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1 .  BRIEF AND INTRODUCTION  
1.1 The Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames (the Council) commissioned Ark to 

undertake a confidential review of the Housing Estate Regeneration Programme, to 
ensure the current approach presents the best vehicle for delivery for meeting the 
Council’s visions, aims and objectives. A particular requirement was to examine areas 
where outcomes can be accelerated without compromising quality and sustainability. 
 

1.2 The scope of the review, as per the written brief was as follows: 
 
 To review the objectives and principles driving the programme in light of current 

National planning context. 
 To assess options and the merits of delivery models in terms of the 

risks/pace/cost/resident engagement. 
 To highlight any areas where improvements can be made within the delivery of the 

Housing Estate Regeneration Programme. 
 To explore where any efficiencies can be made in the programme approach 

including timelines for delivery and procurement of key partners. 
 To confirm the advantages and disadvantages of the current approach. 
 Undertake a market comparison of the Councils current approach, to appoint an 

independent master planner and separate developer partner, with a market test of 
other delivery vehicles e.g. JVC/engagement of a private sector partner. 

 
1.3 The Kingston area is designated in the new London Plan as an opportunity area and the 

Cambridge Road estate has been designated as a Housing Zone. Cambridge Road is the 
first estate to form part of the wider estate regeneration programme and represents the 
largest concentration of council housing within the Borough. 
 

1.4 The estate is home to 830 households, of which 650 are tenanted and 180 are 
homeowners (including leasehold flats and freehold houses). The Council has confirmed 
that all existing tenants who wish to remain in the area can be return and that all owner 
occupiers will be offered shared equity and shared ownership options in order to be able 
to return once redevelopment has been undertaken. 
 

1.5 The Council is committed to achieving growth and so delivering a new high quality 
estate that increases the current number of homes is a priority. The Council also wished 
to ensure the residents and communities of Kingston are fully engaged as part of this 
process. Indeed, the residents should feel empowered and have a sense of ownership 
through being actively involved in the regeneration programme. 
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2 .  CONDUCT OF THE REVIEW 
 
2.1 There were three strands to the review, 

 
 One to one interviews: Ark held three meetings with senior members and officers at 

the Council in order to further clarify the brief and glean a clear steer on the 
programme priorities from a Council perspective. The meetings held were with the 
Leader of the Council, Councillor Paton, the Chief Executive, Director of Place, Head 
of Planning, Project Director and Project Manager. 

 Desk top research: Reviewing documents provided by the council and examining 
National Policy documents ranging from those on good regeneration practice 
published by such bodies as the DCLG, GLA and CIS  

 Market research: drawing on the experience of Ark and others in the delivery of 
regeneration schemes. 
 

3 .  NATIONAL/REGIONAL PLANNING 

GUIDANCE AND ESTATE REGENERATION 

GOOD PRACTICE 
3.1. National Planning Policy Framework 
 

3.1.1. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out government planning policy for 
England. It was published by the Department for Communities and Local Government on 
27 March 2012 and can be downloaded from the CLG website. The NPPF dismantled the 
regional planning apparatus and introduced neighbourhood planning in order to create 
‘a framework within which local people and their accountable councils can produce their 
own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which reflect the needs and priorities of 
their communities.’ 
 

3.1.2. In essence NPPF established three principles to sustainable development. These 
dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:  

 

i. ‘an economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and 
competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is 
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available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and 
innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, 
including the provision of infrastructure; 
 

ii. a social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 
providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future 
generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible 
local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social 
and cultural well-being; and 
 

iii. an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, 
built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve 
biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and 
mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon 
economy.’ 

3.1.3. Clearly a regeneration project such as at Cambridge Road estate can meet all of those 
three roles of sustainable development and heavily engage the local community in the 
planning process.  top quality redevelopment project at Cambridge Road can help meet 
a number of the NPPFs specific objectives, including; Building a strong, competitive 
economy; Ensuring the vitality of town centres; Promoting sustainable transport; 
Supporting high quality communications infrastructure; Delivering a wide choice of high 
quality homes; Requiring good design; Promoting healthy communities; Protecting 
Green Belt land; Meeting the challenge of climate change. 
 

3.1.4. In April 2016, the Communities & Local Government (CLG) Committee published 
'Department for Communities and Local Government’s consultation on national planning 
policy' in which they called for a comprehensive review of the NPPF before the end of 
the Parliament, pointing out that there had been, 'no robust, objective or evidence-based 
monitoring, evaluation or review' since it was first published in 2012. 
 

3.1.5. Overall there is little in NPPF that is specific to regeneration projects but much could be 
applied to any residential development project and the planning process. 

 

3.2. The London Plan 
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3.2.1. Kingston is identified in the new London Plan as an opportunity area which means that 
GLA can support a project in a number of ways: ‘The Mayor works closely with the 
boroughs and other stakeholders in developing Opportunity Areas. He provides 
encouragement, support and leadership in preparing and implementing Planning 
Frameworks, which serve to help realise the potential of these areas. These partnerships 
work in a number of ways, including: joint GLA and borough steering groups; secondments 
both to and from the GLA; active involvement of the private sector; the use of ‘in-house’ 
expertise; the appointment of consultants (where appropriate)’. 

 

3.2.2. The estate has also been designated a Housing Zone which offers further opportunities 
to gain support from the Mayor including capital investment and grant. The Council has 
already been successful in securing £46m worth of investment in the Cambridge Road 
estate regeneration.  

 

3.2.3. There is nothing in the London Plan or Housing Zone literature that would influence the 
Council within the confines of this assignment (ie the focus on procurement method and 
timescale). Nonetheless, speed of delivery will be critical when viewed from a GLA 
perspective and in particular where GLA investment is agreed. The Council may also wish 
to consider use of the GLA in-house expertise and help with the appointment of 
consultants. 

 

3.3. Estate Regeneration Best Practise – DCLG and Mayor of 
London 

 

3.3.1     A DCLG good practice guide to estate regeneration was released in December 2016 and 
a draft guide from the GLA was also issued in December 2016. Whilst they are two 
separate documents there are many similar contents. The main focus is regarding the 
quality of community engagement and related communication which is very important 
to both DCLG and GLA. There are also lots of case studies available within the GLA guide 
which h help show how best to engage residents on regeneration scheme and there is a 
section on the DCLG website referring to ‘the national strategy which outlines the 
important place leadership role local authorities can play to support estate regeneration’. 
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3.3.2 Both guidance documents should be essential reading for senior members and officers 
at the Council. For example, the DCLG guidance does include an activity map, but it is 
qualified as follows: ‘The purpose of the estate regeneration activity map is to provide a 
guide to a model process for a generic project. As all projects differ, not all the 
considerations may be appropriate to individual projects….’ This emphasises that every 
regeneration project is unique and there is not just one answer to all matters. 
 

3.3.3 Despite the qualification, the DCLG estate regeneration activity map does show the 
procurement of a partner after the option appraisal process has been complete but prior 
to any ‘plan development’ being undertaken. There is a matter of interpreting the 
definitions of the wording used but Ark would envisage that DCLG are suggesting an 
early recruitment of an appropriate development partner who can work alongside the 
Council on the master planning (plan development) and that this is then followed by a 
detailed planning application. 
 

4 .  PROGRAMME DELIVERY STRUCTURE – 

OPTIONS 
4.1 In conjunction with the Council, Ark has identified three potential delivery structures in 

order to deliver the Cambridge Road estate regeneration project. They are: 

 

i. Self delivery: The Council delivers all the affordable housing (AH) and 
market sale housing itself. This would require the use of a Development 
Company set up as a subsidiary of the Council in order to deliver the market sale 
element of the housing. 

ii. Barter/cross subsidy arrangement where the development partner delivers the 
market housing and builds the replacement AH in return for free land upon which 
the market units are developed. There is a possibility to establish a review 
mechanism to apply to later phases of development that can establish a formula 
to calculate overage clauses on any ‘super profit’. 

iii. Joint Venture (JV) where the Council and a partner developer share costs, risk 
and profit on the market housing whilst delivering the replacement AH. This 
could be delivered through either a structural JV or a contractual JV.  

 
4.2 There are no right or wrong answers as to which delivery structure option is best. The 

most appropriate solution depends upon the Council priorities, skills set and appetite for 
risk and reward.  
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4.3 In order to establish best fit It is therefore helpful to apply some assessment criteria in 

order to create a simple option matrix. The scoring of this matrix can help guide the 
Council to choosing the best delivery structure. 
 

4.4 Ark have identified the following “tests” in order to assess the most appropriate 
approach, we would emphasise that at this stage the issues and rating are  our 
assessment based on current understanding of the situation and aspirations. The 
development of tests and/or ratification of the decision matrix should form the basis of 
the next challenge meeting. 
 

4.5 The tests (which currently all carry the same weighting) applied are: 
 

i. Speed of delivery – pre-contract 
ii. Speed of delivery – post contract 
iii. Risk implications for RBK 
iv. Level of profit deliverable for RBK 
v. Ability to undertake project review on subsequent phases – viability, overage and 

more AH 
vi. Minimising build costs 
vii. Maximising market value (GDV) on market sale units 
viii. Cost of planning and procurement process and cash flow implications for RBK 
ix. Internal staff resources and skills needed 
x. RBK level of control over quality, design and planning process 

 
4.6 The assessment criteria items have been tested against the three delivery structure 

options, with each criterion measured out of a maximum score of 5,  

Score  Comment 

1 Weak – fails to address 

2 Just Adequate 

3 Decent  

4 Very Strong 

5 Meets and exceeds 
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4.7 Table 1 - The programme delivery structure matrix, as completed by Ark: 

Assessment Criteria Option 1 – Contract 
RBK delivers all AH 
and market 
housing. Appoints 
contractor. 

Option 2 – Cross subsidy  

Partner housebuilder 
delivers market sale and 
builds the AH for RBK 

Option 3 –  JV

Joint Venture 
with partner 
housebuilder  

Speed of delivery – 
“Partner” in contract  

2 4 4 

Speed of Delivery – 
planning/mobilisation 

4 3 3 

Speed of delivery – 
contract stage 

4 4 4 

Capacity for residents 
directly engage 

5 3 4 

Ability of RBK to 
mitigate financial risk 

1 5 3 

Level of potential RBK 
profit 

5 2 4 

Flexibility to adjust 
future phases 

5 2 4 

Minimising build costs 5 4 4 

Maximising sales 
income on market units 

2 5 5 

Cost of process from 
RBK perspective 

1 4 4 

Capacity of RBK staff to 
deliver   

2 5 4 

RBK control over the 
scheme quality and 
design 

5 3 4 

TOTAL  41 44 47 
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4.8 Whilst the matrix indicates that Option 3, a Joint Venture with a partner developer is the 
most appropriate, weighting of the tests could shift the balance. 
 

4.9 Conversations with senior members and officers suggest that the Council does have 
some appetite for sharing risk and reward with a developer. The advantage of Option 3 is 
that the costs and risk can be shared with a housebuilder whose sole purpose is to 
deliver market housing and optimise profit. The skills and culture required to achieve this 
are very strong within a housebuilder but likely to be absent in the Council. Hence, the 
balance between sacrificing an element of profit against bringing in open market 
expertise to optimise sales and share risk is a material consideration.  
 

4.10 Option 2 is the low risk alternative and could deliver the replacement affordable housing. 
However, it has the disadvantage that whilst the Council takes less risk it will not share in 
the profit from the market housing (other than whatever “overage” arrangements are in 
place.) The confidential viability report produced by BNP Paribas, dated October 2016, 
shows Scenario 10 producing a developer profit of between £75m and £118m. In 
essence if the Council were a JV partner who took 50% of all risk and costs then it would 
be reasonable to expect to take 50% of the profit, which is estimated to be between 
£37.5m and £59m. These are sizeable returns and the proceeds could be recycled to 
deliver more affordable housing on subsequent phases at Cambridge Road or elsewhere 
as part of the wider estate regeneration programme. 
 

4.11 Theoretically Option1 offers the highest potential return, however it carries with it 
considerable risk and the real possibility that without the appropriate sales knowledge 
and marketing expertise, the Council will fail to optimise design/massing and the 
appropriate sales rate or return. Given the scale of the redevelopment this risk is 
significant.  
 

4.12 There are variations on a theme e.g. the Council directly procures and builds out the 
affordable units and appoints a partner for market sale. However, on balance, Ark would 
recommend that the Council pursues a Joint Venture as the preferred delivery vehicle for 
the delivery of all units on Cambridge Road estate regeneration. 

5 .  NATURE OF JOINT VENTURES 
5.1 For the sake of clarity, a joint venture (JV) is a business entity created by two or more 

 parties, generally characterised by shared ownership, shared returns and risks, and 
shared  governance. They are of two types Structural/incorporated JVs or Contractual  
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5.1. Incorporated JVs 
 

5.1.1. Most joint ventures are incorporated, although some are an "unincorporated" joint 
venture. The precise nature of the JV, within the bounds of what is vires, and the desired 
outcomes will vary. 
 

5.1.2. We have not been asked to comment on the nature of the JV and clearly the Council will 
take its own legal advice given it requires a separate legal entity. We would however 
make the following general observations on land based JVs given the impact on 
procurement options 
 

5.1.3. There are number of variables such as: 
 whether the construction is provided via the developer or by JV Co employing the 

contractor and professional team directly;  
 how development funding is provided to supplement the developer’s contribution 

to the capital of JV Co; and 
 the corporate nature of JV Co and its board and shareholding membership. 

 
5.1.4. “Straight” land sales and purchases (without any development obligations) are outside of 

the EU procurement rules. There is therefore no need for any EU procurement process if: 
 all of the properties constructed by JV Co are sold on to third parties or retained by 

JV Co; and 
 the land transfer agreement does not include any controls over what gets built. 

 

5.1.5. EU procurement is usually an issue only where a pre-sale agreement is signed before the 
build takes place under which the constructed properties are to be transferred to the 
Council or another registered provider. Whether EU procurement is required will depend 
on the terms of that agreement and the extent to which they give the Council control 
over the specification.  

 
5.1.6. It is usual for additional development finance to be needed for the construction phase. 

This could both be obtained from a funder and secured on the land or (more cheaply, if 
funds are available) be provided by either or both parties to the joint venture. 
 

5.1.7. The respective “shares” of the Council and the developer will need to be negotiated. It is 
possible to have different arrangements for: 
 contributing capital (with profit usually being shared in the same proportions); 
 sharing profits (and losses); and 
 voting on the board of JV Co. 
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5.1.8. There is usually a “shareholders agreement” setting out how JV Co will be run and 
dealing with major decisions such as the specification, mix of the build, how sales prices 
are determined, etc. 
 

5.1.9. Control of the board of JV Co is important, since it gives ultimate control over what gets 
built. 
 

5.2. Contractual JV 
 

5.2.1.  In a contractual JV, there is no separate legal entity, the JV parties enter into licenses, 
development agreements, leases and build contracts with each other but do not conduct 
business through a jointly owned entity. When entering into a JV, the Council should 
analyse at the outset the pros and cons of a JV structural entity versus a contractual 
relationship. 
 

5.2.2. Notwithstanding the route chosen, a pre-requisite of entering into either form of Joint 
venture is the need for the Council to establish the governance rules under which the JV 
is going to operate and the controls it wants to exercise in terms of working practices, 
design quality and standards etc. Too few and a developer partner will potentially have 
free reign, too many and it may fetter a potential partner such that they will either not 
be interested or the council will fail to optimise their sales/marketing expertise.  

 

6 .  PROCUREMENT PROCESS OPTIONS 
6.1 The Council is at a stage now where it needs to procure a partner contractor/developer 

in a way that is both compliant with procurement rules and is will result in the selection 
of a strong partner who can help deliver this flagship regeneration project. 
 

6.2  It is also important that whichever procurement route is selected the Council can move 
forward in a timely manner. Previous discussions have focussed on whether it is 
necessary to undertake a master planning exercise prior to procurement. This gives 
absolute control but may prove abortive if the design is not appropriate for open market 
sale. We have discussed the nature of alternative delivery options in an earlier section 
and in considering the procurement options the recommendation is that given the 
substantial element of open market sales it  vital to have a developer partner on board 
as early as possible, HOWEVER the appointment cannot be started until the Council has 
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defined the level of control, constraints and outcomes it requires – whether this is 
defined as a masterplan or design brief it is a prerequisite to procurement.  
 

6.3 For the purposes of this element we have assumed that the Council will be bound by EU 
procurement rules. Given this, there are two options that the Council can consider. They 
are as follows: 

i. Full OJEU compliant process, bespoke for this project. 
ii. Use of existing framework, such as London Development Panel (LDP) 

 
6.4 Both procurement routes have their merits and both require a level of due process that 

means there is little difference in the time taken to appoint a partner. The time required 
to  produce a high-quality brief and ITT is necessary whichever route the Council selects. 
 

6.5 Nonetheless, there are different advantages to each option, and  in considering whether 
to use the direct procurement or a pre existing third party framework, we would take the 
following factors it account 

i) The nature of the framework, i.e. there are those that merely provide an 
expedient route to market and those who have more detailed specifications and 
price models  

ii) Speed of procurement: Frameworks can provide a faster procurement route 
because they eliminate the OJEU requirements; however, direct drawdown from 
a third party framework is rarely an option. There is inevitably a requirement for 
a so called “mini” tender. If a mini tender is required, then this severely erodes 
the time benefit of a framework 

iii) SME and community benefit; Can the framework, particularly if contractors on 
their panels are national, meet local community and social benefits at a local 
level 

iv) Control: The level of control that the Council wish to exercise is a consideration, 
flexibility varies between frameworks but it is inevitable that there is less control 
over which contactors can be invited, specification etc. than might be exercised 
by a directly procured contract. 

v) Risk of Challenge: Using framework avoids the risk of challenge from 
contractors and the associated delay in letting contracts that this brings.   

vi) Skills and capacity: are there sufficient skills and capacity internally to conduct  
a fully compliant OJEU procurement 

vii) Longevity of contract: Frameworks are time limited, directly procured contracts 
can be over a longer timeframe 

 
6.6  For simplicity, we have consolidated these into a matrix to help quantify the relative 

strengths guide the Council in its decision making. The assessment criteria Ark has 
applied to the two options are as follows (again we have not weighted the factors): 

i. Procurement timeframe. 
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ii. Selection of suitable partner 
iii. Value for money – cost of procurement (legal and technical) and delivery 

(design/planning fees). 
iv. Risk of a challenge 

   v.      Internal resources and skills needed to deliver. 
 

6.7 The five assessment criteria items have been tested against the two procurement 
options, with each criterion measured out of a maximum score of 5 graded as per the 
table in 4.6. Note these are Arks assessment and could be revised by RBK. 
 

6.8  Table 2 – the procurement process matrix, as completed by Ark: 

Assessment Criteria Option 1 – Full OJEU 
compliant process 

Option 2 – Use of existing 
framework – eg LDP 

Speed of Procurement  2 3 

Opportunity to select a 
suitable partner 

4 3 

Ability to minimise cost of 
legal advice and 
procurement  

3 4 

Mitigating Risk of  
challenge 

4 5 

Capacity of RBK internal 
staff to deliver   

3 4 

TOTAL 16 19 

 

6.9 We reviewed the LDP framework given this was the preferred option, and have used this 
for the benchmark. Whilst there are some names we might have expected to be on the 
list but weren’t, there are some 25 organisations on the framework. These range from 
housebuilder/developers to contractors to developing housing associations (RPs) On the 
face of it there should be sufficient providers to provide the Council with a quorum of 
tenderers, however, the final assessment will rest on how the council develops its brief  
 

6.10 The matrix suggests that there is advantage to the Council in using the LDP rather than 
going down the route of a bespoke OJEU process. It should be noted that whilst the LDP 
procurement route should be a little quicker than an OJEU compliant process this is not 
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the main justification for adopting this approach. The significant advantages are that 
there are likely to be reduced legal costs, there is relatively little risk of a challenge, and 
the Council will need less internal resources and skills to deliver as the framework is 
already established. 
 

6.11  Taking in to account all the Council Priorities Ark would recommend use of the LDP in 
terms of delivery the procurement of a suitable partner. 
 

7 .  PROGRAMME 
7.1 The existing project programme adopted by the Council is shown in the table below. 

 
7.2 Table 3 - Summary of the existing project programme (sub headings only from the 

Microsoft project plan): 

ID Task Name  Duration Start  Finish 
1 Project Initiation  81 days 29/04/15 19/08/15 
12 Due diligence and project prep  325 days 18/06/15 29/09/16 
19 Procurement and commissions  219 days  20/08/15 07/07/16 
20 Design Feasibility Study  219 days 20/08/15 07/07/16

34 
Preparation and approval of design feasibility 
study  145 days  02/12/15 07/07/16 

41 Acquisitions strategy  121 days  20/08/15 19/02/16 
54 Preparation of acquisitions strategy  60 days  13/11/15 19/02/16 
59 Engagement and comms strategy  203 days 20/08/15 15/06/16 

71 
Preparation and approval of engagement and 
comms strategy  150.5 days 02/11/15 15/06/16 

83 
Options Appraisal and asset management 
plan  184 days 02/12/15 30/08/16 

96 Preparation of and approval of options report 101 days  11/04/16 30/08/16 

107 
Stakeholder engagement and preferred 
option approvals  1293 days  03/08/16 01/09/21 

122 Soft Market testing 20 days  19/10/16 15/11/16 
125 Legal Services  1270 days 31/08/16 27/08/21 
135 Design development 390 days  26/10/16 24/05/18 
150 Development partner procurement (LDP) 274 days  01/12/16 18/01/18 
162 Planning applications and approvals 930 days 19/01/18 27/08/21
171 CPO/Land acquisitions  751 days 05/01/17 23/12/19
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7.3 Those tasks highlighted in yellow should have already commenced and those in red 
should have been completed. By their very nature, regeneration projects have a very 
long lead-in period. On the basis of the current programme, the projected start on site 
for Phase 1 (of seven) is March 2019 assuming no CPO requirement.  
 

7.4 It is also important to note that whichever procurement route is taken, there are the 
following watersheds: 
 
 There needs to be a robust design and good practice brief to enable procurement to 

take place 
 There needs to be a communications and engagement strategy brief in place and 

active. 
 There needs to be procurement exercise undertaken ( and in the case of a corporate 

JV a new legal entity set up) 
 There needs to be detailed plan for the whole estate (down to house types and 

specification) 
 CPO activity 
 Planning consent needs to be obtained 
 Phasing and decanting needs to take place 
 

7.5 In short, whichever route the Council chooses, whether looking at delivery vehicles or the 
procurement process, then the timeframe will not be hugely different. The key Issue for 
the Council to consider is whether or not to procure and appoint a development partner 
prior to commencing the design master planning process. Whilst on some projects there 
may be a strong argument for the Council fully controlling the design, planning and 
construction process, the nature, scale and proportion of outright sale on the Cambridge 
estate would make that challenging and potentially embroil the Council in abortive work 
generating a master plan that did not sit comfortably with a partner. 
 

7.6 The existing programme already allows some overlap between master planning and 
appointment of a development partner, i.e. the master planning was programmed to 
start with the master planner appointed March/April 2017 design principles by July 2017 
with outline master planning commencing in November 2017 with final approval May 
2018. The development partner is scheduled to be appointed in January 2018 giving 
them a maximum of three months to influence the master plan.  
 

7.7 There are clearly advantages of getting a development partner on board prior to starting 
the design master planning process  

i. Huge commercial experience and culture within the partner organisation that will 
influence the detailed master planning process 
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ii. Able to maximise densities whilst complying with planning policy requirements 
iii. Understand the property size, type mix and orientation that will maximise profit 

and land value 
iv. Design high quality features that remain good value for money when it comes to 

buildability and construction costs 
v. The partner can lead on commissioning an architect and associated technical 

surveys  
vi. Cost sharing of the design and planning phases  
vii. Avoiding the risk that if the council leads a master planning exercise itself, 

without first appointing a development partner, then a lot of work can be wasted. 
Each developer will have its own view on design, layout, densities, phasing and so 
on.  

 
7.8 It is still possible for the Council to retain a large element of control over design quality 

by developing a robust design brief, establishing key project parameters, and feeding 
this into the procurement process for appointing a partner. In addition, control over 
design quality can be supplemented by the powers of the Planning Committee and the 
fact the Council is the landowner. 

8 .  ACHIEVING EARLY WINS 
8.1 Given the opportunity to reduce the overall timeframe is limited, and the length of time 

taken to get any regeneration project off the ground causes huge uncertainty and 
frustrations for local residents over many years, early wins are therefore absolutely critical 
in keeping local residents in a positive position in respect of redevelopment proposals. 
 

8.2 We have looked at ways in which the Council can deliver some early wins. For simplicity, 
we have distinguished between those which could potentially help deliver the project as 
quickly as possible and those which will promote engagement and communication 
thereby underpinning a sense of resident ownership and positivity. 
 

8.3 Table 4 – Potential Early Wins 

               Early Win Potential 
Deadline  

Comments/Notes 

 

 
Section 1 - Estate Regeneration Programme Delivery 
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Select and appoint 
consultant to lead design 
principles process 

May 17 Gets someone in place quickly 
(existing framework?) to deliver 
workshops with residents, meet 
with planners and other 
stakeholders etc. to establish the 
design brief which will form the 
basis for procuring development 
Partner 

Bring forward 
appointment  of a 
development partner for 
Cambridge Road estate 
regeneration 

 March ‘18 With the design brief in place 
advance appointment of the 
Development partner so that 
they can participate in the 
selection of an architect/master 
planner. This engages them in 
the process from day one 

 

Demolition of phase 1 Feb ‘18 If the desire is to demonstrate 
action, one existing area is 
apparently predominantly 
temporary housing and could be 
emptied relatively quickly which 
could form the first phase of 
demolition.  

This will need a planning consent 
and have revenue implications 
for the council.  Whilst this might 
provide a high level of intent 
there are associated risks if that 
area does not fit with the 
ultimate phasing. 

 

Use of other l RBK owned 
land to deliver early 
decant opportunities 

RBK to obtain a 
detailed planning 
consent at 
Cambridge 
Gardens by March 

Can seen as the enabling phase 
of the regeneration and run as a 
separate self delivered 
project/contract to deliver early 
decant opportunities, leading 
into a larger phase  at Cambridge 
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18 Road.  

Offers the possibility of delivering 
show homes to excite residents. 

Target start on site 2018 

Overlap delivery of other 
projects as part of the 
wider estate regeneration 
programme 

The second 
regeneration 
project - start the 
option appraisal 
process by 
October ‘17.  

The third project 
the option 
appraisal process 
starting in 
spring/summer 
‘18 

Early wins do not just have to be 
about the Cambridge estate. 
Regeneration on other estates 
can be progressed in conjunction 
with Cambridge Road albeit with 
an overlap between different 
projects.  

RBK will need significant staff 
resources to be added to the 
existing regeneration and 
planning teams albeit it is 
possible to outsource some of 
this activity. 

Other estates may be easier to 
develop and could provide 
decant opportunities 

 

Section 2 - Communication and Engagement: 

 

Engage Cambridge Road 
residents in the process 
to establish design 
principles 

June/July ‘17 Led by an organisation with 
understanding of design and 
community engagement to run 
workshops plus liaison/feedback 
with the LPA. Establish key 
principles that any development 
proposals must meet – quality, 
materials, design, height, 
massing, parking, internal flat 
layouts (AH only)  
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Select 2 or 3 residents to 
be part of the interview 
panel, selecting someone 
to undertake the design 
brief and/or the 
development partner 

 

Nov ’17 and 

Feb ‘18 

Further strengthens the sense of 
ownership over the scheme for 
local residents 

Establish a Stakeholder 
Group (if not already in 
place) 

Sept ‘17 Members to include residents 
and other local stakeholders.  

RBK need great Terms of 
Reference and possibly an 
independent chair. Purpose to 
discuss and agree the 
engagement process and help 
keep all informed.  

It will also help agree a resident’s 
charter. 

 

Set up a Cambridge Road 
website 

July ‘17 It will need to be good, easy to 
use and allow people to access 
information and comment with a 
prompt response from RBK. 

 

9 .  PROPOSED SHORT TERM PROJECT 

PROGRAMME – CONTRACTOR 

APPOINTMENT 
9.1 Given the need to progress the Cambridge Road regeneration project as quickly as 

possible Ark have looked at the possibility of how quickly a partner could be selected,  
having taken into account the recommended delivery vehicle and procurement route as 
above. We have also taken on board our suggested early wins to show the art of what is 
possible. The revised project programme could look like this: 
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9.2 Table 5 – Potential Revised Project Programme 

ID Task Name  Duration Start  Finish
Procurement Brief - Preparation Stage
1 Approval to proceed – RBK Committee N/A 03/17 03/17

2 
Procure consultants i) to lead design brief 
workshops and ii) to lead activity 4 4 weeks 03/04/17 28/04/17 

      
3 

Hold and record design, planning and quality 
parameter workshops  12 weeks 08/05/17 28/07/17 

4 

Preparation and approval of RBK brief, EoI, ITT, 
sifting brief and tender documents including 
all technical and supporting information. 
Prepare cost models and scoring matrix 23 weeks  03/04/17 08/09/17 

London Development Panel – Mini Tender Process 

5 
Expression of interest, out to all LDP members 
and return 2 weeks 11/09/17 25/09/17

6 
RBK Identify all capable and interested 
members 2 weeks 25/09/17 09/10/17 

7 
Sifting brief to all capable members and 
return 4 weeks 09/10/17 06/11/17 

8 
RBK assess the submissions, short interviews 
and agree shortlist for tender 2 weeks 06/11/17 20/11/17

9 Tender documents out and return 

10 weeks 
including 
xmas 20/11/17 29/01/18 

10 
Assess tender submissions, clarifications and 
interviews 2 weeks 29/01/18 12/02/18 

11 
Selection of partner approved by RBK 
Committee N/A 03/18 03/18 

 

9.4 This suggested timeframe is ambitious but achievable; it will require the Council to be 
very focused and always one step ahead of the process. We have not been able to 
programme this against the Committee cycles which are a material consideration.  
Following the appointment of the development partner and a broad brush look at 
timeframe, the Council could expect a further nine months in the master planning and 
consultation stage alongside all technical surveys. This would be followed by an outline 
application based on the masterplan for the site as a whole and a detailed planning 
application for the early phases. This would take an additional nine months to achieve, 
followed by a three month contractor lead-in period. 
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9.5 Realistically the earliest that a true start on site for the construction of new homes at 
Cambridge Road itself is the beginning of 2020. It may be possible to shave a short 
period off that timeframe but experience suggests that the complexity of regeneration 
projects rarely allows a scheme to be fast tracked through any key stage. 

 

10.  OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
10.1    The Council will need to take into account a whole host of other considerations on the 

Cambridge Road estate regeneration project. Ark has listed a small number of key issues 
which could impact on the design brief and ITT for the recruitment of a partner. They are 
not intended to be definitive merely random relevant thoughts and challenges that may 
have been addressed by the Council already. 

10.2 Phasing and decant programme 
 

10.2.1 Getting the phasing and decant programme is critical and the Council has promised to 
all tenants and owner occupiers that they can return to a new home once 
redevelopment is complete.  

10.2.2 It may be possible (likely) that many residents will not want to return and in reality, see 
this as an opportunity to be rehoused elsewhere. It is difficult to predict, but if there are 
significantly fewer returning than anticipated, this eases the pressure on decanting 
subsequent phases. Constantly refreshing the prediction is important in planning the 
regeneration. 

 
10.2.3 The opportunity to deliver circa 100 new homes at Cambridge Gardens means that 

there is a chance to rehouse 100 households from Cambridge Road. In turn this will 
help the Council deliver a larger phase 1 at Cambridge Road. 

 

10.2.4 There is a particular issue on the Cambridge estate with home owners who are 
freeholders. They will not, as we understand it, get the opportunity of a new house. 
Meeting the aspiration of leaseholders is challenging enough, let alone the freeholders. 
Irrespective of where they sit in the phasing these issues need to be addressed early.  
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10.3 Need for some market sale housing from phase 2 onwards  
 

10.3.1 This is very much linked to the need for an accurate estimate of phasing and decant 
programme. Clearly the Council needs to be able to deliver this regeneration scheme 
and early phases of redevelopment will inevitably be predominantly replacement 
affordable housing. The Council is also under pressure to deliver as much affordable 
housing as possible in early phases due to the fact the GLA investment is linked to a 
Housing Zone allocation that has only ten years in which to deliver. 

 

10.3.2 However, it is important to help relieve the pressure on the project cash flow to inject 
some market sale housing at as early a phase as possible. Whilst it may be limited, some 
market housing will generate sales proceeds and profit whilst, importantly, also creating 
a more balanced, integrated community. 
 

10.4 Does the Council have to have the same delivery 
arrangement for the duration of the scheme? 

 

10.4.1 This is a question to be considered before finalising the brief and ITT. Would the early 
phases be best delivered by the Council with a contractor in tow with subsequent phases 
in a JV with a partner housebuilder? 

 

10.4.2 The skills of a housebuilder will be invaluable in the design and planning process but 
they are likely to expect a higher risk related profit and return on capital when compared 
to a pure contractor. On a scheme of this size, if the early phases are 100% affordable 
then the Council will potentially be paying a premium if using a pure housebuilder. 

 

10.4.3 The Council will need to include contract break clauses to address under performance. 
However, this is particularly complicated in a JV situation where the front end activity 
may be supported by anticipated profits later in the programme I.e. where all the 
affordable have to be delivered up front. 
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10.5 Staff resources and skills? 
 

10.5.1 Strong clienting is essential, whichever option for delivery vehicle and procurement is 
chosen at Cambridge Road estate. The correct Governance structure and achieving high 
level support from senior members and officers will be very important in terms of the 
successful delivery of this programme. Of equal importance, will be the need for officers 
at all levels of the council to treat any of these projects as a high priority, with a quick 
turnaround for advice and decision making.  

 

10.6 Off Site manufacture 
 

10.6.1   Once underway there is the potential to accelerate or reduce the build programme by 
introducing off- site manufacture. This option needs to be considered early in the 
process as it may impact upon the selection of a contractor. Consideration of off site 
manufacture should extend beyond speed of construction and cost to take into account 
the reduced impact on residents of this type of construction. 
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11  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
11.1 There are no “right” solutions. However, based on our understanding of the Council as a 

client and where it is with the priorities in terms of delivery at the Cambridge Road estate 
regeneration we would recommend the following: 
 

i. Delivery Vehicle – take the Joint Venture (JV) route, probably a structural 
JV, subject to legal advice. This shares risk, costs and profit and affords the 
ability to work in partnership with a housebuilder and exploit their market 
knowledge and experience  

ii. Procurement Process – the Council to use an existing framework, one of 
which could be GLA London Development Panel (LDP) to procure a suitable 
partner. 

iii. Select a partner using the LDP before embarking on design master 
planning, further design consultation and submission of a planning 
application. A review of the programme suggests it is possible to push 
ahead and select a JV partner by March 2018. 

iv. Appoint consultancy with immediate effect to commence the development 
of a design brief and stakeholder engagement 

v. Engage residents alongside designers and planning officers in a process to 
define the project design and quality parameters. Feed the outputs from this 
process into the partner selection process. 

vi. Progress an early planning application on additional land at Cambridge 
Gardens, treating this as a separate self delivered project considered as 
“Phase 0” to deliver early decant opportunities for Cambridge Road 
residents. 

vii. Consider other suggestions for early wins, as listed in Table 4, paragraph 
8.3 above. 

viii. Skills Audit Appraise thoroughly to establish if the Council has the staff 
resources and skills to be able to deliver this programme and behave as a 
strong client. 

 

Ark Consultancy 

January 2017  
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Jerry Gilbert – Director 
Geoff Fox  - Senior Consultant 
 
Email: jgilbert@arkconsultancy.co.uk 
Mobile: 07973 835896 
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CAMBRIDGE ROAD ESTATE LOCATION PLAN

Key
Extent of Cambridge Road Estate



Date  Stakeholder Activity  

11 January 2017 LEAH- Learn English at Home  

13 January 2017  MIND – A group for people with mental health challenges.   

13 January 2017  MENCAP – an organisation working with people with learning disabilities  

16 January 2017  Norbiton Scout Group – a group that works with young people  

16 January 2017  St Peter’s Church – Faith Group 

17 January 2017 
Kingston Centre for Independent Living – an organisation dealing with 
disability group. 

19 January 2017 &        
09 February 2017  

King Athelstan School – engaging parents   

25 January 2017 Staywell – an organisation working with older people  

25 January 2017 Kingston Race and Equality Council  

26 January 2017 Kingston Citizens Advice  

27 January 2017 Director meeting with CREst, CRERA and One Norbiton 

31st January 2017 Young Mums of toddler Group at the Archway  

03 February 2017 Faith and Elderly Group – coffee morning   

07 February 2017 King Oaks Primary School 

07 February 2017 Local Businesses surrounding the estate  

09 February 2017 ESOL - Bulgarian Group  

10 February 2017 Axe Capoeira and Quilombo – initial meeting  

06 March 2017 
Axe Capoeira and Quilombo- Engagement Session with seventeen children 
and a separate engagement immediately after with the parents.  

15 March 2017  Meeting with Oxygen (Youth Group)  
 

 

Other Stakeholders: 

 Achieving for children - (LOW IMPACT )Social enterprise for children ‐ adoption and fostering , 
work with disabled children ‐ Also includes a branch called SEND  

 Hawks Road Clinic – (HIGH IMPACT)   
 St Joseph’s Primary School (LOW IMPACT) – in the surrounding area.  
 Christ Embassy (HIGH IMPACT) – They use the Piper Hall every Sunday and during the week for 

church services  
 Bull and Bush (High Impact ) – CPO is likely  
 Kingston Voluntary and Community Sector (Low Impact directly) 
 Kingston Centre for Independent Living (MEDIUM IMPACT)  



 Kingston Advocacy Group (LOW IMPACT)  
 Kingston Mosque (LOW IMPACT) 
 Kingston Voluntary Action (LOW IMPACT) 
 Kingston Citizen’s Advice (LOW IMPACT) 
 Kingston Welcare (LOW IMPACT) 
 Kingston Race and Equality Council – KREC (LOW IMPACT)  
 Kingston Somali Association (LOW IMPACT) 
 Kingston Muslim Mothers and Girls Social Group  
 Kingston Guardian  
 Surrey Comet  
 



   

Schools 

Faith 
Groups

Advocacy 
Groups 

Disability 
Groups 

 

Businesse
s

Minority 
Groups 

 

Residents  
Youth 

Groups 

Key 

Stakeholders 



   
HIGH  LOW 

 

Im
pa

ct
  

H
IG
H
 

 GLA 
 Residents  
 Councillors 
 Christ Embassy that uses Piper Hall

 Disability Groups  
 Advocacy Groups 

 

 Schools 

 Bull and Bush  

 

LO
W
 

 

 Other Businesses  
 

 Other faith groups  

 Minority Groups  

 Kingston Voluntary and 
Community Sector Strategy  
 

 

 

 Residents on the outskirts of Cambridge Road 
estate 

 Youth Groups 

 

Interest  



   
HIGH  LOW 

 

In
flu

en
ce
 

H
IG
H
 

 
Key Players 

 focus efforts on this group  
 involve in governance /steering 

groups and decision making  

 engage and consult regularly  

 
Meet their needs  

 engage and consult on interest area  
 try to increase the level of interest  
 aim to move into left hand box  

 
 

LO
W
 

 

Show Consideration  
 

 make use of interest through 
involvement in low risk areas  

 Keep informed and consult on 
interest area 

 Potential supporter/ goodwill 
ambassador  
 

 

Least Important  
 

 Inform via general communications: newsletters, website, mail shot  

 Aim to move into left hand side of the box 

Interest  

 



Stakeholder update:  

In preparation for the stakeholder engagement and recruiting for the steering group/design 

working group, I have started meeting with key players in the community to see how we can 

work collaboratively in reaching hidden and hard to reach stakeholder. Hidden stakeholders 

are potential key players like the owner of Bull and Bush who is not apparent at this stage but 

will pop out of the woodwork to challenge further down the line.  

1. Bull and Bush – Met the manager and I was informed that the owner leaves in Esher and 

got his details. I have contacted him and I am waiting for a reply.  

 

2. Oxygen YFC – This is an organisation that works with youth groups and one of their  
projects is designed to raise awareness and challenge attitudes about the dangers, risk and 

consequences of being involved in knife crime. Met with them on 30.11.2016 to find out 
what events they have with young people in the estate and how we can work 

collaboratively to engage teenagers in the estate.  There is a potential to draw out the 
parents if the youth of the estate are fully engaged. They will be useful in the engagement 

for open space regeneration and contributing to legacy issues as they will be the next 

generation in the estate.  



 
3. Refugee Action Kingston – This group uses the Piper Hall regularly and work with refugees 
in the Borough. This is a potential link to residents who are hard to reach or who have 

language difficulties.  
 

08.12.16 – update they are having funding issues and may have to move from their venue. 
They still use the Piper hall and it would be best to piggyback a meeting.   

 
4. Christ Embassy – I have made initial contact letting them know about the engagement 

process and invited them to the feedback sessions.   
 

5. Contacts with schools: Initial contact have been made with schools within the area – King 

Althestan primary school, Queen English language school and St. Josephs’s catholic school. 

Had an engagement session with parents who have kids in King Althestan School.  

 

6. Kingston VCS: The Voluntary & Community Sector (VCS) in Kingston is extremely diverse 

and focuses on those in particular need. They have strong links with older people, carers, 



disabled people, victims of crime and those living on low income. They also have links with 

faith groups and environmental groups.  
 

7. Kingston Interfaith Forum – 15% of the CRE respondents are Muslims and this organisation 

appears to be have strong links with Muslims. Initial contact has been made and they will 

be followed up in the New Year.  
 

8. 2nd Norbiton St Peters – it’s a Boy Scout group. Initial contact has been made but this is a 

low priority group.  
 

9. Kingston Sports Centre – website checked – low priority.  
 

10. Creative Youth – Creative Youth aspires to mentor young individuals, entrepreneurs and 
organisations by providing artistic business and strategic support, allowing the next 
generation of artists to flourish. – medium priority  
 

 
 



 

11. LEAH  (Learn English at Home) voluntary service to help ESOL residents in Kingston. Great 
organisation to use as a link to engage hard to reach groups. I will be meeting them in the 
New Year.  
 

12. Mencap – established links with the administrator and will be meeting with her in the new 
year.  
 

13. Quilombo UK ‐ Quilombo UK is an outreach charitable organisation seeking to mediate 
between the various cultures and groups that are found in the Royal Borough of Kingston‐
upon‐Thames, with the ultimate aim of contributing to a cohesive and thriving community. 

 
14. Scouts Group (youth) – A high proportion of the youth from the estate are part of this 
group of 129 children in Kingston.  
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1.0  Executive Summary  
1.1  An initial engagement took place between 03 September and 19 October 2015 where residents were 

consulted on wider options for regenerations. In October 2015 Renaisi was appointed to write a 
consultation strategy and they led on the engagement of the shortlisted options for regeneration. The 
engagement included a postal and online survey which was done from the for the regeneration options 
for Cambridge Road Estate.  A further engagement was conducted on the three shortlisted options 
from 08 October to the 28 October 2016.  Following Renaisi’s engagement we had a public meeting 
with the leader of the council and two feedback drop-in sessions based on the consultation.  
 

  
 

2.0  Statement of Community Involvement  
2.1  The table below provides a record of all the drop-in sessions held initially when meetings held with 

local stakeholders since September 2015.  A programme of consultation with the wider community 
began in September 2015 with eleven drop-in sessions this was advertised by sending newsletters to 
832 resident. These drop-in sessions were based on the different options including viability, quality of 
the homes, environment and businesses in the area surrounding the site, introducing the scheme and 
showing the regeneration options for the area.   

 
 
2.2 

  

2.3  A programme of consultation with the wider community began in September 2016 with fifteen 
targeted drop-in sessions. This was communicated by sending newsletters to residents and businesses 
in the area surrounding the site, this showed the three shortlisted options for regeneration which are : 

 

Drop in 
sessions  

Title of 
events  

Total no of 
attendees  

Non-
residents 
attendees 

Tenants Leaseholders  Freeholders 

Sept 2015 General  19 0 unknown unknown unknown 

Oct 2015 General 11 0 9 2 0 

Dec 2015 General  4 0 2 1 1 

Jan 2016 General 15 4 9 0 2 

Feb 2016 General 11 0 7 4 0 

Mar 2016 General  29 7 16 3 3 

Apr 2016 General 28 4 17 4 3 

May 2016 General 15 0 8 5 2 

June 2016 General 7 0 7 0 0 

July 2016 General 22 1 12 7 2 

Aug 2016 General 24 0 16 6 2 

 
 

      



 

 

 
 Option A - Refurbish the 4 tower blocks and all other homes will be replaced with new 

homes that meet current space and design standards.  

 Option B - Refurbish 2 of the tower blocks (Madingley and Brinkley) and all other homes will 
be replaced with new homes that meet current space and design standards.  

 Option C - Replace all homes on the estate with new homes that meet current space and 
design standards.  

  

Drop in 
sessions 

Title of events  Total no of 
attendees 

Non-
residents 
attendees

Tenants  Leaseholders  Freeholders 

3 Sept 
2016 

CREst Fun Day 19 2 16 0 1 

6 Sept 
2016 

Older & 
Vulnerable 
Residents  

4 0 0 2 2 

7 Sept 
2016 

General 18 2 7 3 6 

12 Sept 
2016 

Young residents  0 0 0 0 0 

15 Sept 
2016 

Bulgarian & 
Polish speakers  

4 0 1 1 2 

17 Sept 
2016 

Saturday drop in  18 1 9 5 3 

20 Sept 
2016 

Older & 
Vulnerable 
residents  

10 1 9 0 0 

20 Sept 
2016 

Somalia 
speakers 

2 0 1 1 0 

21 Sept 
2016 

General 10 1 5 1 3 

26 Sept 
2016 

Chinese & 
Korean 
speakers 

5 0 2 3 0 

27 Sept 
2016 

Tamil & other 
Indian 
Languages  

11 1 6 4 0 

4 Oct 2016 Older & 
vulnerable 
residents  

7 0 7 0 0 

8 Oct 
2016 

Saturday Drop 
in  

9 0 5 1 3 

10 Oct 
2016 

Stakeholders 5 5 0 0 0 

19 Oct General 4 0 2 1 1 



 

 

2016 

Total  311(incl 19 
unknown 
status)

29 173 54 36 

 

2.4  The table below shows the breakdown of the residents that attended the public meeting and the 
feedback session on the consultation meeting.   
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29 Nov 
2016 

Public  

Meeting  

73 20 3 4 14 

 
Feedback sessions on the consultation Renaisi conducted. Attendance of the feedback session is 

showed below. 

03 Dec 
2016 

General  22 4 15 2 1 

06 Dec 
2016 

General 11 6 3 0 2  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

  
3.0  Stakeholder meetings   
 

3.1  In advance of the public consultation exhibition, RBK initiated meetings with a number of local 
stakeholders to build links in the community.  Some of them send the following tables outline these 
meetings and the key issues discussed:   

 

Date  Stakeholder Activity  

11 January 2017 LEAH- Learn English at Home  

13 January 2017  MIND – A group for people with mental health challenges.   

13 January 2017  MENCAP – an organisation working with people with learning disabilities  

16 January 2017  Norbiton Scout Group – a group that works with young people  

16 January 2017  St Peter’s Church – Faith Group 

17 January 2017 
Kingston Centre for Independent Living – an organisation dealing with 
disability group. 

19 January 2017 &        
09 February 2017  

King Athelstan School – engaging parents   

25 January 2017 Staywell – an organisation working with older people  

25 January 2017 Kingston Race and Equality Council  

26 January 2017 Kingston Citizens Advice  

27 January 2017 Director meeting with CREst, CRERA and One Norbiton 

31st January 2017 Young Mums of toddler Group at the Archway  

03 February 2017 Faith and Elderly Group – coffee morning   

07 February 2017 King Oaks Primary School 

07 February 2017 Local Businesses surrounding the estate  

09 February 2017 ESOL - Bulgarian Group  

10 February 2017 Axe Capoeira and Quilombo  

  

  

 

 

 



 

 

Key issues  

3.2 The following table outlines the key concerns and questions that people during the stakeholder engagement  
 

Topic of concern   General response  

Where will people be moved 
to  

 We are currently doing a decant policy specifically for Cambridge 
Road Estate and this will give people a bit more clarity about the 
phasing process.   

Crime    We will be designing out crime by getting rid of alleyways, and 
create more lighting around the estate.  

Who gets what property  
 A housing needs survey will be conducted to address issues like 

overcrowding and underutilisation.   

What will home owners be 
entitled to 

 We will have independent advisers that will assess the situation on 
a one to one basis.  

Parking   A parking survey has been conducted and we will be dealing with 
issues like commuter parking in the future to ease parking stress 
for those that live within the estate.  

Density   The estate will be designed in a way that makes an availability of 
open spaces and green spaces.  

Better homes programme   The better homes programme will no longer be in operation 
because of the pending regeneration process.  

Tenures   The final mix of social housing and shared ownership houses will 
be decided as the regeneration system progresses.  

 
 

  



 

 

  
4.0    Proposed Regeneration Boundary   
 

 



 

 

  
  

    

4.1 Cambridge Road Estate Regeneration Timeline  

Skill Set Responsibility 

Week Ending January 
'17

Week Ending 
February '17 Week Ending March '17 April '17 

6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24 3 10 17 24 31 7 14 22 29 

        

Activity Events         

Making initial links in the community- buidling 
trust etc with sub groups below Engagement GB         

ESOL -Link GB 11th         
Young People - Link GB 11th         

Two Mental Health Link (19 residents have 
mental health problems) GB 12th         

Meet with King Athestan Primary School GB 13th         
Young People - Link GB 16         

Disabled Link GB 17         
Faith Group GB 17         
Cold visits GB 18         

Mental Healh link GB 19         
Kingston  Mosque GB 20th          

Kingston Advocacy Group  GB 20th          
Meeting with the head of Kingston Citizen's 
advice - A lot of CRE residents volunteer 

there GB 26th       
          

Steering Group         

Find out the skill set from potential steering 
group members that I haven't met  13th 20th         

          

Finalise Steering Group after drop in sessions 
( to be discussed) 27th       

 
 
  
              



 

 

Newsletter due towards the end of Feb            

Collating information  
Regeneration 
Team GB   3rd       

Pass to Comms for style guide, design by 
Chungs and proofing  Comms Emer         

Final Proof for Marcus to sign off    GB         

Printing and distribution  Post room GB         

            

CONFIRMED Engagement session                                     

Young mum and toddler group Regen Team GB         31st                         

Faith (Older People Group) Regen Team GB         3rd                         

Parents from King Althesltan school which 
has a high proportion of kids from the estate    GB 

        
9th

                      

Bulgarian Women           9th                       

Refugee Action Kingston Regen Team GB           15th                     
          

Piper Hall is booked for weekly surgeries on  Tuesdays and Thursday PM from 2.30 – 5.30  
Wednesday from 10:30am to 1:30pm

Potential Drop in sessions                                     

Young People:  Regen Team GB                                   

Work with Oxygen YFC  Regen Team GB                                   

BAME subgroup  Regen Team GB                                   

ESOL Group  Regen Team GB                                                   

Muslims Regen Team GB                                                   

Young mothers   Regen Team GB         

Other faith groups  Regen Team GB         

Schools -contacted King Meadow,  Queen 
English and St Joseph’s Catholic Church  Regen Team GB         

Elderly  Regen Team GB         

Disability Groups  Regen Team GB         

            



 

 

 

            

Spreading the word via various channels            

St Joseph’s Catholic School- Cambridge 
Road Regeneration Blurb in the school 
newsletter  (end of Feb)           

Kings Oaks Primary School - Blurb to be 
added to the school  newsletter           

King Meadow Primary School           

Mencap            

            

Growth Committee                

Engagement strategy will be formed based on 
the outcome of decisions.               

Drop in sessions at the Piper Hall                                                         

                                                          

Keeping residents informed           

Bi- weekly Engagement Workshops for all 
residents                                                          

Bi-monthly newsletters                                                     
Resident Engagement Panel - Monthly 
meeting                                                     
Letter /Newsletters  to surrounding 
businesses                                                          

                 

Developer Procured            

Start arranging a proposed design exhibition Engagement GB         

                 



 

 

 

Appendix 1 – Newsletter Issue 1  



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 – Newsletter Issue 2 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 – Newsletter Issue 3 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix  - Photo Albums of engagement Activities 

CREst Fun Day  

 

 

Other Consultation Activites 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 
 

5.0  Summary and Conclusions  
  

5.1  The public consultation strategy sought to engage with political and community stakeholders, 
including local amenity societies, local businesses and neighbours living in close proximity to the site.  

5.2  The pre-application public consultation exhibition provided an opportunity for local residents and 
businesses to voice their opinions on the development proposals and to engage with leading members 
of the development and design team, including representatives from the Helical Bar PLC, Piercy & 
Company Architects, DP9 Ltd. and Four Communications   

5.3  Overall, whilst it is clear that consultees have a number of competing visions for the site, the 
fundamental aims proposals do enjoy a good level of support.  

5.4  Whilst a small number of consultees felt the design was too modern, a large majority felt that the 
proposals responded well to the character of the area, which is one of variety. The design was 
commended for reference the traditional architecture of Covent Garden, whilst also adding interest 
through a variety of materials and styles.  

5.5  The retention of the listed façades on Dryden Street and Drury Lane was supported by all. It was felt 
that the façades were an important part of the local streetscape.  

5.6  Variation of the proposed materials was considered a positive. The use of brick, in keeping with many 
buildings in the area, was supported. Decorative stone window surrounds were thought by many to be 
innovative, providing visual interest.  

5.7  Whilst some consultees regretted the loss of office space in Covent Garden, the majority felt that 
residential use would be appropriate, and welcomed the inclusion of private amenity space within the 
site. The provision of smaller units marketed to a domestic market was supported, with consultees 
advising that it was essential new residents become part of the Covent Garden community.  

5.8  Whilst it is clear that some consultees had a degree of customer loyalty to the existing retain tenants at 
the site, it was thought that the proposed ground floor retail units would improve the activation of 
Arne Street and Shelton Street passageway. The flexible nature of the retail space was considered 
important, as this would maximise the range of retailers who could use the units.  



 

 

5.9  Some consultees did have some concerns about additional height, with a small number concerned that 
this would be detrimental to Shelton Street. However, it was noted that Shelton Street is already very 
narrow, and that no additional overlooking or loss of daylight would result from the development.  

5.10  There was some concern about the servicing of the proposed restaurant, various consultees indicated 
that it would be important to limit the impact of early morning deliveries on neighbours, suggested 
that time limitations should be imposed. The inclusion of a bottle crusher was requested, and the 
applicant is committed to ensuring all practical measures are taken to protect neighbour amenity.  

5.11  It was indicated that construction would have to be carefully managed, alongside any development 
works taking place in the local area. Construction traffic and routes should be carefully planned, with 
input from the local community, to ensure inconvenience is minimised.  

5.12  The project team remains committed to consulting with the local community and will continue to 
ensure that local residents and businesses are kept informed as the application progresses through the 
determination process. If necessary, post-submission consultation activity will be submitted to 
planning officers in the form of an addendum to this report.  

   



 

 

Appendix I – Letter to Neighbours 

  



 

 

Appendix II – Exhibition Boards  

  



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

  

  

  



 

 

Appendix III – Feedback Form  

  



Growth Committee 
https://moderngov.kingston.gov.uk/documents/s72563/Cambridge%20Road%20Estat
e%20Regeneration%20Report.pdf 
16 March 2017 
 
Cambridge Road Estate Regeneration Procurement and Master-Planning Approach 
Director of Place  

 
Purpose 
 

 To report on the work undertaken since the Estate Regeneration Programme was approved by 
the Council’s Residents, Health and Care Services Committee on 17 June 2015; to progress 
the regeneration of Cambridge Road Estate and; to consider the regeneration procurement 
and master-planning approach to appointing a developer partner to deliver the scheme. 

 Recommendations of the Deputy Leader 

The Committee resolves that: 

1. authority is delegated to the Director of Place, in consultation with the Deputy Leader 
and the Portfolio Holder for Regeneration, to procure a Development Partner through a 
Joint Venture approach in order to undertake the master-planning and delivery of the 
Cambridge Road Estate (CRE) regeneration; and 

 

2. the Director of Place continues to engage residents fully in the next stages of the 
development programme, and to further test the emerging options having noted the 
feedback from the various resident engagement activities that were run over a 12-
month period between September 2015 and October 2016 as well as those received 
from  the ongoing consultation process. 

 

Key Points 

A. The Estate Regeneration Programme gives the Council the opportunity to improve 
the quality of homes on Cambridge Road Estate (CRE), invest in the wider 
neighbourhood increase the numbers of homes on the estate, and improve the 
quality of life for residents. 

B. The Council wants to make sure that every resident in Kingston has the opportunity 
to live in a good quality home. The challenge we have in Kingston is affordability.  
Kingston’s housing waiting list has 9502 families waiting for a Council home, there 
are 693 families living in temporary accommodation, and the projection of population 
of 186,200 by 2035. A rise of approx 10% from the current 169,000 (Source: 
Destination Kingston 2016-2020).     

C. Kingston Council is investing in our neighbourhoods and building new homes. This 
will improve the quality of housing for our existing residents and offer the chance of 
an affordable home to thousands of families who desperately need a place to call 
home. 

D. The Council is committed to engaging with residents and the local community in an 
open and honest way and be realistic about the options available to us. The estate 
regeneration programme is essential provide much needed additional housing and 
improve the condition of our housing estates to make them places where people 
want to live. Building more homes and regenerating our estates is the way we can 
afford the improvements that are needed. We will work with our communities to 
agree our approach, the timescales and the costs of the options available. 



E. CRE is the first of the estates under consideration in the Council's estate 
regeneration programme. The principal reason for inclusion of the estate is that it 
represents an opportunity to build a significant number of additional homes, due to 
the relative low density of the estate, and its location and public transport 
accessibility levels. CRE is highly accessible to public transport and access routes. 

F. The Cambridge Road Estate scheme is of strategic importance to the Council. The 
eventual scheme is likely to be in the order of 2000 residential units with a Gross 
Development Value, on completion, in excess of £1bn. Land assembly, construction, 
and sales will be phased over a relatively long period spanning more than one 
economic cycle. The scale of the opportunity (and corresponding risk profile) is 
therefore significant and securing the right development partner and the most 
effective masterplan, that will set the direction for the project, is crucial. 

G. The wider Kingston area has been designated in the London Plan as a  Opportunity 
Area and has been designated as a Housing Zone. The Housing Zone status 
provides for accelerating the delivery of housing schemes, to provide affordable 
homes and develop confidence. The grant and loan funding will be essential in 
supporting the Council's ambition for regeneration of CRE and the provision of more 
affordable homes. We are working with the GLA to finalise the Housing Zone bid 
which will contribute significantly to the viability of the scheme. 

H. This report presents two strategic recommendations to achieve the regeneration of 
the Cambridge Road Estate. These recommendations enable the Council to deliver  
its ambition to make a transformational change to the estate and surrounding area; 
invest in our existing communities by replacing existing secure council homes and 
provide homes for  leaseholder/freeholder existing homeowners who wish to stay 
living on the estate and to increase the overall number of homes on the estate. 

I. The two strategic recommendations provide for an holistic approach to progress the 
masterplanning; set  in a delivery context working in partnership with a developer and 
engaging residents throughout the process. 

J. The Council has confirmed six key commitments which will underpin the way we 
want to take the CRE programme forward: 

1) We will keep or re-provide the same number of homes for Council tenants with 
secure tenancy 

2) We will provide opportunities for leaseholders and freeholders living on the 
estate to move into one of the new homes 

3) We will offer market value for homes owned by leaseholders and freeholders if 
their properties are scheduled for redevelopment 

4) We will support vulnerable tenants if they need to move home 
5) We will offer financial assistance to residents who need to move in accordance 

with the Council's decant policies 
6) We will engage with all residents at all stages of the programme, discussing 

with them the next steps, the options if they need to move home and involving 
them in the design of new homes and the estates improvements. 

 

 

 

Context 

 

        Developer Partner and Master-planning 



 

1. Over the last 18 months the Council has been exploring the most appropriate 
approach for delivering the regeneration of CRE. This has included commissioning a 
feasibility report from architects, BDP, and resident engagement work undertaken by 
Renaisi. The Council has worked with residents through a range of consultation and 
engagement activities. (See Annex 3  Resident and Engagement Summary to date 
2015-16 and forward programme of activity 2017).   

2. The Council  wishes to deliver the scheme in a timeframe that is realistic and has 
regard to the wellbeing of residents on the estate; a key imperative is that residents 
are fully involved in shaping the masterplan and the future of the estate to meet the 
key commitments to residents.  

3. The advantages for securing a development partner to work with the Council to 
develop the masterplan (rather than the Council doing this itself) is that a partner will 
add value and expertise, in terms of ideas to maximise the opportunity, through the 
design and planning process. A partnership approach with residents, the Council and 
a development partner working up the masterplan in collaboration is more likely to 
achieve a successful scheme which delivers wider community benefits and results in 
a scheme which is commercially viable. A partnership approach with a developer will 
allow the Council to benefit from full development cycle expertise whilst retaining 
control of the scheme along with residents. The masterplan will take into account the 
most appropriate phasing of the scheme based on a detailed design and technical 
analysis, construction and re-provision of affordable homes and also the timing of any 
sales receipts. 

4. Working in a partnership approach enables greater collaboration which can add value 
that can be shared. The options for a scheme of this size are varied and not easy to 
define at the outset. The Council itself securing planning consent would undoubtedly 
add value and can de-risk a project. However, schemes of this nature (large, 
strategic, phased and high value) are more likely to benefit from a collaborative 
approach between landowner and developer partner in early stage activities enabling 
both parties to share in the value uplift that masterplanning and planning consent will 
deliver. This is because giving the developer partner some involvement in 
masterplanning and the planning process is likely to reduce the risk of future 
mismatch with the developer partner’s/joint venture’s proposals for the scheme.  

5. There are also advantages in terms of avoiding duplication of work and avoiding time 
delays, ensuring that the masterplan is based on shared outcomes from the start of 
the process. 

6.         From September 2015 through to November 2016, a range of consultation and 
engagement was undertaken on the shortlisted options. We will continue to actively 
engage residents and stakeholders in the next steps of the masterplan; we will work 
with the community groups and residents to develop a more formal mechanism for 
working with the Council and development partner through the formation of a 
Regeneration Resident Team. 

7.         It will be an imperative for a development partner to demonstrate a solid track record 
of resident involvement in major housing redevelopment, and present a clear forward 
strategy for engagement in the masterplan. Residents and representatives from the 
Resident Regeneration Team will  be involved in the procurement of the development 
partner. (See Annex 3). Resident and Engagement Summary to date  2015-16 and 
forward programme of activity 2017. (See Annex 5 for viability of options).  

8.         The community needs to be part of the process of change. This means that residents 
need to have a sense of ownership and be empowered to be actively involved in 



regeneration and any significant housing development (Housing Strategy 2015-2020 
Priority One, Delivering Housing to Support Growth). 

 
Proposals and Options 

9.         The recommendation in this report is to procure a ‘joint venture’ development partner 
for the master-planning and delivery of the CRE scheme following an analysis of 
other alternative options.  

10.        Alongside the recommended proposal two other delivery options have been 
considered: 

■ Direct delivery by the Council 

■ A traditional Development Agreement approach 
11.        As noted above this project is of strategic importance to the Council offering the 

opportunity to increase housing delivery and deliver transformative regeneration for 
the residents of Cambridge Road. In considering these options the Council has 
therefore had reference to the following key objectives;   

■ The profile of this project and the need for the Council to ensure it can 
maximise the benefits/rewards from the scheme 

■ Manage risk appropriately 
■ Exercise the right level of control over what is a major Council scheme 

 
■ The Aims and Objectives agreed by the Residents, Health and Care 

Services Committee in June 2015. 
 

Direct Delivery Option  

The Council would fund all development costs, typically through HRA 
headroom and/or General Fund borrowing.  Like any other developer/house-
builder, the Council would assemble the land, secure planning, and construct 
the new homes.  New housing would be sold to generate capital receipts with 
affordable/rented housing retained by the Council.  All development cycle 
risks, including sales risk, would rest with the Council.  A variation to this is 
where the Council establishes a wholly owned trading vehicle to undertake the 
development, with the Council acting as funder. 

 

12.        Direct delivery of the entire scheme by the Council would entail a series of phased 
construction contracts where the Council would act as master developer. The Council 
would assemble parcels of land in phases, design and construct the new 
development, and undertake all of the sales activity. 

13.        This delivery route offers the following key benefits: 

■ The potential to realise a greater return on the development through the 
retention of a developer profit margin 

■ Full control and transparency over all aspects of the development. 
14.       In return for the potential to maximise reward and exercise full control the Council 

would need to manage all of the key project risks including: 

■ Funding  
■ Design  
■ Planning  
■ Construction 



■ Sales  
15.        A key constraint is the need to fund the entire development. Securing this funding 

and then managing the key development risks for such a large project would be a 
major undertaking for the Council. Property development is not a core activity of the 
Council and it does not have experience of managing the full range of development 
activities involved in a project of this complexity and scale. 

16.        The key impacts, in the event of project failure, on the Council could be significant 
financial loss, inability to deliver on housing and regeneration objectives for 
Cambridge Road, and reputational loss. 

17.        A number of local authorities are directly developing their own land assets. However 
this route would tend to be used on projects where: 

▪ The financial entry costs are manageable 
▪ The development period is shorter and comprised of fewer phases 
▪ The complexity and risks are lower 

 

Development Agreement Option 

Development Agreements cover a variety of agreements amongst developers, 
landowners, purchasers, tenants and funders. Typically a landowner will enter 
into a Development Agreement with a developer to carry out a development in 
line with agreed plans and specifications, within an agreed timescale, and at an 
agreed level of return.  Development risks would be transferred to the 
developer along with obligations to deliver affordable/rented housing for the 
Council.   
 

18.        The Council would enter into a traditional Development Agreement arrangement with 
a developer partner under which the site (or phases) would be drawn down as 
development pre-conditions are satisfied. The developer partner would provide or 
contribute to the financial and resource requirements for delivery. 

19.        The land is essentially exchanged for council owned homes based on a viability 
assessment. It requires both parties to work flexibly and in collaboration but the 
significant development risk is transferred to the developer, with some agreed 
support from the council. 

20.        There might typically be overage agreements to capture planning/sales upside, and 
these could be paid out in cash, rolled over into future sites, or converted into outputs 
such as affordable housing. 

21.        This delivery route offers the following benefits: 

■ A contractual structure that is well known and understood 
■ Offers high level of risk transfer to a development partner 

22.       In return for risk transfer to a development partner, the Council would be trading 
control and reward:  

■ A developer partner will require high levels of control in order to take on 
the risks of the project  

■ A developer partner will expect a minimum developer return which the 
Council would not share under this arrangement; overage arrangements 
can be put in place but in practice these are not entirely transparent and 
can be difficult to manage.   

■ Whilst control mechanisms can be put in place (such as Council 
approvals rights), the Council would not be afforded the level of 
transparency or long-term flexibility it might achieve through direct 
development or some form of joint venture 

23.        A Development Agreement approach is appropriate where a landowner wishes to 



substantially transfer risk and accepts that a developer will take the lion's' share of 
the reward for taking that risk.   

 

The Recommended Delivery Route - Joint Venture 

A Joint Venture is where two parties come together to undertake a property 
development.  Decision making, risk, and reward are shared.  Public-Private 
joint ventures might entail the Council investing land with a partner bringing 
matched investment.  Both parties are responsible for delivering the 
development, which would be managed through a Board structure, and profits 
are distributed in proportion to investment stake.  Joint Ventures are a 
common way for a public landowner to bring finance and expertise to a 
development, and are popular with developers as it provides access to land 
and a way of sharing risk.  Joint Venture can be structured either as a contract 
between the parties, or through a separate legal entity. 

24.       Following a detailed analysis of the options against the key objectives of the Council, 
including the commissioning of an independent review and detailed discussions with 
the GLA, the joint venture approach is considered the most beneficial. 

25. Joint ventures, typically established as either contractual or corporate, are 
established to share risk and reward. They are used for a range of property 
development ventures, and are particularly suited to longer term projects including 
projects of scale or portfolios of projects to be delivered over a long timeframe. 

26.        A Council / developer partner Joint Venture can be an attractive option on longer 
term development schemes. For the Council it provides the following key benefits:  

■ the opportunity to work closely with its developer partner throughout the 
pre-development and delivery phase in a forum that, because of the Joint 
Venture nature, promotes co-operation and acceptable compromise;  

■ Joint control and oversight of scheme design and delivery; 
■ a share in risk and reward on a scheme. 
■ The potential to deliver a number of sites with the same developer partner 

(with added opportunity for cross-subsidy and reinvestment of returns). 
27.        A Joint Venture is established to share risk and reward and is not to be confused with 

deals that transfer risk to a development partner. Where risks and benefits are 
equally split, each party is equally committed and benefits equally from the success 
or suffers equally from materialised risks. 

28.        The Council, as with the Direct Development route, will need to manage 
development risk.  The key difference is that a developer partner's expertise, capacity 
and funding will provide a significant resource to more effectively manage these risks. 

29.        In addition to a greater ability to manage risk, the presence of an experienced 
development partner has the potential to increase the overall size of the opportunity.  
Development partners can add value at all stages of the process from 
masterplanning through to sales. This offers the potential to realise more benefit from 
the overall scheme than if the Council delivered it without that expertise. 

30.        The appointment of a developer partner in either a contractual or corporate joint 
venture tasked with delivering the Scheme will give rise to a Public Works Contract 
and will therefore need to be procured in accordance with the Public Contracts 
Regulations 2015. The optimum process is likely to be either the Competitive 
Dialogue or Competitive Procedure with Negotiation. Either process would enable the 
Council to engage in face to face dialogue with bidders to explore and test its 
approach to key aspects of the partnership structure (including governance and profit 



distribution) as well as scheme delivery itself. 

31.        The procurement of a development partner to enter into a joint venture will enable 
the Council to maximise the benefits of the scheme (i.e. more affordable housing) 
and provides the opportunity to exercise the right level of control over delivery of the 
scheme on what is a key strategic site for regeneration and housing delivery. 

32.        The Council will work with our lead consultants (Savills) and legal advisors 
(Shoosmiths) on the tender process and documentation for the procurement of the 
Joint Venture Development Partner. This will include: 

■ Heads of Terms for the joint venture agreement including partner 
contributions and investment 

■ Heads of Terms for the land interest transfer arrangements/development 
agreement 

■ Complete set of legal documentation (based on the Heads of Terms) 
■ A Development Brief setting out key expectations and parameters for the 

development including planning, design, land assembly, and resident 
engagement 

■ Suite of procurement documentation (including OJEU notice, Selection 
Questionnaire, Invitations to Participate in Dialogue and Invitations to 
Submit Outline and Final Tenders) 

33.        The Council and the residents will have an important part to play in the formation of 
the Development brief, as identified above. This is a key part of the documentation 
with which the Council will engage with the market and will set out the parameters 
within which the appointed partner will be expected to deliver. This will include areas 
such as the design vision, placemaking principles, affordable homes numbers, 
structure of the joint venture etc. This enables the Council and its residents to 
implement the necessary levels of control to ensure the scheme delivers the 
outcomes it wants. 

 

Consultation & Engagement 

34.        Over the past year we have been considering how we can meet our aspirations for 
Cambridge Road Estate. We have tested 14 options against a range of criteria to 
establish which ones offer the best way of providing high quality sustainable homes. 

35.        In carrying out the viability analysis, the following assumptions have been made for 
all scenarios: 

■  All secure tenanted properties are replaced and re-provided at council 
rent levels; 

■ Homes are provided for those leaseholders and freeholders who live on 
the estate and wish to remain on the estate with an equity share offer 
where required. Existing leasehold and/freehold interests are acquired. 

36.        The consultation of options ranged from keeping some of the current homes and 
building some new ones through a fully redeveloping all homes. We used a traffic 
light system that showed how each option performed against the above criteria and 
measures. Three options were shortlisted and residents were consulted through a 
range of drop ins and a full survey of all CRE residents. The BDP feasibility report 
outlines the range of options and the Renaisi report outlines the findings of the 
consultation and survey. (See Annex 2. BDP Feasibility report). 

37.        The findings of the consultation and survey were reported to residents through 
feedback sessions and in our 3rd newsletter sent to all residents in November 2016. 
The findings of the survey  are available in the Renaisi CRE Regeneration feedback 
report. (See Annex 4 Renaisi Report December 2016). 



38.        From the consultation undertaken to date on the three shortlisted options; the 
emerging preferred option is option C: replacement of all homes. This option meets 
the viability criteria used by the Council and partners and was considered as the 
favourable option by the majority of those who took part in the survey. 

39.        The Council recognises the outcomes of the viability work and the feedback from 
residents in identifying a preferred option; however, the Council realises that this 
option approach will need to be tested further with the Joint Venture Development 
Partner when selected. The Council therefore proposes taking forward the options for 
further detailed analysis and testing, working with the appointed development partner 
and our residents. 

40.        We will continue to engage with all residents and will develop a Residents 
Regeneration Team to work on a Resident Design Brief for inclusion in the 
masterplan. 

41.        See Annex 3 Resident and Engagement Summary to date 2015-16 and forward 
             programme of activity 2017.            
 

 

Timescale 

42.        The Indicative Procurement Timetable is as follows: 

Activity           Start              Complete         Decision 

   Committee approval to     
procure Joint Venture 
Development Partner 

       March 2017     March 2017 

     OJEU Tender    June 2017         April 2018

              Joint Venture 
Development  

     Partner selected 

     May 2018 

  Masterplanning and 
   statutory planning process 

    July 2018        October 2019 

 
 

Resource Implications 

43.        We are utilising our own land for housing development  and have an approved 
budget through the HRA of  £3,768,000 (£2,120,000 Capital and £1,648,000 
Revenue) to cover costs up to 2020 which have been agreed with the Director of 
Finance. 

44.        The Council have established a dedicated estate regeneration team which  
           includes: 

● a Programme Director 
● a Project Manager 
● a Project Officer 
● an Engagement Manager 



45.        The Estate Regeneration Team have been successful in securing an additional 
£660K of funding from the DCLG from an ‘enabling fund’ for kick-starting the 
regeneration process. This funding will be payable in 2017/18. The bid identifies 
some key areas where funding will be required: 

● engagement support 
● housing needs surveys and decant support 
● guidance and advice lead client services 
● independent resident advisory role 
● supporting property acquisitions and CPO legal advice  

46.        Whilst the Council has identified both financial and non financial resources to support 
the estate regeneration programme and has the Housing Zone grants, and 
recoverable grants, it will require additional funding beyond 2020 to help deliver the 
proposals. Following the review of the HRA this year, the Council will take a view on 
funding options for the programme as it moves forward.  

47.        In addition there will be support from officers from other service areas, including 
planning and regeneration, housing, legal, finance, and strategic business to provide 
the necessary resource to deliver the project. 

48. It should also be noted that the Council’s involvement in a corporate joint venture will 
require appropriately experienced resource commitment (including appointments to 
the board of directors (or equivalent) and participation in decision making at board 
and member/shareholder level) as well as contract management of any development 
or land transfer agreement. 

 
Legal Implications  

 
49.        The Council has not previously delivered a major housing regeneration scheme 

particularly those requiring acquisition of multiple interests and use of its CPO 
(Compulsory Purchase Order) powers.  

50.        There will be significant legal implications in delivering the programme of this 
complexity and over a number of critical areas. However, it is not uncommon for such 
a scheme to be delivered through a joint venture structure. The Council has therefore 
appointed Shoosmiths solicitors to act as the legal advisors for the CRE programme. 
Shoosmiths will provide the level of expertise and guidance on a range of key areas 
for the project of this scale and over the life cycle.Such areas include planning, 
decant strategy, land interest transfer and development obligations as well as 
regulatory matters including State Aid, procurement and vires.  

51.        The South London Legal Partnership (the SLLP), which provides the shared legal 
service to the Council, does not have resources to support a large scale housing 
regeneration programme of this magnitude and hence the appointment of 
Shoosmiths. This will ensure the Council has the benefit of comprehensive legal 
advice through a single provider for all the elements of the Programme. The SLLP 
was however involved in the procurement and appointment of Shoosmiths.  
Moreover, it is providing a client side supporting role for the Council in the delivery of 
the programme. 

 
Risk Assessment 

 
52.        As well as taking the Council's landlord and statutory duties into account, the 

potential benefits of the regeneration, the disruption that housing development will 



cause and the impact on existing tenants and homeowners, the Council must 
understand the delivery risks and consider the following factors; 

Physical constraints 

53.       Subject to surveys being undertaken through the next stage of the masterplanning 
phase, we will take a view of the structural analysis of the site to confirm there are no 
significant constraints, which will impact on the financial viability once a preferred 
option/s has been confirmed.   

54.       Subject to the structural analysis, additional costs will be factored into the viability 
analysis. 

Planning risk 

55.        There are no major planning risks envisaged to either the partial or comprehensive 
redevelopment of the estate. However future masterplanning and the identification of 
a preferred option would need to significantly improve the relationship with the 
surrounding area, ensuring that the new development  knits in with the streets and 
spaces and provides a better relationship with the surrounding neighborhood and 
improved connections with the centre of the area and the route to Norbiton station. 
The London Plan contains key policies there will/may be opposition to place building 
of height in some parts of the estate. There is also likely to be pressure to keep 
buildings as low as possible along the edge of the Cemetery conservation area. 

Land acquisition risk 

56.        There are 832 homes on CRE. 178 homes are in homeownership, 107  leaseholder 
and 71 freeholder. Many of the freehold  properties are houses situated on parts of 
the estate where there is planning pressure to keep the height of new buildings to a 
minimum. These properties (which are of high value given the location on the estate, 
on the fringe adjacent to the cemetery conservation area) will have to be acquired 
through Compulsory Purchase if they cannot be acquired by negotiation. 

57.        To mitigate this risk the Council will undertake parallel  negotiations to acquire by 
private treaty and will only seek authority to use a CPO as a method of last resort, to 
ensure that all interests are acquired within an appropriate timescale. In order to 
facilitate a high quality scheme and to ensure a robust case for any CPO extensive 
preparation work will need to be undertaken to understand the Council’s 
requirements and to plan for residents’ needs through any loss of existing homes. 

 

Equalities Impact Assessment 
 

58.        See Annex 6 which provides an EQIA informed by the current data held by the 
Council. In order to provide a range of support for residents who will be affected by 
the regeneration proposals the Council will be working with residents to update our 
information data and understanding of households, we will do this by undertaking a 
Housing Needs Survey of all households. 

Household Needs Survey  

59.        A Household Needs Survey will be procured to ensure the Council and partners have 
refreshed data and detailed information on the current composition of all households 
on the estate. This information is essential as we work with residents on planning 
decants and making provision for new homes for existing residents and to agree the 
phasing of moves with residents. 



60.        The Council will provide a range of support for residents to ensure residents are 
supported throughout the process; including a range of workshops and information 
sessions. (See Annex 3 Resident and Engagement Summary to date 2015-16 and 
forward programme of activity 2017). 

Decant Policy and Team 

61.        A Decant policy is being developed for CRE and will be consulted on with residents 
in Spring 2017. The Decant policy will confirm the offer the Council will make to 
secure council tenants, leaseholders and freeholders. The policy will be taken to 
Committee in June 2017 for approval. 

62.        A dedicated decant team will work with all residents to ensure the Council has a 
comprehensive understanding of the needs of our residents. Each council tenant will 
be visited to ensure the Council understands the needs of the household and can 
provide additional support where needed.  

 

 

Independent Resident Advisor 

63.        The Council will procure with the involvement of the Resident Regeneration Team 
and residents, an independent engagement specialist to help and advise residents of 
all tenures to understand the implications of the regeneration proposals. The 
Independent Resident Advisor (IRA) will ensure that residents receive advice and 
guidance on the Council's key commitment and supporting information that has been 
made available by the Council. 

 

Road Network Implications    

64.        The BDP feasibility report (Annex 2) considers that the CRE is a disjointed 
environment and is dominated by car parking and underused public spaces. The road 
network provides little integration to the surrounding area and pedestrian movement 
is not clearly defined. The estate sits on a busy road, which is a source of noise and 
pollution. 

65.        The Road Network Implications and Transport at a strategic level will be examined 
through the next stages of the masterplanning for CRE. There will be a need 
undertaken transport modeling to identify opportunities to consider and promote 
sustainable transport networks to accommodate growth and measures to mitigate 
against the impact of growth. 

66.       Road network implications will be examined through the masterplan and as part of a 
holistic movement strategy for CRE, the surrounding area and Kingston as a whole. 

 
Environmental Implications 

67.        The CRE regeneration programme will have environmental implications and will be 
examined through the masterplanning process, the NPPF and Kingston's Local Plan. 

68.        The masterplanning process will examine the impact of key environmental 
considerations including flood risk and measures introduced to mitigate against risk. 

 
Background papers held by the author of the report, Marcus Carling, Estate Regeneration 
Programme Director  email: marcus.carling@kingston.gov.uk. Tel: 0208 5475654  



 
● Annex 1 - Site Map 
● Annex 2 - BDP Feasibility Report 
● Annex 3 - Resident and Engagement Summary 2015-16 and forward programme 2017 
● Annex 4 - Renaisi Survey Report 
● Annex 5 - Summary of Viability of options 
● Annex 6 - EQIA  



Kingston - Cambridge Road Estate 

1. Delivery Team section

Summary of structure of contracting parties who 
will receive funding, responsibility for delivery 
and repayment 

See  diagram below for the proposed structure 
of the JV.   

Council to receive the funding from GLA and 
fund land assembly costs until JV partner 
selected.  Once JV is in place, it may be an option 
that the GLA funding could be channelled into 
the JV through the Council, subject to GLA 
regulations.    The JV will procure development 
management services, most likely from the JV 
partner itself, and they will be responsible for 
delivery.  

Repayment of the loan element of the GLA 
funding will be by the Council.   

Overview of the JV structure See diagram below. 

What housing will be retained by the Council 
through the JV route 

The Council will retain all replacement affordable 
housing, comprising of rented and shared 
ownership units.  Number of units to be 
confirmed through the planning process.  

Explain the procurement route (OJEU) for a JV 
partner 

The Council is proceeding with a competitive 
dialogue procedure to procure the developer JV 
partner.  

This involves issuing a selection questionnaire to 
shortlist interested parties down to around 5-6.  
Following this an Invitation to Participate in 
Dialogue (ITPD) is issued and a period of dialogue 
meetings occur.  At the close of dialogue, the 
Council will request a response to the (Invitation 
to Submit Detailed Solutions) ITDS and 3-4 
bidders will be shortlisted.  Another period of 
dialogue meetings will occur, followed by the 
Invitation to Submit Final Tender (ISFT) and the 
preferred bidder will be selected.  

Details of parent company Won’t be known until the developer partner is 
chosen.  

Credit Rating Ditto above. 



Structure Diagram: 

The suite of documentation for a JV LLP will include the LLP Members’ Agreement which will contain 

provisions covering the following issues: 

a. Capital contributions of each party

b. Profit share and distributions

c. Governance and reporting procedures

d. Operation of the LLP’s bank account and signatories to it

e. Provision of information and preparation of initial and annual business/phase plans

f. Decision-making and delegation policy setting out constitutional and operational

matters requiring approval of members/partnership board/sub-

committees/individuals

g. Objectives of the LLP

h. Constitution and operation of the Partnership Board and circumstances in which a

Representative will be required to vacate their position

i. The LLP’s ability to borrow

j. Guarantee of the JV Partner’s obligations (if applicable)

k. Frequency, quorum and voting for Member and Partnership Board meetings

l. Conflict matters

m. Deadlock resolution procedures

n. Pre-emption rights on transfer of interest in the LLP

o. Events of default and options to acquire defaulting party’s interest in LLP



p. Duration and Exit Strategy



 

 

CAMBRIDGE ROAD ESTATE TITLE SUMMARY 

 

 The attached plan shows the proposed CPO boundary outlined in red. The CPO may be done 
in one or more phased CPOs.  
 

 The plan shows the freehold land owned by the Royal Borough of Kingston Upon Thames 
(“the Council”) shaded green. The pink shading shows the registered third party freehold 
ownerships and the unshaded land is unregistered (with the roads thought to be in the 
Council’s ownership). 
 

 The main Council freehold title is SGL58256 which is described as land to the south west of 
Cambridge Road. This title is subject to 102 registered leases all except three of which run for 
a term of 125 years from 23 January 1984.  The other three are for terms of 99 years from 10 
October 1969.  
 

 The Council is also the registered proprietor of the freehold land in title number SY230439.  
This is known as 2 Vincent Road and is not subject to any registered leases.  
 

 The Council is also the registered proprietor of the freehold land in title number SGL103128.  
This is known as land on the North West of Washington Road and is not subject to any 
registered leases.  
 

 The third party leasehold ownerships are contained in the blocks which are hatched in blue on 
the plan. The number on each of the blocks indicates the number of leasehold interests within 
each block. 
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1

Paul Robinson

From: Archika Kumar <archika.kumar@kingston.gov.uk>
Sent: 22 March 2017 08:56
To: Asiyah Ally
Subject: Re: Governance structure

Thanks Asiyah 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
On 21 Mar 2017, at 17:36, Archika Kumar <archika.kumar@kingston.gov.uk> wrote: 

Hi Asiyah, 
 
See below, information as requested on the governance arrangements as part of the due diligence 
toolkit. 
 
The Council's Housing and Regeneration Cabinet Board will have responsibility for the overall 
governance of the Cambridge Road Housing Zone and comprises: 

 The Leader of the Council (chair) 
 Portfolio holder for Housing 
 Portfolio holder for Growth 
 Director of Place 
 Head of Planning and Regeneration 
 Head of Housing  
 Head of Property 

The Council's Housing Regeneration Officer's Board supports the Cabinet Board and comprises: 
 

 Director of Place. 
 Head of Planning and Regeneration 
 Head of Housing  
 Head of Property 
 Housing Estate Regeneration Programme Manager 
 Group Manager, Development, Planning and Regeneration 
 Senior Business Insight Partner, Finance 
 Capability Lead, Commissioning, Organisational development and Strategic Business 
 Kingston Futures Programme Manager 
 Housing Maintenance Service Manager 
 Strategic Relationship Manager, Place 
 Group Manager, Housing Operations 
 Group Manager, Community Housing 
 Group Manager, Strategic Housing 

The Housing regeneration officers' Board has responsibility for the conduct of the project, including 
resourcing, quality control, co‐ordination, sign‐off of all outputs, and securing the appropriate 
approvals as necessary. 
 
The Housing Regeneration Officers Board meets monthly and will review implementation of a 
Housing Zone, offer advice, opinion and technical inputs to the project, provide oversight and 
direction and help to secure wider support for delivery through officers' respective teams. 
 



2

Disclaimers apply, for full details see : 
(https://www.kingston.gov.uk/info/200281/policies_and_statements/1212/email_disclaimer) 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority.  
 

Click here to report this email as spam.  
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Leaseholder Buy-backs Intervention 
Agreed Intervention Milestone  Agreed Intervention Milestone Date 

 
1 Open negotiations to acquire land 

by private treaty and thereafter 
continue such negotiations 

 
Discussions are being held with those who are 
currently seeking to sell. ‘In principle’ 
resolution that the Council is willing to use its 
CPO powers to be obtained at Committee in 
June to assist negotiations. Funding needs to 
be available to carry through acquisitions 
within the relevant Borough Direct Zone 
Outputs. before serious negotiations 
commence and before approaches are made 
to owners within the wider area 
 

2 Completion of land acquisition 
(leaseholder buybacks) by private 
treaty and Borough obtains vacant 
possession of relevant Borough 
Direct Zone Output Sites 

January 2021 

3 Completion of decanting all tenants 
and Borough obtains vacant 
possession of relevant Borough 
Direct Zone Output Sites 

January 2021 

4 Resolution to make a CPO ‘In principle’ resolution to be obtained June 
2017. Land referencing process, preparation 
of planning applications, formulation of 
Statement of Reasons all to be carried out in 
remainder of 2017 and first part of 2018. 
Anticipate formal CPO resolution towards the 
end of 2018. 

5 Make the CPO and serve statutory 
notices 

January 2019. 

6 Objection Period Ends February 2019. 
7 Planning Consent obtained End of 2018. 
8 CPO Inquiry August/September 2019. 
9 CPO Inquiry Decision January 2020. 
10 CPO confirmation by Secretary of 

State 
January 2020. 

11 Commence vesting process to 
acquire any outstanding land 
interests pursuant to the CPO and 
settle compensation 

Make GVDs February 2020, vest March 2020. 

12 Completion of Borough Direct Zone 
Output Sites possessions through 
CPO 

January 2021 
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