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Nicholas Falk leading a study
tour 1o the Vauban urban
extension in Freiburg
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summary

e describe in this essay a plan to
create a Garden City of almost
400,000 people by doubling the
size of an existing city. We are
proposing a ‘new town’, but it is one modelled
on Edinburgh rather than Cumbernauld. As
with our original essay we have explored this
idea through the fictional city of Uxcester, a
place that we have constructed as an amalgam
of a number of cities, all places with popula-
tions nearing 200,000, with long histories, estab-
lished institutions and settled communities.

We have continued to use Uxcester in
this expanded essay because our proposals are
not specific to one place. We have identified at
least forty small cities in England that have some
similarity to Uxcester and where the

Oxford. Using Uxcester as cover, we have had
a series of conversations and meetings with the
councils and local civic and amenity groups in
Oxfordshire — where the leader of the County
Council has recently accepted that there is a
need to build 100,000 homes in the period up to
2031. On the basis of these discussions, which
are described in Appendix 1, we have drawn up
plans to show how the Uxcester model might
be applied in Oxfordshire. It is clear from this
exercise that Oxford is more constrained than
Uscester and that its immediate scope for
expansion is slightly more limited. However
the model still applies and has the potential to
unite the main interests in the city to secure the
expansion that most agtree is necessary.

ideas in this essay could apply. How-
ever, we are also aware that by work-
ing in a fictional place we are avoid-

ing some of the complexities, both

The quality of what we build is,
at its heart, an economic rather

than a design issue

political and practical, that each of

these forty small cities face. The danger is that
each will say ‘that’s all well and good but wouldn’t
work here’. We have also therefore tested the idea
on one of the most contested, and constrained

versions of Uxcester in the country — the city of

The Uxcester model draws on our
work as urban designers and economists in
the UK as well as the many years that we have
spent studying the experience of house build-
ing in Germany, Holland and Scandinavia.
Over these years we have led many study tours
for professionals and politicians to places like
Freiburg — which is as good a model as any for
Usxcester. This experience is documented in the
book Good Cities, Better Lives: How Europe Discov-
ered the Lost Art of Urbanism' published eatlier
this year by the late Peter Hall with Nicholas
Falk. The book documents how major housing
schemes in Northern Europe consistently pro-
duce better quality, larger housing, with higher
environmental standards, in greater quantities
and with far greater spending on infrastructure
than we do in the UK. The response of many
of the people on our study tours is to despair
that we could ever produce development of
this standard. This essay suggests something
different.
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and best young people, are destined to become

The ability of these countties to build
to such high standards and to plan so effectively
is not because they have better designers, plan-
ners and developers. It is rather because they
operate with a different economic and regula-
tory framework. The quality of what we build
is, at its heart, an economic rather than a design
issue and is the focus for the first part of this
essay. In the UK most of the money and talent
in the housebuilding industry is focused on
unlocking the land through a contested planning
system; on the Continent it is focused on what
is built on that land. In this essay we propose a
Garden City Act in the new parliament to reform
our system to create the conditions that exist
in Germany and Holland. This will initially be
for a programme of Garden City building, but
thereaftet, it could be a model for wider reform.

Key to these reforms is to redirect the
huge sums that are invested in the purchase of
housing land in the UK into the provision of
infrastructure and the development of quality
homes. However, large as these sums may be,
they are not enough to build an entire Garden
City. Even the unlocked value of the land is
insufficient to build the infrastructure required
for a Garden City if, that is, we are serious about
the word ‘city’. In a modern world where the
economy is based on knowledge and technol-
ogy rather than the manufacturing that sup-
ported the new towns, then the idea of a c#y is
something that we should be very interested in.
Places without major institutions of learning,

that are unable to attract and retain the brightest

dormitory suburbs, however good their garden
might be. We have therefore concluded that it
is better to graft a Garden City onto the strong
root-stock of an existing city. This is the basis

for our answers to the competition question:

Vision: We illustrate how the city of Uxcester
could double its size by adding three substantial
urban extensions each housing around 50,000
people. These lie within a zone 10km from the
city centre, which is a 20 minute tram ride, but is
also of course solidly within the green belt. Our
argument is that rather than nibbling into the
fields that surround the city and all its satellite
villages, we should take a good confident bite
out of the green belt to create sustainable urban
extensions that can support a tram service and

a range of facilities. This will mean building on
farmland, but much of the land around Uxces-
ter is not accessible to the public and is of little
ecological value. The Garden City vision is that for
every hectare of land developed another will be
given back to the city as accessible public space,
forests, lakes and country parks — the garden in
which the city will sit. In this way the whole of
Uxcester will become the Garden City.

The Garden City extensions are based
upon some simple geometry; tram stops that are
within 20 minutes of the city centre, neighbour-
hoods that are within 10 minutes walk of these
tram stops, each of which supports a secondary
school and its feeder primary schools, and urban

extensions made up of five neighbourhoods
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that have sufficient scale to support a district
centre and employment uses. The overall plan is
described in our Snowflake diagram which we
have developed into a set of proposals to show
how it would be applied to Uxcester. In doing
this we are proposing a housebuilding process in
which the Garden City creates a masterplan with
serviced plots — that we call the ‘trellis’. The plots
will then be sold either individually or in small
parcels to self-builders, custom-builders and
small-scale builders. In this we create a process
of incremental development on which the ‘vine’
of the neighbourhood can grow onto its trellis. It
is a process that recreates the way in which places
like Edinburgh New Town were built.

Popularity: Extending an existing city solves
some problems, but might create others, particu-
latly when it comes to winning over the people
of the city and its surrounding villages who
have not always had a reputation for being pro-

We propose a ‘deal’ by which we lift
the threat of development around

and villages by concentrating growth

all of the city's existing suburbs

in a few large urban extensions

development. We propose a ‘deal’” by which we
lift the threat of development around all of the
city’s existing suburbs and villages by concentrat-
ing growth in a few large urban extensions. This
is what we believe the polling undertaken for the
Wolfson Economics Prize tells us, that people
support the idea of a Garden City provided that
it is built somewhere other than their back yard.
This deal will be backed up with a ‘Social Con-
tract’ which undertakes that the Garden Ciity ex-
tensions will be built in areas where their impact
is minimised. This contract will also cover the
creation of 3,000HA of accessible public open
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space and investment in new transport infrastruc-
ture and city centre facilities to benefit the whole
of the community. Our aim is to reframe the
argument by making the Garden City an attractive
solution to a set of problems that the city cannot
solve on its own. In this way cities will want to
bid to be designated as a Garden City.

Economic Viability and Governance: In the
absence of large scale subsidy the only solution
to the economics of the Garden City is what
Ebenezer Howard called the ‘unearned incre-
ment’. The new Garden City Act will provide
powers to acquire land for the Garden City
frozen at its existing use value plus compensa-
tion. Because much of the land we are acquiring
is in the Green belt, it actually has minimal hope
value and we are assuming that we would pay on
average £200,000/HA, or £1.16B for 6,000HA.
We are assuming that half of this land is devel-
oped for just under 70,000 new homes, 1.7M
sqm of employment space along with retailing
and community facilities. We detail infrastruc-
ture spending of £4.1B which together with
affordable housing and financing costs means
that we will spend a total of just over £6B to ac-
quire and service the land. This compares to an
income from the sale of land of £6.27B. These
figures are based on today’s prices and make

no provision for rising values over the life of
the Garden City. We have developed a cashflow
for one of the three urban extensions over a 15
year period showing that with an initial invest-
ment of £50M and a peak borrowing facility

of £150M the development is viable without
public subsidy.

In the final part of the essay we describe the
process by which Uxcester Garden City would be
built through its seven ages. This starts with a
Garden City Act being passed by the new Parlia-
ment as enabling legislation to create the planning
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The Snowflake plan, showing the form of
three major urban extensions that will make
Uxcester into a Garden City
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and compulsory purchase powers that each Garden
City would need. Cities would then be invited to
bid to be designated as a Garden City in order to get
access to these powers. The successful places like
Uscestet would establish a Garden City Foundation
as a partnership between the local authorities, the
Local Economic Partnership, the community and
other partners. This would be vested with the
Garden City powers and would be responsible for
masterplanning, acquiting the land and acting as
planning authority. The land would be vested in a
Garden City Land Company, the majority shareholder
of which would be the Foundation but a minority
shareholding sold to investors.

We follow the Uxcester Garden City as
it grows through infancy and adolescence to
maturity, middle age and eventually retirement.
We describe the investment in infrastructure

- ABDTy

and the process by which plots are prepared and
sold. Over time the role of the Foundation will
evolve as it moves from the development stage
to the management phase where it will be struc-
tured to enable the local community to take on
the stewardship of their neighbourhoods.

This is not a new model. It is the
modern-day equivalent of the way that the great
estates were built, and indeed the way that the
schemes visited by our European study tours
were developed. The process addresses the
weaknesses in the system that have made it so
difficult to match the quality of these schemes
that we admire on the continent. It is a process
that is replicable across the country and together
with the continued development of our great cit-
ies, has the potential to radically alter the quality
and quantity of housing development in the UK.
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Introduction

s human beings we are both brilliant

and inept when it comes to building

cities. When we are not really trying,

when we are just providing some-
where to live, to trade and feel relatively safe we
have built some of the most sublimely beautiful
towns and cities in the world. Yet in the era of
the modern town planning system, when we
have focused the best minds of the age on the
problem, the results have been at best mediocre
and at worst a complete disaster.

The task of building a Garden City makes
this issue particularly pressing because nowhere is
this more true than in post-war new towns, urban
extensions and private suburbs® Something that
we once found relatively easy when building Bath
or Edinburgh New Town, and that they are able
to achieve with reasonable success elsewhere in

Europe, seems to elude us completely. We seem

You need good root stock to grow your city,
a mature town that can be expanded into a

21st century Garden City.

largely unable to build a new settlement or neigh-
bourhood that comes even close to the richness,
diversity and character of an ordinary, one might
even say bog-standard, English market town. In
the face of this failure our response has tended
to be that it is probably better not to build than
to build badly. The planning system has become
focused on resisting development and local com-
munities, branded as NIMBY's, have come to see
new housing as a threat to be resisted at all costs.
It is no wonder that we are building only half the
homes that we need.

There are many reasons for this failure
as we explore in the first part of this essay.
URBED have spent many years studying the
factors that underpin the best examples of new
residential development’. Some of these can
be found in the UK but most are in Europe,
particularly Germany, Holland and Scandinavia.

There are many reasons why these countries

consistently produce better quality housing than
we do. Generally this is not because they have
better designers, planners or developers. The
fundamental reasons are economic which is why
it is so appropriate that they should be addressed
through an economics essay. They relate to the
workings of the housebuilding industry, to the
economics of housing production, the problems
of the land market and the functioning of the
planning system. Practitioners in the UK have
spent years trying to apply the lessons from
European best practice. However, by focusing on
design rather than these fundamental issues they
have been doing so with one hand tied behind
their back because the economics are stacked
against them.

These economic (and political) issues
lie at the heart of this essay. Part 1 explores the
challenge that we face and the ways in which the
interaction between the housebuilding industry
and the planning system in the UK undermines
the quality of new development. We look at the
workings of the UK economy as it relates to
the production of housing, at the otganisational
problems of building new settlements, and at
the way that all of this impacts on planning and
design.

We come to a radical conclusion in the
context of this competition, namely that you
cannot build a Garden City from scratch — the
problems are insuperable. This may seem to
be at odds with the views of most of the other
essays. However, while we do acknowledge that
it is possible to create a new settlement that
covers the cost of its infrastructure without
recourse to public funds, our contention is that
this settlement would not be a Garden Ci#y. The
fundamental problem is that you can not fund
the infrastructure and facilities of a city from
the value generated by the construction of its
homes, business premises and utilities. You can
tund schools, local facilities and some transport
infrastructure, but a general hospital? A college
and university? A library, art gallery and theatre?

A main line train station and town centre with



a good range of retail and leisure uses? Even a
cathedral - which for many years was the mark
of a city? Only Milton Keynes, the largest new
town and the only one to call itself a city*, has
come close to ticking off all of this list. This is
important because today economic growth is
based on cities. It is no longer enough for new
towns to provide industrial units on a motorway
junction to attract employment. In the subtitle
of his book Whos Your City* Richard Florida
suggests that ‘the creative economy is making
where you live the most important decision of
your life’. Successtul places will be those that can
attract the ‘creative class’. These highly qualified
young people are looking for job opportunities
and a lifestyle that can only be found in cities.
Rather than a free standing Garden
City that will spend decades as a vulnerable
sapling we therefore suggest that we need good
root stock from which to grow our Garden City,
a mature town that can be expanded into a 21st
century Garden City. An existing place with a
thriving town centre and all of these facilities

already in place - something that a freestanding

Uxcester

Garden City could never hope to achieve in the
lifetime of its first residents. You need an exist-
ing city like Uxcester.

To explore the viability of our vision
we have created the fictional city of Uxcester
(pronounced wss-ter). We have used a fictional
city to create a generic proposal that can be ap-
plied to a range of places. However, to ground
our proposals in reality, we have based Uxcester
on a real place, disguising its plan so that it is
not immediately recognisable (although some
people have guessed). This is an historic city
with a population of just under 200,000 living in
around 85,000 homes. It is currently growing at
around 1% a year meaning that, within 30 years
it will have a population of just over a quarter
of a million. To achieve this it needs to build
just under 30,000 new homes at an average rate
of 1,000 a year — a process that will cause much

conflict and soul-searching amongst its relatively
Growing existing places:
Most of the places that we turn

to for inspiration in Europe such
might double the population of Uxcester over as Vathorst in Amersfoort are

affluent population.
Part 2 of this essay desctibes how we

the same 30 years. We start by creating a struc- extensions of existing places.
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ture for the Garden City based on a ‘snowflake’
diagram inspired by Ebenezer Howard’s original
Social City diagram®. We then show how this
might be applied to Uxcester before exploring
how it could secure the support of local people
and how the business case would stack up.

In order to double the population
of Usxcester we will need to build 85,000 new
homes, at a build rate of 2-3000 homes a year.
This is a huge task but is commensurate with the
challenge that we face. It compares to Milton
Keynes that achieved an average build rate of

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Submission 2014

who have not always been particularly enthu-
siastic about new development. We therefore
pay special attention to the way in which we can
win the support of the local population. We

are suggesting a ‘Social Contract’ with the good
people of Uxcester to ensure that the benefits
of the Garden City are spread across the whole
population. For every acte of land developed
for housing they would get back an acre of
publicly accessible green space; the new develop-
ment would fund a new tram system as well as
the upgrade and expansion of existing services

and facilities. It would increase

the range and affordability of

Rather than grafting development on to every existing
suburb and village we will set a 30 year vision that
takes the pressure off all of these places and concen-
trates it on low-impact, undeveloped land between
existing settlements

housing for people currently
priced out of the town and it
would pay generous compensa-
tion for those directly affected.

However, this alone is unlikely

just under 3,000 homes a year during the life of
its development corporation (it has continued
to build 2,000 homes a year since the corpora-
tion was wound up)’. Howevet, outside the new
towns — with their strong planning frameworks,
public land ownership and up front infrastruc-
ture — this is not a level of growth that can, we
believe, be achieved within our existing system.
We therefore sketch the outlines of a new sys-
tem that would need to be put in place to make
the Garden City possible.

Development on the scale we are
suggesting will transform the whole city. Our
proposition is that Uxcester as a whole will
become the Garden City through the addition of
a series of substantial Garden Neighbourhoods. Our
vision therefore applies to the whole city rather
than just the extensions. The aim is not to create
a series of dormitory suburbs but to harness the
wealth creation potential of housing develop-
ment to create a dynamic city economy.

We are aware that in choosing an exist-
ing city we may have made it more difficult to
answer the question about how to make the
Garden City popular. Unlike Milton Keynes,
Uxcester has a substantial existing population

to be enough and, at its heart,

our argument on popularity is based on striking
a ‘deal’ with the local community that will win
wider support. This would say; ‘rather than graft-
ing development on to every existing suburb and
village around the city we will set a 30 year vision
that takes the pressure off all of these places and
concentrates it on low-impact, undeveloped land
between existing settlements’. We are suggesting
an alternative to a future that many residents and
civic groups currently fear. To paraphrase what
one participant in Oxford told us ‘it is not our
job to help Oxford grow, we are not interested
in trams or new parks, but if you can guarantee
that our village will be spared development for
the next thirty years you have our support’.

One of the problems with develop-
ment on this scale is that the vision is based on a
finished product that will not be completed for
decades. Much more important for the people
of Uxcester (both existing and those moving in
to the new housing) is the journey from the pre-
sent to that beautiful future. Part 3 of this essay
therefore charts this journey through the seven
ages of a Garden City, from conception through
birth, infancy and adolescence to maturity, mid-

dle age and eventually retirement.



The essay is written in two strands. The white
pages make the case for building a 21st cen-
tury Garden City and describe how it would be
planned, managed and financed. The greeny-
brown pages show the development of Uxces-
ter, from its Roman origins to its inauguration
of the UK’s first Garden City for 100 years. We
have debated since being shortlisted whether
we should ditch Uxcester and apply the model
to an identified place. In doing this we would
have been drawn very quickly into the peculiari-
ties and local politics of a particular city. Soon
the essay would become a proposal for that city
rather than a generic plan that could be applied
to a range of places. We have therefore retained
Uxcester, a place that we have come to know
and love.

However, to make it real we have also
imagined how the model might be applied to
Oxford (light blue pages). This is a city we know
well, having produced a report on Oxford’s
future growth with the Oxford Civic Society
early in 2014%. A Garden City proposal would go a
good deal further than we were able to do in this
previous report. However we have had a range
of discussions with local civic groups and stake-
holders in Oxford to pitch the Uxcester proposi-
tion and gauge reaction. This culminated in a
workshop on 31st July, the results of which are
summarised in Part 3 of the essay, and a fuller
Oxford Case Study is included as an Appendix.

It is clear from our work in Oxford that
some places are more constrained than Uxcester
(which remember is also based on a real place).
Our Garden City model therefore needs to be
flexible enough to adjust to local circumstances
but our Oxford case study gives us confidence
that this can be done. This emboldens us to
suggest that there are scores of places to which
the Uxcester model could be applied (see plan),
some in areas with intense pressures for growth
and others in places where a Garden City might
be promoted as a stimulus to economic growth.
Uxcester, we believe, has the potential to create

a replicable model for building Garden Cities in

Uxcester
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the UK on a scale that could make a significant

How many potential
Uxcesters are there in
England? Based on popula-
tion size and history there
may be as many as 40. This
is in addition to the expansion
of the larger cities that is
aready underway.

contribution to the UK’s housing needs.

As good urbanists we also would argue
that this should sit alongside policies for urban
infill and consolidation along with the continued
growth of London and the great regional cities.
The type of Garden City that we suggest does not
stand in opposition to urban infill or to brown-
field development. Indeed by growing Uxcester
along transport links from the heart of the town,
it synthesises the urban and the suburban in a
way that overcomes the decades-old stand-off
between the two opposing camps.
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Uxcester

Bradley Stoke near Bristol, planned in the 1980s as a
private sector new town in Northavon District Council. Re-
puted at the time to be the largest private sector housing

scheme in Europe it became associated with many of the
problems of volume housebuilding, lacking a clear identity
or a town centre, with poor public fransport. The area was
dubbed ‘Sadly Broke' in the recession of the 1990s.
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The challenge

that we face
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l1a. The Bigger Picture

RBED entered the debate about modated. The Major government published a
housing numbers in the 1990s Gteen Paper in 1997" suggesting that 60% of
when we tested the idea that 75% housing should be built within urban areas. This

of all new housing could be built in target remained in place until the publication of
urban ateas. Our repott, Tomorrow a peaceful path the NPPF in 2012".

to urban reforn’ was published a hundred years This closely mirrors the debates that we
after Ebenezer Howard’s original book Tomor- are having today. The new household projections
row a peaceful path to real reform™. In our report we  published in 2013 expect an additional 2.2 mil-
assembled data to show that it was possible to lion households between 2011 and 2021, — the
build the majority of homes within urban areas same rate of growth as the 1995 projections.
but that it would require some fundamental The established long-term trend is therefore
changes in our attitudes to urban living, a requirement for around 220,000 homes a

At the time the great national debate year. This is something that we have achieved
was over the accommodation of 4.4 million only twice in recent times, once just before the

additional houscholds that were being projected 1990 recession and again just before the recent
to 2016'" and where they were to be accom- recession. While the recent drop in output is the
result of the recession, we clearly have a longer

220,000 homes a vear has been achieved | term problem of low housing output.
only twice in recent times, once just National Land Use Change Statistics'
before the 1990 recession and again just shows the apparent success of the brownfield

before the recent recession first policy. At its peak in 2008, 81% of new
homes were built on previously developed land.

This had dropped to 68% in 2011, the last

‘ figures available. This may reflect the removal
- Land required to accommodate of the 60% target in the NPPF. However, the

4.4M new homes at 12d/ac
proportion of housing built on green belts

Land required for the same remains negligible at 2%. A more likely ex-
number of homes at 25d/ac planation has been the fall in the number of

apartments. Housing output figures'® show that

almost half of new homes were apartments in
2007/8, a figure which has fallen back to around
a third today (most of which are in London). We
must accept that the brownfield first policy has
played a part in reducing housing output. It was
very effective at constraining housebuilding on
greenfield sites. In the strong matket of the mid
2000s this housing transferred to urban areas in
the form of apartment blocks. In many respects
this was a great success. It heralded the renais-
sance of many northern cities. However many
of the apartments were bought by investors and
some wete not even occupied'’, contributing to
a property bubble. When this burst in 2008, the
shortfall in house building (as opposed to apart-

A plan from URBED’s 1998 Tomorrow report that remains relevant ~ ment building) was exposed.
today. The two boxes are drawn at the same scale as the plan. There are those who argue that we



should be relaxing planning controls to unleash
development. But, we should not forget that it
was the concerns of those living in the Shire
Counties that caused a Conservative government
to introduce the 60% target and the Countryside
March of 1997 that persuaded New Labour that
they should do the same. The relaxation of plan-
ning would lead to speculation, uncoordinated
development without the necessary infrastructure
and further conflict with local people. What we
need is not less planning but better planning, A
study by the Cologne Institute for Economic
Research found that the German system released
50HA of housing land annually per 100,000
population compared to just 15HA in the UK.
We need a more proactive, flexible planning
system to give clear guidance about where and
how to build without trying to micro manage the
process.

At URBED we remain strong advocates
of the brownfield-first approach as a way of sup-
porting the continued renaissance of cities. In a
recent article commenting on the new interest in
Garden Cities Lord Rogers' argued that ‘we don’t
need to overflow into new towns on greenfield
sites; doing so would damage the countryside and
— more importantly — wreck our cities’. We don’t
believe that this is the case. In our judgement, the
60% tatget for brownfield development is about
right. However, we also need a clear plan for the
other 40%. This plan needs to protect the coun-
tryside as well as the character and setting of ex-
isting towns and villages. It also needs to ensure
that new housing can be served by facilities and
public transport and that the quality of design
and construction is improved. This is the role

of our Uxcester model. It shows how greenfield
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development can take place in a way that reduces its impact,

maximises its potential for sustainability and reinforces an
existing place.

So let us for a moment assume that the 60% target
is still in place and run the clock forward for the next 30
years. During this period we will need as many as six million
homes based on current projections, of which 3-3.6 mil-
lion will (or should) go into existing urban areas, something
which the larger cities are gearing up for. The balance of
80,000-100,000 homes a year will need to go onto green-
fields - the equivalent of building a Milton Keynes every 15
months. This is why the Garden City concept is so important

to avoid ruining our ‘green and pleasant land.

Top: The Urban
Renaissance: In the last
20 years we have made huge
strides in the quality of urban
housing in areas like Hulme in
Manchester. This has, however,
been largely at the expense of
greenfield housing.
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Uxcester

Uxcester is a small city with ancient roots. It was founded by the Romans and as

a fortified river crossing. It later became a Saxon Burth when its walls were rebuilt
and its Cathedral consecrated. Its monastery operated a busy inland port trading in
the local produce of the surrounding church lands. The Normans built a castle on
what was then the edge of the town to ensure the loyalty of its inhabitants.

The Monastery was dissolved by Henry VIl but the ecclesiastical college developed
as a university making it one of the oldest learning institutions in the country. In the
1960s the university relocated to a peripheral site creating a landscaped campus
specialising in science and technology.

In the 19th century the town was bypassed by the worst excesses of the industrial
revolution. However, its historical importance meant that it has an imposing mainline
station. The town did develop specialities in leather-making and shoe manufacture
as well as food processing and milling. The 19th century industrialists left a legacy
of fine factory buildings and mills which are now obsolete.
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1b. A Flawed System

ver the last few years various

reports have outlined the dysfunc-

tional nature of the UK housing

market®. The broadly-accepted
conclusions are that we have some of the most
expensive new housing in Europe in terms of
how much it costs to buy, but spend the least on
construction.

The issue of house prices is displayed
starkly on the graph to the right which was cre-
ated by the Economist. This shows that house-
prices in Britain just before the credit crunch
had risen by 230% since the 1970s compared
to Germany where prices had been virtually

The Dutch system allows the value generated
by development to be invested in infrastructure
rather than to residualise in the land

stable over the same period. It is more difficult
to pin down construction costs. International
construction price comparisons from Turner
and Townsend* suggest that construction costs
per square meter for a typical home are broadly
the same across the UK, Germany and Holland

at around £1,000/m? This is an average rate
and most UK housebuilders currently build at
around £600/m? including infrastructure and
fees®. It is also important to factor in the size
of the home. The RIBA’s Case for Space report®
found that we have the smallest new homes in
Europe — in Ireland new homes are 15% larger,
in the Netherlands 53% and in Denmark 80%.
Even though we have some of the
most expensive houses in Europe much of the
housing that we build is not very good. It is bet-
ter than it was in terms of energy efficiency and
design but it is still smaller and built to a lower
standard than homes elsewhere in Europe. It is
not just the design of the houses; new estates can
be soulless places dominated by cars and lacking
in basic facilities. In CABE’s audits of new hous-
ing schemes between 2004 and 2006 only 18%
of schemes were rated as ‘good’ ot ‘very good’™.
These factors mean that only 1 in 4
housebuyers would consider a new home? with
many people expressing a preference for second-
hand property”. The fact that new housing is
appealing to only a quarter of the population is
likely to impact on sales rates and the output of
the volume housebuilders. The poor quality of

Derwenthorpe in York

The Derwentthorpe scheme in York
promoted by the Joseph Rowntree Housing
Trust is an example of how difficult innova-
tion can be. It is one of the few UK schemes
that URBED has written up as an exemplar
project, having been conceived as a test
bed for many of the ideas emerging from
the Joseph Rowntree Foundation. Despite
being designed to promote environmental
and social sustainability, the scheme proved
very controversial being opposed by local
residents and wildlife groups. It was mired
in the planning system for ten years and
subject to a public enquiry. Following its
eventual approval in 2007 work started in
2010 with the first phases being under-
taken by David Wilson Homes.




new housing is behind some of the hostility with
which much new housing is viewed by planning
authorities and local communities who view the
prospect of a new housing estate on their doot-
step as a threat to be opposed with all means at
their disposal.

At the heart of this dysfunctional market
is the price of land. Agticultural land in England is
cutrently around £15,000/ha®® compared to hous-
ing land that peaked at £3M/ha in 2008%. This
is where the money is to be made in the housing
market. The main beneficiaries are not just the
lucky farmers but the whole industry of land
agents, planning consultants, lawyers and batristers
who exist to unlock this value (or what Ebenezer
Howatd called the ‘unearned increment’) by secut-
ing a planning consent for housing,

Set against this array of highly motivat-
ed professionals is the beleaguered planning au-
thority fighting to resist the pressure for develop-
ment. This resistance, of course, is what creates
the scarcity that drives up the price of the land. It
also justifies the existence of all the professionals
ranged against them who have a vested interest in
perpetuating the system. This makes it impos-
sible to plan. Rather than planning positively for
housing growth the system is geared to resisting
development, making it risk averse and leading to
bad decisions.

This attificially-inflated land value
directly impacts on the poor quality of housing
in the UK. Land value is based on a residual valu-
ation system — what remains after all other costs
have been covered. The problem is that the costs
that developers calculate when appraising their
schemes do not cover the full costs of building
new housing, The developer is responsible for
on-site costs, but the wider infrastructural costs
such as schools and transport are something to
be negotiated and are therefore captured very
inefficiently. Public sector investment in this
infrastructure therefore inflates land values to
the benefit of landowners who have made little
or no contribution to the costs. The Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is an attempt to ad-
dress this but as our report Beyond Eco-towns: The
Economic Issues™ suggests, it captures less than a
third of infrastructure costs. The rest is left to an
acrimonious negotiation of Section 106 conttibu-
tions. Developers wanting to submit competitive
bids for land make assumptions that they will be
able to negotiate down their S106 contributions.

Uxcester
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Once the inflated land value has been crystallised
the pressure through the rest of the system is
therefore to cut costs.

Housing is the only product where
price inflation is seen as a positive. The success
of initiatives to stimulate the housing market are
measured by the rise in house prices, much of
which passes straight through into the land value.
This creates a market where investing in the qual-
ity of the product makes little economic sense.

The workings of the planning system
as it affects the cost of land is the fundamental
issue that needs to be addressed if we are to
reform the UK housing market. Various models
have been put forward such as a ‘betterment tax’
to capture the unearned increment; these are
beyond the scope of this essay. We do, however,
believe that it is possible, with the right legislative
framework, to capture the land value at the local
level and that this is the key to making a Garden
City viable. Our model is based upon Dutch and
German systems where housing land is substan-
tially cheaper than the UK despite it being no
less scarce and in Holland often being reclaimed
from the seal The difference is that the Dutch
and German systems allows the value generated
by development to be invested in infrastructure
rather than to residualise in the land. Their sys-
tems mean that competition between developers
focuses on the quality of their product, rather
than the acquisition of sites. It is this simple fact
that explains why we turn so often to Germany
and Holland housing when looking at good prac-
tice in housing design.
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Uxcester’s population is currently 190,000 although the catchment
population of its city centre is twice that. It is experiencing pressures
for growth with house prices around ten times average household
incomes. This has caused the population to become skewed towards
older people and students, while families have been squeezed out to
surrounding towns and villages. The most affluent areas are to the
West while students live in sub-divided housing to the east and there
is a series of social housing estates around the edge of the city.

The city is growing at around 1% a year which represents around
1,000 new homes. A number of housebuilders are pursuing sites
around the edge of the town or in surrounding villages and there is
an acrimonious argument going on through the local plan process.
The city has a vocal and active community with a range of voluntary
groups who have traditionally opposed development. There are a
number of groups seeking to reduce carbon emissions and promote
environmentally conscious lifestyles.

The city centre remains relatively strong with a full range of national
retailers. There is, however, a worry about the increase in shops cater-
ing to tourists while the local population drifts away to out-of-town
retailing and other towns that have improved their offer. Meanwhile
plans for a new retail development are stalled.

The growth of the surrounding villages has caused problems with
congestion which in turn has affected air quality. There is an estab-
lished public transport system but the fleet of buses is intrusive in the
tight historic centre. There is a well-connected mainling railway station
and a network of park-and-ride facilities; however most people travel
to work by car and the ring road that encircles the town is nearing
capacity.

The town’s manufacturing base was established in the 19th century
and has largely disappeared. The University is a major employer with
science-based specialisms that have spun off a number of successful
tech companies in its science park. This is reaching capacity and a
number of companies are considering relocating.

Uxcester’s valley location makes it vulnerable to flooding and its cli-
mate is wet with a limited wind resource. Most of the surrounding land
is designated as green belt but generally it is of poor agricultural qual-
ity. The local water company has indicated that there will be a need for
a new sewage works if the town is to continue to grow at its current
rate. The city is governed by a city council and surrounded by rural
district councils of a different political persuasion. The one thing they
can all agree on is their mistrust of the County Council, also based in
the town, who retain responsibility for transport and education.
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lc. New Town .

Traditional towns like
Clonakilty, or in this
case Galne in Wiltshire
support far more shops and
facilities that do modern
developments of a similar
size and spending power.

f the current housebuilding financial model
is already failing to fully cover the costs of
the infrastructure of a suburban housing es-
tate how will it cover the costs of an entire
new town or city? Here we are talking not just
about roads, schools, service connections, open
space and a local bus service. The infrastructural
kit of parts required to service even a modest
city includes the full range of educational institu-
tions from schools to colleges and preferably
a university. Similarly health facilities need to
range from doctor’s surgeries to a hospital large
enough to be run efficiently within the NHS. A
full public transport system is required includ-
ing a mainline railway station (something that is
going to be difficult without a mainline railway).
Then in the private sector

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Submission 2014

Blues

been built up over centuries and the costs have
been borne by generations of people living in the
town. It cannot be funded in a single generation
from the construction of the homes, commercial
buildings and utilities that make up the town.
Our approach in Uxcester is modelled
on the work that has been done in Cambridge.
The Cambridgeshire Horizons Long-term delivery
plan® included plans for 73,000 new homes and
estimated the cost of infrastructure at £4 Billion
(£55,000 for every home). This is probably the
most comprehensive attempt in the UK to link
housing growth to its infrastructure require-
ments. 57% of the costs were for transport,
including a new guided bus system, 14% for
health, 12% for utilities and 10% for education.
These costs trelated to the

we need shops and offices,
preferably in a diverse town

centre with a mix of busi-

nesses rather than a couple

When do we create the
infrastructure...

Before it is needed or
once it is too late?

expansion of Cambridge
and its surrounding towns
that, of course, already
included the facilities listed

of large supermarkets on
the edge of the town. We also need places of
culture and community; theatres and community
centres, art galleries, places of worship, pubs,
scout huts etc...

This ‘stuff’ is expensive but it is also
vital. It is what makes a difference between a
dormitory suburb and a town let alone a city. In
existing towns and cities this social capital has

above; the cost which is
close to incalculable, but certainly many times
more than /4 Billion.

A further problem with infrastructure
is phasing. A Garden City will take many years to
build, which raises the question of when we build
the infrastructure? When do we lay the tram
tracks — before the housing is built when they will
be underused or after when alternative travel pat-
terns will have been established? Similar problems
arise with schools, health facilities and other public
services. The answer, of course, is that all of these
things need building before they are needed with
the initial losses and inefficiencies being borne as
part of the costs. However this is less easy with
commercial and voluntary activities; shops that
will not be occupied (even with discounted rents)
before they have customers, pubs before they have
drinkers, a church before it has worshipers or a
scout troop before there are eager young people
wanting to be scouts?

This is not just a cashflow problem —
it goes to the heart of the way that towns and
cities develop. In the summer of this year the
Academy of Urbanism visited Clonakilty in
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Cambridgeshire
Quality Charter for Growth

Cambridge Futures

Cambridge Futures was established in the late
1990s as a partnership between Cambridge
University and the City Council. It undertook
an innovative modelling exercise led by
Professor Marcial Echenique that assessed
different growth scenarios against agreed
objectives; including a new town, urban infill,
the expansion of villages etc... A political
consensus emerged in favour of an ambitious
but carefully-managed growth strategy.

This fed into Regional Planning Guidance
for East Anglia in 2000 and subsequently
into the County Structure Plan in 2003. The
[atter brought together the different Councils
to agree where growth should be located
including a green belt review. This led to the
preparation of Joint Area Action Plans for the
new settlement at Northstowe and a series
of major urban extensions in the green belt
(some of which straddled administrative
boundaries).

Cambridgeshire Horizons was set up under
an independent Chairman to support the
local authorities in managing the implementa-
tion and funding of the growth strategy. A
lasting legacy is the Cambridgeshire Quality
Charter for Growth, and a Quality Panel which
advises the local authorities and helps ensure
standards are maintained. Peter Studdert who
has been closely involved in the Cambridge
process (including being City Planning Officer)
believes that Cambridgeshire Horizons could
have provided better value if it had taken on
ownership of key sites as a locally-controlled
development corporation. This might have
avoided the delays caused, for example by
split land ownership in Northstowe.

The process is based on building 73,000
new homes with £4B of infrastructure
spending, including a guided bus (left). These
are similar figures to those we are proposing
in Uxcester.

County Cork™. This is a tiny town of fewer
than 5,000 people but has a high street with
around 60 shops, pubs and other uses. Yet new
housing developments for the same number of
people struggle to support a handful of shops
despite them having greater spending power.
This is not something that will be solved over
time. Having been unable to create an infra-
structure of local services in its eatly years the
housing scheme never will, even if it lasts as
long as Clonakilty. If a new Garden City is not to
become a residential dormitory suburb it needs
to find a way to address this issue.

This reinforces our conclusion that our
Garden City should grow as part of an estab-
lished city with existing facilities and a mature
economic ecosystem. This overcomes many of
the problems such as the creation of a town
centre, and the provision of higher order public
facilities. Because these already exist they can be
expanded incrementally as the city grows. How-
ever the problem of establishing a mix of facili-
ties and services will remain at the local level.
How can we create substantial urban extensions
without running into all the problems that we

describe above (albeit at a smaller scale because

the facilities needed for a lively neighbourhood
are a good deal less than those needed for a
city)? Part of the answer is to do with cash-
flow and up-front investment. As in places like
Freiburg® the tram, schools and other public
infrastructure ideally need to be built in advance
of the housing and the costs of running them
inefficiently in the early years need rolled in
with the costs of the development. However,
another part of the solution is something that
we explore in more detail in this submission,
namely the creation of ‘open source’ neigh-
bourhoods that can evolve over time. Places
where people can develop their own plots, work
from home, develop these businesses into shops
and extend and develop their home. This draws
on URBED’ work on Balanced Incremen-

tal Development™ that explotes the ‘natural’
process by which traditional cities are created.
This work suggest that the process by which
neighbourhoods are created, and their ability to
change and evolve over time, is more important
than their initial design. These are the processes
that allow masterplans to evolve into real places

as we explore in the next section.
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Oxford Case Study

In order to test our proposals for Uxcester on a real place we have un-
dertaken a case study of Oxford as part of this second stage submission
(as described in Appendix 1. The two plans on this page are drawn at the
same scale (the red circles being 10km from the centre). Oxford has a
population of around 150,000 within its administrative boundary. However
the population within the 10km circle is similar to Uxcester.




garden city

Uxcester today

e amaw
'Housing | 3,500 86,000 homes | 25 d/HA 190,000 population
Industry 400 | 1.3Vsqm 1:0.4 plot ratio | 30,000 jobs

(Office 100 | 750,000sqm | 1:0.8plotratio | 30,000 jobs
Retail/leisure 120000sgm | | 4800jobs
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1d. Creating a real place

e started this essay by ask- being designed very skilfully to resemble a small
ing why the process of town market town, a style that many housebuilders
building, which the British once  have adopted, often with less success. However,
found so easy, now escapes us?  creating a masterplan for a new development that
Britain has some of the most beautiful historic looks like a traditional town is a bit like designing a
towns and cities in the world but there are few sand dune. No matter how beautiful the design of
places built since the birth of the modern town the dune, it somehow feels wrong. The difference
planning system that will be cherished in the between the artificial dune and the real thing is
future. This is especially true of new towns, de-  the process by which it is created. This is why the
spite the fact that they were designed by some of  problem of creating beautiful places belongs in an

the country’s best architects and planners. The economics essay - because it is about process as
problem lies not with the quality of the initial much as design.
design but the process by which the town has The traditional towns and cities that we
developed and evolved. love were not designed and built over a few short
Disillusionment with ‘modern’ town decades. They were built one building at a time
planning has caused many urban designers to and then allowed to evolve over centuries. They
turn for inspiration to traditional places. Prince wete often promoted by land owners with a long-
Charles’s promotion of Poundbury in Dorset is term interest in the success of the place and many
pethaps the most influential of these schemes, of their buildings were erected by people and busi-

nesses for their own use®. This is the history of

This is why the problem of creating many market towns as well as being the method

beautiful places belongs in an by which London’s great estates were developed
economics essay - because it is about as well as Haussmann’s Paris, Nash’s Bath or even
process as much as design the eatly garden cities. The process of incremental

growth does not negate masterplanning. All of

Figure Ground Plans: These two plans are drawn at the same scale. The
plan to the left is Milton Keynes city centre while the plan to the right shows
the West End of London, the latter being largely built by the great estates
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Uxcester

these places were masterplanned; however they
were planned in a way that created a framework
for incremental development - a trellis onto which
the vine of the town, city or neighbourhood could
grow. The masterplan created serviced plots that
were sold either individually or in small packages
to people who would commission buildings either
for their own use or as an investment. The pro-
moting land owner would retain the frechold and
would control development through covenants on
the land.

By contrast new towns were conceived
on paper in their entirety as fully functioning
efficient places with a balance of uses and the
requisite number of schools and shops etc... Even
when completed as their planners had intended,
they found that society had changed over the
course of their construction. Many were designed
with an idea of family life and work patterns from
the 1960s and struggled to adapt and evolve. A
further problem with such end-state masterplan-
ning is the risk that the town only makes sense
when complete. When an engineer designs a
bridge it must be strong not only when it is
complete but also when it is at its most vulner-

We cannot compress centuries of
growth into a few decades, but we
can rethink the way places are built to
plan for incremental growth:

able during construction. This is even more the  Tradltiondl towns like Hastings
case for a town that may never really be finished ~ W€ not designed and built
over a few short decades. They
were bult one bulding at a ime
and then allowed to evolve over
centuries.

and will have to survive for years in its partially
complete state.

Older towns do not have these prob-
lems, having evolved over centuries with each
generation adding to them and adapting to
changing economic conditions and technologies.
This is not just because they are old, and over-
came their teething problems centuries ago. Old
towns, of course are not without their problems
and many have faced challenges far greater than
their ability to evolve. However, the inherent
structure of an old town, the fine grain of its
sites and adaptability of its buildings makes it like
open-source software that anyone can download
and develop. This makes these towns more ro-
bust and adaptable but also changes the way they
look. They have idiosyncrasies that do not always

24
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make sense but which contribute to their char-
acter. We cannot compress centuries of growth
into a few decades, but we can rethink the way
places are built to plan for incremental growth.

As we have said the first step is to start
with one of these ‘open source’ old towns. You
need time to grow a real place, just as you do to
grow an oak from an acorn. It is easier to promote
new development in a way that adds to the diver-
sity of a place that already has a patina of history
that cannot be faked or created in a few decades.
But we also need to replicate the conditions to
create this diversity and adaptability in the new
development. In doing this we need to learn from
the past:

O We need to create a land ownership structure
with a long term interest in the quality of the
place.

O We need to put in place strong masterplans
that give shape and coherence to the develop-
ment but...

O We need to allow development to proceed plot
by plot in an incremental fashion.

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Submission 2014

O We need to put in place a clear set of develop-
ment rules that give certainty without being
overbearing or petty.

O We need to create incentives to invest in the
quality of what is built and instil a sense of
pride and ownership.

O We need to allow plots to evolve both during
and after construction, encouraging extensions,
live work units etc...

O We need to create long-term secure income
to ensure the upkeep and management of the
neighbourhood.

Such as system would allow development to
grow over time, shaped by a plan but also able to
evolve and change. It would create a place that
learns from the past, not in terms of aesthet-

ics but in terms of the traditional way in which
towns were built. This is not speculation; it is
already being done in Almere Poort in the Neth-
erlands (see box). The Garden City is an opportu-
nity not just to reform the large scale economics
of housebuiling and new settlements but this

small scale economics of creating real places.

Custom-build housing:

The Almere Poort development covers 100ha and will eventually ac-
commodate 3,000 homes of which 1,000 have been completed. This
has been built using a system similar to that which we are proposing for
Uxcester. Each home buyer selects a plot (at a fixed price of €375/m?)
which comes with a ‘plot passport’ setting out what development and uses
are permissible. They then either self-build their home or buy one of the
‘Home Manufacturer’ products.

Above: Aimere Poort in the Netherlands
Below: An illustration by URBED of a Custom-build site being
explored by igloo in Nottingham.

URBED are currently working with Carillion/igloo on the first Cus-
tombuild housing scheme in the UK. This is happening on a site in Cornwall,
while igloo explore a number of other potential sites across the country. The
first six home manufacturers for the UK have recently been short-listed by
igloo. Plot purchasers in Cornwall will be able to choose between these six
manufacturers and then work with them to customise their home. Eventually
the customisation system will be linked to data on the cost and value of their
home as well as its energy performance to aid their decisions.




Uxcester Constraints
Key

Area liable to flooding
Protected green space

_ Other unavailable sites

Built up area (darker areas show local centres)

- TOTAL area within 10km circle
_ Potentially available land 20,000

1,500
]

31,000
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Uxcester

Ebenezer Howard's original vision for Garden
Clities was not for freestanding new towns, but
a network of settlements in a garden, which
he called the Social Gity. This has been the
inspiration for our proposals.

A vision for

Uxcester
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2a. Grow your own cCit

Su

EIGHB

at is our vision for a Garden
City fit for the 21st century?
How should it be designed and
how should it relate to its host
city? What does it need to do to respond to the
social, economic and environmental challenges
that we face? How can it gain political support
and be attractive not just to the people and com-
panies who will occupy its new neighbourhoods
but to the existing population of Uxcester who
have less to gain and a lot more to lose? How
can it be built, at a time when public money is
not available, in a way that is viable, attractive to
the market and yet also funds all the necessary
infrastructure and facilities? These are the ques-
tions that we address in part two of this essay.
They are also questions that Ebenezer

Howard addressed in his original essay - Tomorrow:

A Peacefirl Path to Real Reform in 1898%. However,
the image of a Garden City that has been passed
down to us — the curving, tree-lined streets with

wide-frontaged, semi-detached houses behind

clipped hedges — owes as much to the early
developments like Hampstead Garden Suburb, as
it does to Howard’s original book. This idea of
the Garden City retains a deep emotional appeal
as a synthesis of town and country illustrated

by Howard’s Three Magnets diagram. Since

that time both the town and the country have
changed beyond recognition. The original Garden
City was born in an age when there were no cars,
when energy was delivered by the coal man and
when the nuclear family was the main form of
household, with husbands that went out to work,
and wives that stayed at home. It was a time when

people worked near

THE

THREE MAGNETS

FoRr THE 21ST CENTURY

Howard was writing in an
age when there were no
cars and when energy was
delivered by the coal man

to whete they lived
and rented their
home, when land

was cheap and when

WMM WILL THEY G-lﬂ

THE
TAINABLE '
'URHOOD

0

=

gsantinn iy
M"I..M‘“"lz;."" Tosgy pantt™

-
T " s,

environmental prob-
lems could be left behind in the cities. Everything
has changed in the century since then, everything
that is except the suburban home.

In our work for the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation on the shape of the 21st century
home*” we took it upon ourselves to redesign
the Three Magnets. Our version reversed their
polarity combining the best aspects of the inner
city and suburbia to create the Sustainable Urban
Neighbourhood (or SUN). In an argument that
we expanded in our book for the Architectural
Press™ we suggested that the forces of change
at the turn of the Millennium were even greater
than those that forged the Garden City at the end
of the 19th century. Today, for example, the nu-
clear family makes up only 21% of households
and 80% of net household growth is for house-
holds that include no children. We live in an age

of mass car ownership, unsustainable levels of



Uxcester’s urban structure
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energy use, ubiquitous information technology
and economic uncertainty. New urban models
have emerged to address these changes, such as
the Urban Village in the UK* and the Pedestrian
Pocket in the US* and indeed our own Sustain-
able Urban Neighbourhood model* that has
been adopted by the city of Birmingham as the
basis of its local plan*.

Whereas the SUN model was designed
to darn the frayed urban fabric of existing cities,
the 21st century Garden City is a more ambitious
project, since it must weave new urban fabric.
Our vision for the Garden City therefore needs to
be multi-layered to encompass a vision for the
shape of the whole settlement, together with the
structure of each of its component neighbout-
hoods as well as the design of its houses, streets
and facilities — the snowflake, the trellis and the

vine:

O The Snowflake: The first layer, at the scale
of the whole city, shows how the city of
Uxcester can grow, as a crystal grows into a
snowflake, in a way that creates symmetry and
beauty at every stage. This we set out in our

‘Snowflake plan’ on page 34.

O The Trellis: Each of the component neigh-
bourhoods of the Garden City needs a trellis
to give it a clear, legible structure as well as
balance and beauty. This is the masterplan
that gives shape to its streets and spaces as
did the original plans for places like Blooms-
bury or Edinburgh New Town.

O The Vine: The buildings of the Garden City,
the homes, shops, schools and workplaces are
the vine that grows onto the trellis. They are
shaped by its structure but there is also room
for serendipity, allowing the plan to evolve

and shape itself to its growing community.

Thus our vision is as much about process as
it is about form. It is summed up in these six

principles:

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Submission 2014

1 From fractured to organic growth: Most places

B grow by accretion, one field at a time and each of
these fields is developed without any certain knowledge of
what will happen to the next field. As a result the urban
periphery becomes a fractured mosaic of dendritic estates,
poortly connected to the town and to each other and dif-
ficult to serve with public transport. This is not how places
grow organically. Historically towns grew out along their
radial routes, absorbing villages that became the heart of new
neighbourhoods. Today this is prevented by green belts that
are used to maintain a separation between settlements. How-
ever there is another traditional way in which towns and cities
have grown; the planned extension (often called a new town).

This is the inspiration for our proposals.

2.

farmland and villages. The approach in the past has been to

From light green belt to deep green grid: Uxces-
ter is surrounded by a green belt that is made up of

preserve the core of the green belt by attaching development
to the edge of the town and the villages thereby annoy-

ing everyone. It is true that the green belt includes ateas of
natural beauty and ecological value but much of it consists

of ploughed fields with no public access and little ecologi-

cal value. So rather than nibbling around the most visible
edges of the green belt our suggestion is that we take a large
and confident bite out of its centre. In doing this we would
undertake that for every hectare developed at least one other
hectare would be transformed into publicly accessible open
space. While there would cleatly be a net loss of open land,
there would be an increase in public open space. This would
include a swathe of forests and lakes, providing flood attenua-
tion, ecological habitats, public recreation and allotments.
This resource will be a key benefit for the existing community.

3 From a fat city to a fit city: The Snowflake plan is
B Dbased on some critical dimensions. The neighbour-
hoods are designed to be served efficiently by a tram (or Bus
Rapid Transport - BRT). The distances mean that the tram
can link efficiently to each extension as it is developed, stop-
ping at the heart of each of the sub-neighbourhoods. It also
means that none of these stops are more than a 20 minute
tram ride from the city centre. The neighbourhoods are 800m
in diameter (10 minutes walk), with the higher density hous-
ing being within 400m (5 minutes walk) of these stops. At
the same time in the other direction no home is more than 10
minutes walk from the swathe of public space that surrounds
the neighbourhoods which will also include walking and
cycling routes. The aim is to make walking, cycling and public
transport the most convenient and economic ways of getting

around.



4 From urban sprawl to Sustain-
B able Urban Neighbourhood:
The component neighbourhoods of our
diagram for Uxcester have evolved from
URBED’s Sustainable Urban Neighbour-
hood (SUN) Initiative™. This was devel-
oped in the 1990s as a model to create
attractive urban housing and has since been
widely adopted. The SUN Model is based
on a set of simple urban design principles:
a mix of uses, a hierarchy of walkable,
permeable streets, the enclosure and anima-
tion of public space, density and variety of
housing and a set of sustainability targets
described (see Section 2c¢). These are de-
signed to create urban neighbourhoods that
are economically, socially and environmen-
tally sustainable and are equally applicable
to the type of urban extension proposed in
Uxcester.

Uxcester

5 From consumption to co-production: There

B should be something idealistic about a Garden City.
It should attract people looking for an alternative to an iden-
tikit housing estate. It should therefore be built and managed
through a process of local cooperation and collaboration.
This could range from custom-build and self-build hous-
ing, to community energy schemes, to allotments and sports
clubs and community facilities. Neighbourhood management
should be delegated to local people. These are central to

the economic model for the city but also designed to fast-
forward the process of building the social capital that creates
the best places to live.

6 From speculation to long-term stewardship:

B Along with this goes a new way of building that taps
into the value created by the development of the Garden City
and creates incentives to invest in quality and for the long-
term. In shott to create a new business model to which we

will return to in 2 moment.

Hammarhby Sjﬁstad The redevelopment of part of Stockholm’s waterfront  space, as well as communal systems for segregated
to create Hammarby Sjostad (Water City) has waste collection (using vacum pipes) and a district
become a widely-visited exemplar scheme. The de- wide CHP. The aim (that has been achieved) was to
velopment includes 11,000 homes and incorporates  halve the environmental impact of the development
a new fram line linking 1o the city centre. Its develop-  compared to a typical scheme in Stockholme in the
ment was based on generous standards for open late 1990s when it was being planned.
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2b. The city plan

Cities like Freiburg have
successfully used frams to
link urban extensions to their
historic centre

he diagram opposite shows how the

population of Uxcester could be

doubled in a way that minimises the

impact on the city and the surround-
ing countryside. On pages that follow through
this section we show how this diagram could be
applied to a real place, making assumptions about
avoiding flood plains, ecological features, historic
landscapes, existing settlements and where pos-
sible taking advantage of opportunity sites such
as disused airfields.

The Snowflake plan is diagrammatic,

but it is also drawn to the same scale as the plan

on page 38. The out-

of this area. Another 6,500 hectares are unavail-
able due to various forms of protection or because
they are in the flood plain. This leaves 20,000HA
of land, of which only 3000HA (also 15%) would
be required to double the size of the city. The
worked example of Oxford that we describe later
in this essay is more constrained than Uxcester,
but even Oxford has substantially more uncon-
strained land within this 10km zone than would be
required to double the size of the city.

The city of Uxcester is currently grow-
ing at the rate of 1% or just under 1,000 homes
per year. This is fairly typical of the build rates

across the cities like Uxces-

er red circle is 10km
from the centre of
the town and based
on the timetables of
existing tram systems;

In practical terms this 10km
ring contains the optimum zone
for the expansion of the city,
although much of it, of course,
is green belt

ter that we have examined
(including Oxford). There
is however a recognition
in many of these cities

that this is not enough.

this broadly translates
into a 20 minute
tram/BRT ride. In practical terms this 10km ring
contains the optimum zone for the expansion of
the city, although much of it, of course, is green
belt and in political terms it is likely to be the
most contested.

Within this circle there are just over
31,000HA of land. As we have seen on Page 26,
the existing city of Uxcester, with its 190,000 peo-
ple and 100,000 jobs covers just 4,500HA or 15%

Pressures are building up,
houseprices are rising, the
university and other local employers are starting
to worry about their ability to attract talented
people because of the shortage of housing. So,
for example, the leader of Oxfordshire County
Council has accepted that there is a need to build
100,000 new homes in the county over 20 years®.
In Uxcester we are proposing that we
double the size of the city over 30-35 years,
which would mean 86,000 new homes. This
equates to a growth rate of more than 2% or
up to 2,800 homes per year. This figure is not
directly comparable to the Oxford County figure
because it is over a longer period but relates just
to Uxcester and not to the surrounding towns.
Part of our argument is that we should focus
growth around the main urban centre to allow
infrastructure to be provided more efficiently.

Urban Infill: The next question is what propor-
tion of these new homes should be accommo-
dated within the existing urban area. As we de-
scribed in Section 1a, our assumption is that 60%

of the current growth rate of Uxcester should be
accommodated through urban infill. This equates
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to 16,500 homes over 30 years, something that
will be challenging but which can be achieved
through the redevelopment of former industrial
premises, infill development and intensification.

Urban Extensions: If we are to double the size
of Uscester we would therefore need to accom-
modate just under 70,000 units elsewhere. This
is a huge task, comparable in every way to the to
the task of building a new town. Yet for cities like
Oxford this is not a hypothetical problem but a
very practical challenge that the city faces today.
It is doing so without the powers or resources
that were available to the new town development
corporations, without the ability to plan beyond
its borders and without the mechanisms to plan
strategically for infrastructure. We ate proposing to
address all of these issues, so allowing towns and
cities to plan strategically for this growth.

This will get away from the current situ-
ation where the response is for each town and vil-
lage in the county to share the pain. This is simply
not a process that has the capability of achieving
the sort of housing numbers that we need. It is,
rather, a recipe for years of acrimonious argument
and bureaucratic wrangling. Our suggestion is that
we need to use the concept of a Garden City to
cut through this and to accommodate the hous-
ing growth in a small number of significant urban

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Sulbbmission 2014

extensions - large enough to be served by a tram
ot equivalent and to sustain a local centre as shown
on the Snowflake plan. The plan opposite shows
what this might mean in practice for the City of
Uxcester.

This Snowflake plan is based on three
substantial urban extensions each with a popula-
tion of around 50,000 people and 23,000 homes.
Each is made up of a central neighbourhood with
around 6,000 units and fout Garden Neighbourhoods
with 4 -5,000 homes. Each of the neighbourhoods
has a radius of around 800m, which equates to
a 10 minute walk and therefore cover 200HA of
land. Each neighbourhood would be served by a
secondary school and three feeder primary schools
as well as local services, health centres, nutseries
and local shops, while higher order facilities would
be located in the central neighbourhoods.

Public Transport: Each of the extensions
would be serviced by a tram line (or BRT).

This runs from the station, through the city
centre (on street) and then through the suburbs
(where possible on old or under-used railway
lines). Then, once clear of the built-up area, the
line runs on the new streets of the extensions
through each neighbourhood. We have shown
this as a loop, although the transport experts on
our sounding board suggest that a single line

The Freiburg Model

Freiburg in Germany is a historic university

city of around 218,000. It has developed two
large urban extensions: Vauban and
Rieselfeld. Both were on publicly-owned
land, the former having been a military
barracks and the latter a sewage works.

The city took the lead in preparing the land,
working with local communities to design the
masterplan and then selling serviced sites to
developers. An initial bond allowed investment
to be made in infrastructure, including the tram
which links to the historic centre, which was
completed in advance of most of the develop-
ment. This corresponds closely with the model
that we are proposing in Uxcester.
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with a terminus would be better*. The tram
would pass through each neighbourhood so that
everyone will be within 10 minutes walk (and
most within 5 minutes walk) of a tram stop and
every tram stop will be less than 20 minutes

away from the city centre.

Housing: The neighbourhoods are based on the
housing densities set out on Page 36. The major-
ity (70%) will be built to suburban densities in the
range of 30-45 units/HA. 20% of the homes will
be developed at 20 units/HA allowing for de-
tached units on the periphery of the neighbour-
hoods while 10% will be built to much higher
densities of 65 units/HA in the central neigh-
bourhood consisting of terraces and some apart-
ments. Within this mix there will be a diversity of
housetypes, including family accommodation but
also older people’s accommodation, smaller units,

rental property and social housing,

Employment: The scheme includes 1.7M sqm
of employment space, sufficient to house one
job per new home built. We have assumed a
plot ratio of 3:2* so that this employment space
requires 203 HA of land. Part of this would be
located in large footprint employment areas, such
as a science park with high-tech business linked
to the main university. We envisage that new
employment would be located in and around the
existing city centre as well as on a much smaller
scale within the neighbourhoods in mixed-use
buildings and homeworking offices/wotkshops.

The Garden: The scheme is based on the notion
that 3,000HA of open space will be created to
match the 3,000HA of development. This is the
garden in which the city is to be set. When we
first drew the Snowflake plan we imagined this
entirely filling the gaps between the extensions.
However the reality is that, like the neighbour-
hoods themselves, the green space would fill only
part of this area. Our notion is that the new pub-
lic open space would be acquired by the Garden
City promotor and would be developed as a rich
resource for the whole of the city. It would in-

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Submission 2014

walk (and most within 5 minutes

stop will be less than 20 minutes
away from the town centre

Everyone will be within 10 minutes

walk) of a tram stop and every tram

clude ecologically rich woodland planting, sports
facilities, country parks and market gardens. It

could also include lakes for flood attenuation.

The masterplan to the right illustrates the poten-
tial impact of this expansion of Uxcester. The

act of drawing this plan gives us comfort that
development on this scale is possible. There is no
disguising the scale of the extensions, but they still
occupy a relatively small part of the zone around
the town and can be positioned and built in a way
that preserves the setting of the town. Some of
the residents of Uxcester will undoubtedly view
this plan with horror. However, for most cities like
Uscester, the question is not whether but how it
should grow. Carefully planned development of
this type is likely to be less intrusive and more sus-
tainable than the 40 years of piecemeal develop-
ment which is what the city would otherwise face.

The Nottingham Tram, that
is currently being extended,
ilustrates that a new tram
system can be inserted into a
historic city centre.



garden city

Proposed land use
Key  |Use  |Area(ha) |Yield

2300 69,500 homes

1.7M sqm
- Retail/leisure 120,000 sgm
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2¢. Sustainability

tis incumbent on the developers of a Garden

City to tise to the environmental challenge

that we face. This is not as an exemplar,

or a demonstration project but just as a
sensible response to the standards that all new
housing will need to achieve during the lifetime
of the Garden City. The 2008 Climate Change
Act requires that we should be achieving an 80%
reduction in carbon emissions by the time the
Garden City is complete (in 2050, compared to a
1996 base). This not something that we can put
off until future phases, it needs to be embedded
in the plan from the outset. Indeed given

Neighbourhood-based: Much of our work on
the Sustainable Urban Neighbourhood is based
upon the notion that sustainability systems can
most economically be provided at the neighbour-
hood scale. These include energy and heating sys-
tems through Combined Heat and Power (CHP),
district heating and renewable energy. They also
include water treatment systems through reed beds
and ‘bioworks’, neighbourhood waste collection,
food growing and car share schemes. In each case
there is an opportunity for community controlled
provision generating jobs and savings for local

the difficulty of achieving an 80% CO,
reduction in Uxcester’s existing housing
stock it could be argued that the Garden
City extensions should be aiming to be

What is needed is a clear set of
minimum standards that everyone
understands and can factor into their
business planning.

carbon neutral from the outset. We have
been working on these issues for many years
through the Sustainable Urban Neighbourhood
(SUN) Initiative®. This suggests two possible ap-
proaches to sustainability:

Ecolonia

Despite being commissioned as long ago as 1989, Ecolonia remains a model! for the kind

of sustainable urban extension that we propose for Uxcester. Commissioned by the Dutch
National Environmental Agency in Alphen aan den Rijn to gain experience of ecological town
planning, the scheme is designed to test different approaches. These include: rainwater utilisa-
tion; passive and active solar energy; energy saving; reduction of water consumption; use of
durable materials and healthy living.

39

people. It does mean that the infrastructure budget
needs to include the kit to support these systems
including heat pipe networks, waste collection
systems, vehicle charging points etc...

House-based: An alternative approach focuses
on the design of the home. It includes super-
insulation and air-tightness together with passive
design and roof-mounted photovoltaics to meet
the energy needs of the home. Indeed it is pos-
sible to create homes that produce more energy
than they use, and storage technologies are
increasingly making it possible to meet electrical
requirements and car charging loads in this way.

A choice needs to be made between
these approaches because the home-based ap-
proach reduces the household energy require-
ment to the point where neighbourhood systems
become unviable. However there is the potential
to pursue different solutions in different neigh-
bourhoods, the communal systems in the neigh-
bourhood centres, the home-based systems in
the lower density subutbs. Certainly in the areas
where we are promoting significant amounts of
self-build and custom-build it will be difficult to
cootrdinate neighbourhood systems.



Indeed on a development over this time
period it is not sensible to be specific about the
technologies to be employed. In the next thirty
years there will be huge changes in sustainability
technology and the costs of different solu-
tions. What is needed is a clear set of minimum
standards that everyone understands and can
factor into their business planning. The table
to the right sets out a possible list of targets
covering energy, materials, waste water and green
infrastructure. Over the last few years we have
worked for both igloo and Grosvenor on cali-
brating environmental standards for new devel-
opment”’. The standatds suggested in the table
are slightly less than the levels being achieved
in the best European schemes, like the urban
extensions in Freiburg. The carbon emissions,
for example are the equivalent the UICs current
Code for Sustainable Homes Level 5. This is a
standard achievable within the housing viability
figures that we quote on page 50. It also allows
a degree of flexibility with the custom-build and
self-build schemes.

Ideally there would be a programme to
retrofit Uxcester’s existing housing stock along-
side the new development. This could happen
through a programme based on the Community
Green Deal®® which would allow work to be
done collectively, coordinated by the Garden City
Foundation and funded through the reduction in
utility bills.

The sustainability standards set out in
the table would be incorporated into a Garden
City Sustainability Charter. This would be en-
shrined in the ground leases on the land that
sets these targets in perpetuity. This needs to be
managed and monitored by the Garden City Cor-
poration who would assess the performance of
new housing proposals, undertake survey work
to assess issues such as car use and recycling, and
undertake post occupancy work to ensure that
targets are being met. The Sustainability Charter
needs to be managed in this way if it is to have
long term influence on the way that the Garden
City is built.

Uxcester Environmental Targets

ENERGY
Passive Design

Neighbourhoods designed according to bioclimatic param-
eters (shelter from cold, wind, sun, daylight etc)

Low carbon
energy supply

50% of energy demand from renewables or low carbon
energy.

Carbon
Emissions

10kg CO2/m? for detached, 11kgC0O2/m? for attached homes

Energy Fabric
Efficiency

Apartments + Mid Terrace: <39KWh/m2/year, End terrace,
Semi-Detached and Detached: <46kWh/m?/year

Energy
Management
MATERIALS

Specification
System

All buildings to provide real-time metering

BRE certification and LCA of materials.

Sustainability

All natural materials fully certified - e.g. FSC/PEFC. Local
materials preferred.

Reuse and recycle

Site waste

No demolition materials removed from site, 10% reclaimed
materials, use of recyclable materials

Residential <9 m? per 100m?

Recycling

Provision of individual and communal recycling facilities inte-
grated into masterplan.

Composting

Efficient water
use

Dedicated composting space in each dwelling

Domestic: < 80 I/p/day, Non-Domestic: 50% improvement
over EA best practice benchmark for building type.

Recycling and
Harvesting

Rainwater harvesting across the site, at individual household or
communal levels.

SUDS

Scheme designed for water attenuation with green roofs,
permeable surfacing and a fully integrated SUDs system.

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

Biodiversity

Ecological enhancement and protection of ecological features.

Green spaces

Every home to be 300m from an accessible natural greenpace
and within 1Tkm of a 50HA greenspace,

Air quality

Air quality impacts fully considered and mitigated as part of
overall masterplan and green infrastructure strategy

Food growing

Fully developed food growing strategy across site, with re-
sources set aside for managing this.
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2d. How to be popular
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y extending Uxcester, we have not

made life easy for ourselves in gain-

ing public support. Uxcester and its

surrounding villages are full of active
citizens who are well-organised and have not al-
ways had a reputation for being pro-development.
It is an unfortunate fact that most new housing
development provokes opposition from people
living nearby. These objectors have been branded
NIMBYs but their opposition is not entirely
unreasonable. New housebuilding does not have
a very good reputation for building quality places,
while it adds to congestion, blights cherished
views, and ovetloads local facilities.

On the other hand market research

commissioned as part of the Wolfson Economic

Uxcester is full of active citizens
who are well-organised

had a reputation for being

Prize* found that
three-quarters of
Britons recognise that
and have not always we need to build new
housing and support

pro-development. the notion of Garden

Cities. Furthermore
support was greater among older people, home-
owners, those in rural areas, and Conservative and
UKIP voters. In one respect this suggests that
the Garden City is a powerful brand to detoxify the
image of housebuilding. However 54% of people,
while supporting the idea of a Garden City, did not
feel that the area where they lived was a good place

to put one. In other words most people support a
the idea of a Garden City provided it is built some-
where else.

We know from bitter experience that
if alocal community feel able to challenge the
principle of a development their tendency will be
to oppose it. If by contrast there is an acceptance
that the principle has been agreed, there is much
more scope for a constructive discussion about
how it is developed. It is therefore significant that
the market research shows that people overwhelm-
ingly accept the need for new housing, In our dis-
cussions with civic groups in Oxford through our
Oxqford Futures wotk™ it is clear that this extends to
an acceptance of the need for substantially more
housing locally. This being the case, there is the
opportunity for a constructive discussion about
where this new housing should go.

The first part of this discussion is based
on the notion that, rather than spreading new
housing around the edge of every town and vil-
lage in the district, it should be gathered together
in a small number of latger developments. This
is likely to gain the support of all of the com-
munities in those places spared from develop-
ment, if not of those affected by the few large
developments. Careful location of these larger
developments away from existing villages can
minimise the numbers of people directly affected
although we do need to avoid the temptation to

Lightmoor: Telford

Lightmoor is the first major development by the Bournville Village
Trust outside its base in Birmingham. The scheme is a joint venture
with HCA to develop 72HA of land — the last of the sites allocated

as part of the original Telford New Town masterplan. Because the

site took so long to develop, local people had become use to it
being open land. BVT have however worked hard to overcome local
opposition. The scheme includes a new school (£3.5M) together
with a 22HA park. These, along with a new village square with shops
and a pub, have been completed as part of the early phases of 192
homes. A resident-controlled management company has also been
established with an annual income of £71,000. The scheme is being
developed in partnership with three housebuilders, with 25% of the
stock being returned to BVT.
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As part of the bidding process for Garden City designa-
tion Uxcester and its surrounding authorities held a major
public consultation exercise. This included a series of
workshops with residents and local civic organisations

to discuss the options for growth. The backdrop to these
discussions was a requirement that Uxcester substantially
increase its rate of housebuiling. So, as in the Cambridge
Futures exercise (see Page 20), the consultations were
based on a series of growth scenarios.

These initial discussions included some mas-
terplanning work to illustrate the impact of the different
scenarios. However, the real design work started with the
appointment of masterplanners following confirmation
that the bid had been successful. Each of the Garden
City Extensions was the subject of a community plan-
ning exercise as illustrated on this page. These included
intense workshops discussing the form and nature of
development. Through this process residents explored
the location of development, created collages of images
representing the type of development they wanted and
masterplanned the whole thing in plasticine.

The workshops were valuable because they
exposed the community to the practical implications
of developing the extensions, highlighting the difficult
choices that needed to be made. While not all participants
agreed with the decisions, they at least understood why
they had been made. This consultation started to build
trust and confidence by drawing the community into the
decision-making process.
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allocate a far-flung corner of the county (which

1s what happened when Milton Keynes was built
in a sparsely-populated part of Buckinghamshire
thereby relieving pressure on all the surrounding
villages). We do not believe that a Garden City can
be built in an isolated location but should be an
extension of an established city — Uxcester. Much
of this land will be green belt, some of it may have
been mooted as a possible housing allocation and
will therefore have been optioned for development
and large areas are likely to be in a neighbouring
authority. However we have shown in Uxcester,
and confirmed in Oxford (See Page 57 and Ap-
pendix 1), that it is possible to locate significant ut-

ban extensions within

a 10km zone of the
city on open land
that is well-connected
and relatively uncon-

strained.

The Social Contract: Most of the people of Ux-
cester and its surrounding villages will be relieved
that the Garden City is going to be built somewhere
else. However they will have other concerns. Top
amongst these is likely to be congestion since Ux-
cestet’s roads are already near to gridlock in rush
hour. Local groups are also likely to worry about
the erosion of open countryside and ecological as-
sets, the loss of key views of the cathedral spire or
the setting of the river valley. There is also likely to
be concerns that are less easy to pin down about
the change in Uxcester’s character, about it being
flooded by incomers, whoever they may be.

Some of these concerns may be well
grounded, others are a fear of the unknown. All
need to be taken setiously in the debate so that
fears can be allayed and concerns addressed. To do
this the community needs to be given a meaningful
role in the development of the Garden City. This
we suggest takes the form of a Soca/ Contract that
includes the following undertakings:

O Minimal impact: The location of the
Garden City extensions will be chosen to
minimise their environmental impact. The
extensions would avoid both flood plains
and higher land and be designed to be largely
invisible to existing residents who will there-

fore have their green outlook saved for pos-
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terity. This is possible because much of the
land around Uxcester is low-lying ploughed
fields and pasture and past green belt policies
have been very effective in ensuring that few

people live there!

Accessible open space: For every hectare
developed another will be allocated for open
space that is publicly accessible to the whole
community. This will enhance and provide
access to a huge area of countryside that

was previously in private hands. This will be
developed as country parks, ecological areas
and recreational facilities and will be subject to
a restrictive covenant meaning that it must be

retained as open space in perpetuity.

Compensation: People directly affected will
be fairly compensated. A number of the first
stage submissions suggested generous com-
pensation schemes for people both directly
and indirectly affected. This is not something
open to us given the large number of people
living in Uxcester and its surrounding villages.
We have made provision in the land acquisi-
tion budget to generously compensate people

whose property needs to be purchased.

New infrastructure: The development
would increase the capacity of existing infra-
structure and provide new infrastructure to
cater both for the new development and to
relieve existing pressures such as congestion.
The expansion would fund new facilities
including schools, health facilities and sports
pitches, available to everyone. It would also
include sustainability infrastructure such as
renewable energy schemes, car share schemes
and food growing, Most importantly it

will fund 2 modern town-wide tram/BRT
network that will serve existing and new

residents.

Greater catchment spend: New compari-
son retail development will be concentrated
in the city centre. The centres of many towns
like Uxcester have been struggling to main-
tain their retail offer as people turn to the
Internet or shop out-of-town. The expan-

sion of the city will significantly increase the



spending power of the catchment popula-
tion. The money that would have been spent
on creating the town centre of a new town
can be spent on upgrading the existing town
centre to the benefit of local traders and

property owners.

A community stake: That the community
would be given a financial stake in the body
that develops the Garden City. This is de-
sctibed in mote detail later in this essay, but
the purpose of this community ownership

is to give local organisations a seat around
the table when decisions are made about

the Garden City and to allow them to benefit
financially from the value created. This could
fund a Community Chest that can be applied

to projects across the city.

Building Support: Together we believe that
these measures have the potential to build a wide
base of support for the Garden City. However
this potential will only crystallise into expressed
support if the process is handled carefully which
causes us to draw three conclusions about lead-

ership:

1. The process cannot be imposed from a
national level: The people of Uxcestet, by
which we mean the various local authori-
ties, the civic and community groups and
the business community, need to take the
initiative. The Government’s role is to create
the environment where it is in the interest
of Usxcester’s people to do this. This is partly
about requiring them to address their hous-
ing needs so that housing growth is not seen
as optional, and partly about giving them
the tools to address these issues if they seek
Garden City status.

2. Alocal referendum should be used with
care: Tempting as this might be, we are
concerned that a referendum might serve
to highlight divisions rather than building
consensus. Referenda may be a very good
way of demonstrating support for an idea
where such support exists, but they can also
make it more difficult to build that support
by polarising and politicising the debate. This

B
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happened with the unsuccessful referendum
on the Manchester tram/congestion charge®'.
The Garden City will need local leadership
prepared to take on and win the arguments
and to build support locally. Therefore rather
than asking voters for permission to build a
Garden City we want to reframe the debate by
inviting them to bid for one.

3. Local areas should be invited to bid for
Garden City Status: As we will describe in
the first of the ‘seven ages’, we propose that
local consortia be invited to bid for Garden
City status and the benefits that come with
it — land acquisition powers and investment
guarantees etc... Similar bids take place for all
manner of things from hosting the Com-
monwealth Games to being granted city
status or becoming European City of culture.
Many of these accolades bring with them
considerable cost and disruption but the na-
ture of the competition means that they are a
source of pride to local people.

This we believe is a formula for building local
support because it would be seen as the best
possible way to address the inevitable pressures
of growth that many towns face. The atguments
will be difficult and thete will be many detrac-
tors. However our encouraging discussions

in Oxford, where these issues are particularly
intense, suggests that there is a deal to be done.

=
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2¢e. The unearned
INncrement

efore we turn to the process by which
the Garden City would be built we
need to address head-on the funda-
mental issue of land. For 60 years the

planning system has failed to find a mechanism

to tap the huge increases in land value created by
publicly funded infrastructure and publicly granted
planning permission. The great estates that have
provided us with our inspiration, of course, were

Our proposal is to go back to an
earlier model for inspiration - the
great estates that developed
large parts of London

often gifted their land
by a king, This allowed
them to create a devel-
opment model whereby
the estate retained the

freehold of the land,
could develop it incrementally and benefit from
the increase in value over time.

The New Towns were able to acquire
land at existing use value, plus compensation
determined by the Lands Tribunal. After a legal
challenge in 1974 this compensation was expand-
ed to include hope value defined as part of the
hypothetical development value of the land, had
the New Town not been designated. In reality this
was not a huge amount and in the later years of
the New Towns as house prices rose, the Govern-
ment made a substantial profit from its land hold-
ing, A similar system is used in Germany where
the basis of land valuation is frozen at the point
at which it is designated by the planning author-
ity, with owners either being able to develop their
land in line with the plan or to sell it at an agreed
level of compensation®.

A new wave of Garden Cities needs to
benefit from a similar mechanism. The New

Towns Acts remain on the statute book and some

have argued that it could be used, but we believe
that a new Garden City Act should be passed in the
new patliament to create a legislative framework
for the compulsory acquisition of land and the
compensation arrangements. This will start with
existing use value, plus a sum for disturbance and
recognising hope value. In our assumptions we
have make provision for an average acquisition
cost of just under £200,000/HA to acquite the
land. This assumes that much of the land would
be in agticultural use with virtually no prospects
of development if the Garden City were not
designated so that we would pay little more than
existing use value plus compensation. However
some sites may already have been allocated for
development and other areas will be occupied by
higher value uses so we allow for a range of land
acquisition prices..

The overall financial equation for the
Garden City is therefore set out on the table to
the right. These figures are based on the put-
chase of 6,000HA of land at a cost of £1.16B.
Half of this would be allocated as public open
space leaving 3,000HA of development land.
We have assumed infrastructure, social housing
and other costs of just under £4.9B in order
to build 69,500 new homes. This together with
commercial and retail development together
with half of the CIL contributions generates a
land receipts of just under £6.3B creating a small
crude balance of £284M before cashflow effects.
This is as far as we got in the Stage 1 submission
demonstrating that the Garden City just about
broke even at today’s prices and values without
public subsidy. This has been confirmed by the
more detailed work desctibed overleaf.
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2f. The business case

n order to explore the business case we have

modelled one of Uxcster’s three urban exten-

sions. This includes a neighbourhood centre

of up to 6,500 homes and four satellite neigh-
bourhoods of 5,500 homes with a total population
of just over 50,000 people.

Land Acqusition: Each of the urban exten-
sions will require 2,000HA of land, half of
which will be open space. We have assumed that
Garden City designation will give The Foundation
the ability to acquire this land, by compulsion if
required, the costs of which will be spread over
the life of the development. The site of this
extension has been selected to lie within an un-
constrained, sparsely-occupied part of the green
belt. This may create certain political issues, but
it does at least have the advantage that the land
has minimal hope value. As we describe in sec-
tion 3b, the Garden City will be promoted by the
Garden City Foundation

Most of the land will effectively | ¥ '
be optioned, allowing it to | lished by statute with
continue in its current use until | Planning and compul-

which will be estab-

it is required | oty purchase powers,
while its land will be

vested in the Garden
City Land Company which will be funded by a
degree of tradable equity and working capital
secured on the consented land.

We have assumed that 80% of the land
will be agricultural and will be purchased for
£40,000/HA. This is made up of £15,000/HA
for agricultural land, an additional amount for
farm buildings and 20% compensation. The bal-
ance of the land is assumed to be occupied by
commercial uses, housing or to have a degree of
hope value. This we have budgeted £800,000/
HA to purchase. This gives us a total acquisi-
tion cost for each neighbourhood of just under
£348M. The land for the initial phases would be
bought outright and elsewhere owners wanting
to dispose of their land will be able to sell to
the Garden City. However, most of the land will
effectively be optioned, allowing it to continue
in its current use until it is required. This will be

done in one of three ways:

a

Loan Stock: Land will be transferred to

the Garden City Land Company at existing use
value and a fixed redemption date of five to
ten years. The Loan Stock will be secured on
all the Land Company’s assets and interest will
be paid at an indexed real interest rate that

is slightly in excess of yields on agricultural
land. Meanwhile the farmers (or other occu-
pants) of the land can continue to use it until
the stock matures and the land is developed.

Equity Deferral: This is similar to the way
that some option agreements are used by
the housebuilding industry. Land is retained
by existing owners until the Land Company
exercises the option which will be ‘kept

alive’ through an annual consideration at a
rate slightly higher than Loan Stock interest
payments to reflect the uncertainty of timing
of purchase. In both these options the land
owner will receive the future value based on

the land use at designation.

Equity Investment/Joint Venture part-
nerships: Landowners will also have the op-
tion of investing their land in the Garden City
Land Company. This will mean that they will
get no annual payment and indeed will need
to contribute to infrastructure costs com-
mensurate with the size of their land holding,
However, in return they will be due a propor-
tion of the development value of the land
once it is sold for development. Most of
these owners would sell their land in return
for shates in the Garden City Land Company
allowing their land value to be pooled. Larger
landowners (such as one of the colleges at
the University) might want to become Joint
Venture Partners by retaining the ownership
of their land, ceding control to the Garden
City and contributing to investment costs

and then selling the land directly for develop-
ment. This third option would substantially
reduce the working capital requirement of
the Foundation, but to be prudent we have not
modelled this effect in the cash flow.
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Infrastructure: The assumed infrastructure as-
sociated with this single urban extension is listed
on the table on the previous page. This is based
on three primary schools and one secondary
school for each of the sub-neighbourhoods, plus
five health centres and elderly care provision.
Funding is made for the preparation of the land
and the landscaping of half of the area as public
open space. The tram includes the tracks from
the city centre to the neighbourhood but not

the rolling stock, which would be funded by the
transport operator from fares. The roads include
the strategic infrastructure but not the local roads

that ate included in the housing viability figures.

Housing viability: The table on the oppo-

site page shows a housing viability assessment
based on the land value of £2.34M/HA that
we have assumed in the overall viability assess-
ment. Based on a 20% social housing provision
(see below) and a density of 30 units/HA, this
generates a plot value of just over £97,000. Based
on the same land values the housing built at 45d/
HA would generate a plot value of £65,000 and at
the higher densities of 65d/HA the plots would
be £45,000 (although we may be able to achieve
higher values in the neighbourhood centres).

These values would be the basis on
which sites are sold to developers and individuals
on a fixed price basis. It is not suggested that the
Garden City Foundation would develop any hous-
ing itself but would, rather, lay out the strategic
infrastructute for each neighbourhood and parcel
up the land for sale to developers. These parcels
are likely to include some large opportunities
attractive to the volume housebuilders. However
the majority will be small parcels and individual
plots targeted at local housebuilders, housing as-
sociations, PRS developets, group and individual
custom and self-builders.

The Housing Viability Table shows a
typical example for a housebuilder purchasing sites
in the 30d/HA zone for £97,000 pet plot, building
houses for around £100,000 per unit and selling
them for £265,000. Taking account of financing
and CIL costs this gives a 17% profit. On the same
plot a self-builder would be exempt from CIL and
would not need to pay for marketing or for devel-
opment risk and profit (although they would still
need a contingency). A self-builder would therefore
be able to build a home for not much more than

£200,000 that would be worth £265,000.
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Affordable Housing: The housing viability
model assumes a 20% low rent social housing
provision. Each of these social housing units will
have no land cost and will require a subsidy of just
over £30,000 per unit. Because most of the devel-
opment parcels will be too small to provide social
housing, the usual model that requires a devel-
oper to provide the social housing will not work.
Instead the sales value of each plot takes account
of the costs of the social housing, This amount
will be collected by the Garden City Land Company
and made available to social housing providers to
undertake direct development. This will include
housing associations as well as cooperatives and
other subsidised housing forms such as co-hous-
ing and affordable forms of group custom-build.
Designed carefully this will allow a graduation of
affordability rather than just having 20% low rent

social housing

Cashflow and finance: The above figures il-
lustrate that there is, in principle, a viable scheme
for building Uxcester Garden City. The devil, of
course, lies in the detail, or the cash flow as it is
otherwise known. We have mapped out a cashflow
on the following page for one of the three Garden
City extensions over a 15 year period. The cash-
flow is based on today’s costs and values, taking
no account of land value uplift over the life of the
development.

We have assumed that 30% of the land
will be purchased outright, that another 30% will
be loan stock and 40% will be invested as deferred
equity. The infrastructure is also phased through
the 15 years while plot sales start in year two. We
have assumed a £50M initial investment in the
Garden Ciity, which earns a 3.5% real rate of return
over the life of the scheme. This could be pro-
vided by the local councils or a patient long-term
investor. This money at the margin leverages the
social and economic gain. On this basis the Garden
City Foundation would have a borrowing require-
ment for this urban extension over 10 years with
a peak debt of £150M in year six. Our assump-
tion is that the medium-term borrowing would be
covered by an unsecured Retail Bond of around



£75M with the remainder being covered by a
banking facility at State Aid compliant commet-
cial rates. Both would need to be covered by a
Government guarantee but not a subsidy. This
process would be repeated for each of Uxcestet’s
other two Garden City extensions. The develop-
ment of these extensions will overlap with the
first, as far as the cashflow allows, so that the
peak debt will rise to around £350M.

The whole proposal depends on smart
cash-flow management so that infrastructure
costs are followed as soon as possible by sale
of serviced land. Infrastructure placed too far
ahead of housing development is wasteful. For
relatively low cost infrastructure such as parkland
these can be provided in advance to provide
amenity and allow the landscape to mature. For
relatively high cost elements like the tram then a
bus service can be provided until the tram is vi-
able. There is also potential for the Foundation to
own long-term income generating infrastructure
assets, such as waste recycling and district energy
systems. These long-term assets would be suit-
able for a long-dated Bond issue in addition to
the figures shown here.

All investment appraisals incur some,
project optimism bias, especially for those with
long and uncertain timescales. We have miti-
gated this in two ways: Firstly by excluding any
expectation of real house price increases over
the development period and secondly by keeping
land purchase and infrastructure costs closely
tied to serviced site sales.

Our sensitivity analysis shows that the
Foundation’s financial health is most sensitive to
small percentage changes in the house prices
— The margin is easily eroded if real prices fall.
The sensitivity to funding costs is much lower,
as is the sensitivity to delay in serviced land sales.
Smart cash-flow management would mitigate
real house price reductions by adjusting land pur-
chase and infrastructure spend rates along with
reduced build out rates. Funding costs are harder
to mitigate but the expectation is that a higher
cost of money would also reduce land purchase
costs to compensate in part for higher infrastruc-
ture costs and lower house prices. The key to
success is to ensure that most land cost outgo-
ing is deferred until at least a year or two before
serviced site sales, and that infrastructure costs
are incurred incrementally and directly relate to
the timetable for these sales.

Uxcester

Dwelling value (av. market housing) £265,000
Development costs

Floor area internal 76m?

Build area gross 84m?

Build cost £950/m? £79,420
External works 5% £3,971
Estate roads and landscape 10% £7,942
Fees and on costs 7% £5,559
CIL £pm? £100/m? £7,600
Marketing 2% £5,300
Development risk and profit % 17% £45,050
Development sub-total 154,842
Gross residual £110,158
Development finance 8.00% £9,361
Land fees and on-costs 3% £3,305
Land 97,492
As % of dwelling value 37%
Density dpHA 30
Affordable housing % of total 20%
Market housing dwellings per Hectare 24
Land per Hectare 2,340,161
Dwelling value (affordable housing) 172,250
Open market rental yield 5.5% 9,474
% of market rent 65% 6,158
Subsidised rent pw 118
Development costs

Floor area internal 70m?

Build area gross 77m?

Build cost £850/m? £65,450
External works 10% £6,545
Estate roads and landscape 10% £6,545
Fees and on costs % 7% £4,582
CIL 0 0
Marketing % 0% 0
Development risk and profit % 5% £8,613
Development sub-total 91,734
Development finance % 5.00% £1,835
Total development cost £93,569
Price paid by housing association £63,159
Affordable housing subsidy required £30,410
Affordable housing % of total 20%
Affordable dwellings pHA 6

AH subsidy required pHA £182,488
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Years |0 1 2 3 4 5 6
LAND PURCHASE HA Total
OQutright 30% 603 60 60 60 60 60 38
Loan stock redemption 30% 603 60 60
Land equity deferred 40% 804 80
Equity or JV partners 0% 0
Total 2011 60 60 60 60 121 178
Dwellings completed No. 23167 695 695 695 695 1390
Cummulative 695 1390 2085 2780 4170
| Total land cost £m 1386 | 116 116 116 116 232 34.3
o1 ;
Education 255 21.3 21.3 21.3 21.3
Open space, sport and recreation 251 251 25.1 25.1 251 25.1 15.7
Social Infrastructure 50 4.2 42 4.2 42
Transport 350 10.5 10.5 10.5 10.5 21.0
Commuted sums (roads) 60 1.8 1.8 1.8
Health 60 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Land preparation 101 6.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 8.9 8.9
Distinctive quality or amenity 100 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.0
Directorate (admin and marketing) 45 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8
Contingency 100 10.0
Total 1372 2.8 33.9 445 749 79.7 82.6 96.7
| Affordable housing subsidy | (141 ] | | | 42 | 42 |42 | 42 | 85 |
| Total expenditure before funding | (1899 | 28 /456 (603 /907 /955 1100 1394 |
| 0
Housing sites 1807 54.2 54.2 54.2 54.2 108.4
Commercial 130 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 7.8
Retail 13 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8
CIL share 141 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 8.5
| Total income before funding | 2091 | 0.0 0.0 (627 627 |627 |627 1255 |
| Balance from capital programme | (132 |A 28 | 456 |25 | 280 [328 |42 [139 |
Revenue activities
Community services 04 0.8 1.3 1.7 2.5 3.7
Administration and facilities 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 0.6 0.9
Ground rents 0.5 1.0 1.6 2.1 3.1
Balance B -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -1.0 -1.5
Land loan stock outstanding 603.3 603.3 603.3 603.3 542.9 482.6
Loan stock interest 0.25% C -15 -15 -15 -15 -14 -1.2
Land equity partners uplift for deferral ‘ 0.75% ‘ ‘ D ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ -3.7 ‘
|
Major stakeholders (councils) 50
Crowd funders 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Total equity E 50.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Balance sub-total A+B+C+D+E 47.3 -47.0 1.1 -29.4 -34.2 -48.5 -18.7
Funding required 47.3 1.7 2.9 -26.4 -61.4 -111.7 -133.8
Loan interest at 3.00% F 1.4 0.1 0.1 -0.8 -1.8 -3.4 -4.0
| Total funding cost |C+D+F | 108 | | | | | | | | peak debt |
‘ Maximum government guarantee exposure at any one time ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 50 ‘ 100 ‘ 150 ‘ 150 ‘
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|7 8 9 10 1 12 |13 |14 |15 | Totals
38 38 38 38 38 38 38 603
60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 603
80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 804
178 178 178 178 178 178 178 141 80 2011
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Uxcester

3a. Conception

xcester will be one of the first of

a new wave of Garden Cities across
the UK. The proposals that we have
described will provide more than
50,000 additional homes in Uxcester over 35

years (compared to the city’s rate of growth pri-
ot to the Garden City). This is not going to solve
our housing crisis. Uxcester therefore needs to
be part of a campaign that sees scores of similar
Garden Cities developed across the country. More
than that, it needs to become a model for the
way that all cities and large towns expand and, in
doing so, provide an impetus for the reform of
green belt policy and the planning and land value
capture system in the UK.

Change on this scale will not happen
by voluntary arrangements between developers
and land owners. There may be a few locations
where there are sufficiently large sites in sym-
pathetic ownership to develop modest Garden
Cities, but this will not address the scale of the

problem we face. For a movement to be born
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Government needs to pass enabling legislation
to create the environment in which scores of

Garden Cities can flourish.

A Garden Cities Act: The first step is therefore
legislation. As KPMG have suggested™ the next
parliament needs to pass a Garden City Actas a
matter of urgency. There are some who have
argued that the New Towns Act remains on the
statute book and could be used for this purpose.
However we believe that a new act is important
to give impetus to a new Garden Cify movement

and is a priority. The act would do the following:

O Establish a process by which new Garden
Cities would be designated through a bidding
process and set out the criteria by which bids

would be assessed.

O Put a responsibility on local authorities to
have a long-term plan for projected housing
growth rather than just a five year housing

Peterborough

Peterborough and Northampton were Partner-
ship New Towns where councils lobbied to be
granted New Town status. The following quote is
from the Council chief executive at the time (the
Wyndham in question being the Chair of the New
Town Corporation):

“The original New Towns had been built in open
country but when it came to Peterborough they
realised that they'd got an existing cathedral city
and they just couldn’t ride in rough-shod. So we
were the first of the partnership New Towns. The
Development Corporation were far and away the
important executive arm but nevertheless had to
lake the City Council with them and the County.
And | had some extremely able chief officers
who meshed with Wyndham's chief officers to
produce the Masterplan.”

Peter Sidebottom, Peterborough City Council
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supply based on past building rates. This is
the stick that will be required to enhance the
appeal of the Garden City carrot.

O Give statutory powers to the Garden City
Foundations who would promote each Garden
City. 'This would include development control
and revised compulsory purchase powers
with longer timescales to serve notice to

treat.

O Set out the democratic basis for the Garden
City Foundations including the legal and own-
ership structure, democratic representation
and step in powers in case of governance

failures..

Identifying the locations: Many of the entries
to the Wolfson Economics Prize spent a great
deal of time suggesting national and regional
strategies for the location of new Garden Cit-
zes. The problem with this is that it inevitably
becomes a top-down imposed process that is
unlikely to be supported locally. It is difficult to
imagine how civil servants in Whitehall could
require Uxcester to plan for 50,000 additional
homes; the people of Uxcester would not stand
for it and the local authorities would be resistant.
The Garden City would therefore need to be pro-
moted by a government-appointed development
corporation, as happened with both the new
towns and the urban development corporations.
This will inevitably tend to favour locations
where there are few people to object, not exist-
ing cities like Uxcester. There may be a few un-
populated locations opened up by infrastructure
investments such as HS2 or Cross Rail. Howev-
er, by definition, most areas without people will
be pootly served by existing infrastructure.

We therefore believe that the initiative
needs to come from the town or city, led by a
local authority, with the support of the neigh-
bouring authorities, the LEP, local civic groups

and other stakeholders. There is a precedent for

this in the so-called ‘Partnership New Towns’ of
Peterborough and Northampton, designated in
the late 1960s, where the local councils actively
sought new town status. This being the case we
would not set any national criteria for the loca-
tion of Garden Cities. If bidding consortia are
able to show a viable business case, a workable
plan and buy-in from all parties, then we see no
role for Government to say ‘your bid is fine but
we don’t want a Garden City there’.

The bidding process: Once the Garden City Act
becomes law local consortia would be invited to
bid for Garden City status. These consortia will al-
most certainly require the cooperation of a num-
ber of local authorities. This cooperation will be

on a voluntary

Uxcester

basis but will
be essential to

the success of

the bids. For

local authorities to agree to this, designation will
need to bring with it significant benefits, such as
the power to acquire land, to act across admin-
istrative boundaties, to assume planning powers
and to raise development finance supported by
loan guarantees. It needs to be seen as an attrac-
tive solution to a problem that the authority has
no choice but to address.

Each bid would be assessed on the
strength of its vision for the expansion of the
city, the extent to which it achieves a significant
increase in housebuilding, the buy-in of local
people and civic groups and the viability of the
proposals. However, unlike the bids that cities
make to host events, or to receive a share of a
grant pot, with a Garden City there is no need to
limit the number of successful bids. Rather than
compete to be one of ten designated Garden
Cities there is no reason why every city who met
the criteria shouldn’t be allowed to proceed. In
this way the process would eventually change the
way we plan for housing expansion across the

country rather than just in a few special places.
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Oxford

Attendees at the workshop 31st July 2014

Neil Maclennan — Oxford Civic Society (OCS), Summertown
Neighbourhood Forum, Liz Wade — Summertown Neighbour
hood Forum, Sam Clarke — Oxford Low Carbon Hub, Dep. Lord
Lieutenant, Tony Turton — OCS, Headington. Tim Treacher
— OGS Planning, Vernon Porter — OCS Secretary, lan Green
— OCS Transport, SENDRA, Mike Ratecliffe — Headington, Gil-
lian Argyle — OCS Planning, Heritage, Van Goulter — City
Councilor, Oxford, Barton, Charles Young — Headington,
Tony Dale — Ramblers, Peter Thompson — OCS Chairman,
Peter Headicar — OCS Transport, Richard Dodd — OCS
Treasurer, Micheal Gibbard — District Cllr, Cherwell, Graham
Jones — ROX, Wolvercote Neighbourhood Forum, Hugh Jae-
ger — Bus Users, Foxcan efc., Margaret Ounsley — Oxford
University, Liz Reason — Sustainable Charlbury, John Gordon
— South Oxfordshire Sustainability, Paul Sandford — Radley,
Alice Kennedy — Oxford Brookes University plus Gara Law,
Christopher Law, Adam Hazell and Joe Carr
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Oxford Case Study

The issues that we explore in this essay are particularly relevant in central
Oxfordshire. The city of Oxford is facing intense pressures for growth that it

is struggling to accommodate. The problem is partly to do with the physical
constraints that the city faces — topography, the floodplain, sensitive ecological
areas etc. However it is also administrative, given that the City’s boundaries
are so tightly drawn.

At an Oxford Futures workshop that we organised earlier this year?,
Danny Dorling, Oxford’s new Professor of Geography, pointed out that, if
nothing is done, Oxford will become like Santa Barbara, a university in a town
where lecturers cannot afford to live and which therefore ossifies in terms of
its academic life. This is an issue that Cambridge sought to address ten years
ago through its Cambridge Futures Initiative (See Page 20) and Oxford now
fears that it is falling behind.

In the preparation of this essay we have held a series of discussions
in Oxford, including a workshop with local stakeholders and civic groups on
31st July. From this it is clear that the seriousness of this situation is recog-
nised in Oxfordshire where the Leader of the County Council has accepted
the need for 100,000 new homes by 2031. There is also a growing accept-
ance that this will necessitate a radical review of the green belt — as set out
in a recent newsletter from Oxford Civic Society”. In this context there was a
ready appetite for the ideas raised in this essay. Indeed a number of people
assumed that Uxcester was Oxford and hoped that it had been written about
them. We have applied the Uxcester model to Oxford at three levels:

1. The Oxfordshire Social Gity: Showing how
the expansion of Oxford, can be combined with
the development of the satellite of Bicester
and Didcot and then later Thame and Witney
to provide the 10,000 homes required linked
through investment in heavy rail - The Oxford-
shire Snowflake.

2. The expansion of Oxford: How within 10km
of the city there is the scope for a few confident
bites out of the green belt (map opposite) to
provide up to 50,000 of these homes linked by
a new tram.

3. Kidlington Garden City Extension: How the
first of these extensions could be at Kidlington —

part of which is already known as a Garden City
— with up to 15,000 new homes.

Our conclusion is that Oxford is more complicated
than Uxcester and the scope for new housing within
its 10km zone is a little less. However the ‘deal’ that
we are suggesting, that takes pressure off most of
the county by concentrating growth in a few major
urban extensions is potentially very appealing. This
will, however, not happen without the legislative
backing and powers that we propose for a Garden
City Foundation, particularly the ability to work
across horders and to access the value uplift in the
land to invest in new infrastructure.
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3b. .

31rth

t is the morning after the letter was received

from the Secretary of State confirming that

Uxcester has been selected as one of the

first round of Garden Cities and there is work
to be done. It is front page news in the Uxces-
ter Chronicle in a piece that gives a fair amount
of space to the critics of the scheme but can
also not resist a celebratory note, reflecting the
broader public mood. The task now is to move
the Garden City forward and the key early tasks
will be to establish the local Garden City Founda-
tion and agree its governance structure, powers
and staff team, to commission a masterplan and
consult widely on the form of the Garden City in
order to move an order to secure the land and
raise the initial finance. Best get on...

The organisational structure of the

Garden City needs to balance a number of factots.
Many of its functions are subject to democratic
control so that, while it needs to be efficient,
it must also faitly represent the views of local
people and the democratic

the process will allow the
Garden City Foundation to
acquire significant assets, the
value of which needs to be
made avdailable for investment
in the development

responsibilities of its constitu-
ent local authorities. This is
not a new problem; it was
faced by New Town Develop-
ment Corporations, Urban

Development Corporations
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and most recently the Olympic
Delivery Authority. All of these examples have
tended to lean towards the needs of efficiency at
the expense of democracy.

In the case of the Garden City Foundation
we are also seeking a structure than can attract
investment and raise borrowing without recourse
to public funds. Our initial submission suggested
a company with tradable shares owned in part by
the local authorities and Government, partly by
the local community and partly by private inves-
tors (with legal structures such as a golden share
in place to prevent it being taken over). The advice
of our sounding board is that we need to be care-
ful not to confuse these different functions, so we

are now suggesting a three tier structure:
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The Garden City Foundation: We envisage

that each Garden City would be governed by a
Foundation with a not-for-profit social purpose
established by statute. The Uxcester Garden City
bid was the result of an alliance between the city
and three neighbouring rural authorities along
with the County Council. This was supported by
most (but not all) of the local civic and voluntary
organisations along with the University and two
key local employers. All of these groups need

to be represented in the Garden City Foundation
without it becoming subject to institutional inertia
if disagreements atise (as they inevitably will at
some point). The Foundation will therefore have a
boatd that represents all of these interests through
a structure of nominations from the local authoti-
ties, community groups, local business and inves-
tors, with an independent, high profile chair.

This will be the key organisation that will
drive the scheme forward and in which its powers
will be vested. This organisation will need to be
able to acquire land (including compulsory pur-
chase powers), to raise finance, to undertake public
works (both inside and outside its area) and to take

on statutory planning powers.

The Garden City Land Company: We are sug-
gesting that the investment vehicle be a separate
company into which the Garden City’ land would
be vested. The financial equation on which the
Garden City is based is the differential between the
cost of acquiring land and the future value that
the land will have when sold for development.
The land company would be the mechanism for
unlocking this value. The Foundation would own a
controlling share in this company. This controlling
share would, over time, generate an income which
would accrue to the partners in the Foundation
(including the community). The minority share of
around 30% would be made up of tradable shares
owned by:

O Landowners in the designated Garden City area
who wished to invest their land in the venture
rather than have it acquired.



O Institutional and smaller investors who would
be invited to buy shares through a major share
issue and the Land Company’s Retail Bond.

O Individual investors through crowd funding
who would be invited to invest in the new
Garden City; in return they would become part
of the process and receive preferential access

to plots when they are released.

Both the Foandation and the Land Company need
to protect themselves from the fate that befell
Letchworth Garden City Company that was
subject to a hostile takeover by Hotel York
Limited in the 1960s%. The size of the tradable
shareholding will prevent this from happening.
The key issue is that the process will provide
for the acquisition of significant assets and al-
low the value of these to be made available for

investment in the provision of infrastructure.

The Garden City Executive: The day to day
management of the Garden City would be under-
taken by staff accountable to an Executive board
appointed by the Foundation, and who would be
responsible for delivery. The Executive board

Uxcester

Peterborough is a historic
cathedral city as well as a new
town. It also provides a prec-
edent for the creation of a
community-managed country
park. The Nene Park is a three-
mile-long country park, created
as part of the New Town and
then transferred to the Nene
Park Trust with an endowment.

will include key stakeholders and development
expertise. It would appoint the staff team, some
of whom would be seconded from local authoti-
ties to ensure that local knowledge and existing
relationships are maintained. Administrative
matters and the secretariat could be managed by
an existing accountable body such as the County

Council.

The Masterplan: The Foundation would commis-
sion a masterplan for the Garden Ciity. 1t is likely
that the bid will have included a plan as the basis
for the agreement between all parties. It may be
that the commission to draw up this plan allowed
for the masterplanners to be retained to develop
the detail of the proposals. The key tasks for the

masterplan at this stage are:

O To define the designated Garden City area.
In Uxcester’s case this means drawing a line
around 6,000HA of land (half of which will
be open space). This will be the area to be
acquited by the Foundation and within which
its powers will apply.



Uxcester

O To identify the infrastructure requirements
and costs of the Garden City such as the

route of the tram.

O To decide the phasing of the scheme and the
critical path of infrastructure investment and

the release of development phases.

O To set parameters and quality standards for
the development through a Garden City De-
sign Code. This will set Garden City-wide stand-
ards for sustainability, community provision,
design, drainage and parking, This code
would be enforced through the planning
process but more importantly as a condition

on the sale of sites.

This plan would be subject to an extensive pro-
cess of consultation of the type we describe on
Page 42. However we do not envisage it becom-
ing a statutory plan (such as an Area Action
Plan) because it will delay the process by yeats.
It is also unnecessary because the main power
by which the Garden City will be implemented

is through land ownership. The masterplan will
be submitted to each of the local authorities for
approval.

Planning powers: It will be necessary for the
Garden City Foundation to assume planning powers
within the designated area. This was a fundamen-
tal part of the New Town and Urban Develop-
ment Corporations and, in the case of the Garden
City Foundations, the powers would be created
through the new Garden City Act. 1t is likely that a
planning committee will be established as a sub-
committee of the Foundation. The planning of-
ficers are likely to be seconded from each of the
local authorities or in some cases it may even be
appropriate to subcontract development control

wortk to the local planning authorities™.
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Land Acquisition: The final item on the initial
to-do-list is assembling the land. Uxcester Garden
City Foundation will acquire 6,000HA of land at

an average level of compensation of £200,000/
HA. This is an average figure; some of the land
may have planning consent for housing or involve
extinguishment costs of existing uses and so will
be more expensive. The key to avoiding years of
negotiation on each land parcel will be a clear
formula set out in the Garden City Act. This will be
similar to that set out in German Federal Law™
that freezes land value at existing use value plus
compensation. In our case it will be the valuation
basis that is frozen and determined by existing
use and hope value plus compensation, uplifted in
price to the eventual date of purchase. The freeze
will probably need to relate to the moment when
the act is passed, to avoid speculation as a Garden
City bid is being prepared.

We have assumed that the cost of acquit-
ing the land will be £1.26B. There will, of course,
be a need to cash flow such a large sum, particu-
larly since much of the land will not be required
immediately. We have therefore suggested various
ways in which the land acquisition costs can be de-
ferred: by land owners becoming equity pattners,
by land being used as loan stock, and by buying
options. The initial finance will therefore only need
to fund the cost of the initial phases (although the
owners of future phases would be able to sell to
the Foundation if they wished to).

This setup phase of the Garden City will take at
least two years. It is based on a strong degree of
certainty being provided through the Garden City
At so that all parties, local residents, sceptical
councillors and recalcitrant land owners are left in
no doubt that the principle has been agreed and
the scope for discussion relates to the details. In
an ideal world there will be some land available

in public ownership where an initial phase of the
process can get underway on a deferred purchase
basis whilst these foundations are being put in
place. However, at the end of the birth phase we
will be left with a organisation with access to more
than £6B of assets and the powers to transform
the rate and quality of housebuiling in Uxcester.
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Uxcester

3c¢. [nfancy

aving established the framework for
Uxcester Garden City we want to get

to the point where homes are coming

out of the ground as soon as pos-
sible, avoiding a hiatus for years as everything is
put in place. Hopefully there will be a number of
easy sites in friendly ownership where the process
described in the following sections can get under-
way. However development of this scale requires
enabling infrastructure and the focus for the
infancy phase will be to put this in place.

The infrastructural requirements fall
into a number of areas. There are basic issues
like the capacity of water, sewage and power
utilities. There may also be a need to address
flooding for the whole city and to start structural
planting of open space areas. However the main
area of investment will be transport.

Like most cities Uxcester is congested
to the point where people cannot imagine how
new housing can be built without causing it to
gridlock. Fundamental to the Garden City ‘deal’
when the bid was being prepared was therefore
the provision of new transport infrastructure.
This is likely to involve some new strategic road
improvements. However the centrepiece will be
a tram or its equivalent. The key attributes of
the system are that it should

Development of this scale
requires enabling infra-
structure and the focus for
the infancy phase will be
to put this in place

be able to bypass the traffic,
be frequent and efficient and
have an integrated ticketing
system (not bought from the
driver). The Campaign for

Better Transport estimates

that trams take one in five
existing commuter cars off the road”. The aim
with the Garden City will be to double this for
new residents (with a significant proportion of
the remainder commuting by bike or working
locally) to minimise the impact on traffic. To do
this the Garden City would ideally have a tram line
in place before significant housing is built. The
reality, however, is that trams take time to build,
particularly through historic cities, and without

major up-front public investment the costs need
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to be spread over the life of the project. We will
therefore need to be creative in the early years, by
creating a brand for the transport system, (The
Uxcester Streetcarr) together with a ticketing sys-
tem and branded buses to serve the eatly phases.

We have assumed that each of the
Garden City extensions will require 6km of tram
through the existing city (at £20M/km). This
will run on-street through the city centre or dou-
ble up on national rail to the central station and
then hopefully along old rail lines to the edge of
the city. Once within the new development, the
track can be built much more cheaply as part of
the construction of the new streets (£10M/km).
These figures are comparable with recent tram
systems in the UK like Manchester and Not-
tingham® that have been funded partly through
subsidy, partly through borrowing based on
fare income and partly through Tax Increment
Finance. We have assumed that the Garden City’s
financial contribution will replace the subsidy
element of this.

In addition to this there will be a need
to create infrastructure in each of the new neigh-
bourhoods, roads, open spaces, schools and
other facilities, allowing for the sale of serviced
plots. This will require cashflow finance because
much of this will need to be in place before
plots can be sold. In Vathorst for example™ the
Development Company raised a €250M Bond,
which it invested in a rolling programme to pro-
cute 10,000 housing units plus related facilities
resulting in an investment of €750M in infra-
structure. In a recent report Nicholas Falk has
argued for a Municipal Investment Corporation,
modelled on the Dutch BNG Bank to facilitate
this type of investment®. This would be owned
by Government and Local Authorities and pro-
vide finance to Garden City Foundations. However
in the absence of this we have sought to model
the cashflow to minimise the level of borrowing
and up-front investment. As we described on
Page 49, our model is based on an initial invest-
ment of £50M and a peak borrowing level of
£150M for each of the 23,000 home extensions.
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Uxcester

3d. Adolescence

ive years in, with the first communi-

ties becoming established in the early

phases, the Garden City will enter its

next age. The target build rate for the
Uxcester is more than 2,000 units a year and,
given the preparatory work in the early years,
there is some catching up to do.

The problem is that the UK house-
building industry is very constrained in its build
rate. Most housebuilders can count the sales per
month from each of their sites on the fingers
of one hand. The reasons relate to capacity and
cashflow rather than demand for housing or

even availability of sites. Almost

a third of our housing output

O Custom-build: This is a housebuilding model
that is being adapted in the UK by igloo (see
Page 25). Customers buy a plot and then
choose from a list of home manufacturers to
build their home. Group custom-build can also
allow groups of people to collectively build
their homes including apartments.

O Self-build: In which customers buy their plot,
commission an architect and either build their

house themselves or employ a contractor.

O Private Rented Sector: There is significant
investor intetest in private rented housing, By
doing a deal with the university or hospital we

Development of this scale
requires enabling infra-
structure and the focus for
the infancy phase will be
to put this in place

comes from just four housebuild- could build significant private rented schemes.
ers®! whose business models
are based on increasing margins O Social Rented Housing: By suitable land

rather than sales. This contrasts allocation and land price adjustment we can re-

with most of Europe; in France,

Germany, Italy, and Scandina-
via more than 60% of homes are built by their
future occupiers - so much so that it is not called
self-build, it is just the way that housing is built®.
To achieve the build rates that we need in the
UK, we must diversify the process of housing
production.

The first thing that Uxcester will need
to do is open up a second front — raise further
finance and start work on the next Garden City
extension and then within a few years do the
same for the third extension. Each of these will
serve slightly different markets and develop dif-
ferent identities increasing choice and the pool
of potential new residents. In addition to this we
need to diversify the housing offer to include the
following options:

O Private housebuiling: There will always be a
role for the housebuilder although in Uxcester
they will not be the majotity provider. Land sales
will be structured to create opportunities for the
volume housebuilders, but also to create niches
for small local buildets, very much as happened
in the development of the original great estates.

cycle over £400M per extension of subsidy to
deliver affordable housing through a variety of
means. We can turn this to our advantage by
re-engaging the housing association sector to
design and contract the building of their own
stock rather than be dependent on the residue
of §106 agreements.

The plan for the Garden City would see each

of these sectors being developed in parallel.
The masterplan would identify building plots

(as described in the next section). The plots
would be released to the market at a fixed price.
Plot values have been set to achieve an average
serviced land value of £2.3M/HA and we have
made no assumption in the business plan about
these values rising over time. The sales would
range from individual plots available to self/
custom builders to larger multi-plot parcels that
would appeal to volume builders and a range of
sizes in between. Fixed price bidding for sites

as happened in Crown Street in Glasgow® will
enable sites to be allocated based on the quality
of the scheme rather than bidding up values and
therefore reducing the amount that can be spent
on the housing quality.
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Uxcester

de. Viaturity

earning from the great estates, the
Garden City would rethink the process of
large scale residential development. At
present large sites require such signifi-

cant up-front investment that only a small number

of masterdevelopers® or housebuilders can afford.

A site will typically be masterplanned, broken

into phases and then either developed directly, or
sold on to other housebuilders (who will redesign
the masterplan). Most of the large housebuilders

prefer sites of at lease 300 units to create sufficient

scale to cover the infrastructure and marketing

Ccosts.

In the alternative system that we are

proposing each sub-neighbourhood would be

masterplanned to establish the shape of the

development, the layout of the streets and open

spaces, the density zones and the location of

A masterplan will set out the rules
to guide the way that the vine of
development grows onto this trellis

schools shops and
other uses. This is
the “Trellis’ plan
that we described

eatlier. This mas-
terplan will also set out the rules to guide the

way that the vine of development grows onto

this trellis. This will include:

O A set of parameter plans setting the posi-
tion, massing, access arrangements, parking

standards and mix of uses across the plan.

O A plot plan showing the division of the mas-
terplan into development plots reflecting the
different housing density bands.

O A passport for each plot setting out what
development is permitted. This will include a
three dimensional volume into which the plot
holder can build, relationship to adjacent plots
(whether it is terraced or detached) and any

restrictions on use.
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The plot purchasers, whether they be individuals
ot larger developers will therefore have a very clear
indication of what they are able to build on the
site prior to purchase. In the great estates the plot
passport (not that they called it that) was written
into the deeds of the plot when it was sold, gener-
ally on a long lease. In the Garden City it is pro-
posed that the freechold of the plots be retained by
the Garden City Land Company so that the plot pass-
port could also be implemented in this way setting
out clear parameters for the way that people would
be able to change their home in the future.

This begs the question of how this pro-
cess relates to the planning system (given that the
Garden City Foundation will have planning powers).
Currently the UK planning system is ill-suited to
this type of development. The masterplan can
be coveted by an outline planning consent, but
every individual development would then need
to be subject to a reserved matters application
including each individual self/custombuild plot.
This would just clog up the system. In framing the
Garden City’s planning powers, we should therefore
redesign the system. This would probably involve
consent being granted for the masterplan and the
plot passports, with deemed consent granted for
development within these defined parameters. The
approval mechanism for each plot would therefore
be done through land ownership controls.

The masterplan would form the basis for
planning the strategic infrastructure for each phase
of development. This would include a phased
programme of school building to match the build
rate, laying out the green space and recreational fa-
cilities and the provision of the streets and services
to each plot. Because of the number of smaller
plots this will need to include marketing facilities,
including a base for the sale of plots and a shared
marketing suite for the smaller builders. This pro-
cess may seem radical, but it is the way that large
scale development was done in the past in the UK

and continues to be done on the Continent.
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3f. Middle Age

s the Garden City matures, manage-

ment will become the focus for activ-

ity. The new neighbourhoods will

ook and feel very different to most
new housing estates. Their residents will have been
attracted by the innovative ethos of the Garden
City and many will have had a hand in building or
designing their own home. This spirit of innova-
tion and self-help should carry through into the
management of the Garden City.

Most new housing is designed to remove
the need for ongoing management. Housebuilders
want to build, sell and move on. Estates are there-
fore designed so that all responsibilities are trans-
ferred either to the housebuyers or to an adoption
agreement with the council. This limits the scope

for innovative public realm design because it has

to conform to adoptable specifications. It also

rules out communal facilities and activities. To

overcome these restrictions a number of recent

housing schemes, such as the East Ketley in

Telford (see box) have set up local stewardship

This spirit of in-
novation and self-
help should carry

through into the
management of the
Garden City

arrangements. In the early years these are
run by the developer, their housing associa-
tion partner and surrounding residents. As
the scheme is occupied, local residents are
brought into the management organisa-
tion, often through elections, until eventu-
ally they form a majority.

East Ketley Millennium Community

This was the forth Millennium Community and was developed in Telford by Taylor
Wimpey with the Beth Johnson Housing Association (fo a masterplan by
URBED and Jon Rowland). A neighbourhood management group was established based
on a £250/year service charge for all properties. Together with a donation from Beth
Johnson this created an annual budget of around £45,000 from the first two phases of
120 homes. This funds part-time posts for a community warden and a neighbourhood
manager plus the maintenance of the new square. The scheme will eventually have 800
homes allowing these activities to be expanded.
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These local arrangements will often take
on the management of green spaces, allotments
and other parts of the public realm. This doesn’t
mean that residents do the work, but rather that
they control the budget, set the maintenance
specifications and become the client that commis-
sions the management company (which may be
the council). Some groups have sought to do this
via a service charge although there is often resist-
ance from people living in houses (as opposed to
flats) to pay a service charge and tenants may not
be able to claim the charge on Housing Benefit. A
better option is a combination of ground rent for
communal facilities and an endowment for public
realm maintenance (equivalent to the commuted
sum) as happened on URBED’s scheme for the
development of Shenley Hospital®.

Once this type of elected, resident
management is in place other activities become
possible. Because the Garden City Land Company
retains the freehold it will be able to exert a degree
of control over residents’ property. We would not
envisage ‘Seaside’ levels of control over the paint-

% and our inner anarchist

ing of white picket fences
makes us wary of a charter for neighbourhood
meddlers. However, the experience of the great
estates and the early Garden Cities like Hamp-
stead Garden Suburb® is that a level of control is
one of the sectets of their success. This is a role
that could be devolved to neighbourhood groups
through the administration of the plot passport
system that allows for extension of homes.

The neighbourhood management groups
can also get involved in activities; organising fetes,
and social events, running local facilities such as
allotments and providing services. In effect each
of the sub neighbourhoods would develop its
own patish council which may be an umbrella for
a series of more local groups. This is a way of
helping to establish the social capital that exists in
established neighbourhoods, the congregations,
clubs and societies that would otherwise take years
to develop. In addition to the commuted sums,
mentioned above, the activities could be funded
from the ground rent paid on each plot and over
time from the community’s ownership of shares in
the Garden City Foundation.



3g. Retirement

here will come a time in thirty or forty

years when the Garden City masterplan

is largely complete. This may seem

like a long way off, but we do need a
credible answer to the question of what happens
next. By this time the Garden City Foundation will
be a mature, asset-rich organisation with extensive
land holdings and a long-term income from plot
ground rents. We will, in effect have created a new
Great Estate. The Foundation will have a long-term
role in the management of the Garden City. How-
ever, its long-term stable income may also allow it
to take on other further projects, as the Bournville
Village Trust have done with their development of
Lightmoor in Telford. The existence of the Foun-
dation will, of course, also be a valuable tool for
planning the future expansion of Uxcester from
that point onwards.

But what of that expansion? There are
those amongst the objectors to the original Garden
City designation who argued that it was not a per-
manent solution but just a temporary respite from

the pressures of growth. In thirty

Uxcester

plot-based structure that we have proposed is
much more capable of being intensified than
traditional housing estates. We have therefore

built-in capacity for future expansion.

O From small to large city: All large cities
grew from small cities. The initial growth
takes place along transport corridors — the
arms of the Snowflake — which continue to
expand outwards based on the capacity and
efficiency of the transport system. Then the
gaps between these arms start to fill with de-
velopment. Whether to allow this would be
a decision for the future residents; although
the Garden City ‘deal’ would, probably rule it
out. There may, however, be scope to extend

the arms along the transport corridors.

O The Social City: The third response is to
develop Ebenezer Howard’s vision of the
Garden City not as a single settlement but as
a network of connected cities integrating

town and country. In Uxcester

years time, when the population
of Usxcester has doubled, will the
pressures for growth be any less?
Probably not; indeed the success
of the Garden City may only serve

We need to answer
the question of
what happens once
the Garden City is
‘complete’

this might mean the introduc-
tion of new tram/train services
to smaller neighbouring towns
allowing their expansion to be
linked to that of Uxcestet.

to increase growth pressures. We
therefore need to answer the ques-
tion of what happens once the Garden City is ‘com-
plete’. This is a issue faced by all growing cities and
has three potential answers:

O Limiting growth: The first would be to
say that the Snowflake Plan represents the
limits of Uxcester’s growth. The Garden City
would incorporate a new green belt to set
the limits of the settlement — something that
cities like Brighton have had imposed upon
them by topography. Future growth would
therefore happen through intensification
and redevelopment at higher densities. The
extent to which this is possible will depend
on planning policy. If restrictions prevent
intensification the economic growth of the

city may stall. However, the ‘open source’

Inevitably the solution will be
a mix of these responses depending on local
circumstances. In Uxcester there is likely to be
some scope to expand the snowflake outwards
together with intensification. In our case study
of Oxford (see Appendix 1), the Garden City
plan probably represents the limits of the city’s
growth so that the Social City model would be-
come even more important through the expan-
sion of Bicester, Didcot, Witney etc...

Whatever the solution, the legacy of Uxcester
will be that it has recast the process by which

we build new housing and the workings of the
matrket that underpin it. In doing so we will have
started to change the negative perceptions of
new housing and hopefully made these issues a

little easier to address in the future.
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Uxcester

3h. Conclusion:
A day in the life...

ob and Ani moved to Uxcester Gar-

den City ten years ago. They bought a

2 bed basic cote/shell house through

the custom-build scheme, not being
able to afford anything fancy at the time. They
were, however, delighted to secure a plot and
to be amongst the pioneers in the early days of
the Garden City. They have a 125 year lease on
the plot, and pay a ground rent of a couple of
hundred pounds a year. In return they became
members of the Neighbourhood Forum which
has taken on responsibility for the maintenance
and upkeep of the local public realm.

Their membership gave them access to

a loan at preferential interest rates from the Gar-
den City Credit Union, something that they used
to expand their home when the twins arrived.
Their right to expand their home was set out in
their ‘plot passport’ which is enshrined in their

lease. This sets out the parameters relating to

the height and size of their

They decided to create an office space in
the garden for Rob who works as a child psycholo-
gist. This freed up the spare room for the children
and gave Rob a space where he could be visited by
clients in privacy. The plot passport positively en-
couraged live/work units and many of the neigh-
bours have similar workspaces creating a lively
mixed-use character. Next door their neighbour’s
core house has been expanded, with the owner
using his front room for his hair salon while his
partnet, a designer, also has an office at the rear. In
the local centre there is a privately run work hub,
including meeting space and shated facilities for
homeworkers. Rob pays a monthly membership
and uses the facilities whenever he needs a larger
meeting space.

Ani works for one of the university
research facilities on the recently completed
Technopole. Built as a partnership between the
Garden City Foundation and the University of

Uxcester — which lacked expansion space on its

Rob and Ani are not
radicals or eco-warriors.

They don't even read_the development of the neigh- research brand for the city. She gets to her lab in
Guardian. | ,ouhood.

extension to ensure thatitis  science park — this has led to a huge growth in
compatible with the overall its commercial operations generating a global

the northern neighbourhood through a com-

bination of cycling and the tram (they allow
bikes). One day a week she teaches at the local
college which takes her about 20 minutes on
an inter-urban cycle route (It used to take 45
minutes by car).

The twins Sam and Poppy both cycle
or walk to school on the safe route for kids -
ovetlooked by lots of houses. At the weekend
they go for long walks in the country park that
starts five minutes from their home. The trees
and lakes are becoming really well-established
and every year they are delighted to see the
return of wildlife to an area that they remember
as just ploughed fields.

Rob and Ani get most of the bulk
shopping delivered by Aldirose supermarket;



but they often cycle to Delifresh which is close
by and sells organic produce from one of the
Garden Citys three market gardens. Other shops
sell locally sourced cheeses and meats and there is
a small cafe/bar that does a brisk lunchtime and
evening trade. There is also a convivial bar which
Ani uses to meet up with friends after work.

At the weekends Rob and Ani get the
tram to the city centre where there is a range
of facilities that they would never find in a new
town. They enjoy the productions at the Victoria
Theatre and at Christmas the carol services in the
12th century Cathedral are magical. Sam has also
started to support Uxcester Town and insists that
Rob takes him to home games. This year they are
challenging for a play off place in League Two.

Ani’s parents moved into one of the
nearby older person units, developed by a na-
tional housebuilder. They were not sure that they
would like it at first, having left a large semi in a
nearby town. However, they find the neighbour-
hood much easier to get around and there is so
much more going on. Her mother has recently
been elected to the committee of the neighbour-
hood forum that meets monthly to oversee the
management of the area using the ground rent.
Her particular responsibility is handling appli-
cations from the community chest which has
£5,000 this year to give out in small grants to
local organisations.

The family owned a car for the first six
years after they moved it. It was easier when the
kids were small to get around with buggies. But
when it failed its MOT they decided that they
could do without it and joined instead the local

Uxcester

.

car club. They have also added photo-voltaic
panels to their house, not being in one of the
neighbourhoods with a CHP system. The mini-
mum energy performance of their house was in
any case specified in their plot passport and their
energy bills are only a few hundred pounds a
year.

The family are delighted that they de-
cided to move to Uxcester. Rob and Ani are not
radicals or eco-wartiors. They don’t even read
the Guardian. At the same time they could never
really see themselves living on a new housing
estate in a dormitory suburb. Their ideal house
would once have been a period property in one
of Uxcester’s Victorian subutbs, but that was
always going to be out of their price range. The
Garden City has created a neighbourhood which
offers many of the same attractions along with
a feeling of belonging and control. Indeed they
sometimes wonder why all new housing is not

built this way?
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Oxford

1. Introduction

Initial outcomes of

Oxford Futures promoted by
Oxford Civic Society, showing the
potential for a more integrated
social city that includes Bicester,
Didcot, Witney and other towns
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o ensure Uxcester Garden City

would meet all the tests set by

the competition, we decided to

see how the proposals would be

received in a specific place. We
picked central Oxfordshire, though with almost
40 possible cities to choose from, we could have
developed the case in York, or Bristol (where
Mayor George Ferguson supports our idea of
raising bonds to fund the infrastructure), or even
Stroud on the edge of Gloucester, where a gar-
den city could be linked to a new railway junc-
tion and make use of flat land that the County
Council own. But in Oxfordshire, the case for
growth is stronger than almost anywhere else
with house prices now eleven times average
earnings®.

The leader of Oxfordshire County

Council has recently set out the need for 100,000
new homes by 2031, along with a greatly upgrad-
ed transport system. As he says ‘Doing nothing
is not an option.” ® This is the first precondi-

‘Wolfson Economics Prize Submission 2014

tion for the ‘deal’ that we suggested in Uxcestet,
an acceptance that the question is not whether
there is a need for growth but how it should be
accommodated.

In Oxford there is the added need to
tap the wealth-creating potential of its knowl-
edge workers, what has been called the ‘Oxford
Innovation Engine’™. At present, despite the
strength of its research base, private sector
employment is low, as are average incomes™.
Furthermore, if the city does not grow, then the
University’s position as one of the top three in
the wortld, could be lost, as the new Professor of
Geography, Danny Dotling, pointed out at the
launch of the Oxford Futures teport’™

Oxford Futures drew together pub-
lished research, and the results of four debates
led by the Oxford Civic Society, supported by
bodies like the Academy of Urbanism, Ox-
ford Brookes University, the Smith School of
Enterprise and the Environment and the RSA.
The exercise led to broad agreement on the need
for growth in Central Oxfordshire and the dif-
ficulties of achieving this. It set out a series of
principles to guide this growth and proposed an
Oxford Futures Commission to ‘debate and win
support for change’. Following these debates
there has been a growing acceptance, as set out
in the Oxford Civic Society newsletter” that
there is a need to question the green belt.

It is in this context that we have un-
dertaken a process in Oxfordshire over the last
few months to use our proposals for Uxcester to
take the debate in Oxford to the next stage. We
have consulted with key stakeholders, includ-
ing the Chief Executive of Oxfordshire County
Council, the Director of the Oxford Preserva-
tion Trust and the Civic Society. We held a well-
attended meeting with members of the Oxford
community as well as discussions with potential
developers at the Housing Forum and with plan-
ners at RTPI conferences in York and Bristol.
All of these discussions suggest that there is an
appetite to explore the benefits that a Garden City
might offer in central Oxfordshire. The viability
and popularity of this is summarised in the fol-
lowing pages.



Oxford and its surrounding districts

West O xiordshire

South Oxiordshiry,

I
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2. Into the green belt?

report from Savills points out that

‘the cost of building an entirely new

infrastructure to support a new Gar-

den City is an important challenge to
their delivery’”. Research for our team by Pete
Redman, and published in Town and Country
Planning”, made the case for ‘piggybacking’ on
existing infrastructure to get a Garden City going
in places where land could be acquired without
much ‘hope value’. This argues for urban exten-
sions, pethaps along the model of South Wood-
ham Ferrers, which HEssex County Council had
promoted on land they owned near Chelmsford,
or the development at Catertham Barracks. But is
this at all realistic in a city like Oxford?

Discussions and correspondence with

Professor Paul Cheshire on the case for building
in the green belt highlighted the financial value
from capturing the uplift in land values from
building close to an existing city. In a recent blog
(9th July) he sets out the arguments for rethink-
ing the green belt and locating development

close to jobs and services™:

The policy issue shonld not be the simplistic designation
but the valne of the land to the community in its present
use over and above any market value of the land. So we
need to get rid of these artificial legal designations and
instead focus on preserving valuable habitats properly,
improving the bio-diversity of land, preserving land with
public access - indeed improving access where practicable -
and preserving scenically valued land...
The next set of general principles would seem

to be first that the land is suitable for building — not in a
Sloodplain or suffering from noxious pollution from past
industrial activities. The second wonld be that the location
gives good access to jobs and house prices are high, reflect-
ing a local scarcity. A case on these gronnds wonld be
stronger still if the wider community had recently invested

in tmproving local transport infrastructure.’

How would these principles apply
to developing a Garden City in the tight spaces
around Oxford? We mapped the land around
Oxford (right), ruling out areas within the ex-
tensive flood plain, areas of natural beauty and
sites of ecological interest. We also mapped the
sites being explored in work recently published
by Oxford City Council” on areas that might be
released from the Green belt (sites in red on the
plan). The Oxfordshire SHMAA is seeking land
for 28,000 new homes around Oxford (much
of it outside the City’s boundaty). The red circle
shows the 10km zone that we have used in Ux-
cester. While the land within this zone is cleatly
more constrained than Uxcester, we believe that
there is scope to look more strategically at a se-
ries of planned garden city extensions that have
the potential to raise the scope for new housing
in this zone to 50,000. This includes the expan-
sion of Kidlington by 15,000 homes, that will
benefit from the new Oxford Parkway Station
plus smaller extensions to Abingdon, Barton and

Blackbird Lees as described on the following
pages.
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3. Where to grow”?
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here should the Garden City

grow? Central Oxfordshire is

more complex that Uxcester and

the diagram is accordingly more
complicated. Apparently no two snowflakes are
the same, and Oxford’s (right) is certainly more
complex that Uxcester. As we said on the previ-
ous page (and explore further in a moment) the
maximum scope to expand the Oxford in the
10km zone around the city is probably around
50,000 at most, half the housing requirement
identified by the County.

For decades the County Council and
the four rural districts that make up most of
Oxfordshire’s land area have sought to con-
centrate any growth in ‘country towns’ such as
Witney, Banbury and Didcot. However most of
the jobs lie around the edge of Oxford City as
illustrated on the commuting heat map (below).
This explains Oxford’s notorious congestion
problems. The problems are compounded by
the Oxford Ring Road, which is tightly drawn
around the Eastern edge of the city. Cyclists and

Aylesbury

.'1"

High Wycombe

buses compete with busy traffic down the main
Banbury and Woodstock Roads. Road surfaces
are poor as the County Council lacks the funds
to repair them while the roundabouts are nototi-
ous pinch points.

This is the Oxford dilemmay; it lacks the
capacity to expand, inflating houseprices within
the city and pushing growth into surrounding
towns that cannot so easily be connected by
public transport therefore further aggravating
congestion. The solution, as illustrated on the

Oxfordshire Snowflake plan is:

O To expand Oxford City by up to 50,000
homes within the 10km zone by taking some
confident and well-planned bites out of the

greenbelt to create new neighbourhoods

linked by a tram/BRT.

O To expand the satellite market towns of
Bicester and Didcot, linked by improved
train/tram services (based on rail improve-
ments already underway). Then later extend
out towards Thame and Witney.

O To relieve all of the villages in the area of
the need to accommodate significant housing

development.

Transport expert Peter Headicar has examined
the situation closely, and come up with plans

for an integrated system, which could cut car
use significantly. This includes a new tram/train
service from Bicester to Didcot with integrated
ticketing and frequent services. Then as the Ox-
ford extensions are developed investment can be
made in the Oxford tram, based on the financial

model that we have outlined for Uxcestet.



Oxford

The Oxfordshire Snowflake - One possible growth scenario showing the Oxfordshire Social City
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Places with no development

(shading indicates housing density)
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4. Oxford Garden City

81

he Chair of Oxford Civic Society

points out in their recent newsletter

‘we are in something of a Titanic situation

in Oxfordshire. The course we have been
Jollowing for the last few decades is heading for a number
of environmental icebergs. These include energy availabil-
ity and cost, climate change, air pollution, health issues,
traffic congestion, social inequality and despoliation of the
landscape we hold so dear.” ™

The fear in Oxford is that it has fallen

behind its great rival Cambridge, which adopted
a spatial growth plan after an extensive Cam-
bridge Futures process that evaluated alterna-
tive scenarios. For example there are just two
science parks in Oxford compared with 18 in
Cambridge, as Councillor Van Coulter pointed
out at the end of our community event. But now
there is a Growth Committee in place, and the
councils are under pressure to respond to the
county’s growth pressures, interviewees felt that
the time was ripe for the kind of initiative we

were proposing,

What would it look like?
The diagram opposite shows how the expansion
of Oxford might work. There is a significant
opportunity to expand Kidlington as desctibed
on the next page. There are also opportunities
to extend Abingdon northwards. The rest of
the land to the west is unavailable for a variety
of reasons. We do, however, believe there are
opportunities to the east at Barton and Cowley/
Blackbird Leys. The drawing is diagrammatic
and the form of the extensions would relate to
the topography of the area to preserve Oxford’s
setting. However, in both cases the upgraded
district centres would be within the existing set-
tlement rather than in the new neighbourhoods.
At the meetings we held in Oxford,
a number of examples were presented to show
that these extensions could be developed in a
very different way to the housing estates found
around Witney and Didcot (there are appar-
ently 3,000 new homes at Didcot without even
a postbox, let alone other facilities). This would

include:

O A suburban rail/tram system — the Oxford
Metro? — an integrated system combining a
tram/train on existing rail lines with the later
development of a tram linking new exten-
sions with major employment clusters like
the hospital, as in Freiburg,

O A flood attenuation system to address the
issues that affect much of Oxford. Surges
would be held in a managed system us-
ing existing gravel pits and canals, as in the
Vathorst urban extension of Amersfoort.

O New country parks in the retained green belt
would be enhanced and made much mote
accessible, as in Nene Valley Country Park in
Peterborough, which links three new settle-
ments with the historic city centre.

O Distinctive, varied and mixed housing, as
in Derwenthorpe by the Joseph Rowntree
Housing Trust in York or Lightmoor by the
Bournville Village Trust in Telford.

A number of those attending our community

event wete excited by the Uxcester vision (think-

ing it had been written about Oxford!) Focus

groups came up with further ideas for what the

Garden City should offer:

O Travel should be easier, with bike routes
along the waterways leading into country

O Cutrent polarisation should be addressed
through better social balance or ‘classless living’

O The Garden City should be closer to nature
(with water seen as an asset not a problem)

O A learning city, with I'T combined with meet-
ing places to tackle isolation and ageing;

O Providing over-arching standards (to com-
pensate for fragmented local authorities)

O Protecting quality standards against them be-
ing cutback in schemes led by housebuilders

O Integrating the new developments into the
surrounding areas (to avoid ‘them and us’)

O Taking design out of the political arena

O Managing the landscape like the Milton
Keynes Parks Trust does

O Boosting local food production with market

gardens as well as allotments.
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Oxford

5. Kidlington extension

he first phase of this development
would be the development of a major
new Garden City urban extension at
Kidlington. This is a village that has
already expanded significantly, the southern part
of which, laid out between the wars, is already
known as a Garden City. Together with its
neighbouring villages of Begbroke and Yarnton,
Kidlington would become an upgraded district
centre, while the open land between the settle-
ments would be developed as a series of new
neighbourhoods. This area has the potential to
become a sustainable utrban extension similar
to the Vauban and Rieselfeld extensions of
Freiburg model with 15,000 new homes — com-
parable to the Garden City that the government
is promoting at Ebbsfleet. This has a number of

advantages:

1. Itis well located, within easy reach of a range
of jobs and services near an area of relatively
high house prices (50% higher returns than
South of Grenoble Road).

2. The development will benefit from the new
Oxford Parkway Station on the line to Bices-
ter and Marylebone, and also from the new
intersection between the East West A40 and
North South A34, which the government is
funding under the City Deal agreement.

3. The surrounding land is flat and inaccessible
and generally considered poor quality from
an environmental point of view, with large

parts subject to flooding.

4. It adjoins the University’s Begbroke Science
Park and nearby airport, and is therefore
in an area that is ideal for attracting private

investment.

5. The idea has been ttied out in the past
(though the quality was poor), and many
believe that Kidlington could only benefit

from well-planned development that could
also improve the balance of nearby North
Oxford.

6. A Garden City here could provide the neces-
sary funding to transform the traffic situa-
tion to the north of the City through better
public transport and safer cycling.

7. The land is largely owned by a couple of
colleges and the University, and a surveyor
has been appointed to advise them on what
might be done with their land.

As a senior officer in Oxfordshire County Coun-
cil told us, developing there is a ‘no-brainer’. But
the District Council, which has been showing
real leadership at Bicester, is finding it difficult
even to get local support for 650 homes and fur-
ther business expansion in its local plan accord-
ing to the Chair of Cherwell’s Planning Commit-
tee. The Social Contract that we described for
Usxcester will help to an extent and the ‘deal’ that
we have suggested will help win support across
Oxfordshire.

To establish the potential values in Ki-
dlington we asked Gerard Derrick, an economist
at the Smith School of Enterprise and the Envi-
ronment in Oxford, to work out some numberts.
Reviewing current market activity from 12 local
estate agents, he estimates that agricultural land
in the area is selling for £20-25k/ha, depending
on the fertility of the land and flood risk. The
value of residential land depends on a number
of factors including housing density. However
his best estimate for the value of land with free
and clear residential development permission
is £2.44m/ha in Kidlington, which compares
to £1.76m/ha in Cowley. This means that the
Uxcester financial model could be applied to
Kidlington.
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6. Conclusions
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tear and opposition. However
out discussions in Oxford suggest that those civ-
ic and community groups engaged in the debate
about Oxford’s future now broadly accept that
substantial growth is both inevitable and neces-
sary. There are, of course, a diversity of views,
with some wanting to defend the green belt to its
last blade of grass. However our suggestion that
we should take a few large bites out of the green
belt, rather than nibbling away at its edges, was
broadly supported. If these big bites could be
balanced with more protection elsewhere then
the idea of the Garden Cities could win popular
suppott.

In Oxford the political differences be-
tween the local authorities and the tightness with
which the boundaties are drawn around the City
are a particular problem. There is an acceptance
that Oxford needs to invent a structure similar
to Cambridgeshire Horizons to address these is-
sues. Our suggested Garden City Foundation would

provide such a structure, albeit with greater pow-
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ers. Once this happens in Oxford, all parties will
have a framework to address their differences
and to plan for the pressutres of growth that the
city faces. The solution that they come up with
may not be the same as the ideas that we have il-
lustrated here. But it is the principle of using the
Garden City as a model for the expansion of an

existing place that is important.

The conclusions from our Oxford case study for

the Wolfson Economic Prize are therefore:

1. The central Oxfordshire Garden City is vital to
allow Oxford and its University to maintain
its international status.

2. A new Garden City for Oxford is fulfilling
Ebenezer Howard’s great idea for the Social
City — a connected web of Garden Cities
working together but targeted at 21st century
priorities and lifestyles.

3. The conditions are right in Oxford to build
public support because the need for change is
accepted. The ‘deal’ we are suggesting has the
potential to win over the majority although
we should be under no illusions that there
will remain a disgruntled minority.

4. A Garden City Foundation is essential to filling
the leadership gaps, and overcoming the
distrust of all the existing stakeholders.

5. To be effective it will need to be able to
invest in substantial infrastructure across the
whole city, particularly transport. Without
public subsidy this will require careful cash-
flow management. However there is suffi-
cient value in the land to pay for this.

6. This can only happen if the Foundation has
land-assembly powers that allows acquisition
at near to existing use value. Ironically this
is made easier by building in the green belt
because it has very little hope value.
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