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Keepmoat Limited

• Privately Owned
– Bramall operating since 1931
– Group formed 1984
– Haslam Homes / Bramall Construction / Frank Haslam Homes

• Delivering Community Regeneration
– Refurbishment
– Affordable New Build

• Community Focussed
– Training
– Local Employment
– Outward Bound
– Liaison



Keepmoat Limited

Details:

• 2005/6 £430m
• 2006/7 £550m
• 2007/8 £600m

• £2.5 - £3.0bn secured in next 8 years

• 35,000 homes per year
• 1200 New Homes
• 70 Partnerships
• 8 HMR Pathfinders



Affordable Homes

Definitions

• FOR SALE Open Market
– Low Demand areas
– HMR
– NDC
– Below  national / regional average

• FOR RENT
– Social Housing
– No Access to ‘Housing Ladder’

• SHARED EQUITY
– LCHO
– % Equity Shared <50%
– RSL / ALMO
– Homebuy
– EP 1st time Buyer
– Developer
– Bank



Affordable Homes

Values

• Countrywide Variations
– Land Value
– Build Cost
– Regional influence

• Local Variation
– Lowest Value
– Aspirational Values
– Neighbourhood Choice
– Investment Issues

• Lowest Cost in Area
– Low demand
– HMR Areas



Affordable Homes

Values
Sample Home Purchase Options

Conventional Homebuy Shared Sustainable
Purchase Ownership Housing

Fund

Open Market Value 120,000 120,000 120,000 120,000
Resident Mortgage 114,000 90,000 30,000 60,000
Monthly Mortage

Repayment 761 601 200 401
Rent & Service Charge 230

Max Total annual
Repayment 9132 7212 5160 4812

Affordable Net 
Annual Income 27396 21636 15480 14436

GROSS INCOME BAND 38000 29000 20000 18000

Assumes Affordable Net Annual income = 3 x Max Tota l Annual Repayment
25 year Mortgage
6.25%  Interest



Scheme Process

LAND ASSEMBLY (CONTINUOUS)

SCHEME PROCESS
Finance Bid to Govt
Consultant (adviser) procurement (panel)
Developer Procurement (panel) PQQ 
RSL Procurement
Designer Procurement
Project Procurement – ITN
Timescale 18 months
Project Process 



Scheme Process (Continued)

LEGAL PROCEDURE CONTINUOUS

PROJECT PROCESS

Masterplan
Preparation
Committee Consultation

Public Consultation
Planning
Compulsory Purchase
Demolition
Site Investigation
Cost to date £0.5m
Enabling Works (Statutory Authorities)
Start on site
Timescale 2+ years
COST - £2.0+M per scheme
Sales (eventually) 
Stakeholders



Sample Project

Durham Village 

JVC
New Homes for Sale (HH)
Land Value retained
Commercial Outputs (Keepmoat Partnerships)

Land cleared by Local Authority



SAMPLE PROJECT

THE KEEPMOAT MODEL

Keepmoat PartnershipsKeepmoat Partnerships

Role

Provide assets
Land

Property
Cash

Role

Obtain planning consents
Design development
Build / Refurbishment

Role

Project Management

Keepmoat RegenerationKeepmoat Regeneration

Local AuthorityLocal Authority

Keepmoat Ltd

Role

Obtain planning consents
Design development

Build (Direct)
Absorption of initial design risk

Haslam HomesHaslam Homes

Public Private Partnership Public Private Partnership 
Delivery VehicleDelivery Vehicle

Output

Housing
Leisure

Commercial
Etc.

Joint Venture Co

(Local Authority & Keepmoat)

LLP / Delivery Vehicle / Co.

Developer (Commercial)



Sample Project

Durham Village Regeneration – PPP Practical Example

• Local Authority inputs:
• 7 Housing Sites Dwelling Numbers 

•Cassop 21
•Sherborn Hill 33
•Brandon 42
•West Rainton 55
•Newton Hall 35
•Byland Lodge 34
•Bowburn 86
•TOTAL 304

DVR OUTPUT
•Land receipt £11.20M
•Sale of old baths, Private finance suite, Sport Eng land

Some profit share £6.26M



Sample Project

Durham Leisure Centre



SAMPLE PROJECT

Asset value realised

Share of increasing value
- Locked in value
- Retained
- Retained locally

Added Values
- Local employment
- Local Training
- Commencing investment
- Commencing participation

Response to Government
- Partnerships
- Utilisation of assets
- Affordable Homes
- Sustainability

Contribution to Strong Prosperous
- Communities



Influencing Factors

A  Government Legislation

Barker 2004
Housing Strategy – More Homes 
Increased Housing to drive  

increased training / benefits
Lyons 2006

Local Consultation / Local Flexibility
Barker 2006 (2 Reports)

Releasing Local Authority land bank 
benefits

Planning blockage improvements
Public Private Partnership 2000    (Andrew Smith)

Mechanisms JVC / SPV
Exploit Public Assets for public gain



Influencing Factors

A  Government Legislation

Strong & Prosperous Communities 2006
Strategic Housing attention of communities
Local needs addressed
LAA Partnerships –internal plus Private Sector

Gershon
Releasing resources to the front line

Leitch
Improvement in literacy needed
Increase in Skills training



Influencing Factors

A  Government Legislation

2007 Housing and Regeneration Bill
3m New Homes by 2020
240,000 New Homes / per annum (Current 170,000)
2008 – 2011 £8Bn assistance
Homes and Communities Agency
De-restrict LA Finance
LHC - Public Land – Shared Equity

- Private Partners

Calcutt Review 2007
Target Zero carbon
Reduce Delays
Fast Track
Customer Satisfaction reviews
Developer Land Banks

A LOT



Influencing Factors

B Codes 

Sustainability – Code 3 – Code 4 – etc.
Lifetime Homes
CABE building for life
Planning Guidance (frequent changes)     
Housing Corporation requirements (HQIs)
Others

C Local Concerns

Quality
Density
Political variance
Scheme Individuality
Training/Local Employment
Crime



Influencing Factors

D Stakeholders

Local Communities 
Local Authority 
Local Political bodies
CABE
Planning
Housing corporation
Government Office
Local Housing Companies
HMR Team
RSLs
Others – Police, Schools, etc.
Local Training Establishments
Developer
Purchaser?



Influencing Factors

E Finance / Protocol

Time – 2 – 3 years min        
Cost
Interest Charges          

Site Sequence
Site Assembly
Continuity
Consultation / Planning / CPO
Statutory Authorities

Target the above



Current Position

Too Many Stakeholders
Vested Interests

Cannot please everyone
Too many boxes to tick
Slow

Costly
Houses not being built
Slow Housing Market

Reduced shared benefits
Subsidy reductions
Reduced ability to invest in process

Lack of trust/understanding of Developers



Proposals

Focus on end user
Simpler Rules
Reduce Stakeholder power
Accept simple design

Continent?
Maintain Environmental Focus
Reduce some requirements (consolidate?)

Lifetime Homes – Lift space, etc.
Homezone style

Single Decision process
Regional Housing Board?

Early enabling works – early funding by Govt
Planning
CPO
Statutory Authorities



Conclusion

Process Stagnating

Barriers need removing

Process speeded up
Calcutt?

Balance ‘Perfection’ with Need

THE FLY IN THE WATER CATCHES THE FISH


