 Handling customer enquiries. KIS (workshop management system) job estimates, job cards, 

invoicing. Parts ordering, parts database management, workshop diary management. Allocation 

of work to workshop team 

 Cashing up/reconciliation. 

 Return vehicle inspections. Pool car/loan car ‐ Enquiries, booking, allocation, inspection, 

maintain service records, invoicing 

 Driving duties as required. 

 Maintain retail display area ‐ maintain stock levels & merchandise ( price & replenish)Updating 

Fleetwave database with vehicle maintenance, repairs, servicing events. 

Qualifications and Skills: Proven ability to work in a small team, Customer facing experience. 

Competent computer user (role will involve extensive use of KIS workshop management system, 

Word & Excel). Mechanical knowledge & aptitude. Full driving licence. 

 

Research fellow (The MG Brock Junior Research Fellowship) Corpus Christi College, Oxford  

Contract length: three years  

The appointee will engage in internationally recognised research at the postdoctoral level. S/he will 

have an opportunity to present a public lecture and will play an active role in the teaching and 

administration of history in the college. In making this appointment, the college’s decision will be 

based primarily on the quality of each candidate’s research and on his/her potential for an academic 

career. Applicants will normally be expected to have submitted for a higher research degree before 

taking up a Junior Research Fellowship. 

Salary:  £30,688 p.a. plus piece rates for teaching over four hours per week. The fellow will also be 

entitled to full lunching and dining rights and will receive other allowances. 
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Research Fellow (Sir John Elliott Junior Research Fellowship) Oriel College, Oxford 

Junior Research Fellowship in History 1500‐1800 with a specialism within the period in the areas of 

continental European History, including art history, or Europe and the Wider World, tenable for a 

period of three years from 1 September 2018. Applicants should hold, or be very close to completing 

(within the next two months), a doctorate in a relevant field of European History or History of Art 

1500 ‐ 1800. The purpose of the fellowship is to advance the scholarship of the holder through a 

programme of original research. The fellow would be permitted to teach Early Modern History 

within the college up to a maximum of four hours a week during term‐time, and may be asked to 

assist with other administrative tasks such as undergraduate admissions. The main purpose of the 

fellowship is to pursue research. 

Salary in the range of £20,150 ‐ £21,150 p.a. 

∙ A research allocation of £1,680 p.a. (under review) 

∙ Meals at the Common Table and a housing allowance of £8,412 (or free single accommodation 

in college may be possible) 

∙ Payment for any teaching undertaken will be at capitation rates 

 

Based on the case studies above, the affordable monthly rent that these individuals could pay would 

be: 

 

The cost of housing has increased since the SHMA was done in 2013. It is not clear what rental data 

was used for the SHMA is not clear but rental prices have increased9 by up to 30% since October 

2013. 

Source: Valuation Office Agency: private rental market statistics. Note studio rental numbers are too small to 
be statistically reliable. 

                                                            
9 Valuation Office Agency: Private Rental Market Statistics, ‘Room' monthly rents for the South East 

Occupation

Nurse £22,128 28,746 £1,844 £2,396 £645 £838

Teacher £22,917 £33,824 £1,910 £2,819 £668 £987

Bus driver £20,454 £27,598 £1,705 £2,300 £597 £805

Electrician (Oxford College) £27,000 £29,000 £2,250 £2,417 £788 £846

Research fellow (Oxford college) £30,000 £33,000 £2,500 £2,750 £875 £963

Salary range Affordable monthly rent range

(@35% of gross)

Monthly salary range

(gross income)

% change Oct 2013 to Sept 2017 Mean Lower quartile Median Upper quartile

Room 12% 18% 7% 8%

Studio 4% 2% ‐3% 7%

One bedroom 13% 13% 15% 14%

Two bedroom 10% 17% 18% 9%

Three bedroom 11% 14% 14% 12%

Four or more bedrooms 12% 20% 17% 9%

All 24% 18% 25% 30%
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Houses of Multiple Occupation in Cowley with 5 bedrooms are currently advertising rooms for 

£440pcm (just over £100 per week).  

The accommodation that the Oxford College junior research fellows or the electrician in the job 

adverts above could afford earning just below the median income is a lower quartile or median one‐

bedroom apartment. A nurse, teacher or bus driver at the lower end of their pay scales could afford 

an upper quartile room in a shared house or a lower quartile studio – although there are very few 

studios for rent in Oxford.  

Anyone in these sectors who is not working full time (around 20% of Oxford’s population) would 

struggle to pay the rent even for a room in a shared house. 

People eligible for the local housing allowance would not be able to afford lower quartile private 

rented accommodation at Oxford LHA rates. Even low‐quality shared HMO accommodation is 

beyond their reach. 

 

Source: HM Revenue and Customs. Monthly LHA rate for February 2018. DirectGov 

The Tenancy Strategy concludes that “…the unaffordable cost of housing could potentially lead to 

lower wage earners (such as service industry staff) who have essential or key skills to support 

Oxford’s local community and economy, moving to more affordable areas outside of the City.” 

   

1 October 2016 to 30 September 2017 Mean Lower quartile Median Upper quartile

Room 536 500 510 568

Studio 749 623 700 858

One bedroom 975 860 975 1050

Two bedroom 1178 1050 1175 1295

Three bedroom 1466 1250 1425 1625

Four or more bedrooms 2203 1750 2100 2500

All 1457 1025 1295 1750

February 2018 LHA

Room 349

Studio na

One bedroom 689

Two bedroom 834

Three bedroom 997

Four bedrooms 1296
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House prices in Oxford 

Sales price data shows how the cost of buying a home has risen in Oxford over the last 10 years. 

Source: UK Housing Price Index 

Across all housing types, house prices (terraced, semi and detached) have increased by over 60% 

since January 2007 ‐ before the financial crisis – and sale prices for flats have increased by over 40%. 

House prices are very different in different areas of Oxford as shown in the figure below. Median 

house prices in North ward have increased by 148% since 2007 and have reached £917,000. The 

lowest cost homes are in Blackbird Leys ward and even these have increased by 66% over the last 10 

years. Other relatively low‐cost wards are Cowley, Littlemore, Northfield Brook and the more 

deprived part of Rosehill and Iffley. 
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In accordance with Oxford City Council’s Local Plan Affordable Housing Policies, the Council expects 

that of the total proportion of affordable housing being provided on new developments ie 50% of 

the total housing. At least 80% of the affordable element would be provided and let as social rent 

properties with affordable rent forming the remaining 20% intermediate tenure housing. However, 

affordable rent at 80% of market rent is not considered to be affordable for the many households 

receiving low/median level incomes in Oxford.10 

If rent costs are calculated at 35% of net household income, paying 80% of the median market rent 

in Oxford would require a net annual household income of between £14,532 for a room only and 

£60,336 for a 4 bedroom home. The median gross earnings for employees in Oxford are around 

£31,675 (approximately £24,818 net per annum) and therefore a single person would need to earn a 

higher than median annual net salary, or be able to share the costs with a partner, to be able to 

afford the cost of renting anything larger than ‘room only’ accommodation.11 

One cause of these price increases is lack of supply. 

The amount of new development in Oxford is very low. Housing supply data shows additions adding 

between 0.1% and 0.6% to the housing stock over 5 years to March 2016. 

Year 
New 
build 

Plus Net 
conversions 

Plus Net 
Change of use 

Less 
Demolitions  Net Additions 

As % of total 
stock 

2012  157  51  15  10  213  0.4% 

2013  54  25  7  16  70  0.1% 

2014  117  25  140  10  272  0.5% 

2015  279  47  58  12  372  0.6% 

2016  211  81  43  15  320  0.5% 
Table 123  Housing supply; net additional dwellings, component flows of, by local authority district,  

England, 2016‐17  

 

Recent data by National Housing Federation summarises delivery of new housing in Oxford. 

Home Truths 2017/18 The housing market in the South East 

 

 

                                                            
10 Oxford City Council TenancyStrategy2018‐2023 
11 Ibid Tenancy Strategy 

Average 

(mean) house 

prices in 

2016/171

Mean 

monthly 

private sector 

rents in 

2016/172

Mean annual 

earnings in 

2017

Ratio of 

house prices 

to incomes

Income 

required for 

80% 

mortgage 

(80% at 3.5x)

Five‐year 

shortfall 2012‐

2016

Longterm 

empty homes

Second 

homes

Total housing 

association 

affordable 

homes 2017

Oxford £491,405 £1,392 £30,243 16.2 £112,321 1,453 263 1,004 4,984
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Appendix 4: Toolkits 
and sources of 
information 

 
General guidance 

A great deal of advice has recently been 

compiled and published online. A lot of 

information for groups, other stakeholders 

and for local authorities is freely accessible 

such as the March 2018 HACT toolkit 

(https://clhtoolkit.org/).  

Other useful guidance is available from 

national bodies: 

 Community Led Homes 

https://www.communityledhomes.or

g.uk the ‘one stop’ shop website for 

community led housing 

 Locality 

http://locality.org.uk/projects/commu

nityled‐housing/communityled‐

housing/  

 World Habitat (Nationwide 

programme) https://www.world‐

habitat.org/our‐

programmes/community‐led‐

housing/  

 Planning Aid 

https://planningaid.zendesk.com/hc/

en‐us for planning advice 

For more detailed guidance on specific 

approaches, groups often need to become a 

member of the relevant organization. 

Community Land Trusts 

 National CLT network 

http://www.communitylandtrusts.org

.uk/funding‐and‐resources/resources 

Cohousing 

 UK Cohousing Network 

https://cohousing.org.uk/  

become a member to access detailed 

information 

https://cohousing.org.uk/membershi

p‐categories/  

 Experience from K1 cohousing in 

Cambridge 

http://www.houseplanninghelp.com/

hph129‐setting‐up‐a‐cohousing‐

scheme‐with‐chris‐wilson‐from‐k1/  

 Experience from US: Cohousing 

Solutions http://cohousing‐

solutions.com/resources/next‐steps/  

Housing Co-operatives 

 The Confederation of Co‐operative 

Housing has published a guide to 

building new cooperative and 

community‐led homes. The guide is 

aimed at community groups, local 

authorities and housing associations. 

http://www.cch.coop/centre‐for‐

excellence/  

 Cooperatives UK 

https://www.uk.coop/developing‐co‐

ops/start‐co‐operative  

 CDS Co‐operatives 

 Radical Routes 

http://www.radicalroutes.org.uk/publ

icdownloads/how2housingco‐

opstepbystep.pdf  and 

http://www.radicalroutes.org.uk/publ

icdownloads/how‐to‐housing‐co‐

op.pdf  

 Catalyst Collective 

http://www.catalystcollective.org/cm

s/housing‐co‐ops  

Self-build 

 National Custom and Self Build 

Association (NaCSBA) 

http://www.nacsba.org.uk  

 Government guidance 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/self‐

build‐and‐custom‐housebuilding  

 House of Commons 

http://researchbriefings.parliament.u

k/ResearchBriefing/Summary/SN0678

4  
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 Planning portal 

https://www.planningportal.co.uk/inf

o/200130/common_projects/49/self‐

build_homes  

 National Custom & Self Build 

Association 

https://www.selfbuildportal.org.uk/  

 Housing Planning Help Hub 

https://hphhub.com/  

 National CLT network: 

http://www.communitylandtrusts.

org.uk/funding‐and‐

resources/resources/start‐a‐clt‐

building‐the‐homes‐including‐self‐

build  

 Oxford self‐build register – sign up 

to demonstrate demand for 

community led housing. 
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Appendix 5: Planning 
Policy examples in 
adopted Local Plans1 
 

Brighton and Hove 

Brighton and Hove Council are quite proactive 
in encouraging and supporting cohousing and 
other forms of community-led housing. 
However, the Local Plan (as at March 2018) 
does not include a specific community-led 
housing policy or any reference to community 
land trusts or community-led housing in 
supporting text. There are many references in 
both the policies and supporting text to 
achievement of ‘mixed and sustainable 
communities’ (eg SA6, CP14 and CP19).  

Cornwall 

There are references to community land 
trusts and community-based initiatives in 
Cornwall’s adopted Local Plan: Policy 2 Spatial 
strategy para 2d “Supporting the delivery of 
made Neighbourhood Plans and other 
community-based initiatives that help to 
make communities more resilient”; and Policy 
6 Housing Mix – p40 supporting text 
“Community Land Trusts can provide an 
opportunity for affordable self-build 
schemes.” 

East Cambridgeshire 

East Cams is another high land/property price 
area. Community land trusts are specifically 
mentioned Local Plan (Proposed Submission 
version) in relation to windfall development.  

3.3.8 Finally, it is reasonable for a 
Local Plan to make an allowance for 
(usually small) sites coming forward 
on unallocated land for residential 
development. … .and reflecting the 

                                                            
1 This review is based on material provided by Jo 
Lavis www.ruralhousingsolutions.co.uk with input 

Council's corporate priorities, a 
minimum of 210 homes are 
anticipated to come forward via 
Community Land Trust (CLT) schemes 
on non-allocated sites in the plan 
period.”  
(The 210 community land trust homes 
are expected to be delivered at a rate 
of 15 per year from 2022 to 2036.)  

Section 4 is about community-led 
development. 

4.2.1 East Cambridgeshire District 
Council has a vision to deliver 
affordable and sustainable 
development, with communities 
playing a greater part in delivering 
growth. It is a corporate priority to 
help make this happen. 

4.2.2 The Council seeks community-
led developments, primarily via 
Community Land Trusts (CLTs), to 
come forward all over the district. For 
example, it could be a small 
affordable housing scheme in a rural 
village, a mixed housing and 
commercial scheme in a medium size 
settlement, or a large scale housing 
and employment scheme in one of 
the market towns. This Local Plan will 
help to deliver whatever it is that the 
community wants to deliver. 

4.2.3 Active CLTs across East 
Cambridgeshire are continuing to 
move forward bringing together 
developers, landowners and residents 
for the good of a town or village. They 
are delivering new homes, business 
units, health facilities and community 
spaces. 

4.2.4 The Council sees community-led 
development schemes as a great way 

from ACRE members ( Action with Communities in 
Rural England) in March 2018 
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of helping local residents get 
affordable homes as well as the 
infrastructure which is often missing 
in our more rural areas. These 
schemes also provide important 
additionality in terms of wider 
community benefits, such as 
community assets and open space. 
Community-led developments are the 
product of collaboration between 
developers, landowners and 
communities – with each project 
creating lasting benefits for towns and 
villages for generations to come. 

4.2.5 Policy LP5 below is a flexible 
policy, encouraging and supporting 
community-led development schemes 
to come forward. As a conservative 
estimate, the Council believes at least 
500 dwellings on unallocated sites 
(plus more on allocated sites) will 
come forward via community-led 
development schemes, and the 
Council is committing considerable 
resources to make that happen. The 
Mayor of the Combined Authority has 
also made it clear the CLTs are a 
priority form of development to be 
supported. 

Policy LP5: Community-led Development 

The Council is very supportive of 
community-led development. This may 
include schemes involving housing, 
small business units and other 
appropriate uses. 

In principle, there will be a 
presumption in favour of genuine 
community-led development schemes, 
even on land not allocated for 
development and including on land 
outside of development envelopes, 
subject to meeting criteria (with 
further details on these criteria as set 
out in a Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD). 

Arun District Council, Sussex 

Arun’s “Raise the Roof” Housing strategy 
details how the LA supports this approach and 
affords CLTs the same status as RPs, eligible 
for grant and commuted sums. “Since the 
Raise the Roof housing strategy was launched 
in 2010 it has surpassed many of the targets 
set, including exceeding the objective of 
building 1,000 affordable homes for sale or 
rent.” 

The Local Plan specifies 3.12 “Community 
Land Trusts (CLT) will be promoted by the 
Council as one mechanism for delivering 
additional affordable housing in Arun. … 
Planning obligations may include prescriptive 
restrictions to deliver affordable housing, that 
require developers to endow a CLT with a 
proportion of the land for affordable housing 
and/or other community purposes. In 
delivering a supply of affordable housing, the 
Council will consider and promote a range of 
development options. The CLT mechanism can 
contribute to maintaining housing 
affordability, provide low cost workspace for 
local services and simultaneously capture 
increases in land value for lasting community 
benefit.” 

Policy H SP2 Affordable housing “…Provision 
of affordable housing can be by either an Arun 
preferred Register Partner, an Affordable 
Housing Provider or the Council. All providers 
will be required to sign and adhere to the 
principles of the Council’s Developer and 
Partner Charter Plus.” 

London 

The draft London Plan refers to community-
led housing in policies re small sites (‘pro-
actively support well-designed new homes on 
small sites through both planning decisions 
and plan-making’), housing mix (should have 
regard to:… the potential for custom-build 
and community-led housing schemes) and 
refers in various places to ‘genuinely’ 
affordable homes.   
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The London Housing Strategy has a section on 
CLH and emphasizes support for the London 
Housing Hub, grants for CLH, and the Small 
Sites Small Builders initiative. 

The 'Small Sites, Small Builders' programme 
aims to bring forward small publicly owned 
sites to boost the capital's small homebuilders 
sector and increase the supply of new and 
genuinely affordable homes.To pilot his new 
approach, the Mayor has instructed Transport 
for London to bring forward 10 of its small 
sites for development, with capacity for 
between two and 42 homes. A simple bidding 
process will be used to make the land 
accessible, with standardised legal contracts, 
and two of the sites will be dedicated 
specifically to community-led housing groups. 

Some of the provisions in the London Housing 
Strategy on transparency, use of publicly 
owned land for affordable housing, and the 
emphasis on unlocking small sites could help 
community-led housing schemes.  
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Appendix 6: Feasible 
Delivery routes for 
Oxford 
 
1. Fully mutual co-operative  

The scenario 
The study team assessed the scenario of a 
housing co-operative buying a large home and 
converting it for sharing among 5 or more 
occupants following a standard fully-mutual 
co-operative approach. A recent example of 
this in Oxford is Kindling Housing Co-operative 
in 2016 (see case study Appendix 1). This 
delivery route is well tried and tested in the 
UK and two housing co-operatives have been 
set up in Oxford. The usual method is for a 
group to form the housing co-operative which 
then gets a mortgage and other finance to 
buy a single house. The residents renovate or 
convert the house and manage it under co-
operative governance principles.  

The ideal properties are larger homes with at 
least four bedrooms. The scheme tested 
assumes five or six-bedroom houses that can 
be bought for £80,000 per bedroom to ensure 
the rental is affordable to someone on a living 
wage, with an £85,000 per bedroom upper 
tolerance being viable in some cases. Because 
sales values are typically pitched per 
bedroom, the viability of this scheme is 
greatly enhanced if at least one reception 
room can be converted into a bedroom. 

With this scheme, there is no need to find 
new land as it aims to use the existing housing 
stock. A housing co-op buys and redevelops 
existing buildings. Housing co-operative 
members may undertake the renovations 
using their own skills and those of other 
residents. The homes would require planning 
permission as Houses of Multiple Occupation 
but would be exempt from HMO licensing as 
fully mutual societies. 

To increase the scale of this approach multiple 
homes could be bought through a parent co-

operative with groups of sharers running 
individual homes within this. Each single 
home co-operative could in turn be a member 
of a secondary co-operative or ‘parent’ body 
with a charity or local government partner.  

One variant of the fully mutual co-operative is 
to lease the properties rather than buy them. 
This variant avoids the up-front capital cost of 
buying a home for the co-operative but in all 
other ways the costs, value of the rooms and 
rent paid will be similar to the housing co-op 
scenario that has been described above. This 
is of particular relevance for Oxford because 
of the large numbers of people in shared 
rented accommodation. The housing co-op 
does not have to find capital to buy the 
homes which removes the time-consuming, 
risky and difficult process of fund-raising and 
buying on the open market which is a major 
barrier to housing co-operatives being set up. 
Housing co-operative can choose who to 
house whereas the private sector rental 
market is not accessible to many people who 
are eligible for the Local Housing Allowance. 

Tenure 

The housing co-op owns the property but the 
tenure for individual members is rental. All of 
the residents are members. Members control 
how the co-op is managed but pay rent to the 
co-op. They do not have any ownership stake 
in their home. 

Affordability 

The viability assessment shows that a shared 
house purchased at market prices by a non-
profit entity in Oxford is affordable for single 
people who are employed full-time on the 
minimum wage. The rent (£88pw) is slightly 
above local housing allowance for a room in a 
shared house (£83pw) but 28% lower than 
market rates for rooms in the private rented 
sector (£122).  

This approach offers a very high degree of 
involvement and control to residents. The 
residents have complete control over their 
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rents taking into account what is needed to 
finance and maintain the house. 

Benefits   

Benefits from the housing co-operative 
approach include skill development, security 
of tenure, quality and mutual support.  

Financing 

This scheme is possible even if the housing co-
op has to use 100% debt finance to purchase 
the property. The debt might include loans 
from family and friends which are then paid 
back over time with interest and a long-term 
(35-40 year) mortgage from an ethical bank 
such as Triodos or Ecology Building Society. 
Housing co-operatives may also be able to 
attract donations for example through a 
crowd-funding appeal or through grants.  

Potential 

The number of homes that could be 
purchased and run by co-operatives in Oxford 
is large but it is constrained by the amount of 
effort that is involved by the community 
group.  

Based on the experience of Kindling Coop, we 
estimate that there may be demand for 4 co-
ops per year housing 5 people in each, but 
that realistically 2 per year could be achieved 
by community groups on their own due to the 
challenges involved. Co-ops could house at 
least 5 people in each accommodating 50 to 
80 people within 5 years and 100 to 180 
within 10 years subject to successful purchase 
of suitable properties.  

If a parent co-op were established to operate 
a large number of houses and if loan finance 
for homes was made available through a 
revolving loan fund then the potential could 
be very much larger, say half of the suitable 
homes that typically come up for sale each 
year 8 per year each housing 40 to 60 people, 

                                                            
1 UK House price data. landregistry.data.gov.uk 
2 Any ‘corporate body’ (a firm, a trust, a 
partnership, or a co-operative), has to pay a one-

which could yield permanently and genuinely 
affordable accommodation under housing co-
operative management for 400 to 600 people 
within 10 years. 

In November 2017 there were over 3,600 
Houses of Multiple Occupation in the city 
occupied by sharers. Semi-detached homes 
which are common in Oxford and tend to be 
suitable for larger households were selling for 
on average £500,000 over the 12 months to 
June 2018.1 Market research for this study 
found 16 suitable homes with 5 or more 
bedrooms and selling for less than £500,000 
were on the market as at July 2018. 2  If two of 
these were purchased by groups of sharers in 
a housing co-operative structure each year 
then over five years 50-75 people would be 
housed and over years potentially 100-125 
people could be housed in secure and good 
quality accommodation under their own 
control.  

Enabling support required 

In Oxford half of all homes sold in 12 months 
to May 2018 were to cash buyers. Housing co-
operatives are likely to require a mortgage 
which puts them at a disadvantage. The 
Council, housing associations and property 
owners could choose to sell their homes to 
housing co-operatives off-market but for a 
market price. Council support funded by the 
Community Housing Fund together with third 
sector support could enable the 
establishment of a parent co-op to buy and 
manage a large number of houses. The 
Council could consider initiating a revolving 
loan fund (through Council Public Works 
Board and attracting philanthropic and 
pension funds). 

off 15 percent rate of ‘stamp duty and land tax’ 
(SDLT) when the residential property is valued 
over a certain amount. 
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2. Tiny Modular – Daisy Chained Sites 

The scenario 
The study team assessed a scenario with five 
small inner-city sites each taking five homes 
and total development scale of 25 small 
homes. The same methods and suppliers are 
used across all five sites creating economies 
of scale, with a staggered development 
period. The sites would be windfall sites, over 
100 of which were identified in the land 
availability review carried out for this study 
based on the Council’s land availability 
assessment.3 By developing several small sites 
at the same time, this delivery scheme 
effectively operates as one large 
development, allowing the capital savings that 
come from bulk purchase of services and 
materials along with more efficient 
application of labour across all the sites.  
Costs can also be kept down by 
standardization of the design approach, larger 
orders when purchasing and offsite 
manufacturing. 

The units would be developed at the same 
time or phased, using the same modular 
construction methods, materials, suppliers 
and contractors. The units would be very 
small (39m2) one-bedroom flats. This is the 
Oxford minimum space standard for a one-
person dwelling. In the assessed scenario, this 
typology does not directly provide social 
rented housing. On these small sites, 
commuted sums are assumed to be paid for 
social housing elsewhere. Overall the homes 
would accommodate 25 people assuming 1 
person per unit.  

Higher density of units is assumed to be 
achieved by stacking or terracing tiny home 
modules. A higher plot ratio of dwellings per 
m2 of site area makes the units more 
affordable. This also allows a much larger 
proportion of the sites to be for shared 
external space. The assumption used is 40m2 

                                                            
3 URS Oxford’s Housing Land Availability and 
Unmet Need December 2014 (www.oxford.gov.uk) 

of external space per flat not including 
balconies, giving 200m2 of open space on 
each site. Modular construction methods are 
also assumed at a build cost of £1,485 per m2.  

Community-led housing mechanism 
A community-led housing group carrying out 
this scheme could be a community land trust, 
a cohousing group or a housing co-operative. 
It could be self-build within the constraints of 
the overall construction method and other 
practical aspects that are required for the 
scheme’s viability, or it could involve custom 
build or custom finish of some elements. A 
community land trust could finance, own and 
manage the units across all of the sites. Each 
resident would rent or lease their unit from 
the community land trust. 

This delivery route would require project 
manager to coordinate the scheme as the 
development would be across multiple small 
sites in Oxford. A community-led housing 
group would form a partnership or contract 
with an architect or construction firm 
(possibly a small one) who would lead the 
work to obtain planning permission, provide 
project management, liaise with suppliers, 
carry out the work on site, take on the risk 
including any cashflow issues. It may be that 
the developer delivers the scheme and then 
sells to a community land trust once the units 
are completed. The community-led housing 
group would need to form effective processes 
and be able to take decisions or delegate to a 
small group in order to have any influence 
over elements of the design, layout and 
communal facilities.  

A community land trust would finance, own 
and manage the units across all of the sites. 
There could be an element of self-build and 
custom-finish by the initial residents. The 
residents rent or lease their own unit from the 
community land trust.  
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Tenure 
The tenure is rented, shared equity, owned 
freehold or leased. The scheme would include 
social rented in line with policy requirements 
with nominations from the housing register, 
affordable rented, or homes for sale or shared 
equity at affordable price (less than 80% of 
market value). In a community land trust 
structure, leasehold owners would have a 
resale covenant to preserve the affordability 
for future residents. 

Affordability 
The viability assessment shows that small 
units built to Oxford’s minimum space 
standards on land purchased at Oxford prices 
could be affordable for single people who are 
earning 40th percentile incomes below the 
median wage. The rent (£143pw) is below the 
local housing allowance for single bedroom 
dwelling (£159pw) and 34% lower than 
market rates (£217pw).  

An average unit value of £150,000 was an 
input assumption in order to test an 
affordable scenario. This unit price is 
equivalent to the Local Housing Allowance 
amortised over the lifetime of the units. It is 
approximately 60% of the typical market price 
for a one bedroom flat in central Oxford.  

The aim is delivery of affordable small market 
units for employed people in inner city 
locations. Eligibility for allocations to these 
units could be based on residential 
connection to the City and the household not 
being able to afford market housing. At 
£150,000 per unit, the homes would work for 
people earning £30,000 to £40,000 per year. 
The residents would either buy their flats or 
rent from the community-led housing 
scheme. Someone earning £30,000 who had 
saved 10% deposit and potentially could get a 
mortgage of 4.5 times their annual salary and 
an interest rate of 5% over 25 years, would 
have a monthly mortgage payment of £790.  A 
similar rent of £750-£800 would be paid by 
those unable or unwilling to get a mortgage. 

The community land trust would set the rents 
taking into account what is needed to finance 
the debt and maintain the units. A service 
charge would cover the costs of managing the 
shared areas. 

Benefits 

Benefits include affordability, quality with 
potential for shared facilities and mutual 
support. Living in a mutually supportive 
community lowers burden on social and 
health services. 

Financing 

The developer would finance the build and 
sell each plot to the community land trust as 
it was ready. The community land trust would 
obtain loan finance, possibly raise funds 
through crowd-funding or a community share 
offer and would get a mortgage from an 
ethical bank. The community land trust would 
pay the debt off over time with income from 
tenants and leaseholders. A revolving loan 
fund (with finance from local authority 
borrowing, large pension funds and/or 
philanthropists) could make cheaper finance 
available, enabling more affordable rents to 
be charged. 

Potential 

The number of homes that could be 
developed in this way is significant – the study 
team estimates that 75 single units could be 
delivered within 5 years and a further 235 
within ten years, making 310 units in total 
over ten years.  

The study team reviewed 107 small sites in 
Oxford with a combined area of 6.4 hectares. 
The review found 6 of these sites to be 
particularly suitable for this delivery route 
with a total of 0.8ha in area. If these or similar 
sites were developed under this delivery 
route then 3 of these schemes could be 
delivered to provide 75 small units for single 
people. This could be a realistic 5 year goal. 
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If a further 20 small sites that the team 
considers potentially could be suitable were 
developed under this delivery route then 9 
additional schemes could be delivered with a 
total of 235 homes. This might be a longer 
term 10-year aspiration. 

Enabling support required  
To make this delivery route possible, property 
owners would need to sell small sites to the 
community land trust off-market to avoid the 
intense competition. Because of the high land 
values for inner city sites in Oxford, the 
viability of this type of scheme may require a 
grant element, crowd-funding or 
philanthropic funding. It could be helped by 
community-led housing members forming 
‘pre-sales’ for the market homes, selling 
existing homes and getting individual 
mortgages lined up. Assuming a low ‘profit’ or 
contingency of 6.5% for the scheme and low 
build costs through modular construction, the 
residual land value is £9.5million per hectare. 
This is more than double the May 2017 
government land value estimate for Oxford 
for small sites. Small corner or gap sites in in 
central Oxford are likely to command 
premium prices and the units may be very 
high quality and well designed. The 
community-led housing scheme could sell 
some of the units for full market price of up to 
£245,000 if needed in order to make the 
scheme viable. 

3. Medium scale co-housing 

The scenario  
The scenario assessed is a new build scheme, 
with 40 dwellings using a mix of house types, 
single units, apartments, terraces using a co-
housing layout on a total site area of just 
under half a hectare. The housing densities 
for this scheme are relatively high, because 
higher densities of housing are typically 

                                                            
4 Leasehold sales are likely to be allowed for 
community land trusts in forthcoming government 
legislation which will only allow leasehold for 

possible and desirable when more facilities 
are shared. 

Community-led mechanism 
This delivery route would be led by a 
community group who would commission the 
build and have a great deal of influence over 
design, quality and layout of homes on the 
site within the constraints set by financial 
viability. The types of homes would vary to 
suit the range of people interested in living 
there, but typically would provide a range 
(single people, couples, families, all ages and 
tenures). The individual units could be smaller 
than typical for each household type with 
many shared facilities integral to the design. 
The group would be likely to partner with a 
registered provider to manage the social 
rented housing with nominations from the 
housing register but an added requirement 
that the nominees sign up to cohousing 
principles. The group may follow a community 
land trust approach with a suitable legal 
entity to finance, own and manage the units 
and the shared spaces. Some of the units 
could be sold at market prices and could be 
freehold to cross-subsidise the affordable 
housing and enhance the viability of the 
scheme. There could be an element of self-
build and custom-finish by the initial 
residents. Each household would rent or lease 
their own unit from the community land trust.  

A community land trust structure such as that 
proposed by Oxford Cohousing for the 
Stansfeld development would work well for 
this scheme, with the units offered on a 
leasehold basis rather than freehold.4 This 
structure enables leasehold provisions 
including limits on resale values which are 
typical in community land trust housing 
schemes. For example, some schemes limit 
the resale value of a leasehold unit to capital 
improvements plus inflation (or deflation) in 

certain types of scheme. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/crackdow
n-on-unfair-leasehold-practices--2 
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line with local wages or the national house 
price index. 

Community-led housing groups developing a 
scheme such as this would hold public 
meetings and engage with the people in the 
existing neighbourhood/s to discuss the plans 
and share ideas for how the new flats would 
positively interact with the existing 
community, possibly making additional 
community facilities available to all. An 
advantage of community-led schemes is that 
they can promote positive attitudes towards 
new housing through the active involvement 
of the community.  

This type and scale of community-led housing 
could be a positive element in larger 
regeneration initiatives. Retrofitting 
cohousing in existing neighbourhoods could 
be an important delivery route for 
community-led housing in Oxford because 
much of the housing stock that will exist in 
2031 has already been built or is in the 
process of being built.5  

Tenure 
The tenure is rented or leased or owned. The 
rented units would include social rent in line 
with policy requirements with nominations 
from the housing register. Leasehold owners 
could sell their lease but with a resale 
covenant limiting personal profit for example 
with allowable uplift in value linked to the 
minimum wage. The community land trust 
might retain first right of refusal when 
leasehold units are sold. 

For the social rented units, allocations would 
be from the Council’s housing list. It is 
possible that the community-led housing 
group would request that only people who 
agree with the ethos of the community-led 
housing scheme are allocated units. The ethos 
will vary widely from group to group but 
might include commitment to a car share 
scheme, sustainable lifestyles, attendance at 

                                                            
5 SHMA Final Report p15 

community meetings and having a general 
interest in building community spirit.  

Affordability 
The viability assessment shows that a 40-unit 
cohousing scheme with a mix of units from 1-
bed to 5 bed, developed on land purchased at 
Oxford prices could be rented or leased to 
households who are earning 30th percentile 
incomes. The rent or mortgage equivalent for 
a single person unit (£129pw) is below the 
local housing allowance for a single bedroom 
dwelling (£159pw) and 34% lower than 
market rates (£217pw).  

The market houses in the scenario range from 
1 bed to 4 bed and from £129,610 to 
£358,920 in value. These values are inputs to 
the assessment calculated based on local 
housing allowance rents amortised over 16 
years giving an estimate of an ‘affordable’ 
house price. In comparison with Oxford house 
prices, the 4 bed homes are 70% of the 
market value of semi-detached homes sold in 
Oxford over the last year and the 1 bed 
homes are 54% of the market value of one-
bed flats (see Appendix 2). 

The cohousing company would set the rents 
taking into account what is needed to finance 
the debt and maintain the units. A service 
charge would cover the costs of managing the 
shared areas. 

Benefits  
Benefits include affordability, quality, shared 
facilities, neighbourliness and mutual support. 
Living in a mutually supportive community 
lowers burden on social and health services. 

Financing 
The cohousing company would obtain loan 
finance, possibly raise funds through crowd-
funding or a community share offer and 
would get a mortgage from an ethical bank. 
The entity would pay the debt off over time 
with initial payments from owners (if freehold 
ownership is included) and income from 
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tenants and leaseholders. A revolving loan 
fund would help to make finance available 
which might otherwise be difficult to obtain. If 
there is any subsidy in land price or reduction 
in finance costs then more affordable rents 
could be charged. 

Residents could take out individual mortgages 
for market sale properties and sales of the 
affordable units to the Council or a registered 
provider. The cohousing company could 
register as a provider and manage the homes 
itself, but existing groups have opted to 
approach the Council and other partners to 
manage the affordable housing.  Homeowners 
wishing to live in the cohousing scheme would 
sell their homes and use the capital to buy-in 
to the scheme, others wishing to buy would 
need to be eligible for a mortgage and be able 
to raise the necessary purchase funds. 
Commitment of personal capital can drive 
procurement of land and construction.  

A mutual approach could be considered for 
the larger schemes with the cohousing 
company, community land trust or co-op 
negotiating a mortgage for the market units 
across the entire site. In a mutual mortgage, 
the member’s payments are made to the 
company that is then responsible for paying 
the bank. Because it is a company mortgage, 
the time over which it has to be repaid can be 
longer for example up to 40 years. The people 
in market housing can build up some equity in 
the market units once capital elements of the 
mortgage begin to be paid off. Anyone who 
leaves the market housing can be bought out 
by people coming in and taking on their 
equity as long as people living in the housing 
scheme accept the new individuals as 
community members. This is an example of 
the innovative financing that is possible in 
community-led schemes. 

Potential 
The number of sites that could be developed 
in this way in Oxford is small given the 

                                                            
6 Ibid.  Law Gazette Nov 2016. 

challenges involved, unless enabling support 
is provided. There are sites known to the 
study team that have become available in the 
past or might be possible for cohousing on 
this scale in Oxford. A site of half a hectare 
could accommodate over 100 people in 40 
homes in a co-housing development. A 
realistic 5 year goal could be to develop the 
first co-housing scheme in Oxford on one site. 
Within 10 years, the study team estimates 
that three potential sites ranging in size from 
0.5 to 20 hectares could be developed for 
over 500 cohousing homes for 1,150 people 
subject to the relevant permissions being 
granted. 

Enabling support required 
Oxford experience shows that groups cannot 
buy these sites on the open market in 
competition with larger entities with access to 
cheap finance and teams of experts. The main 
enabling support needed is to make land 
accessible for better housing solutions in a 
housing market where every site is snapped 
up, land-banked, providing top value market 
housing that is not what local people need. 
The Council could allocate a site for 
cohousing.  A cohousing development could 
be enabled through planning policy or a S106 
agreement with a developer. The Council or 
another landowner could choose to sell or 
lease a site for cohousing at market rates but 
not in open market competition. A market 
price would need to be paid but it may be 
possible to demonstrate best consideration by 
taking into account a strategy to maximise the 
return to the Council over the long term from 
investing in cohousing.6 A developer partner 
would be needed to deliver the scheme. The 
group may need support in group process and 
negotiation with partners. 

4. Large Sites 

The scenario 
The scenario assessed is 250 homes as an 
ambitious approach at the high end of what 
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might be possible in order to address the 
massive demand for good quality affordable 
housing.  

Community-led mechanism 
Community-led housing could form part of a 
bigger scheme. The Wolvercote Paper Mill site 
case study is an example of this. The 
community-led housing partnership aimed to 
provide serviced plots of land on which 
community housing groups could come 
together to build clusters of homes with 
custom-build developers. (See Appendix 1) 

The social aspects of community-led 
approaches work best at neighbourhood scale 
of up to 40 units. Different clusters of 
community-led projects can serve different 
groups of people, use a different type of 
community-led mechanism or meet particular 
needs. The clusters can support each other 
and create synergies while preserving a 
neighbourhood community scale and 
neighbourly dynamic in everyday life. 
Different community-led options, flexibility on 
design and the community philosophy will 
create options that will be attractive to a 
wider range of potential residents. 

Community-led housing works well as part of 
a larger development, allowing a more varied 
development typology and tenancy and a 
greater sense of community. Partnership with 
land-owners and developers who have an 
option to purchase a site will be necessary to 
access sites and secure the kind of finance 
required for this scale of project. Many of the 
large greenfield sites on the fringes of Oxford 
are owned by Colleges and many of these 
have agreed options with volume 
housebuilders.7 

This delivery route would be led by a 
developer who would acquire the land and 
build the development. The developer would 
involve the cohousing or CLT group in design, 
quality and layout of homes on the site. The 
types of homes, size of units and shared 

                                                            
7 http://housebuilders.whoownsengland.org/ 

facilities could be similar to the single site 
cohousing scheme above, but the community 
group is likely to have far less influence over 
all aspects of the development than a 
cohousing group who finances and 
commissions the build themselves. A 
registered provider would manage the social 
rented housing with nominations from the 
housing register but there would be an added 
requirement that the nominees sign up to 
cohousing principles. The group may follow a 
community land trust approach with a 
suitable legal entity to finance, own and 
manage the units and the shared spaces. If 
they do not choose to follow a community 
land trust approach some of the units would 
be sold at market prices freehold. There could 
be an element of self-build and custom-finish 
by the initial residents. Each household would 
rent or lease their own unit from the CLT.  

Tenure 
The tenure is rented or leased or owned. The 
rented units would include social rent in line 
with policy requirements with nominations 
from the housing register. Leasehold owners 
could sell their lease but with a resale 
covenant limiting personal profit for example 
with allowable uplift in value linked to the 
minimum wage. The community land trust 
might retain first right of refusal when 
leasehold units are sold. 

Affordability 
The viability assessment shows a large 250 
unit scheme with a mix of units from 1-bed to 
5-bed, developed on land purchased at 
Oxford prices, could be rented or leased to 
households who are earning 20th percentile 
incomes because of the benefits of 
developing on a larger scale with a large 
volume house builder financing the scheme. 
The rent or mortgage equivalent for a single 
person unit (£114pw) is well below the local 
housing allowance for single bedroom 

133



9 
 

dwelling (£159pw) and 34% lower than 
market rates (£217pw).   

The community land trust or cohousing entity 
would set the rents taking into account what 
is needed to finance the debt and maintain 
the units. A service charge would cover the 
costs of managing the shared areas. 

Benefits 
Benefits include affordability and shared 
facilities with potential for neighbourliness 
and mutual support.  

Financing 
The developer would finance the scheme and 
sell completed units to the cohousing entity 
or CLT who would use the financing methods 
noted for the other delivery routes. 

Potential 
The sites that could be developed in this way 
are beyond the administrative boundaries of 
Oxford, but convenient for Oxford in the areas 
allocated by other Districts for Oxford’s 
unmet housing need. Even part of one site 
could accommodate 575 people in 250 
homes. This approach would have to be 
enabled by the Council through planning 
policy or a S106 agreement. In 5 years one 
such scheme could be a goal although this is 
only realistic if it is enabled through the 
measures in the next paragraph. Once proven, 
in 10 years a further scheme could be an 
aspiration, with over 1,000 people housed in 
500 units. 

Enabling support required 
This scale of development requires a 
developer partner. A cohousing development 
could be enabled on part of the scheme 
through planning policy or a S106 agreement 
with a developer. For this type of scheme in 
other parts of the UK and in Europe, a political 
champion has been needed to enable this 
scale of development, working to a land 
management strategy that meets all of the 
City’s objectives and not just profit-led.  

A revolving loan fund would also enable 
cohousing groups or a community land trust 
to finance the purchase of their part of the 
site, repaying the loan over time through 
rents and capital payments by residents. 

The community-led housing groups involved 
in the different clusters and types of 
community-led scheme on the site would be 
likely to need professional support to be 
effective partners in order to influence the 
scheme layout and house design effectively 
while remaining realistic about costs and 
viability. 
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Appendix 2 - Community-Led Housing – Routes to Delivery report - Recommendations 
 

A summary of priority actions for the Council are: 
 

Ref 
 

Report Recommendation Council Response 

1 Develop a strategy to enable 

genuinely affordable community-

led approaches in Oxford. 

As referenced in the report, the Council’s Housing and 
Homelessness Strategy 2018-21, and Tenancy 
Strategy 2018-23, reference and support community 
led housing as an approach to furthering housing 
supply in Oxford.  The Local Plan is also supportive.  
The development of a strategic approach to realise 
these ambitions is acknowledged and the Council 
seeks to take forward this work through initiatives and 
actions as detailed in this report, and through on-going 
communications and work with officers. 
 

2 Promote community-led housing 

within the Oxfordshire Growth 

Board and Joint Statutory Spatial 

Plan. 

Officers within the Growth Board have met with local 
CLH representatives, along with Homes England, and 
the Board supported a successful bid into the 
Community Housing Fund to provide additional 
resource to the Collaborative Housing hub to further 
develop approaches to delivery and drive potential 
schemes forward at county level, building on the 
partnership approach being developed in Oxford as a 
model for the county. 
 
The county team preparing the Oxfordshire Plan Joint 
Statutory Spatial Plan (JSSP) are receptive to 
considering the promotion of CLH in the plan at the 
appropriate time in this work programme. 
 

3 Appoint a Councillor as Oxford’s 

community-led housing 

champion. 

The Council has also created the role of a member Co-
operatives Champion.  This is currently with Councillor 
Richard Howlett.  The champions are non-executive 
members who have an informal role in leading on 
certain issues. 
 
Richard has attended briefings and meetings with 
various CLH representatives and will be supporting the 
launch of the Routes to Delivery report at a local event 
being planned for Jan 2020. 
 

4 Apply to the Community Housing 

Fund to provide enabling support 

within the council for community-

led housing schemes that are 

currently being proposed by 

groups in Oxford.  

In addition to the Oxfordshire Growth Deal bid, as 
outlined above, Oxford City Council is also supporting 
a bid into the Community Housing Fund by the Oxford 
Cohousing group to improve their capacity to develop 
proposals for delivery within Oxford, focusing in 
particular on local potential sites at feasibility stages. 
 

5 Include support for community-

led housing in the Local Plan, 

As referenced above, CLH is already supported in 
these documents.  In the Proposed Submission Oxford 
Local Plan, Draft Policy H7 says about community-led 
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housing and tenancy strategies. housing that ‘... Proposals for community-led housing 
will be supported because of the benefits they are 
expected to bring in terms of community cohesion, 
permanent affordability and sustainable development.’  
It is hoped that this provides the support recommended 
regarding planning policy.  Members of the Oxford Co-
Housing group also contributed thoughts into the 
Housing Panel Scrutiny Meeting for the emerging Local 
Plan in October 2018. 
 

6 Help to unlock sites for 

community-led housing, for 

example:  

 require larger sites to 

include some community-

led housing through 

Section 106 agreements;  

 explore small and difficult 

Council sites for 

development by 

community-led housing 

groups as exemplar 

schemes; 

 make local authority 

owned land available 

leasehold for long-term 

investment return; and 

 allow an exclusivity period 

on a site or sites for a 

community-led housing 

group to work up a 

feasible project and then 

purchase the land. 

The Council continues to develop a programme of 
housing delivery in Oxford and beyond to help address 
local housing needs.  As part of this, the Council 
recognises the importance of supporting CLH on 
suitable sites, where a partnership approach could 
improve the site feasibility; bring forward additional 
affordable housing units; accelerate the delivery of new 
homes; or bring wider community benefits through the 
development of the site, or the future management of 
it. 
 
The Council considers that requiring larger sites to 
include some CLH through planning agreements, is 
likely to impact on viability, and could be seen as an 
unjustified burden on developers, that might also be 
ineffective as there are limited CLH groups, and they 
may not necessarily want or be in a position to take on 
part of any large site.  It is considered unlikely that the 
Council could present a strong enough case to justify 
this through an examination of the Local Plan.  Other 
Councils, while also supporting CLH in Local Plans, do 
not appear to have exercised this policy approach in 
terms of a requirement.  Councillor Alex Hollingsworth, 
Cabinet Member for Planning and Sustainable 
Transport, responded to suggestions at the Housing 
Panel in October 2018 in this regard also. 
 
The Council has identified a derelict garage site in its 
ownership and has supported a bid through the 
Community Housing Fund to develop a scheme 
through feasibility stages with local community 
architects Transition by Design and the CLT.  This 
scheme is in pre-planning stages with the Council and 
a delegation for the transfer of the land interest, and 
award of grant, is included in this Cabinet report.  The 
hope is that an exemplar scheme on this difficult site 
will demonstrate proof of concept and could be 
replicated and scaled up to other unlet Council garage 
sites in Oxford.   
 
The Council has limited opportunities identified for 
further housing supply on Council owned land that is 
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not currently under consideration within the affordable 
housing supply programme already, but will continue to 
explore and develop opportunities, as set out, as and 
when they might arise.  Where appropriate, any such 
sites could include a reasonable period of grace to 
assist a CLH group to work up a feasible and financed 
project. 
 

7 Liaise with landlords of empty 

properties and poorly managed 

houses of multiple occupation to 

promote and facilitate 

opportunities for community-led 

housing groups to bring the 

properties back into occupation. 

Oxford has a limited number of empty properties, but, 
as with HMO properties, the Council will seek to work 
with landlords to ensure properties are brought into use 
and are of good quality and well managed.  Where 
suitable opportunities arise, officers are able to suggest 
a CLH approach to try and support these objectives. 
 

8 Set up a revolving loan fund that 

community-led housing groups 

can access for cheaper finance. 

The Oxfordshire Growth Board bid into the Community 
Housing Fund was successful (recently announced in 
October 2019), so now intends to commission work to 
focus on how best to secure land, finance and 
technical support to develop a programme of schemes, 
building on the ‘Routes to Delivery’ report for Oxford.  
The approach, as used successfully elsewhere, such 
as in Cornwall, of local authorities making available a 
revolving loan fund, is expected to be considered with 
this exercise across Oxfordshire. 
 

9 Develop practical responses to 

help support and encourage 

community-led housing including 

providing support and guidance 

for the identification of 

appropriate sites and working 

with landowners.  

Council officers have already engaged colleagues from 
CLH (the CLT; Collaborative Housing hub; and Oxford 
Cohousing) in meetings around possible site 
identification and joint work, and this is intended to 
continue.  Further joint workshops are expected to 
identify areas where further support and 
communication could be improved. 
 

10 Add questions related to 

community-led housing to the 

self-build register to collect data 

about interest in community-led 

housing.  

The Council’s self-build register form collects 
information required by the Self-build and Custom 
Housebuilding Act 2015, which is to keep a register of 
persons seeking to acquire land to build a home.  This 
includes the opportunity for associations of individuals 
to register an interest, so the self-build register can and 
does already include associations of individuals who 
may wish to develop self-build plots as community 
interest housing.  
 

11 Further recommendations to 

increase awareness of CLH are 

also made, including arranging 

public events; training and 

workshops for professionals; and 

training for CLH groups. 

The Council will endeavour to support public 
awareness events through officers and members, 
including the Council’s media and communications 
team.   
 
Officers from housing, planning, development and 
regeneration teams hope to engage with future training 
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events by the CLH to share best practice and CLH 
approaches to improving housing supply and 
community involvement in development activity. 
 
Discounted use of the Town Hall for events, and ability 
to use the Town Hall for free monthly meetings on 
Tuesday or Thursday evenings under the Town Hall 
Community Interest Group arrangements. 
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Ref
Title Risk description Opp/ threat Cause Consequence I P I P I P Control description Due date Status Progress % Action Owner

1 Unable to agree 

acceptable lease/ 

contract terms

Not entering into lease or 

nomination agreements 

with the developer

Threat Unable to secure 

agreement on the lease 

terms or nominiations on 

the right terms, or for an 

acceptable duration.  

Council does not pursue 

this initiative further

07/10/18 Stephen Clarke 3 3 3 3 1 1 Ensuring that negotiations 

are conducted promptly, 

with due diligence, and 

within an agreed 

framework.

Ongoing Ongoing 30 Dave Scholes

2 Impacts on the 

viability 

assessment

That key 

determinants within 

the developers 

financial appraisals 

cannot be realised, 

including: Oxford 

housing market dips 

leading to reduced 

asset value; changing 

interest rates or 

lender requirements; 

massing and design 

changes; unexpected 

site condition issues.

Threat Macroeconomic 

problems/ Local 

market issues/ Site 

issues

Council does not pursue 

this initiative further or 

exits by consent

07/10/20 Stephen Clarke 3 2 2 1 2 1 That officers continue 

to work with the CLH 

group(s) involved to 

overcome development 

challenges, but does 

not enter into 

agreement unless a 

viable and sustainable 

scheme is expected.

Ongoing Ongoing 25 Dave Scholes

3 Properties are not 

developed as expected

The the development 

does not produce the 

expected units, or delivery 

the scheme within the 

timeframe required.

Threat That the outcome expected 

from the contractual 

arrangement is not 

delivered within acceptable 

tolerances on quality; time 

or budget, including that 

the scheme is unable to 

secure planning consent

The the Council may 

need to enforce contracts 

terms or exit the 

agreement by consent.  If 

the development stalls 

during construction, then 

the Council may elect to 

intervene.

07/10/19 Stephen Clarke 3 2 3 2 1 1 That the Council undertakes 

due diligence and ensures 

that the contractual 

agreement offers the 

Council the necessary 

controls and exit 

arrangements required.  

That the viability 

assessment is rigourously 

tested.  That off-site 

manufacture methods 

reduce site risks.

Ongoing Ongoing 0 Dave Scholes

4 The developer does 

not secure Registered 

Provider status

The OCLT application to 

the Housing Regulator for 

RP status is not sucessful 

within the time period 

required for grant funding 

of the scheme.

Threat That the regulator is not 

able to agree to the 

financial assessment stage 

of the application due to 

the group being in it's 

infancy, or another reason.

The the Council will 

reassess the situation and 

may enter into lease and 

nomination agreements 

with a substitute RP that 

agrees to act as 

developer.

07/10/19 Stephen Clarke 3 2 3 2 1 1 That the Council undertakes 

due diligence and ensures 

that any new partners and 

contractual agreement 

offers the Council the same 

benefits expected

Ongoing Ongoing 0 Dave Scholes

Appendix 3 - Risk Register - CLH Cabinet Report - 13th November 2019

Current Residual Comments ControlsDate Raised Owner Gross

Appendix 3

139



T
his page is intentionally left blank



  Appendix 4 

 

Appendix 4:  Equality Impact Assessment – CLH Cabinet Report 13th November 2019 
 
1. Which group (s) of people has been identified as being disadvantaged by your proposals? 

What are the equality impacts?  
 

No groups have been identified as being disadvantaged by this proposal.  The initiative 
recommended focuses on better meeting the needs of persons in housing need through 
initiatives that seek to improve the supply of affordable housing. 
 

 
2. In brief, what changes are you planning to make to your current or proposed new or 

changed policy, strategy, procedure, project or service to minimise or eliminate the adverse 
equality impacts?  
 

Please provide further details of the proposed actions, timetable for making the changes and the person(s) 
responsible for making the changes on the resultant action plan  
 

N/A – No adverse impacts expected. 
 

 
3. Please provide details of whom you will consult on the proposed changes and if you do not 

plan to consult, please provide the rationale behind that decision.  
 

Please note that you are required to involve disabled people in decisions that impact on them 
 

No groups have been identified as being disadvantaged by this proposal and it is expected to 
have a positive impact on many vulnerable people as outlined.  As much co-design will be 
incorporated into initial designs as delivery timescales allow, and user engagement 
opportunities are to be identified and exploited in later phases work, in particular through the 
Planning Application process, and also in the management of schemes into the future. 
 

 
4. Can the adverse impacts you identified during the initial screening be justified without 

making any adjustments to the existing or new policy, strategy, procedure, project or 
service?  
 

Please set out the basis on which you justify making no adjustments 
 

No adverse impacts, relating to protected characteristics, have been identified. 
 

 
5. You are legally required to monitor and review the proposed changes after implementation 

to check they work as planned and to screen for unexpected equality impacts.  
 

Please provide details of how you will monitor/evaluate or review your proposals and when the review will 
take place 
  

All plans and requirements will be monitored throughout the development period, and through 
regular contract management and monitoring once the new services are commissioned. 
    
 

Lead officer responsible for signing off the EqIA: Dave Scholes, Housing Strategy & Needs 
Manager.  Date: October 2019 
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