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Foreword

Masterplanning and the planning and development surveyor

Masterplanning, or rather understanding what masterplanning is for, and what must be done, is 
a core skill for planning and development surveyors. We are particularly pleased to be able to 
offer members two publications by Michael Beaman, member of the RICS Regeneration  
Policy Panel.

This extended version, Delivery Strategies for Masterplans and Area Action Plans: RICS 
Planning and Development Faculty briefing paper, provides in-depth investigation of the 
issues mined from the rich veins of his experience. The shorter version, Delivery Strategies for 
Masterplans and Area Action Plans: RICS Planning and Development Faculty briefing 
paper – summary, is our basic guide to the process of masterplanning.

Michael Beaman was commissioned by the Planning and Development Faculty board to 
write both masterplans papers. Further input and guidance was provided by the faculty project 
steering group of Simon Harrison, Faculty Chair, Honor Boyd, Diana Fitzsimmons and  
Stephen Hill.

These documents show how great the opportunities are for surveyors to play an important 
part in the masterplanning team, but also that these opportunities are not yet fully exploited. 
Planning and development requires high-level strategic thinking, and good integrating skills, 
ensuring that design is aligned with an understanding of the possible, what is practically 
deliverable and financially sound. In a masterplanning team, more than any other professional 
perhaps, the surveyor can either kill a project with caution and lack of imagination, or provide a 
well-informed and creative environment for the other members of the team, including the client, 
to explore new ideas and possibilities alongside a keen awareness of risk.

The role of the planning and development surveyor in masterplanning is a classic “close to 
client” role, requiring highly developed personal skills; the kind of “generic skills” described by 
Sir John Egan in his 2004 review for Government, Skills for Sustainable Communities,  
and which are now a priority for the Academy for Sustainable Communities:  
http://www.ascskills.org.uk/pages/learning-and-skills/generic-skills 

The Academy’s list of generic skills is long: project management, change management, 
visioning, financial appraisal, learning from mistakes, leadership, and many more - all 
personaland professional attributes that are critical in shaping a masterplanning process, and 
which Planning & Development surveyors need to display if they are to play a more influential 
role. Masterplanning often delivers less than it promises, usually for the want of the strategic 
guidance and direction that comes from a good integrator.
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Changing policy and practice

Michael Beaman’s seasoned insights give us a glimpse of the opportunities for surveyors now. 
As always, however, we are in the midst of change. Almost as the ink is dry, new policies are 
emerging which call on us to adapt the way we work now. As the post-2004 planning system 
matures, Government is at last rounding out the administrative arrangements to support the 
change from land use to spatial planning. The Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Heath Act 2007, and the Local Government White Paper which preceded it, will soon bring 
about fundamental changes to the ways in which local authorities have to integrate physical 
change with the delivery of social, environmental and economic wellbeing outcomes through 
jointly prepared Local Development Frameworks and Sustainable Communities Strategies.

Later in 2008, Government will publish Statutory Guidance on Creating Strong, Safe and 
Prosperous Communities. More commonly known as the ‘Placeshaping Guidance’, this will be 
new territory for surveyors. We should not underestimate the significance of the likely changes 
to everyday practice when working for local authorities as clients, or when engaging with the 
plan making process or making a planning application.

The Faculty Board will need to consider what further information it should provide to members 
once the Statutory Guidance is published. In the meantime, members should look out for an 
important set of seven specialist guidance notes on public asset management and the new 
policy environment. Prepared in conjunction with the RICS, they will be published later in the 
summer of 2008 for the Department of Communities and Local Government. These include 
a title on Placeshaping (CLG 2008 – creating strong, safe and prosperous communities: 
statutory guidance), and provide some early signposts about how practice will need to adapt 
to this new priority for local authorities, as they learn how to deliver wellbeing outcomes 
alongside physical change in particular places; activities that will have to be at the heart of 
masterplanning. Helping local authorities develop these skills is a new business opportunity for 
planning and development surveyors; and if this seems an unusual role for us, then we have 
only to ask “Who else?”

Stephen Hill 
RICS P&D Faculty Board Member   
Chair of the Steering Group

Simon Harrison 
RICS P&D Faculty Board Chair
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Author’s preface
This Briefing Paper has been prepared for chartered surveyors involved in devising 
masterplans, planning frameworks and area action plans that are aimed at securing and 
shaping long-term regeneration across a neighbourhood or district. For brevity, these are 
hereby referred to as masterplans.  

Masterplans encourage a focus on the location and form of development and a keen interest 
in design and social amenities.  They tend to focus on issues of ‘what’ and ‘where’ rather than 
‘how’ or ‘when’ and frequently fail to include robust mechanisms for dealing with the practical 
viability and management issues that inevitably arise.  As a result, the record in translating 
objectives into reality has been poor in many cases.   

As part of a multi-disciplinary masterplanning team, chartered surveyors can play a valuable 
role by focusing on the practical aspects of development, funding and risk with the object of 
improving the delivery of objectives.  This paper seeks to highlight some of the knowledge and 
skills required, along with sources of further information.  An accompanying and summarised 
briefing paper can be downloaded from the RICS website, this provides a more concise guide 
to the process of masterplanning. It can be found by searching under “Masterplans” on rics.org.  

Michael Beaman

06



Introduction
This professional briefing paper has been prepared for those involved in commissioning  
masterplans, planning frameworks and area action plans that are aimed at securing and 
shaping physical regeneration and redevelopment. For brevity these are hereby referred to 
as masterplans1. This paper is aimed at helping regeneration professionals, town planners 
and urban designers to maximise the probability of achieving masterplanning objectives by 
adopting a more rigorous approach to practical issues of funding and programme management. 
Chartered surveyors can play an effective role in this process using their knowledge of the 
practical aspects of development, funding and risk to improve the delivery of objectives.

Summary 
Masterplans encourage a focus on the location and form of development and a keen interest 
in design and social amenities. They tend to focus on issues of ‘what’ and ‘where’ rather than 
‘how’ or ‘when’. Masterplans frequently fail to address:

·  How to achieve planned change at a local level without the need for changes in national 
policy or funding streams

·  The need for robust mechanisms for dealing with practical viability and management issues 
during the process of creating and agreeing a masterplan.

As a result the record in translating objectives into reality has been poor in many cases,  
which is disappointing in the context of the scale of investment of both money and hope.  
The adoption of formal programming and business planning techniques helps to clarify  
what needs to happen and when. This can be a particular benefit when working in partnership. 
A greater number of objectives of various masterplans will be met if:

· Full attention is paid to issues of deliverability

·   More use is made of formal programme and risk management techniques.

Particular emphasis should be placed on gathering information during the baseline stage on:

· Current and future development viability

· Human resources and organisational issues

· The availability of public funding

·  Practical constraints such as land ownership and the lead-in times for critical  
supporting investment. 

The conclusions from the baseline study on viability should then help to inform the selection 
of options in the context of the client’s ambition and appetite for risk. Once a preferred 
option is selected, this forms the basis for detailed strategic planning. Detailed operational 
and tactical business planning should be left to the executive team following completion of 
the masterplanning study. The notes that follow suggest a method and explore some of the 
practical issues involved. 

Chartered surveyors are well equipped to play a key role in the creation and realisation of 
deliverable masterplans but for the most part have failed to consider the specific management 
challenges of public sector led regeneration. To be effective they could usefully improve their 
knowledge of the mechanics of public sector funding schemes and consider new methods of 
analysing risks and forecasting change. 

Background 
Masterplans have been used to guide urban change for centuries. A classic early example 
was Wren’s plan for the redevelopment of London after the Great Fire. This was never realised 
mainly because he did not allow his vision to be clouded by the intractability of existing patterns 
of land ownership and the difficulties involved in aggregating and redistributing the land for a 
new pattern of redevelopment. 

1  In their ‘Guide to Creating Successful Masterplans’ 2004 CABE use the term ‘Strategic Frameworks’.  
In this Briefing Note ‘Masterplans’ is preferred simply because it is used more often. 
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In the UK, masterplans underpinned the strategies of the development corporations in the 
New Towns built after World War Two. At this time, masterplans became more widely used as 
the emergence of area-based holistic regeneration programmes provided a way of funding the 
delivery of some of the initiatives and projects involved2. More recently the number of these 
area-based initiatives have declined following the discontinuation of the Single Regeneration 
Budget programme. However, the popularity of masterplanning as an activity has continued 
with the growth of:

•	 	New	forms	of	public	organisation	such	as	Urban	Regeneration	Companies	 
– dedicated to procuring physical redevelopment

•	 	Area	Action	Plans	as	part	of	the	suite	of	Local	Development	Framework	documents	
required by the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act

•	 	Recognition	of	the	need	to	harness	and	actively	co-ordinate	private	sector	and	public	
mainstream investment to achieve regeneration.

English Partnerships and the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) 
have both published helpful guidance on masterplanning3. 

 

Both sets of guidance refer to the importance of testing options for viability and deliverability. 
However the primary focus of the former is on the means of achieving high quality design on 
major schemes, whereas, although the latter shares this primary objective, it majors on the 
overall process of creating a masterplan. In reality, in most cases encouraging good design 
is one objective among others , and if design requirements make a scheme non-viable then 
the masterplan becomes at best a lobbying document and at worst a door stop. Neither go 
into detail on how issues of viability and deliverability should be dealt with. In each case, 
the emphasis is more on comprehensive redevelopment opportunities rather than the more 
common instance of a few redevelopment possibilities being used to trigger growth and 
change in a wider area. This presents fresh problems, such as the extent to which schemes are 
not simply viable on their own but how they can contribute to wider investment in infrastructure. 
English Partnerships also played a leading role in establishing the Advisory Team for Large 
Applications (ATLAS) which aims to help all concerned to navigate complex projects through 
the statutory planning system4. These Guides offer a useful:

•	 Summary	of	the	urban	design	issues	with	achieving	high	quality	design	as	a	priority

•	 Route	map	through	the	statutory	planning	obstacles	involved

•	 	Guide	to	the	process	of	managing	the	creation	of	the	masterplan	as	a	whole	 
including consultation.

In contrast, this briefing paper focuses entirely on how to ensure that what is proposed is 
financially practical and can be achieved without undue risk. It does not treat design quality, 
community involvement or other policy themes as paramount considerations; instead, it leaves 
the definition of priorities to the clients of the masterplan on the basis that they will generally 
recognise the need to temper vision with realism in the interest of actually getting stuff done.

Approach
There are two typical uses for a masterplan. These are illustrated below. From the outset it is 
worth distinguishing between:

•	 	The	masterplan	itself	which	will	embody	the	expression	of	the	environmental,	social	and	

2  A useful history of the use of masterplans is B Giddings & B Hopwood “From evangelistic bureaucrat to visionary developer:  
The changing character of the masterplan in Britain”. Planning Practice and Research Vol. 21 Nom 3 Aug 2006 

3 Creating Successful Masterplans. CABE 2004; ‘Urban Design Compendium. English Partnerships in partnership with the  
Housing Corporation. 2000’. 

4 See www.atlasplanning.com08



economic objectives of the clients in physical and land use proposals

•	 	The	Delivery	Strategy	which	should	accompany	it	and	which	shows	what	needs	to	be	 
done and when in order to optimise achievement and minimise risk

•	 	The	business	plan	which	should	be	prepared	by	the	programme	managers	subsequently	
and which will cover the quotidian issues involved in defining and accounting for resources 
and setting tactics. 

To illustrate some of the points made in this paper, two fictional examples of typical 
masterplanning situations are used; Dryport and Blasted Heath. The usual disclaimer applies. 
Any resemblance to any existing town, living or dead, is purely coincidental. 

The Classic Approach – Dryport 

Figure 2 Dryport is blessed and cursed with development potential

Dryport, as its name suggests, is a town which owes its size to a historic role in the regional 
economy that it can no longer play. A substantial area is taken up by semi-derelict wharfs 
which are now partly used by companies wanting cheap industrial and storage space. It now 
has a stakeholder partnership constituted as a City Development Company (CDC); this brings 
together agencies with an interest in regeneration in the town and aims to use physical 
renewal to drive economic revitalisation. It has agreed a vision and objectives and now wishes 
to commission a masterplan for the entire area. This will not be a formal statutory planning 
document but will inform the Local Development Framework. The CDC itself has neither 
statutory powers nor significant financial resources. It can only use brokerage and persuasion 
to achieve its goals. 

The Statutory Planning Approach – Blasted Heath 

Goldenvale is a decaying estate on the edge of Blasted Heath – a town that is average in 
every way. The Local Authority realise that it merits special attention in the Local Development 
Framework and commission an Area Action Plan. The Local Authority, Blasted Heath District 
Council, have significant statutory powers, but limited financial resources. Area Action Plans 
form part of the suite of Local Development Framework Documents. According to PPS12: 

“ Area Action Plans should be used to provide the planning framework for areas where 
significant change or conservation is needed. A key feature of Area Action Plans will be 
the focus on implementation”. The creation of an Area Action Plan is usually led by the 
Local Planning Authority and framed by a lengthy consultation exercise.”
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Figure 3 Blasted Heath D.C. realize that, left to itself, Goldenvale will not improve

In both cases there, will be wide consultation around various options; reflecting objectives 
embracing a broad range of individual aspirations5. In Dryport the CDC has a broad vision 
but struggles to accommodate the varying aspirations of the range of organisations that are 
represented on its board. In contrast, at Blasted Heath the lead role of the Council can make 
it easier to determine priorities but the Council has asked the consultants to devise a vision in 
consultation with the residents. In both cases, the brief given to the masterplanners requires:

•	 	The	provision	of	a	baseline	study	which	brings	to	together	the	information	required	to	
provide a basis for defining options and developing proposals 

•	 A	strategy	for	delivering	the	preferred	masterplan.

The methodological response to these briefs from the masterplanning teams is similar in  
both cases, with the exception that in Blasted Heath there is a need to agree a vision.  
This response involves:

•	 	Collecting	basic	information	on	the	opportunities	and	constraints.	This	is	usually	referred	
to as ‘baseline data’. Baseline data focuses on the social and economic background, 
conditions in the local property market, physical factors and infrastructure constraints

•	 Generating	options,	agreeing	these	with	the	client	and	public	consultation	on	preferences

•	 	Drafting	the	masterplan	on	the	basis	of	the	preferred	option	for	further	consideration	by	 
the client group, in this case Dryport CDC or Blasted Heath DC

•	 	Completing	the	masterplan	for	publication,	as	a	free	standing	document	in	Dryport	or	as	 
an Area Action Plan in Blasted Heath. 

One area of variation revolves around who is consulted and when. For instance, providers of 
health and education services and key voluntary groups are often consulted as part of the 
baseline exercise; not least because their needs and resources can constrain the possibilities, 
especially when there will be substantial residential redevelopment. The general public are 
consulted on the options once these have been defined. They are rarely troubled with issues  
of viability or risk. While this is regarded by some as undermining genuine local determination, 
the general approach seems to be widely accepted. This paper will focus on how to deal with 
the aspects of the process that impinge on the deliverability of the plan and the management 
of its implementation. 

The CABE Guide (op cit) sees the development of the vision and preparation of the baseline 
study and outline business case as (ideally) being part of the client role. In practice, most 
clients shy away from the work involved in preparing a baseline study in particular. Typically,  

5  The organisation of the consultation process is not covered in this briefing note. The role of consultation is covered in the EP and 
CABE Guides (op cit) and there are numerous guides to good practice in consultation available on the internet. 
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the content of the baseline study is not defined in detail in either the brief or the tender. 
In the case of Blasted Heath, the requirement in respect of advice on deliverability issues 
is expressed in very general terms. In contrast, the CDC at Dryport, lacking resources of 
their own, want detailed information on who will fund what6. The typical response from 
masterplanning teams has been to provide a general report on property market conditions 
as part of the baseline study and then to address the specific issues of the delivery of the 
preferred physical option once this has been agreed. Frequently the consequence is that:

•	 	Issues	of	financial	and	managerial	viability	are	inadequately	considered	when	the	 
options are being defined and evaluated

•	 	The	final	delivery	strategy	simply	takes	the	form	of	a	general	statement	in	the	 
Final Report.

There are clearly problems with this approach:

•	 	A	report	on	current	property	values	does	not	necessarily	provide	a	useful	insight	into	what	
might be viable in the current market, let alone what might become viable in the future 
notwithstanding that the notional life of the masterplans might be up to twenty years

•	 	It	does	not	directly	address	how	best	use	might	be	made	of	public	funding	streams	

•	 	The	relative	attractions	of	the	various	options	in	financial	and	management	terms	are	not	
considered at the stage at which options are developed and consulted on. The delivery 
strategy itself becomes simply a statement about the practicality of the preferred option.  
(In some cases there is simply as assertion that in order to achieve deliverability, 
preconditions will have to be met e.g. instant transformation of the local property market  
or massive public subsidy from undefined sources). 

A better result can be obtained by building-in consideration of issues of viability and practicality 
from the outset and by formulating proposals with these in mind. This is what you would 
expect in a commercial business planning exercise where failure can have career limiting 
consequences. It should be undertaken with similar rigour and discipline. The scope of the 
baseline study should be the cornerstone of the exercise. 

It is already clear that masterplanning has to be an active collaboration between the client,  
the masterplanners and those involved in the creation of the delivery strategy since each 
activity must refer to, and reinforce, the others. This point will be developed later in this paper. 
The following sections cover: 

1.  The role that should be played by visions, strategies and partnerships in the  
masterplanning process

2.  The ‘baseline’ information and the practical and financial constraints which need  
to be considered as part of the master planning process

3.  How these issues can be addressed in the context of managing the preparation  
of the master plan itself and thereafter.

6 See Page 14. This is a typical but unrealistic requirement in masterplanning briefs. 
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The Starting Point: Partners, Visions and  
Shared Objectives
In most cases the formation of a partnership precedes the agreement on the ‘vision’ or 
objectives that will guide the masterplan. The CABE Report7 in particular provides a process 
methodology and the brief notes that follow here do not repeat that but focus on some pitfalls 
to be avoided in the interests of achieving a practical solution. 

Partners 
The idea that regeneration is best led by a stakeholder partnership is now deeply rooted.  
Wide coalitions can:

•	 Focus	local	energies

•	 	Align	the	investment	plans	of	the	local	authorities,	service	providers,	developers	 
and landowners

•	 Ensure	relevance	to	local	needs.

But partnership working has its disadvantages. Problems often occur when a widely drawn 
group is given the job of agreeing the agenda for change. Consequences include:

•	 	A	tendency	to	focus	more	on	areas	of	agreement	than	disagreement	and	a	consequential	
failure to resolve important conflicts in good time

•	 	A	tendency	to	prefer	overly	ambitious	masterplanning	proposals	which	respond	to	a	broad	
definition of priorities

•	 	A	more	time	consuming	management	process.

A clear and practical masterplan can play a key role in promoting a real partnership based 
on shared objectives. But a poor masterplan can result in the dissipation of energy in open 
ended debates within large coalitions about priorities and self-serving arguments about the 
distribution of benefits. In practical terms, it needs to be recognised that consensus is not 
always achievable. Furthermore, in some cases, an emphasis on achieving it results in the 
lowest common denominator of agreement, often expressed in objectives and strategy that 
are too vague to be useful as a guide to management activity and priorities. The tensions 
should have been resolved as part of agreement of the objectives prior to the consultants’ 
appointment. Masterplanning briefs often require the consultants to resolve these tensions. 
They are rarely in a good position to do so. If there is doubt, provisional objectives can 
be agreed and the masterplanners given the opportunity to review them. It needs to be 
remembered that the consultancy business has a built-in bias towards giving the client  
‘good news’ and telling them what they want to hear; this can reinforce the tendency to favour 
the overly ambitious objectives which can result from partnership working and conventional 
public consultation exercises such as ‘planning for real’ events which simply focus on asking 
people what they would like. 

When it comes to agreeing objectives there is obviously a tension between the distribution of 
the benefits of development between the public sector, the local community and landowners. 
There is no easy solution to this. At some point it has to be accepted that you cannot please  
all of the people all of the time and that the optimum coalition will not necessarily embrace 
every potentially interested party. Thought needs to be given to exactly what constitutes the 
‘critical mass’ of support necessary in each case. 

7 Op cit. 
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Visions, Strategies and Tactics

Over the centuries there has been a move away from burning people who have visions, towards 
a more humane programme of psychiatric support. In the regeneration context this might be 
too kind. Our focus here is on practical plans rather than fantasies. The ends and means of 
regeneration deserve more careful and collective consideration of objectives to guide strategy. 

The effective management of the programme will be promoted if the objectives are:

•	 Clear

•	 Stretching

•	 Achievable.

Nearly all guides to managing programmes and projects stress the central role that clear 
objectives can play in guiding activity. Clarity in this context means that the objective should 
be recognisable when met. If the objective of Blasted Heath DC is that the estate should 
have good quality open space within easy reach of every resident, this will be readily apparent 
if it has been achieved. In this instance, it might be agreed that this would be when 95% of 
residents were within 300m of managed open space, and that this in turn could be achieved 
if existing parks were improved and new parks provided in key locations. While it is perhaps 
unlikely that anyone would try to measure this precisely, it is sufficiently quantifiable to provide 
a guide to progress and achievement. In contrast, it would be difficult to devise a similar test for 
a ‘vision’ that the town should be sustainable or that residents lead fulfilling lives. 

What is ‘stretching and achievable’ is best understood in a human context. A new programme 
manager will want to know that he can achieve what is required with reasonably hard work and 
a bit of luck. No manager worth recruiting would volunteer his or her services where there was 
a high chance of failure and the likelihood of a coronary in any event. 

Regeneration programmes and partnerships typically have a large number of objectives, some 
of which reflect local priorities and some of which are inherited from Government or Regional 
policy. They often conflict. A particular issue here is the difficulty that can be experienced in 
reconciling aspirational objectives with viability. Is it worth sacrificing design quality to ensure 
a larger supply of affordable homes in the short term? Or focusing on the difficult job of 
attracting high-tech facilities when warehousing development is known to be a viable creator 
of jobs that will be equally valued by those that get them? It helps if the number of objectives is 
limited and accompanied by clear priorities. 

In the regeneration context, as in business, a good strategy not only provides a guide to 
what to do, but also to what not to do. For instance, if an objective is to improve the quality of 
new housing to a higher standard than the market might produce if left to its own devices, it 
needs to be accepted that this has cost consequences and that, at least initially, the pace of 
development might suffer. This might have ramifications in terms of the receipt of Section 106 
contributions and the timing of new investment in public infrastructure. There is a trade off, and 
a good strategy will make it clear where the real priorities lie and attempt to reconcile them. 

The masterplan should describe how the objectives will be realised in physical terms.  
The delivery strategy should underpin this with a shrewd assessment of what might be 
achieved and supported with a coherent programme covering the timing of major projects. 
For instance the masterplan might suggest the location of the new parks as well as new 
features and roles for the existing parks. The delivery strategy might be to focus on the current 
and future potential for Section 106 contributions from developers for improvements to the 
existing parks and the feasibility of requiring developers of larger schemes to provide new open 
spaces as part of their layout. If necessary, it should include some idea of when the proposed 
improvements might materialise.

Many businesses scan the horizons for opportunities to improve their commercial performance 
opportunities for additional profit are ignored if they do not fit their strategy. Businesses have 
learnt from experience that, if you want to achieve your objectives, it pays to avoid getting 
diverted on a whim. Regeneration partnerships such as Dryport CDC can find this difficult 
because they represent broad coalitions of interests. This carries the need to respond to 
a wide variety of local demands. In many cases, the consultation exercise embodied in the 
masterplanning exercise exacerbates the problem by encouraging the generation of a wish 
list rather than a ranked list of priorities. Strategic focus can then be difficult to acquire and 
politically even more difficult to defend. Red herrings appear in shoals. 
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Councils such as Blasted Heath DC may have a slightly different problem. Just as the 
objectives should orientate the masterplan and delivery strategy, the strategy in turn should 
guide the choice of tactics. Like many Councils, Blasted Heath has a history of confusing 
tactical manoeuvring with strategic thinking and prioritising the former. In contrast, Dryport CDC 
is tied up with strategy-making and sometimes has little energy left for the tactics involved in 
delivery. Both asked the masterplanning consultants to include several elements of work which 
their own staff might have been better placed to undertake. In Blasted Heath’s case, this was 
the consultation over local objectives, a task which can involve the consultants grappling with 
local sensitivities that they have little understanding of. In Dryport URC’s case, this might have 
included the requirement in the brief to ‘identify funding sources’ for projects. Since many funds 
are biddable and applications cannot usually be made by the consultants on a speculative basis 
and in advance of the approval of the final masterplan, this is impossible to achieve with the 
implied degree of certainty. 

In practice, there are invariably good reasons to preserve a substantial role for local  
operational management: 

•	 There	needs	to	be	local	management	ownership	of	the	delivery	process

•	 It	can	be	expensive	to	retain	consultants	to	undertake	this	type	of	work

•	 	Local	management	teams	will	often	have	a	more	finely	grained	appreciation	of	the	 
best tactics to use in particular situations taking into account use and management  
of funding streams and local political realities.

Masterplanning exercises would be improved if client bodies paid sufficient prior attention to 
what elements of the overall task might more advantageously be carried out by themselves,  
or through a collaborative mechanism which more explicitly involved them in the authorship  
of the options. 

Finally, another good test of strategy is the extent to which it embodies approaches and 
methodological tools that can be used subsequently by local management to control and  
drive the delivery process.

Key Points

•	 	Be	aware	of	the	inherent	weaknesses	in	the	‘partnership	led’	approach	to	masterplanning

•	 	Before	commissioning	a	masterplan	try	to	agree	what	the	objectives	of	change	should	be.	
They should be clear, stretching, but potentially achievable

•	 	It	is	important	to	retaining	a	clear	focus	on	the	objectives	while	regularly	review	the	overall	
delivery strategy and preserving tactical flexibility through the business plan

•	 	Client	bodies	should	consider	what	elements	of	the	masterplanning	work	they	are	best	
placed to undertake and distinguish between the delivery strategy and the business plan, 
with the latter being prepared by operational management. A good delivery strategy should 
make it a lot easier to prepare a useful business plan.
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The ‘Baseline’: Practical and  
Financial Constraints
Most masterplanning exercises start with a baseline study which gathers and analyses 
information on opportunities and constraints before consideration begins and options are 
shaped. Detailed consideration needs to be given to issues of viability and practicality at this 
baseline stage. However, in practice it is often neglected at the cost of the viability of the final 
masterplan. Physical and land ownership issues are dealt with here before turning to public 
sector funding and development in subsequent sections. 

Physical Issues 
The impact of a variety of physical issues needs to be understood as part of any 
masterplanning exercise ranging from flood protection to the positioning of roads and the 
encouragement of biodiversity. Most masterplanners are skilled at working around physical 
constraints and the English Partnerships report8 provides a useful guide to best practice where 
design quality is the criterion. Classic examples are the use of balancing ponds as landscape 
features in business parks and situating school playing fields in areas that are too prone to 
flooding for development. These are issues of ‘what’ and ‘where’ rather than ‘how’ and are not 
dealt with here. 

The costs involved in responding to many of these physical issues are rarely recognised but 
they affect land values and reduce the viability of development. This in turn can reduce the 
funds available for investment in other priorities such as affordable housing, public transport 
or community facilities. The issue of how to approach development in areas prone to flooding 
offers a good example. Masterplans sometimes allocate flood prone sites for development 
when there are urban design advantages. The presumption is that buildings will be designed to 
minimise flood impact by, for instance, raising thresholds and avoiding use of ground floor areas 
for habitable rooms or usable work space. But this can have a major impact on scheme viability 
by raising construction costs and compromising functionality, and thus, marketability. In practical 
terms, not all houses can be built as town houses, which in any event often fetch a lower price 
per square metre. Providing office car parking in an undercroft rather than in a conventional 
surface car park is regarded by many as being an unattractive option but also adds around 
£3,000 to the cost of each space. This can be significant in places where commercial 
development is barely viable.  

Another factor which often goes unrecognised is the impact of slopes and poor ground 
conditions on building costs. The impact of the former on small sites in particular can be 
considerable and the additional cost of piling through soft or unstable ground can add £5,000 
or more to the cost of building a house. In contrast, too much can be made of the difficulties 
involved in developing unused brownfield land compared with greenfield sites. As an example, 
English Partnerships guide to remediation costs9 suggests that the budget for remediating an 
old railway goods yard for residential development in an area without water-table problems 
might be in the range £225,000 – £550,000 per hectare for the land redeveloped for housing 
rather than open space. This figure is less if used for office or industrial purposes. These 
are significant costs, but many brownfield sites are in urban areas; and as a result do not 
need as much investment in new access, utilities and social infrastructure which are required 
for greenfield sites and which can cost a lot more. Clearly, it is not possible to assess the 
comparative costs of every potential site during a masterplanning exercise, but that does not 
preclude the possibility of making a general assessment of the potential impact of these issues 
on viability during the baseline phase. 

One recurring issue is that many masterplans are cavalier with proposals that involve major 
public infrastructure in situations where a commitment to fund can take a long time to obtain 
and land assembly and construction can take even longer. Sometimes the client is prepared 
to tolerate the uncertainties and long gestation periods involved in obtaining public funding 
for critical infrastructure, but frequently the potential impact on the realisation of the benefits 
that should arise from the implementation of the masterplan are left unexamined. For instance, 
it is expensive, time consuming and risky to build bridges and move train stations. Both are 
proposed far more frequently than they are ever likely to be implemented – they are good 

8  Op cit. 

9  Contaminated Land Remediation Costs. English Partnerships 2005. Best Practice Note 27
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examples of how seemingly sensible ideas can nonetheless fail to attract finance from the 
Department of Transport and Network Rail. 

In many cases, the risks involved and the delay to the benefits that should flow from the 
masterplan suggest that, at the very least, consideration should be given to less ambitious 
plans which can be realised more quickly. 

Ownership Issues 
Landowners should be distinguished from developers. The relationship is straightforward 
where there is a simple purchase of property by the developer. Usually, the ultimate 
financial beneficiaries of renewal are existing landowners and the developers simply act 
as intermediaries, buying land at the going rate with the aim of making a market return on 
the capital invested reflecting the risks and effort involved. Large schemes can be more 
complicated, for instance where there is an aspiration to develop farmland and planning 
permission cannot be taken for granted. In these circumstances the developer often secures 
an option to buy the land from the farmer at some point in the future at a price set as a fixed 
percentage (typically 90%) of the open market value with a stated minimum price. The crucial 
point is that, in many cases, where the aim is to deliver long term change in accordance 
with a masterplan, the financial aspiration of the landowner is critical; the developer should 
be seen primarily as a catalytic agency who will play a role on predictable terms and when 
circumstances permit. Until he owns the land the developer has little interest in raising  
land values.

The land and property markets are not as flexible and responsive as policy makers would like. 
To use the jargon of the trade they are ‘sticky’. More often than not, landowners will bring land 
to the market in inconvenient quantities, at an inconvenient time and at an asking price which 
fails to reflect the aspirations of the masterplan. 

A good delivery strategy for a masterplan should take account of the practical and commercial 
realities of land ownership. The statutory planning system has a tendency to provide only as 
much land as is needed to meet development targets. It then allocates development rights 
primarily on the basis of physical and policy priorities. By restricting the supply of developable 
land this way, it strengthens the hand of the owners of zoned land in negotiations over  
planning contributions. 

The commissioning of a masterplan can also inflate landowners’ expectations of what their  
land might be worth in the short term. Sometimes this reflects advice from agents who take 
into account price evidence from historic transactions, but who have failed to keep abreast 
of the impact on land values of increasing requirements for affordable housing, contributions 
towards infrastructure and more sustainable construction standards. Market gossip also plays 
a role and, in most cases, is unhelpful because landowners want to believe that they have 
secured a better price than others even when the basis of comparison is unclear. 

The creation of a masterplan offers some scope to address this weakness of the statutory 
planning system by providing an opportunity to allocate potential development rights to those 
sites which are more likely to be brought to the market at a reasonable price. This opportunity 
is seldom seized and, at present, layout design is the main zoning criterion. In many cases, 
little is known about local landownership when preparing a masterplan. It is assumed that the 
ramifications can be left to the market to sort out later. This is unwise and a little investigation 
can provide useful information. The motives of landowners differ but many will be quite 
open about what their priorities are. Some will be keen to sell. Some might want to relocate. 
Others will sell but only at a high price, and can afford to be patient; perhaps in the hope that 
planning requirements might soften in time and a better price obtained at a later stage once 
there are signs of local change. All of this has an impact on the prospects for realising the 
masterplanning proposals, even in the rare instance where there is a willingness to consider 
large scale CPO’s. 

Returning to the examples, in practical terms the least expensive option would probably be 
for Blasted Heath DC or Dryport CDC to obtain the information on key sites and consult 
landowners prior to commissioning the masterplan. Failing this, they would need to ensure it is 
covered in the masterplanning brief preferably with an estimate of how many holdings need to 
be investigated10. Both could usefully address the problems caused by inflated expectations by 

10  Some briefs require full information on all holdings. Especially where ownership is fragmented that is uneconomical and impractical. 
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advertising from the outset, not just the opportunities that will arise from the masterplan,  
but the costs that they expect the private sector to bear. It helps if:

•	 	The	policies	in	the	Local	Development	Framework	are	as	clear	as	possible	about	the	terms	
on which development will be permitted 

•	 	In	instances	where	public	bodies	such	as	Dryport	CDC	(perhaps	backed	by	an	RDA)	want	
to actively purchase land for development caution is exercised to avoid overpaying in land 
markets that might overheat in the short term

•	 	The	masterplanners	aim	to	respect	existing	ownership	patterns	when	zoning	land	for	
development and avoid creating a need for large scale site assembly programmes. 

These are mostly issues where urban development is concerned. With farmland, the 
housebuilders practice of securing options reduces the scope for the landowner to hold out 
for an unrealistic price. It is noticeable that, in these instances, the most difficult parties to deal 
with are often institutional investors in farm land who are prepared to be very patient in their 
efforts to secure the best price at sale. 

One area that can frequently cause problems is a tendency for masterplanners to assume 
that the market, given an opportunity, will readily replace worn out commercial buildings with 
shiny new development. There is abundant visual evidence that, in most places, this is not the 
case. It is worth reflecting that in most parts of the UK, old industrial estates which are still in 
use (and which often provide valuable employment in companies who do not need high quality 
space) are often worth more than the development value of the sites that they occupy. Even 
in areas where high residential values create pressure for change of use, high Section 106 
requirements can significantly reduce the financial attraction of redevelopment. 

Organisation Issues
The implementation of any masterplan requires adequate human resources deployed within a 
suitable organisational framework. This aspect is frequently ignored by masterplanning teams 
and, as the client may discover, it can sometimes prove to be more of a hurdle than anticipated 
at the outset. The inability to find people suitably qualified to run a major implementation 
programme based on positive intervention is the most underestimated barrier to success. 

Some of the main obstacles are:

•	 	Difficulty	in	procuring	staff	with	the	calibre	of	experience	required,	especially	when	the	skills	
required are not found in the public sector 

•	 	Where	there	is	no	dedicated	agency	involved	in	delivering	the	masterplan,	difficulty	in	
procuring real leadership and cross functional executive support for the delivery process 

•	 	Staffing	a	delivery	team	with	seconded	staff	can	lead	to	split	loyalties.	Delivery	agencies	
rarely get any choice over which staff are seconded. 

Two examples follow: 

Dryport CDC are relatively well off. They are a free-standing organisation set up with the 
explicit purpose of delivering the changes anticipated in their masterplan. Dryport DCD are 
supported by the RDA, English Partnerships and the Local Authority. The funding available 
allows them to pay for a Chief Executive and a development and marketing manager together 
with some professional and secretarial assistance. The Chief Executive has a track record in 
strategic leadership and managing complex partnerships. But their masterplan anticipates  
that they will play an active role in infrastructure and development procurement, yet they  
simply cannot afford additional staff with the experience of large scale project management 
and private property development. As a result, they rely in part on the assistance of staff 
seconded from partners who are difficult to manage. In addition, their primary loyalty remains 
to their actual employer, so they struggle to participate effectively in land assembly and 
development activity. 

Blasted Heath DC has appointed a 2nd tier officer with a planning policy background to act 
as team leader for delivery of the Goldenvale masterplan. He or she has assembled a liaison 
group of officers from within the Local Authority and other agencies who have an interest in 
the programme. None of them have real experience of large scale development working with 
the private sector. S/he is not their line manager and has no authority other than from access 
to the 1st tier managers and through persuasion of partners. S/he has other roles to fill within 
the Council, and the budget for buying-in project support is nonexistent. 
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The clear implication in both cases is that the delivery strategy needs to recognise the lack 
of development and project management skills. This needs to be discussed with the client 
at an early stage along with any constraints recognised in the scope of the masterplan 
and programmes; at least during the early stages of delivery. One response might be to 
actively define development packages that lend themselves to delivery by a single developer. 
Alternatively, the programme could be built around the agendas of those partners willing to 
provide logistical support in order to avoid any subsequent clash of interests.

Key Points

•	 	Attention	needs	to	be	paid	to	the	real	costs	of	developing	imperfect	sites,	especially	when	
the economics of development are marginal or there is a need to recycle the proceeds of 
development into paying for infrastructure

•	 	Physical	masterplans	have	a	bias	towards	ambitious	proposals.	Consideration	should	also	
be given to the merits of less ambitious schemes which can be delivered more quickly and 
at lower risk 

•	 	More	effort	needs	to	be	made	to	establish	patterns	of	land	ownership	at	the	outset,	ideally	
prior to the commissioning of the masterplan but, failing that, as part of the baseline study. 
When zoning land respect existing ownership boundaries, as far as is practicable, to reduce 
the amount of land assembly required

•	 	Attention	needs	to	be	paid	to	managing	landowners	expectations	of	increasing	land	value	
as a result of the masterplan, particularly where significant sums need to be raised through 
Section106 Agreements

•	 	Be	as	clear	as	possible	about	the	terms	on	which	development	will	be	encouraged	 
or permitted

•	 	Delivery	strategies	need	to	be	framed	in	the	context	of	the	organisational	options	and	
human resources available for delivery. These need to be discussed with the client during 
the baseline study. 

18



Public Funding for Physical Regeneration 
It is rare for any large masterplan to be delivered without recourse to public funding. It is equally 
rare for masterplanning teams to be familiar with public sector funding regimes  
and opportunities. 

The public funds available for regeneration fall into three general categories. 

1.  Alongside private development, mainstream public funding is the largest contributor to 
urban regeneration programmes. It is the key to long term social sustainability

2.  There is often scope to raise funds through loans or to recycle the proceeds from sales of 
public land or other assets, perhaps through public /private partnership agreements

3.  The special purpose funding programmes are a much smaller contributor to regeneration, 
but receive disproportionate attention because of their perceived potential to act as 
a catalyst for substantial change. They are normally allocated following some form of 
competitive selection process. Classic examples include Lottery funding and, at present, 
Growth Point funding and special purpose programmes like Housing Market  
Renewal funding. 

Each of these is discussed below. The key questions are how funding availability and 
constraints should shape the masterplanning options and, in the context of delivering  
the preferred option, how the funding opportunities should be maximised. 

Mainstream Public Funding

Service provider funding 

Mainstream funding comprises the resources available to the providers of statutory and public 
services. The provision of transport, environmental and utility infrastructure is important for 
large commercial schemes; and for masterplans with a major residential component, long term 
investment from local authorities and health and emergency services can make the difference 
between creating a new community or a housing estate. In the past, little attention was paid 
to this provision but the increasing focus on strategically ‘joining up’ public investment at 
a local level is slowly changing this. This is an area in which the Local Authority and other 
public agencies should play a key role. Sustainable Community Strategies and Local Area 
Agreements11 play a part in defining shared strategic priorities for local public sector bodies 
and while, in practice, they rarely provide any guidance to masterplanners at the level of 
detail required, they do at least confront public stakeholders with the wider and longer term 
infrastructure planning issues and serve to highlight salient issues. They should increasingly 
determine priorities for public funding as the framework of legislation and guidance is 
strengthened. A full description of the framework is outside the scope of this paper.  
The Department Of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) publication “Planning 
Together: Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP’s) and Spatial Planning: A Practical Guide” 
does what it says on the tin and Table 4 shows the graphic depiction of the relationships 
involved. The emerging system is also well described in “Shaping and Delivering Tomorrow’s 
Places: Effective Practice in Spatial Planning” published by the RTPI12. At the moment, unless 
these documents are exceptionally detailed and clear it will usually be necessary to contact the 
agencies responsible for key services to establish their requirements. In practice they usually 
have firm plans for (say) the three to five year period of their current strategy, some priorities 
for the subsequent few years, and little beyond that. It is open to them to decide to plan to  
use their own funding for longer term provision.

11  See the Department of Communities and Local Government website www.communities.gov.uk for more information on how these 
are created and used. 

12  Both can be downloaded from www.communities.gov.uk.
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The diagram in Figure 4, extracted from a DCLG’s Planning Together shows the relationship 
between the key strategies involved.

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY STRATEGY

Community 
Engagement 

Strategy

Regional Spacial Strategy & 
Regional Economic Strategy

Statement of 
Community 
Involvement

Local 
Development 

Scheme

Area Action Plans

Core 
Strategy

Figure 4 Diagram from Planning Together: Local Strategic Partnerships and Spatial Planning:  
A Practical Guide DCLG, 2002.

Both capital and revenue funding for public service providers are usually allocated by 
Government on a capitation basis (i.e. based on local population) with adjustments made to 
reflect demographic and other specific local factors. Most of these agencies have key priorities 
that are not regeneration objectives but which overlap with them. For example:

•	 	Primary	Health	Care	Trusts	are	currently	trying	to	respond	to	changing	patterns	in	the	
provision of health care and a reduced emphasis on the key role of large hospitals 

•	 Education	Authorities	are	trying	to	renew	the	existing	stock	of	buildings	through	
programmes such as ‘Building Schools for the Future’. 

There is no scope here to try and describe the individual mechanics of all the relevant funding 
streams, and in any event they change frequently13. The scope for simultaneously pursuing 
regeneration and other strategic goals varies from agency to agency and place to place, 
depending on the funds available and local demands. No agency ever complains of having too 
much money. At present (2008) the education and health services have substantial capital 
budgets. Although, in the latter case, this is matched by substantial demands for investment 
in reconfiguring, rather than simply updating, provision so they can often only direct funding 
towards regeneration goals where this also meets their other objectives. Shortfalls in the 
budgets for investment in transport infrastructure are often the biggest hurdle, but at least 
the Local Transport Plan (LTP) framework provides a better basis for good medium and 
long term planning than the published strategies of most other investors of capital in public 
services providers. The national policy emphasis on encouraging use of public transport and 
discouraging road use can cause local problems in the context of the lack of funds for the 
former. There is also a consequent demand for the latter, especially when it is necessary to 
provide adequate access to new development areas. 

The key issue is the extent to which public agencies should meet their own expenses 
in providing new facilities, and the extent to which they should be funded by developers 
through planning agreements. There is no single approach to DCLG Guidance on Section 
106 Agreements – Circular 05/2005 leaves it to ‘Local Authorities and other public sector 
agencies to decide what is to be the balance of contributions made by developers and public 
sector infrastructure providers in its area’. But it is by no means clear that this gives them 
carte blanche to recover costs through Section 106 Agreements for facilities that they are 
theoretically funded to provide in any event. The Guidance goes on to suggest that where Local 
Authorities wish to encourage development, and costs might threaten viability, there needs to 
be negotiation with developers.  
 

13  For an exposition of relevant mainstream funding see The Cost and Funding of Growth in South East England, Roger Tym & 
Partners, June 2005. This contains a dated but useful summary of relevant public funding streams.

20



As an example, we will take the need for education and health facilities to support new housing 
developments. In many areas, the investment response by public service providers including 
health and education authorities is unclear. Some Councils have sought full developer funding 
for new school places; while funding for new health facilities has been left to the Primary Care 
Trusts. In other areas, the requirement is only aimed at making up any potential shortfall in 
public funding for schools but funding for health facilities has been considered even though 
the PCTs will receive additional funding consequent upon the rise in population. In many 
places free land for facilities is required but no capital funding. In some cases it can depend 
on whether the required provision accords with the current strategic direction of the agency 
concerned or is a departure from it. 

Table 1 (overleaf) sets out some of the main areas of mainstream funding that can be utilised 
in delivering masterplans. In many cases planning gain will be inadequate to meet all local 
needs so it makes sense to use public funding where this is available, and to focus planning 
gain contributions on the types of infrastructure which are more difficult to procure by any 
other means. 

What is clear is that in some cases scheme viability is being compromised as higher overall 
contributions are sought from developers. The trade-off is obvious. At the highest level,  
Section 106 charges can actually reduce the total sums raised for new public investment  
as the charges discourage or delay the contributing developments. 
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Table 1

Funding Target Availability 

Affordable Housing The Housing Corporation 
(soon to be absorbed into 
the Homes and Communities 
Agency) provides grant 
funding towards the cost of 
affordable housing either 
directly or to support provision 
through S106 Agreements. 

It is relatively easy to ascertain the availability of Housing 
Corporation grants in the short term and this is normally 
forthcoming if a scheme meets their criteria. It is difficult 
to get firm agreement to longer term funding plans 
although they are trying to address this. Their policy 
is only to provide this where it is clear what additional 
benefit is obtained from their investment in terms of 
higher standards or more homes.

Transport Obtainable from a variety of 
sources e.g. Local Authority, 
Highways Agency for major 
schemes, Network rail etc. 
Bus companies rarely  
provide infrastructure. 

Smaller schemes are funded through Local Transport 
Plans which run on a five year cycle. (Currently to 2011). 
Major schemes (Gross cost £5m plus) can be dealt with 
separately but need regional support and take a long 
time to agree and to fund. A local contribution is required 
which incentivises LA’s not to pursue schemes which 
might not obtain funding. Network rail investment is 
particularly problematic – a scheme must not only make 
sense but also rank as a higher priority than others for 
their available funds.

Schools Grant funding from Dept.  
of Education to Local 
Education Authorities  
(LEAs ) using a variety of 
schemes and including PFI 
credits where appropriate. 

Budgets for capital expenditure on schools are high at 
present. LEAs have a short and medium term financial 
plan and while they do plan beyond that there is no 
certainty about budgets for uncommitted schemes.  
A key issue is timing for new investment and the revenue 
burden of running under-subscribed schools or providing 
temporary schooling in advance of new facilities. 

Environmental 
Works

Local Authorities (LA) 
together with some small 
grant schemes. 

Environmental investment competes with all other  
Local Authority commitments. The sums available 
are often negligible in the context of the needs of 
regeneration programmes. 

Health and Social 
Services

Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) 
and Social Services are 
effectively funded on an 
adjusted capitation basis. 
The boundary between 
their responsibilities varies 
between areas. 

Like Education Authorities, PCTs funding is often 
committed in the short term and uncertain in the longer 
term. When they can fund facilities themselves they  
face a revenue deficit until the new population and  
the consequential revenue funding fully materialises. 

Economic 
Development

Regional Development 
Agencies 

The Regional Development Agencies can respond 
relatively quickly to requests for project funding where a 
project fits into their existing strategy and is  
worth prioritising. 

Utilities, Drainage 
and Flood Defences

Utilities, Environment Agency Utility services need forward planning but, other than 
exceptional circumstances, the utilities should pay for 
them. The Agency will only fund works to protect existing 
property and the time taken from project identification to 
funding is lengthy.
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Borrowing 

In recent years, the increased use of borrowed funds and Private Finance Initiatives (PFI) 
schemes by public agencies has blurred the distinction between capital and revenue spending. 
As a result of capital investment, revenue income has been used to service debt incurred. 

Under the ‘prudential’ accounting regime introduced following the Local Government  
Act 2003, Local Authorities can borrow money which they are sure they can afford to repay.  
This freedom has been available to other agencies for longer. The aim was to give them scope 
for constructive investment in a more business-like and investment minded way in situations 
in which there was a tangible benefit in terms of sums raised or costs reduced14. In practice, 
many of the capital investments that they are frequently asked to make, for instance, in the 
public realm or new community and cultural facilities, tend to generate additional cost rather 
than income. A real opportunity can be in instances where the Council can assist with land 
assembly; perhaps using Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers, with debt that can 
be repaid with sale proceeds. So far, while some Council’s have supported the delivery of 
masterplans with land acquisition and disposal, few have incorporated this activity into a formal 
rolling programme. This is often a lost opportunity in both funding and management terms.  
It is to be hoped, that as Local Authorities become more familiar with their new powers, they 
will increasingly consider the funding of regeneration opportunities in terms of longer term 
costs and revenues, rather than simply spatial planning and policy objectives. In some cases, 
this might provide a more dynamic framework for delivering master plans.

Another exception might be the development of accommodation for small businesses 
which, if retained, can produce an income in excess of the interest payments on any 
loan. The private sector can be reluctant to fund this type of scheme because capital 
values can be comparatively low.

PPP / PFI

’Public Private Partnerships’ is an umbrella term for a variety of schemes aimed at utilising 
private sector expertise and finance to procure public services. The Private Finance Initiative 
(PFI) scheme is the most important element of this15 but there are others, such as the Local 
Improvement Finance Trust (LIFT) schemes in the NHS which are targeted at facilitating 
renewal of the health estate. From the Local Authorities point of view these long term financial 
commitments are similar to the use of borrowings. In both cases the main issue is whether or 
not the Government will effectively reimburse the cost. The intelligent use of PFI has led to 
some first rate regeneration schemes such as Brighton Square and Jubilee Library and it plays 
a key role in supporting delivery of necessary education, health, waste and emergency services 
infrastructure. But the complexity and risks involved in the PFI process are well known and few 
try to obtain Government credits for investments outside of the arena of mainstream services. 
The rule of thumb is that the cost of making a PFI bid is not justified for projects worth less 
than £20m. A good way of assessing the range of projects that can be supported this way is to 
check the lists of recent PFI approvals which can be found on H.M.Treasury website16.

14  See for instance ‘Funding Innovation. Local Authority Use of Prudential Borrowing for Innovative Projects’ Local Government 
Association 2007

15  See http://www.local.odpm.gov.uk/pfi/index.htm for information on the use of PFI by Local Authorities. 

16  http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk./documents/public_private_partnerships/ppp_pfi_stats.cfm 23



Figure 5 Funds from the SRB were available to create the Greenway in East London but were not there to maintain it.

Revenue Costs 

Planning for sustainability requires attention to the upkeep and management of the public 
realm. This has both capital and revenue funding implications. It is relatively easy to find 
examples of high profile regeneration schemes where the impact has been compromised this 
way. For instance, the famous Byker Wall scheme in Newcastle (designed by Ralph Erskine) 
had a public realm that required a lot of maintenance and suffered in popularity when this 
proved unaffordable. 

Many of the environmental improvements paid for by short term area based initiatives in the 
1990’s have decayed because of a lack of commitment to their upkeep. 

Most masterplans baldly state that a high quality public realm is required and some add that 
this will need to be maintained. Little attention is paid to what this implies in practice and, once 
again, there are no easy answers and limits to what can be achieved by designing in order to 
minimise management and maintenance costs while also maintaining quality. There will always 
be competing priorities for public investment through the Local Authority and it is wishful 
thinking to suppose that maintenance of the public realm will be a constant priority. 

In theory, the capitation based funding that Local Authorities receive from the government 
and income from the community charge is supposed to cover these costs. Even so, especially 
in areas where large scale housing development is planned, some Local Authorities have 
sought to impose substantial commuted sums towards future maintenance. Government Town 
Planning guidance on this point is comparatively clear and suggests that commuted sums 
should not be relied upon as a long term way of meeting expenses incurred at any distance 
from the development which is making the contribution. However it would seem to permit long 
term contributions to the costs that the Local Authority might incur with the curtilage  
of a specific scheme or development area. 

Extract from ODPM Circular 05/2005

“ Where contributions are secured through planning obligations towards the provision 
of facilities which are predominantly for the benefit of the users of the associated 
development, it may be appropriate for the developer to contribute to their subsequent 
maintenance (i.e. physical upkeep). Such provision may be required in perpetuity...  
As a general rule, however, where an asset is intended for wider public use, the costs 
of subsequent maintenance and other recurrent expenditure associated with the 
developer’s contributions should normally be borne by the body or authority in which 
the asset is to be vested”. 
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It is evident that some forms of public realm design cost less to manage than others. In some 
cases, where there is a single large landowner, there are opportunities to get the private sector 
to take on the task of actually managing spaces which are open to the public. Although, this 
can result in unwanted constraints on the way that the space can be used. 

There are various other ways of augmenting what is available. In some areas, it is possible  
that funding can be secured through a Business Improvement District programme. This can 
be practical where large retail and commercial buildings predominate and commercial rateable 
values are high; but where rateable values are low and there are lots of individual ratepayers, 
the overall amount that can be raised from a BID scheme is low in relation to  
administration costs. 

A less common approach is the establishment of development trusts and similar voluntary 
sector schemes that can manage the land for the common benefit17. It is obviously useful to 
make best use of local commitment and energies, but the extent to which these bodies require 
significant start up or grant funding and subsequent revenue support and subsequently depend 
on the continuing commitment of a few activists should not be underestimated. They are rarely 
a dependable substitute for a long term Local Authority or landowner commitment to fund the 
maintenance of public space.

Finally, in some areas there is scope to raise funds through ‘precario’ taxes or charges for rights 
of access to or use of public space. Advertising rights are an obvious example. Others include 
the right to hold a market or for cafe’s and bars to use pavements for tables. 

Asset Sales 

It is sometimes the case that Councils and other public bodies are prepared to contribute 
to regeneration by the creative use of the proceeds from sales of their own land holdings. 
Their scope to do this is limited in law18. In essence, they have the right to dispose of land 
for regeneration and associated purposes at less than the best value reasonably obtainable, 
where the difference between the unrestricted value of the land to be disposed of and the 
consideration for the disposal does not exceed £2,000,000. In other cases, they will need 
Government approval, and while this is normally forthcoming, it can take some months  
to obtain. 

Special Funding Streams 
There have been a wide variety of special funding programmes over the past thirty years or so. 
In the 1960’s and 1970’s funds were disbursed by several Central Government departments 
and focused on economic development, housing renewal and community development.  
In the 1980’s, in response to the perception that problems in the Inner Cities were becoming 
more pronounced and that existing approaches were badly managed and ineffective, there 
was a swing towards competitive bidding for funds for tightly spatially focused and holistic 
regeneration epitomised by the City Challenge programmes. EU funds also grew in importance 
and the associated bureaucratic management regimes were a frequent cause of complaint. 

During the last decade, the spatial focus was retained for housing or estate based programmes 
but the competitive element was watered down in favour of strategy led-funding, such as the 
recent funding for Growth Points which is aimed at removing barriers to housing development. 
Throughout there has been a multitude of small programmes aimed at meeting the policy 
priorities of the moment ranging from support for works to historic buildings to support for 
training initiatives. There have been two constant factors: 

•	 	Change.	Long	running	support	such	as	that	provided	through	the	National	Coalfield	
programme has been the exception rather than the rule

•	 Higher	reliance	on	public	grants	outside	the	South	East	and	Eastern	regions.

Since 1994, many regeneration programmes and projects have benefited from Lottery Funding. 
There are currently 14 distributors of funding for arts, sports and heritage programmes and 
a changing group of others run through the Big Lottery Fund. Generally, Lottery funding 
is best used as a way of adding value to specific initiatives where these are not critical to 
delivery of overall short and medium term objectives. It is not suitable as a strategic funding 
source because the programmes and criteria change and, even when they are met, there is no 
guarantee that funds will be available. 

17  The Bankside Open Spaces trust is an example of a voluntary organisation with these specific aims. See http://www.bost.org.uk/ 
Westway Trust is a larger Development Trust which includes them in a wider programme. See www.westway.org Milton Keynes’  
Parks Trust was set up by the Development Corporation to manage their open spaces and funds itself primarily but not exclusively 
using income from an endowment. See www.theparkstrust.com

18  Mainly by the Local Government Act 1972: General Disposal Consent (England) 2003. 25



There is a large and constantly changing range of small funding streams so it is not possible to 
list them all here19. For instance, each Regional Development Agency has a wide programme 
reflecting its own current priorities. Projects that do not accord with these priorities and 
which are disproportionately expensive are unlikely to be funded. In some areas, charitable 
funding can provide useful support for key initiatives with the important proviso that physical 
regeneration is invariably long term and expensive and the sums on offer are usually limited 
and, once again, subject to a bidding process with no guarantee of a favourable outcome.  
Other than in instances in which their availability can quickly be confirmed and when there is 
a clear ‘Plan B’ in the event of non-availability, they do not have a major strategic place in the 
critical path of a physical regeneration programme. But they can help to deal with irritating or 
tactical funding problems. Various guides to charitable and voluntary sector funding possibilities 
can be found on the internet.

When preparing masterplans, if a specific non-residential development project is critically 
dependent on public assistance and there is no dedicated funding, it is important to contact 
English Partnerships or the Regional Development Agency to gauge whether support is likely 
to be forthcoming. If their response is equivocal then the decision on whether or not to include 
the project in the programme needs to take account of the funding risks. 

In practice, some of the partners involved in commissioning a masterplan will usually have 
an entirely unrealistic expectation of the sums that might be available from the various 
special funding streams. Perhaps because many of the existing large ‘flagship’ schemes in 
regeneration areas benefited from public money, it is assumed that public funding is inevitably 
available for flagship regeneration schemes. That is not the case. Quite simply, the funding 
and operational failures are not publicised20. But masterplanning consultants who report that 
grant funding will probably not be available for a major new media or science centre or visitor 
attraction are sometimes accused of lacking ‘vision’ or ‘ambition’ and the requisite knowledge 
of the whereabouts of the legendary pots of gold. 

Usually, Local Authorities are very aware of the third party funding streams at their disposal but 
are poor at consolidating and focusing this intelligence and ask Consultants – who are usually 
expensive but rarely so well informed – to advise on this. A better result can be obtained at less 
expense if an active effort is made to pool wisdom in this regard as part of the baseline studies. 

Gap Funding 

‘Gap’ funding used to play a key role in regeneration by ‘topping up’ private funding to the point 
at which projects became viable. The range of providers has changed over time. Now, while 
the key role of the Housing Corporation in supporting the provision of affordable housing in 
schemes at the margin of viability remains intact, gap funding grants and loans for other types 
of project is declining in importance. This partly reflects:

•	 	The	restrictions	and	complexity	of	the	funding	regime	rules	which	were	agreed	by	the	
Government with the EU following concerns that UK gap funding practices were contrary  
to the EU competition laws21

•	 	The	decline	in	the	popularity	of	Area	Based	Initiatives	which	has	already	been	referred	to.	

•	 	English	Partnerships	and	the	Regional	Development	Agencies	can	provide	gap	funding	but	
often prefer direct investment or a joint venture structure. But in many areas their resources 
are limited, and it is clear that the local appetite for grant support for projects promoted 
through masterplans exceeds their current capacity and appetite. 

19  Subscribers to the magazines Regeneration and Renewal or Planning can access a useful but incomplete list of funding regimes  
on www.regen.net under ‘resources’. A guide to what is available directly from Government can be found by through  
www.governmentfunding.org.uk.

20  This applies to failures in general and is well known in statistics where it is referred to as the ‘survivorship bias’. This selective memory 
within the regeneration and planning profession is exacerbated by so called ‘good practice guides’, often based on  
uncritical promotional material. Some ‘bad practice’ guides might be more useful. 

21  These can be difficult to track down. The most useful guide is a note entitled “State Aid Control and The Regeneration of  
Deprived Urban Areas” published in 2006. The overarching note on the application of state aid rules is easier to find and is  
currently at: http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/studies_reports/vademecum_on_rules_2007_en.pdf26



Maximising public funding 
The Urban Design Compendium22 suggests that resource requirements should be identified at 
the outset together with funding sources. In practice, it is not quite so straightforward. A great 
deal of iteration is needed to optimise both the masterplan and the funding proposals that 
underpin it. As explained above, the latter will not be definitive but will need to be refined and 
constantly updated as the programme progresses and circumstances change. The idea that the 
funding proposals will be ‘right first time’ is purely wishful thinking. 

How can the chances of obtaining public funds be maximised? Most places are covered by a 
wide range of public sector strategies ranging from the provision of basic services through to 
flood protection, biodiversity and local culture23. Agencies such as English Partnerships, the 
RDA’s and the Lottery Funds have their own programmes. Generally speaking, the chances of 
winning special purpose funding for almost any project will be enhanced if it can be shown how 
it will complement and reinforce these strategies. They can also help in providing a justification 
or basis for Section 106 ‘Standard Charges’24. 

Key Points

•	 	Using	mainstream	public	funding	or	special	programme	funding	(such	as	Growth	Point	or	
Housing Renewal Area funds) to pay for infrastructure, where possible, will make it easier to 
use developer contributions to pay for things that it is difficult to pay for by any other means. 
Environmental improvements are a good example

•	 	Local	Authorities	should	treat	larger	master	planning	exercises,	in	particular,	as	long	
term investment as well as spatial planning exercises and consider the scope for rolling 
programmes of land assembly and disposal to support implementation

•	 	Attention	needs	to	be	paid	to	the	cost	of	managing	and	maintaining	public	facilities	and	
open space in the longer term. This is an issue which should not be ignored because any 
failure will impact on the sustainability of improvements wrought by the masterplan

•	 	Clients	should	make	more	use	of	their	own	knowledge	of	public	funding	streams	in	deciding	
what might be obtainable. Supporting strategies covering issues such as bio-diversity, 
economic and cultural development, open space etc can play a key role in underpinning 
applications for grants for related investment and Planning Standard Charges and Tariffs 
especially if they are cross referenced and enshrined in the Sustainable Community 
Strategy and Local Area Agreements

•	 	Biddable	funding	streams	cannot	be	absolutely	relied	upon	and	grant	support	for	marginal	
projects cannot be assumed. Any assumption of public support for specific development 
projects should be discussed with the RDA and / or EP before committing the programme. 

22 English Partnerships. Op cit. 

23  As stated earlier, the Sustainable Community Strategy should play a role in bringing these together into a coherent whole but in 
practice usually fails to do so to any meaningful degree.

24 See ODPM Circular 05/2005 27



Development and Developers
Fundamentally, masterplans are attempts to configure physical development. In most  
instances, the private sector will play the major role in delivering this. It is therefore crucial that 
a delivery strategy is based on a real understanding of the economics and practicalities of local 
development and that this intelligence is reflected in the baseline study and used to shape the 
options and determine which will be preferred. 

The baseline study should establish what forms of development are currently viable, how this 
might change over the masterplan period and what the demand for new property is likely to be. 
Chartered surveyors can play a key role in helping to ensure that the assumptions made about 
how the property market will respond to the opportunities and challenges arising from the 
implementation of the masterplan represent a suitable blend of ambition and realism. But many 
studies currently fail to achieve this and leave a lot to be desired as an aid to decision making 
by the client. Particular problems are a failure to provide a view on: 

•	 	How	land	values	might	change	in	the	future:	either	as	a	result	of	the	implementation	 
of the masterplan proposals themselves; or wider market change, for instance, 
environmental improvements or the tendency of house prices in the UK to rise in  
excess of the rate of inflation

•	 	The	demand	for	new	property.	This	is	not	very	elastic.	Many	masterplans	need	guidance	 
on this point and in its absence assume a quantum of development that exceeds current 
take-up rates to the extent that it is unlikely to be achievable. 

To some extent, the caution about forecasting values, in particular, represents an 
understandable caution on the part of property advisers. The methods for assessing the worth 
of development land are not as robust as the methods for valuing existing buildings, and there 
is often an unreasonable expectation of the degree of precision possible. In the following 
sections we look firstly at the practicalities of assessing current market conditions and then at 
the difficult issue of how to assess the impact of future changes on the deliverability of  
the masterplan. 

Estimating Land Values 

The value of development land is influenced by its character, location and the planning policy 
requirements that affect what can be built. Ideally, a surveyor will estimate the current value 
of development land by looking at the prices achieved for comparable plots in the recent 
past. Unfortunately, there are often no such plots. An alternative is to establish what might be 
obtained for a new building and then deduct the cost of development (including an allowance 
for developer’s profit) to arrive at the ‘residual value of the land’. In many regeneration areas 
there is limited evidence of the value of new buildings, particularly new employment space and 
these ‘residual value’ appraisal techniques are very sensitive to assumptions made about values 
and costs. The results they produce can differ wildly from a developer’s own calculations. This 
is partly because the developer will usually have better information but also because of the 
‘auction rule’ i.e. the buyer of a piece of land in competition will tend to be the party who has 
made unreasonably optimistic estimates of its worth25. Residual valuation techniques are even 
more unreliable as a means of analysing the viability of long term phased development where 
the timing of costs and sales is critical. As a result, developers of long term schemes, such 
as the major house builders, tend to use residual value calculations as a financial shorthand 
and make key decisions using cash flow based approaches to appraisal and focus on the 
annual return on their investment rather than simply the margin of value over cost. This has 
implications for the feasibility of early and large contributions towards off-site infrastructure 
which can impact disproportionately on the internal rate of return profit when the discount rate 
is the opportunity cost of the developer’s capital26. 

Estimating Demand 

Even when a scheme appears to be viable in the sense that it could be sold for more than it 
cost to build, it cannot be assumed that it will automatically attract an occupant and a buyer. 
This applies, in particular, to commercial schemes in marginal areas like Blasted Heath and 
Dryport. One objective of regeneration in general and masterplans, in particular, is to change 

25  For an interesting discussion of the irrationality of parties involved in the process of setting land prices see Residential Developer 
Behaviour in Land Price Determination by M.Gillen and P.Fisher in Jnl. Of Property Research 2002 19(1) (pp 39-59).\

26  If you are unfamiliar with the principles of discounted cash flow analysis (and the calculation of the internal rate of return on 
investment) you will find numerous explanations on the internet. Most explanations in property texts relate to investment rather than 
development decisions but there is a useful and short exposition by Stuart Morley in S. Guy & J Henneberry (Eds) Development & 
Developers, Blackwell Publishing 2002
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historic patterns of demand for the better, but there are limits to what it is reasonable to expect 
to achieve. Neither Dryport nor Goldenvale are candidates to host the next Canary Wharf, 
Cambridge technology cluster or residential scheme by Candy and Candy. Clearly, demand 
needs are to be fully considered at the baseline stage to ensure that there is a reasonable 
chance that land allocations will be taken up. 

The standard starting point is to review what has happened in the past. In practical terms, there 
are databases of property deals that offer some guidance on historic levels of demand – but 
the data is usually dangerously incomplete. The major estate agents sometimes have superior 
data covering large and well established markets. Elsewhere, experienced local agents seldom 
have quantitative data; they can, however, provide immensely valuable qualitative guidance on 
the type and levels of demand experienced based upon direct contact with occupiers. Agents 
will normally be happy to discuss their views with the masterplanning team. It is best to collect 
a variety of views and compare them, rather than rely on a single perspective. Common sense 
also plays a part. For instance, if a masterplan for a medium-sized town requires a level of 
demand that exceeds the historic annual take in the nearby regional capital, it is unlikely to be 
realised. Benchmarking is a useful tool in this respect. Comparisons can be made with similar 
and competing towns in the region including places that are seen as already having attained 
the quality that the masterplan is trying to achieve in the subject area.

In contrast, economic modelling techniques are limited in their use at anything below sub 
regional level because it is difficult to predict how local property markets will react to economic 
and demographic change. The value of Employment Land studies carried out by Local 
Authorities for planning purposes varies, depending on the methods used, but many are overly 
theoretical. Their use can raise other issues, for instance Dryport CDC might disagree with the 
Local Council about exactly where planned growth should materialise. 

The best approach would be to combine all perspectives and base a judgement on the 
quality of the insights gained in each case. It is not wise to simply adopt the most favourable 
assumption that can be supported on the basis of a single approach. 

Viability and Planning Requirements 

Increasingly, clients are requiring that attention is paid to the contributions that developers can 
make to provide the wider supporting social, physical and environmental infrastructure either 
through conditions attached to a planning permission or through Section 106 Agreements. 
General issues around the user of Section 106 Agreements are covered later in this paper.  
The issue here is: Will the anticipated development still be viable after these extra costs have 
been met? At present, this question is rarely directly addressed in the delivery strategies 
prepared by masterplanning teams. 

The cost impact of site characteristics includes ground conditions and other factors that 
have already been covered. In practice, the cost of meeting policy requirements is often far 
greater, particularly for the large housing schemes which are frequently of most interest to 
masterplanners. Factors include:

•	 	Requirements	for	free	land	for	open	space,	social	and	access	infrastructure

•	 	Requirements	for	direct	provision	of	this	infrastructure	or	financial	contributions	towards	the	cost

•	 	Requirements	for	affordable	housing	and	the	availability	of	grant	finance	towards	the	cost

•	 	Design	requirements,	perhaps	in	pursuit	of	sustainability.

•  Payment to landowner

•  Land for open space & infrastructure (30%)

•  On site infrastructure

•  Section106 contribution

•  Developer’s profit & finance

•  Impact of affordable housing requirement
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Figure 6 The economics of developing a new settlement 
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By way of illustration of the impact of these requirements, Figure 6 shows what can happen 
to the cake when a ‘master developer’ sells fully serviced plots of land in a large new planned 
settlement or urban extension for residential development at around £2.5m hectare in Dryport 
or Blasted Heath27. The calculation is actually based on a blend of case studies in 2006.  
It is based on a discounted cash flow calculation and shows the overall impact on the net 
present value of the scheme of the various costs and requirements (i.e. these are costs 
discounted at the opportunity cost of the developer’s capital and not actual costs. So they 
reflect the impact of the timing of costs and receipts that is key to successful delivery of  
large scale development).

In this case it is assumed that:

•	 	The	built	area	of	the	development	will	be	built	to	a	density	of	around	40	dwellings	per	
hectare which sell for around £20002m (i.e. a typical new three bedroom terraced house 
built to around might sell for around £200,000). 

•	 	The	overall	site	is	large	enough	to	require	major	provision	of	open	space	and	free	land	for	
facilities and has some flood protection and drainage issues that need to be addressed. 
This takes up 30% of the overall land acquired. 

•	 	Some	grant	is	available	towards	affordable	housing	costs.	

The result of the various requirements is that if the serviced plots are sold for £2.5m hectare 
and the master developer makes a normal rate of return, the sum that they could afford  
to pay to the landowner at the outset is only around £0.5m per gross hectare required28.  
The difference is considerable and the reasons for it can be difficult to explain to the  
landowner who has heard that land is selling for £2.5m hectare! 

The economics of meeting planning requirements when providing commercial space are 
usually less onerous. This is a good thing in both Dryport and Blasted Heath where the value 
of commercial development is quite low and significant requirements for planning contributions 
might effectively deter job creation though new development. This is less of an issue with retail 
development and, in particular, land for large food stores is valuable almost everywhere. 

It can prove more difficult than expected to explain to clients and designers what is viable and 
what is not. A variant of the simple illustration in Figure 6 can be prepared early in the process 
and conveys the necessary information quite easily. 
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Figure 7 Illustration of relative viability of different types of development

27  The largest schemes are very often undertaken by ‘master developers’ who secure planning permission and install infrastructure 
before selling individual plots for building developments by others. In commercial schemes this can be a mixture of speculative 
and bespoke development. With a residential scheme they will sometimes sell plots separately to market and affordable housing 
developers. Unlike their commercial counterparts, housebuilders are often ready to sell land on their schemes to competitors in order 
to improve the overall return on their capital. 

28  i.e. This is the sum paid for all of land area required and not simply the land that can be developed. On a large scheme the amount of 
land that cannot be sold for development might equate to 30% or more of the total area30



Forecasting the Future 
Long-term forecasting is an activity only enjoyed by the brave or foolhardy since fortune and 
hindsight often conspire to make even the most carefully considered projections look foolish. 
For the short-term there are plenty of usually plenty of reports available that express an opinion 
on trends in the property markets. Examples include the offerings from the property trade 
press and the publicly available research reports from the major estate agents29. The RICS 
surveys and forecasts30 offer a valuable short-term market weather forecast not least because 
the forecasts don’t just rely on information on recent transactions but on agent’s reports on 
current levels of interest and enquiries activity – which might be expected to materialise as 
transactions in the future. 

Long-term

In the long-term, changes in land values will reflect macro-economic as well as local 
influences. Masterplans themselves aim to change places and are one of those influences. 
Since they frequently anticipate implementation programmes stretching for twenty years or 
more, assumptions will be made about what will be possible in the future. At present in most 
masterplans these are rarely based on any explicit analysis. Sometimes this is because it suits 
masterplanners to simply prescribe change in the hope that this will be sufficient to make it 
happen. A robust delivery strategy should be based on an assessment of the potential for 
change that is as objective as possible and, subsequently, the business planning process will 
be facilitated if the assumptions are amenable to review and this in turn requires attention to 
forecasting. Surveyors and valuers often feel uncomfortable with this. Their techniques are 
grounded in the use of historic transactional evidence and they point out that crystal balls can 
be cloudy when asked to predict long-term change. But, someone has to make the necessary 
judgements and a client might reasonably ask of the chartered surveyor “if not you, then who?”. 

The point has already been made that it can be useful to benchmark the area against 
comparable places that already possess the sought after characteristics. This is not a rigorous 
technique, there are too many variables involved, but it can provide useful insights particularly 
into the parameters of what might be achievable in terms of improvements in the local property 
market. For instance, property prices and therefore residential land values in Blasted Heath 
might rise to equal those in a currently better endowed nearby suburb. Office rents in Dryport 
might rise to a level equivalent to other similar size towns in the area or at a common level of 
discount to a nearby regional commercial centre. 

In terms of macro-economic fluctuations, it is possible to make some useful predictions. 
Everyone knows that the price of housing has risen in recent decades even after inflation and 
the occasional dips in prices are taken into account. And, until recently, the cost of building 
houses has not risen at anything like the same rate. The cause is a fundamental imbalance 
between supply and demand due in part to demographic factors which do not look likely to 
change soon31. This has a disproportionately positive effect on the value of housing land before 
the cost of meeting planning requirements is taken into account. It is quite easy to model 
potential trends in residential land prices. The Valuation Office Agency produces medium-term 
forecasts of changes in residential land values32, although the publication of these analyses 
can lag behind changes in the market by six months or more. For longer-term projections (and 
many masterplans will only be realised in the long term) precision is not possible or necessary 
and an overall estimate of the value and cost of providing housing on a notional site can simply 
be inflated at a chosen rate using a spreadsheet with the difference representing the land 
value. This allows for estimates to be made of the potential impact of short-term fluctuations. 

Figure 6 gives an example and is broadly based on the cost and serviced plot value figures 
used in Figure 5. It assumes a development of roughly 40 units per hectare plot selling at £7m 
with costs and profit of £4.5m giving a land value for serviced plots of around £2.5m. Housing 
market values are inflated at 5% p.a. but, to make an adjustment for a poor short term outlook, 
only from Year Two. Costs are inflated at 7% in Year One and 3% p.a. thereafter reflecting 
a one-off cost increase arising from higher design standards. The resulting land values are 
discounted at 2.5% p.a. to show the effective increase in land values at constant prices. As can 

29  The RICS website provides a guide on what is available at www.rics.org/Practiceareas/Property/Commercial/Market/hottopiccomm
ercialmarket+reports.htm

30  There are effectively four series, Housing Market Survey and Forecasts and Commercial Market Survey and Forecasts.

31  See the Barker Report Review of Housing Supply, March 2004. This suggests that even if the Government achieved its housing 
supply target house prices would still rise in real terms albeit at a lower rate than hitherto. 

32 These can be downloaded from www.voa.gov.uk/publications/index.htm 31



be seen, the outcome suggests that housing land might be worth much more in the future  
even in constant terms and this could have a real effect on the viability of development in the 
long-term33, especially if any potential beneficial impact of the masterplan is factored in. 
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Figure 8 Illustrative Projection of Long term Changes in the Value of Serviced Residential Plots

There is no similar long-term pattern discernible in the price of commercial and retail land. It 
differs by sector and location. For instance, restrictive planning policies have led to real growth 
in the value of land for offices in London’s West End and generally for best quality town centre 
retail space. The price of land for out-of-town retail locations and for warehouse development 
next to Heathrow Airport has also increased sharply. But, in places like Dryport and Blasted 
Heath where efforts are made to attract new jobs there is no fundamental shortage of land 
for employment development or imbalance between supply and demand that might drive land 
values upwards. 

But although there is no general basis for assuming that the viability of commercial 
development will improve over time, it does not follow that it will remain constant. A key 
characteristic of the office development market, in particular, is cyclical fluctuations in values. 
These are driven by macro-economic factors influencing occupier demand and the price paid 
by investors for new buildings. In many areas, there are quite long periods of low volumes of 
development followed by short peaks of intense activity. This can be seen in Figure 3 which 
is produced by IPD and which shows income and capital returns on office developments over 
time. Rental returns are the red bars. Changes in capital values are shown by the white bars34. 
This phenomenon is known in economics as the ‘hog cycle’. High profits for pig farmers lead 
them to rear more pigs. When the glut of pigs reaches the market, prices and profits collapse. 
Farmers decide to rear fewer pigs. This eventually leads to higher prices so profits rise again 
and the cycle repeats itself. The legacy can be seen in town centres with continuing excesses 
of 1960’s and 1970’s office stock which are difficult to update or replace. 

33  If the historic data trends used in the Barker Report are used as the basis of the calculation, the growth in the value of serviced plots 
at constant prices would be greater still.

34  See also Commercial property Returns in Deprived areas, Pub. English Partnerships / Morley /IPD 2003
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Figure 9 Long term Fluctuations in the Office Market: White Bars are Capital returns. (Chart prepared by IPD).

There needs to be a careful assessment of what might be possible. The careful approach  
is to calculate what has been achieved in terms of property values at previous high points  
in the market cycle and make an adjustment for inflation to assess whether this level  
would make schemes viable in the present market. If so, then it is at least possible that  
during the next market upswing, some development might be viable even if it is currently not. 
The casual approach is simply to assume from the visible legacy of previous cyclical peaks that 
some development is possible. There then needs to be a judgement made on whether, when 
the macro-economic cycle is favourable, demand will materialise. This can involve a difficult 
judgement in places like Dryport and Blasted Heath where there is no local history of modern 
commercial development and is an issue which local agents should be able to advise on.   

The trick is to procure office development at the favourable points in the development cycle 
which, in the regeneration areas typified by Dryport and Blasted Heath are likely to be 
short lived. In both places, the key might be to provide sites which can be easily and quickly 
developed when economic conditions permit. 

Clearly, the main requirement in terms of raising private sector investment in regeneration is 
to define and promote potentially profitable schemes through the masterplan. The previous 
section described some of the methodological challenges facing the specialists so it is hardly 
surprising that the other professionals involved and members of the client group are uncertain 
about what is and what is not viable and, to this end it can help if there are some shared ideas 
at the outset. 

One way of illustrating the impact of changes in viability over time would be to amend the 
diagram in Figure 6 to show what forms of development might be possible in say five years or 
ten years time assuming projected changes in the value of residential land and at the peak of 
any commercial development cycle.  

Securing development

In some cases, even though development appears to be viable and there is some evidence of 
demand, developers fail to take an interest in the opportunities on offer. This is often because 
the perceived risks are too high35 and, in particular, if there is insufficient hard evidence of the 
returns on offer. (Efforts have been made to address these negative perceptions insofar as 
they affect regeneration areas as a whole36, but they endure.) 

35  See also S Guy, J Henneberry and S Rowley: Development Cultures and Urban Regeneration in Urban Studies Vol. 39 Nom 7.  
They discuss the characteristics of the different types of actors involved in regeneration development.

36  This was the stimulus for the English Partnerships /Morley Fund Management Savills / IPD ‘Regeneration Index’ available from the 
English Partnerships website. 33



The key questions are: 

•	 	How	can	the	perceived	risks	involved	in	investing	be	addressed?

•	 	How	to	attract	a	developer	with	the	prospect	of	a	superior	return	as	a	reward	for	addressing	
these risks. 

This would probably be a central concern for Dryport URC. Because Blasted Heath is primarily 
a residential area it would be more likely to reverse the role of the chicken and the egg and use 
redevelopment to achieve the required change in image.

Developers will invest if they see an opportunity for profit that is commensurate with the risks 
involved. It follows that not only will a development have to be viable in the sense that the 
created value exceeds the cost and there is evidence of demand for the finished product, but 
it must not be unduly risky. There are two sorts of risks involved, those that can be controlled 
directly and those that cannot e.g. the risk of fluctuations in the market. The former are usually 
addressed by investigation and negotiation. The latter are more problematic. Examples might 
include paying a full price for land without planning permission or where significant elements  
of cost cannot be established with reasonable certainty.

There are various approaches which can be adopted through the masterplanning process,  
the implementation of the delivery strategy, and the subsequent exercise of statutory planning 
powers; to reduce real and perceived development risks with the aim of increasing interest in 
the opportunities on offer. 

From the developer’s point of view a restrictive planning regime can reduce interest. It is 
paradoxical that many planning briefs call for innovation in documents that appear to a 
developer to be an aimed at strangling it. Many masterplans appear to struggle to imagine  
any use falling outside the town planning Use Class Order while aiming to proscribe what 
should be built within it e.g. ‘high tech B1 space, or ‘speciality’ shops. There is a general failure 
to build real flexibility into land use plans which can be particularly problematic where land 
markets are weak and there is less scope to be picky about who can invest and on what terms. 

There are real opportunities to promote development by reducing commercial risks.  
Local Authorities and delivery agencies can help to secure development by addressing some 
of the uncertainties faced by developers. Good programming can clarify the timing of the 
infrastructure needed to support new development. It also helps if an effort is made to collect 
the information held in the public sector or which can be obtained by other means and to 
make it available to developers so that they can make better informed decisions. The Local 
Authorities and other statutory bodies are frequently repositories of a great deal of useful 
information but make no effort to bring it together to facilitate development. Examples might 
include data on ground conditions sourced from statutory authorities and developers of 
adjacent land through the planning process, and information on local utility and other services. 
This would be similar to the practice in the private sector of establishing a ‘data room’ for 
potential investors in a new project or takeover opportunity. On the demand side there is also 
merit in keeping track of take-up and enquiry figures using local information to remedy the 
inadequacy of the subscription databases used by larger agents (referred to on page 36) and 
which tend to under-report the volume of transactions, especially in smaller markets.  

In some cases, developers balk at the effort of assembling sites and the cost of financing 
land holdings until development can commence. Local Authorities can usefully address this by 
using CPO powers and funding the purchase of sites for onward sale to developers. This also 
effectively substitutes relatively cheap local authority ‘prudential borrowing’ (see page 24) for 
expensive private sector capital and simultaneously reducing development risks and costs.

Issues of perception can be more difficult to address. Typically, one might expect Dryport CDC 
to invest in a glossy brochure and perhaps take a stand at MIPIM and use other promotional 
opportunities. Another approach is to seek public investment in a ‘flagship’ project. It is 
questionable whether either approach addresses the key investor concerns highlighted above 
i.e. high levels of perceived risk and lack of hard evidence of returns. 
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The rationale for ‘flagship’ projects is that they should achieve an impact in their own right  
but also:

•	 Raise	the	profile	of	an	area

•	 Boost	confidence	in	its	future

•	 Act	as	a	magnet	for	future	development.	

There are disadvantages and dangers in this approach. Flagship projects are often expensive 
and high risk. For every Guggenheim in Bilbao or 1 Canada Square at Canary Wharf there are 
numerous failures which are conveniently forgotten. This is another example of the ‘survivorship 
bias’ referred to on Page 31. In many instances, failure follows an appraisal process based 
upon an inadequate analysis of the commercial risks coupled with a wish to maximise access 
to third party public funding. In this context, it is worth taking note of the research into the 
impact of flagship projects which suggests that they work best when clearly embedded in a 
wider and deliverable strategy. ‘One-off’ opportunistic statements have a more limited  
success rate37. 

If the objective is to secure mainstream private investment more tangible benefits can 
sometimes be obtained at less cost and risk through demonstration projects. Examples might 
include public support for a commercial building with the intention of providing a benchmark for 
the rents obtainable in the area. This can be useful where developers are put off by the lack of 
any evidence of values. Another example might be a housing scheme aimed at demonstrating 
that the inclusion of sought after environmental features can result in an increase in the sale 
price – something that residential builders are reluctant to factor into their appraisals without 
hard evidence of the added value. 

There is also a role for targeted marketing – packaging particular opportunities and promoting 
them directly to selected developers and investors. This can help to address their aversion to 
pursuing opportunities in completely open competition. From the public sector point of view, 
open competition has the benefit of transparency and reaching the widest audience. But, 
from the developer’s point of view, it increases the risk of abortive expenditure on bidding and 
thus provides a disincentive to invest in fully considering risks as part of the bidding process. 
Sometimes, it can result in overpayment for land which can also frustrate efforts to bring 
development to fruition. 

More on planning gain

Nearly every masterplan and spatial plan now relies on Section 106 Agreements to provide  
the infrastructure needed to support development. This can be provided through:

1.  ‘Tariff’ payments representing a one-off contribution by developers to the costs incurred  
by the Local Authority and others in providing the totality of what is required

2.  Standard Charges covering contributions towards the provision of specific elements of 
infrastructure such as parks or schools

3.  Individual arrangements covering the infrastructure need to support development on  
a specific site. 

The scope of what is required is often contentious. In practice, guidance is provided by the 
interpretations of the Courts and Government policy circulars, the last one being Circular 
05/200538. The two sometimes seem to conflict and many newer aspects of tariff and 
standard charge arrangements have so far not been tested in the courts. There is accordingly a 
risk that Section 106 arrangements that are adventurous in terms of the basis of the charges 
they wish to impose might be open to legal challenge. The general caution must be that 
whatever charge is imposed must relate to the provision of (a) a facility or service for, or (b) the 
alleviation of an impact of the proposed development. There is no scope to discuss the detail 
here but a close reading of Circular 05/2005 is recommended. 

It is also important to make sure that the scale of the charges does not throttle the very 
development that the masterplan is seeking to promote. There is a point at which a higher rate 
of charge will cause a decrease in the volume of development through its impact on the viability 
of marginally profitable development.  This is shown diagrammatically in Figure 5, the ‘Laffer 
Curve’ which illustrates an extension of the law of diminishing returns. The point here is that 
irrespective of the legal issues involved, there is a point beyond which a high charge becomes 
self defeating. By deterring development it reduces the actual amounts raised. 

37  See in particular Hedley Smythe Marketing the City: The Role of Flagship Developments Projects in Urban Regeneration Pub.  
E & F Spon 1993. Also P Loftman & B Nevin Prestige Projects in Three British Cities: Urban Studies Vol. 33 Nom. 6

38  See also ODPM Reforming Planning Obligations: The Use of Standard Charges 2004 and DCLG’s Planning Obligations  
Practice Guidance, 2006. 35
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Figure 10 The Laffer Curve 

•	 	Assessments	of	current	and	future	viability	form	a	key	part	of	the	delivery	strategy	and	
should be dealt with explicitly. But, the methods available for making assessments of 
viability and projections of demand are imperfect so any conclusions should be reviewed 
and updated on a regular basis

•	 	Wider	economic	factors	will	cause	land	values	to	fluctuate	and,	in	some	cases,	increase	 
in real terms in the long-term so development that is marginal now might become viable  
in the future

•	 	Development	interest	can	also	be	nurtured	by	a	flexible	approach	to	development,	and	
addressing perceived development risks where there is clear potential for a genuinely 
transformative flagship project. These opportunities are infrequent

•	 	Requirements	for	large	S106	contributions	will	have	a	negative	impact	on	the	pace	of	
development and this will be marked in areas with low land values. 
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Putting it together – Managing the  
Delivery Process 
Planning the delivery of a major renewal programme can appear to be a task of daunting 
complexity and uncertainty. It is commonly held that the secret is to break it down into its 
component parts and then to focus on these individually. 

There are two elements that need to be broken down:

•	 	The	programme	itself	which	will	comprise	a	wide	variety	of	individual	projects	and	initiatives

•	 	The	process	of	managing	the	programme,	from	inception	through	to	detailed	planning.

•	 	In	regeneration	there	are	three	further	complications:

•	 	While	the	focus	will	invariably	be	on	projects,	it	is	necessary	to	consider	the	
interdependencies which can be crucial to achieving overall objectives. A good  
programme will consist of a series of projects that work both individually and collectively

•	 	An	adjunct	of	this	is	that	the	long	time	scale	and	dispersal	of	delivery	responsibility	for	
projects means that the individual or collective benefits of implementing the masterplan 
cannot be taken for granted. Active ‘benefits management’ is increasingly becoming a 
discipline in its own right

•	 	The	most	risky	phase	of	any	programme	is	when	the	projects	are	undefined,	the	political	
and other uncertainties are at their highest, and the amount of background information 
collected is lowest. This is precisely the point at which most masterplans are formulated. 
It follows that, attention to risks is crucial, both at the point at which the programme is 
formulated and in its subsequent management. 

A good start is to settle at an early stage:

•	 	What	planning	and	management	approach	to	adopt?

•	 	What	will	be	covered	by	the	delivery	strategy	and	the	subsequent	business	plan?

•	 	The	appropriate	level	of	detail	in	each.	

Some programmes need careful integration. Examples might include situations in which there 
needs to be a great deal of co-ordination of strategic infrastructure prior to site development, 
ranging from roads to utilities. This will require attention to programming because timing will be 
a major concern. In other cases there might be a collection of free standing projects with more 
limited interdependencies. In this case issues relating to cost control and budget might be  
more critical. 

The distinction between the delivery strategy and the business plan was made early on in 
this paper. The former will usually be based on a high level baseline study, focusing on salient 
issues of timing, viability and risk. In doing this it must facilitate contributions from a spectrum 
of stakeholders and it is important that the level of analysis serves to assist  
rather than bewilder them. In contrast, the business plan is the route map for  
operational management. 

Table 2 overleaf shows how the content of the delivery strategy might differ from the content 
of the business plan. Obviously, the distinctions are not always clear. For instance, it is not 
possible to identify risks without having some preconception of how it might be possible to 
avoid or mitigate the feared event in the first place. A degree of common sense is required in 
determining how much detail is necessary at each stage for the proposals to be ‘fit for purpose’. 
In reality, another constraint is normally the time available to the masterplanning team. Detailed 
planning is an iterative and time consuming process which must follow the selection of the 
preferred option. Most clients are unwilling to accept both the cost and timing implications 
of this work being undertaken by consultants and, in any event, this would undermine local 
ownership of the delivery process. 
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Delivery Strategy Business Plan 

Purpose To provide a starting point for the job 
of business planning or programme 
management. 

To provide a prime facie case that the 
proposals in the masterplan are viable 
within an acceptable timetable and  
level of risk. 

Detailed programming, project procurement  
and management in the context of the 
deployment of funds and resources

Starting Point The preferred masterplan option The delivery strategy 

Projects Select Plan procurement 

Risks Identify and assess Plan a management response

Timing What should happen when Validation and what needs to be done when 

Table 2 Content of Delivery Strategy and Business plan

The next two sections set out some ideas on techniques that can be used to rationalise the 
tasks involved in creating the delivery strategy and the business plan. 

The Delivery Strategy 
The key here is to adopt some of the decision making and planning procedures used in 
situations where the management of a process is central to the exercise. For the purpose 
of preparing a delivery strategy, this doesn’t have to involve elaborate, detailed or exhaustive 
analysis. Rather, it must be adequate to establish a prime facie case that the masterplan can be 
delivered without undue risk and to show how and when it might be done. This might not sound 
demanding but as current practice stands, at the point at which options are considered, there 
is usually very little analysis of viability, risk and programming issues and few masterplans are 
accompanied by any delivery strategy worth the name. 

Project Selection

One of the key issues facing master planners is how to choose and prioritise between the 
various options and how to involve the client in the process. Both are often used to dealing 
with the spatial layout and physical choices but are less adept at explicit evaluation of the 
commercial and programme choices that need to be made. 

Very often the key decisions will involve wider groups with different interests, knowledge and 
skills. The way in which the issues and choices are presented becomes very important. It helps 
to structure discussion and decision making if the various issues can be modelled rather than 
discussed on an open-ended basis. The key requirement is full collaboration between the 
masterplanners and whoever is preparing the delivery strategy at the point at which options are 
being formulated so that the analysis of the planning and delivery options is properly integrated. 

Two simple exercises can help. Firstly potential intervention can be scheduled and ranked 
(perhaps with a simple scoring system) according to:

•	 	The	contribution	that	it	might	make	to	the	achievement	of	the	strategic	objectives	of	the	
masterplan overall 

•	 	Ease	of	funding	and	delivery	in	both	the	short	and	long	term

•	 	The	risks	involved.

All of these issues are crucial but at this juncture the assessment will be relying on the baseline 
study and, usually, subjective assessment and a large amount of supposition. It is fairly easy to 
tabulate the outcome and one presentational approach is to show conclusions in a ‘traffic light’ 
tabulation. A simplified example is given in Table 3 opposite where, as you might expect, green 
signifies no problem, orange some issues that need to be overcome and red suggests a need 
for fundamental rethinking. Obviously, a real masterplan would contain many more projects and 
the tabulation would be longer.
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Project Strategic 
Relevance 

Funding / Viability 
– Short term 

Funding / 
Viability  
– Long term 

Risks 

New Bridge 

Access road 

Residential 
developments

Business park 

% for art 

Table 3: A Basic ‘Traffic Light’ Analysis of Key Project Features

It is useful to highlight salient points with some text notes but the type of analysis typified by 
the long recitals which clutter many public sector programme project appraisals rarely helps at 
this stage. It deters the reader with limited patience and conceals the salient points in textual 
undergrowth. The target at this stage is to get the big decisions right. 

Programming 

The ranking can be used to suggest the basis for a programme using a simple filter like  
that shown in Figure 11 (overleaf). The programme plays a central role in the delivery  
strategy because: 

•	 	The	key	interdependencies	will	affect	and	in	some	cases	determine	risks

•	 	Service	provider	agencies	need	some	idea	of	what	they	can	expect	to	inform	 
their own planning

•	 	Some	initiatives	will	need	careful	planning	and	this	has	resource	implications

•	 	Account	will	have	to	be	taken	of	market	opportunities.

Many master planning briefs request a definitive programme but, in practice, this isn’t practical. 
In many cases, the necessary discussions between the various agencies involved will not 
be completed within the masterplan period and crucial issues of detail will need further 
investigation and deliberation. As a result, the initial programme will usually be indicative, 
leaving the detailed validation and planning to the business plan period. 

Do

Plan

Position

Dump

Phase one / projects which are currently viable or can 
be funded from  exisitng budgets and which do not face
major obstacles to implementation

Phase two / projects which can be made viable of funded 
from exisiting funding streams and which face 
surmountable obstacles

Phase three / projects which are speculative but might
become viable if market conditions change or new
funding opportunity arise

Projects which are strategically irrelevant, which there
is no reasonable likelihood of funding or which are too risky

Figure 11 Filtering Projects for Inclusion in the Draft Programme
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At the options stage it is a good idea to create a ‘straw doll programme’ based on this analysis 
and perhaps organised thus: 

•	 	Notional Phase One: The ‘do’ projects

•	 	Notional Phase Two: The ‘plan’ projects. The distinction between public funds from 
existing budgets referred to in the previous filter and funds from existing funding streams 
referred to here distinguishes between money that has been budgeted and money that has 
not been budgeted but where the means of funding in the future is fairly clear

•	 	Notional Phase Three: The projects that need to be proven in greater depth or that have 
to be lobbied for. In some cases, the means of funding will not be obvious but the necessary 
changes in public funding steams or market conditions are not inconceivable. 

This is a useful approach because it: 

•	 	Discards	the	strategically	irrelevant

•	 	Discards	projects	which	are	unlikely	to	attract	funding

•	 	Suggests	a	programme	of	activity	

•	 	Provides	a	provisional	assessment	of	the	risks	that	need	to	be	most	carefully	managed.	

The outcome of these exercises is not the delivery strategy but does provide a foundation for 
developing it. This ‘first cut’ analysis should prompt a focused discussion at the options stage 
on the appetite for risk, and whether the preference is for an ambitious programme with a high 
potential to delight or disappoint, or a programme more grounded in the everyday realities of 
the market place and uncertain funding streams. That would be an improvement on the present 
situation, in which many plans embody bold ambition but no acceptance of the risks involved. 
Pity the poor executive who has to deliver it! 

A ‘second cut’ programme should take analysis of the deliverability of the preferred option 
further and:

•	 	Reflect	further	investigation	of	the	funding	and	risk	constraints,	for	instance,	by	checking	
with funders and adding an estimate of infrastructure costs where budgets are critical

•	 	Take	the	short	step	from	this	basic	timed	programme	to	creating	a	simple	‘critical	path’	
analysis which in turn will clarify the critical actions, interdependencies and timing risks.

The ‘final cut’ should be the draft of the delivery strategy to accompany a masterplan. It will 
serve as a basis for detailing and refinement in the business plans prepared by the programme 
management team as time progresses. It is of course possible that their investigation reveals 
flaws in the preferred option. At this stage, the remedy is to amend the preferred option 
in consultation with the client. In short, the delivery strategy provides a basis for high level 
strategic decision making and a starting point for a detailed operational planning exercise that 
should continue through the life of the masterplan. It is not the end of the story. The role of the 
business plan is discussed in the next section. 

More on Risk Assessment 

Risk management is another aspect of delivery planning that seldom gets the attention it 
deserves. It should lie at the heart of good planning. Figure 8 is loosely based on project 
management and outcome studies and illustrates the point that as a programme or project 
progresses, changing it becomes both more costly and less effective. Masterplanning is an 
early stage activity in the process of change, hence the reward for ‘getting it right’ at this stage 
is greatest both in terms of impact and cost. 
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Figure 12 The Impact and Cost of Change Made During the Project Cycle

Risk assessment is the starting point of the risk management process. At the options stage it 
will be very crude not least because it would be time consuming to fully consider all of the risks 
and interdependencies for all of the options which will only be half formed at this stage. But, it 
is usually a surprisingly useful exercise nonetheless, not least because with a multi-disciplinary 
masterplanning team and wide stakeholder involvement, there is a lot of tacit knowledge that 
will help to evaluate what is and is not likely to be a problem in practice. This is an instance 
in which collaboration is usually an undisguised blessing. Even in the ‘final cut’ of the Delivery 
Strategy the analysis will remain high level but should involve at the very least:

•	 An	assessment	of	the	risks	to	the	realisation	of	the	programme	as	a	whole

•	 	An	assessment	of	the	risk	of	projects	that	are	both	(a)	at	an	early	stage	of	the	critical	path	
and (b) vital to the realisation of the overall strategy.

As the programme is, in essence, the aggregation of the individual projects within it, it makes 
sense to deal with the latter first. 

A detailed assessment of the risks in each project and tactical approaches to mitigating both 
project and programme risks should properly form part of the business plan. 

The Business Plan 

This guide is primarily concerned with the creation of the delivery strategy so the following 
notes on the content of business plans are not exhaustive. 

A good delivery strategy will provide a foundation for the business plan. In essence, the delivery 
strategy evaluates the deliverability of options and in doing so anticipates constraints and 
responds to these with intelligent project selection. In contrast the business plan accepts the 
preferred option and optimises the chances of delivering it. In practice, in regeneration as in 
war, few plans survive the onset of battle intact. Later iterations of the business plan often 
challenge, and then recast, the overall delivery strategy in the light of a reassessment of the 
practicalities and changing circumstances. This reappraisal is integral to business planning as 
an activity. The main constraint should be to retain the overall objectives until new ones are 
agreed with the stakeholders.

In this paper, the term “business plan” is used frequently. But, while most organisations have 
a plan of some sort to deliver the preferred masterplan option, its nature will vary. It often 
depends on whether it is an independent partnership body such as Dryport or a Local Authority 
like Blasted Heath. The former usually have a formal strategy or business plan document, not 
least because they usually need a single approval for the overall strategy from a single board. 
The latter usually do not, and rely on an ad-hoc understanding enshrined in a variety of internal 
working and committee papers. This fragmentation of decision making must have an impact 

41



on the chances of securing effective co-ordination, especially if it is reflected in the allocation 
of executive responsibilities as discussed earlier and a variety of other agencies have a role 
to play. One result is the tendency for Local Authority officers to deal with issues sequentially 
rather than in parallel which, cuts the risk of abortive effort in the short term but is slow and, in 
many cases, raises the risk and lowers the impact of the overall programme. It helps if a single, 
senior executive officer is given the responsibility and appropriate authority to lead the team. 

Beyond that, the approach to managing a programme will reflect the priorities of the sponsors 
and the skills and background of the senior management. Styles vary. Some programme 
leaders are expert at winning partner support and garnering allies. Others are good at 
marketing or the general skills of administration and team leadership etc. Probably a minority 
have experience of managing the detail of the delivery process and the transactions involved 
in a property-led programme. In most cases some formal business planning and project 
management will help to clarify the process and keep everybody focused on what needs to be 
done to achieve the primary objectives. Better results are usually obtained if the emphasis on 
explicit analysis of viability and, in particular, timing and risk are carried through into the activity 
of programme management. 

The available management tools are primarily focused on:

•	 Project	appraisal

•	 Programming

•	 Risk	management.	

Project Appraisal 

Many of the public funded intervention programmes use some form of standardised approach 
to project selection and programme monitoring and management. Very often this reflects the 
need for public accountability especially when there is a need to apply for external funding 
and to satisfy the information needs of sponsoring Government Departments. Generally, 
these approaches are reasonably good at analysing strategic relevance. They are less useful 
at considering strategic options in the wider sense and providing a basis for post approval 
risk management and they do not lend themselves to more focused programmes based on 
policy and planning interventions in fast moving commercial markets. In the same way, project 
appraisal packages such as that used by English Partnerships offer theoretically sound, albeit 
cumbersome, ways of analysing the merits of investment in individual projects but are less use 
when looking at programme-wide options. In short, the ‘off the peg’ approaches do not really 
do the job required and better results might be obtained from a simpler analysis that is more 
clearly directed at the task in hand and which builds in a robust monitoring function, both in 
regards to progress and changes in external factors that might influence it.

Programming 

The role and importance of programming was referred to in the previous section. A good 
business plan will include a programme which explores and illustrates interdependencies 
and resource issues. A Gantt chart is useful in this respect. Many of the professional project 
management software packages effectively combine a Gantt chart with a resources scheduler, 
but they are complex and probably best suited to the construction and software development 
projects they usually appear to have been designed to support. A spreadsheet is usually 
enough for regeneration purposes and has the benefit that the files produced can be more 
easily opened and used by partners39. 

Risk Management

As far as risk management during the business planning stage is concerned, there is a 
substantial literature on dealing with this at project procurement level40 . Many of the books 
available spring from the general literature on project management which tends to be focused 
on large scale and complex construction, engineering and technology projects41.  
The Government takes the issue seriously in relation to procurement. The Office for 
Government Commerce offers advice on risk management procedures42 which is attuned to the 
level of complexity of regeneration programmes. In contrast their ‘Prince 2’ project management 
methodology is complex and best suited to situations where the role of the masterplan client 
is direct management rather than simply procurement. The Housing Corporation also offers 
advice on risk management for Registered Social Landlord’s (RSL’s) which offers some useful 

39  Another practical ‘half way house’ alternative is the open source ‘Gantt Project’ programme.  
(A free download from http://ganttproject.biz/)

40  A good starting point is the RICS Guidance note The Management of Risk – Yours, Mine and Ours pub. 2001

41 A good primer is Appraisal Risk and Uncertainty, Ed. Nigel Smith. Pub Thomas Telford 2003

42 See: www.ogc.gov.uk/documentation_and_templates_risk_management_strategy_.asp
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basic methodology as well as guidance on more sophisticated techniques such as Monte 
Carlo simulation43. The Treasury’s Green Book44 brings formal measurement of both risks and 
benefits into the arena of project appraisal. Its approach reflects the RAMP (Risk Analysis and 
Management for Projects) approach developed by engineers and actuaries. 

A key point is the need to avoid optimism bias when assessing projects and to understand the 
risks involved in relying on projects that have not been fully detailed. Figure 8 below shows 
the relationship in graphical form. The Green Book responds to this risk by requiring that, 
during appraisal, costs and proceeds should be adjusted for optimism bias adding significant 
contingency sums to budgets during the formative stages of a project. The contingency is 
reduced as the plans are developed and obstacles and risks identified and overcome. That is 
prudent if a renewal programme hinges on a specific public sector investment in the short-
term. It is less practical in other circumstances. For instance, the addition of large contingencies 
to the estimated cost of public infrastructure for which reimbursement is sought through 
section 106 Agreements might jeopardise the viability of development and provoke a challenge 
under Town Planning law. 

Another key point is the need to actively categorise risk as a precursor to dealing with it.  
A typical ‘risk map’ is shown below. This one is loosely based on the Housing Corporation model. 
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Figure 13 Risk mapping

Other forms of risk map seek to identify whether risks should be mitigated, avoided, reduced  
or eliminated or alternatively pooled or insured against. 

One recurring problem is that some of the most powerful analytical tools such as Monte 
Carlo analysis and calculations based on Bayes Theorem tend to require a high degree of 
quantification. That makes them useful when assessing single projects with quantifiable value 
or cost but less useful when delivering masterplans where the objectives are softer than 
‘profit and loss’; where there are a multitude of interrelated projects and in which the client’s 
management role is procurement rather than actual delivery. 

43 A series of articles can be readily found on their website by searching under ‘risk management’

44 See: http://greenbook.treasury.gov.uk/ – See Annex 4 in particular
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Conclusion 
Masterplans are valuable tools for planning and promoting sustainable development.  
Their value is underpinned by a well considered delivery strategy grounded in the commercial 
and physical practicalities and a full appreciation of the risks and opportunities involved.  
This briefing covers some of the issues that need to be considered and brevity has frustrated 
any attempt to do justice to the variety of alternative approaches justified by the different 
circumstances encountered around the country. Professionals in other disciplines represented 
in the typical masterplanning team might have good reason to think that the treatment of their 
specialist contribution has ignored some of their priorities and concerns. Others may simply 
disagree with the emphasis and elements of the suggested approach. There is plenty of scope 
for constructive debate and the aim should be to allow the client to make the necessary value 
judgements and to resolve the trade-offs that always have to be made. What is perhaps beyond 
argument is that the record of translating masterplans into reality has fallen short of  
the aspirations of clients and the masterplanners themselves. 

Chartered surveyors are well placed to address this by allying their understanding of the 
built environment and the commercial hydraulics of the property markets with management 
consultancy techniques grounded in strategy development and problem solving. Looking 
forward there are exciting opportunities for the profession to promote and improve the 
delivery of masterplans planning frameworks generally through the better co-ordination and 
programming of public funding and the rationalisation of the private sector contributions to 
infrastructure provision through planning agreements. 
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