
1 

 

Briefing note for Baron Taylor of Goss Moor (and others) 

Amendments to and reform of the  

1961 Land Compensation Act  

and related matters 

 

It may seem to be an odd place to start a briefing note on the subject of amending the 1961 Land 
Compensation Act but I am going to begin with a short reference to and discussion of the work of 
the Physiocrats and the Labour Theory of Value. 

1. Physiocracy is the name given to a theory of wealth and an economic philosophy that was of 
great interest to the economist Adam Smith (the author of the Wealth of Nations).  

2. The Physiocrats, 18th century French thinkers and writers who titled themselves Les 
Économistes, included A.R.J. Turgot, the Marquis de Condorcet and Francois Quesnay. The 
Physiocrats believed that the wealth of nations came from what could be produced from the 
land. The idea that the true source of humanity’s wealth was to be found exclusively in what 
could be produced using the resources of the natural world, what many now call the gifts of 
nature, can been seen as a direct challenge to a rival political economy associated with the 
thinker and writer Karl Marx.  

3. Marx argued that the economic value of something should be calculated exclusively with 
reference to the socially necessary labour that was required to produce it, rather than the 
price set by market transactions, which could be attributed to the consumer’s willingness 
and ability to pay and to its relative scarcity. 

4. It isn’t difficult to understand how people starting from such different ideas about the ‘true’ 
source of value in human societies could end up with radically different ideas about what 
was fair and reasonable, especially when it came to the distribution of income and wealth 
between individual human beings and different social groups.  

5. However, despite the appearance of rivalry, Physiocrats and Marxists had something in 
common. Physiocrats identified three classes: landowners, farmers, and others – the last 
class they labelled sterile. These others – the sterile ones – were, to Physiocrats, simply 
takers in a world where agricultural production was the fundament of human prosperity.  
Marxist notions - about those who reap, but can hardly be said to sow - focus attention on 
capitalists. Capitalists, as the owners of the means of production, had little to contribute. 
They were the true exploiters, who cheated the real workers. And cheating those who 
laboured, by taking a large part of what they produced, was the capitalist’s way of exploiting 
the real source of all wealth in human society. 

6. Contemporary economic thought generally acknowledges value in Land, Labour and 
Machinery (the last of the trio being made up of the things that have been made and can be 
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used to make yet more things). Though, it should be said, there is often a sleight of hand – 
on the part of some economic thinkers - in which Land and Machinery are amalgamated into 
a single thing labelled Capital. 

7. What most people – who devote a significant amount of their time to such matters – now 
agree on is that the language we use, to describe and label the supposed origins (and 
destinations) of our common wealth and our personal wealth, is highly politically sensitive.   

8. Is all property theft (Pierre-Joseph Proudhon What is Property? [1840])? Is it reasonable talk 
of a ‘tax freedom day’ (which, according to the Adam Smith Institute, is the day when 
Britons stop working for the Government and start working for themselves; a day that 
comes almost four months into the calendar year)?  Has home ownership become a New 
Road to Serfdom (that, according to the political economist Michael Hudson, is the 
consequence of ‘real estate [being] carefully engineered [as]... a trap [and the] modern 
equivalent of peonage - a lifetime spent working to pay off debt…’)? 

9. In late 19th century Britain Liberal and Labour politicians, strongly influenced by the ideas of 
political and economic thinkers, such as John Stuart Mill and Henry George, argued that 
wealth in land (most of it inherited), should not (on its own) secure vast privileges, huge 
incomes and great wealth.  

10. In his Principles of Political Economy (1848] Mill asked his readers to: 

‘[Imagine] that there is a kind of income which constantly tends to increase, without 
any exertion or sacrifice on the part of [its] owners…’ 

11. Mill had a particular kind of income (and wealth) in mind. It was what landlords obtained, in 
the form of rent and growth in capital values, from their ownership of land. And this wealth 
and income increased most rapidly in societies where there was substantial growth in 
output and population. This happened even when the owners of land did absolutely nothing 
to enhance the value of the land they owned. Mill explained: 

‘The ordinary progress of a society which increases in wealth, is at all times tending 
to augment the incomes of landlords; to give them both a greater amount and 
greater proportion of the wealth of the community, independently of any trouble or 
outlay incurred by themselves.’ 

12. And Mill - as he pursued this line of argument – posed a question, which he introduced and 
formulated as follows: 

‘They [landlords who own the most valuable sites] grow richer, as it were in their 
sleep, without working, risking or economising. What claim have they, on the 
general principle of social justice, to this accession of riches?’ 

13. Mill’s question was, in essence, the same question that was posed and answered by the 
Uthwatt Commission, in the course of its deliberations, undertaken between January 1941 
and September 1942.  
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14. The Commission was set up to prepare a plan for planning after the war. Its 
recommendations led – at the end of the second-world-war - to the Town and Country 
Planning Act of 1947. The Act came into force at the beginning of July 1948.  

15. But, following the passage of the 1961 Land Compensation Act, the reasoning behind the 
Uthwatt Ciommission’s Report and its policy recommendations, as well as the legislation it 
inspired, were largely set aside. 

16. David Brook – a partner at Mills and Reeve LLP – has described the Uthwatt Commission’s 
work and its main recommendations rather well.  You can read his account of Uthwatt in an 
August 2010 Briefing Paper - at https://tinyurl.com/yxdah7g2 .  

17. Brook sums up Uthwatt’s deliberations and policy recommendations as follows: 

“What I find really interesting is the [Commission’s views] on the need for control 
and on compensation. Uthwatt was clear that planning control and national 
development - to improve the state of the nation’s housing and towns - was a 
necessity. It was a social and economic necessity. They saw no difficulty at all with 
very strong levels of state control over and involvement in development.” 

18. Brook adds, in a footnote: 

“It’s worth remembering that just a few years after the war we saw the New Towns 
Movement and the case of Franklin v. Minister of Town & Country Planning (1948), 
which illustrates the determined and slightly patrician approach of the ruling classes 
at the time, the post-war Labour Government.” 

19. No doubt Mr Justice Uthwatt and his ‘Expert Committee on Compensation and Betterment’  
-- which included James Barr – a past president of the Chartered Surveyors Institution, Gerald 
Eve – another CSI past president, and Raymond Evershed, a King’s Counsel, who went on to 
become Master of the Rolls --  were well aware of the ideas expressed by Winston Churchill 
in 1909. Churchill was speaking – at the time - about the distribution of the costs and 
benefits of urban development and changes in land use.  

20. In what was undoubtedly a highly political speech about fair taxation and social justice, 
made not that long after Lloyd George’s People’s Budget had first been presented in the 
House of Commons, Churchill pointed out that: 

‘Roads are made, streets are made, services are improved, electric light turns night into day, 
water is brought from reservoirs a hundred miles off…and all the while the landlord sits still. 
Every one of those improvements is effected by the labour and cost of other people and the 
taxpayers. To not one of those improvements does the land monopolist, as land monopolist, 
contribute, and yet by every one of them the value of his land is enhanced.’ [Speech at 
King’s Theatre, Edinburgh, July 1909] 

21. The Uthwatt Commission’s secretariat – it is well worth noting – was made up of officials 
from the Inland Revenue and Estate Duty Office. 

https://tinyurl.com/yxdah7g2
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22. Hugh Ellis, of the Town and Country Planning Association, is –in my opinion at least - a 
worthy successor to the experts who helped the Uthwatt Commission to formulate and 
present its recommendations.  

23. In 2017 Ellis wrote a short article, intended to help commemorate the seventieth 
anniversary of the passage of the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act [you can read it at:  
https://tinyurl.com/yx9m3orc ].  Ellis, who has regularly given evidence to parliamentarians 
on planning matters and legislative reforms, commented on the approach to planning and 
development rights he believed had underpinned Uthwatt’s recommendations and 
subsequent legislation:  

‘The clarity and quality of the reports upon which the 1947 system was based are 
still striking. Uthwatt, for example, focused primarily on the question of betterment. 
In short, if the state had nationalised the right to develop land then it follow[ed] that 
the increase in value created by the grant of [planning] permission should accrue to 
the state. The report recommended a comprehensive land tax system (I’ve added 
emphasis).  

‘The 1947 planning system is shorthand for a range of measures which, [when] taken 
together, form[ed] the basis for land management in the [immediate] post-war 
era…[T]he system was framed with both positive, large-scale place making powers, 
embodied in the New Towns Act (1946), and powers for more local control and 
positive planning in the Town and Country Planning Act (1947). Both [legislative] 
measures were intended to be delivered as a package, but there was an implicit 
understanding that the 1946 Act was designed to deal with major population 
changes… 

‘Complex though this now seems, it created a system capable of fulfilling the social, 
environmental and economic objectives of reconstruction and long-term land 
management… 

‘Above all the 1947 system had a radical heart. By nationalising development rights, 
landowners lost the right to develop their land. They could enjoy the existing use, 
and those whose land was about to be developed could apply for one-off 
compensation. To develop land for a new use, you had to apply for planning 
permission. It gave the majority of the power to decide these applications to local 
councils creating the biggest shift in power between landowning interest and 
ordinary citizen in British history. Coupled with a comprehensive land tax, the 1947 
system was elegant in structure and poetic in outcome.’ 

24. The planning system hailed by Hugh Ellis did not last long. 

‘Perhaps because of its ambition the 1947 system was operational for just six years 
before major reform in 1954 removed the land tax provisions by abolishing the 
development charge.’ 

https://tinyurl.com/yx9m3orc
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25. The Town and Country Planning Act of 1954 was like an arrow at aimed at the radical heart 
of the 1947 system. Other arrows followed. Development rights became the subject of 
disputes; almost everyone involved understood disputes could end up in a legal quagmire – 
and getting into that quagmire became more and more attractive for land owners. It was a 
quagmire in which the quality of legal representation and the landowner’s staying power 
were increasingly likely to tilt the planning system in their direction.   

26. The Town and Country Planning Act of 1954 was just the first of a series of legislative 
changes and ‘refinements’, which – from Ellis’s perspective - subverted the 1947 planning 
system, a system he had described as elegant and poetic. 

27. In its 2018 report on Land Value Capture [and here’s a shortened url to get you to the 
report: https://tinyurl.com/ycznsslp ] The HoC Select Committee on the Department of 
Housing, Communities and Local Government sets out a little of the history and explores 
some of the principal issues that abandonment of the Uthwatt system has given rise to. It 
does so with remarkable and, in my opinion, admirable clarity.  

28. The DHCLG Select Committee’s focus, in chapter 3 of its report, is on Compulsory Purchase 
Orders (CPO) and the connected issues of land valuation and CPO timescales.  

The status and the use of CPO powers and of official valuations of development sites surely 
can but return the attention of legislators, landowners and planners (as well as members of 
the HoC DHCLG Select Committee) to the central concern of the Uthwatt Commissioners:  

Should development rights belong to publicly accountable planning authorities or to 
landowners and all those who share and serve their commercial interests? 

29. The DHCLG Select Committee was offered two different answers to this question by those 
who gave evidence. 

30. Speaking for landowners Christopher Price, of the Country Land and Business Association, 
told the DHCLG Select Committee that: 

‘…[the CPO process is] quite rightly expensive and time consuming… Making a 
compulsory purchase order is a very drastic step to take. It is effectively the state 
saying that it knows better what to do with your land than you do. I am sure you will 
have had constituents who from time to time have come to you saying, “My land is 
being compulsorily purchased,” [ … ] They will have been traumatised by it. [ … ] It is 
not a great thing to do [ … ] It should not be that easy to go and take people’s land 
off them.’ 

31. Hugh Ellis, speaking on behalf of the Town and Country Planning Association, offered the 
Select Committee a strikingly different view. 

Ellis argued that the ability of New Town and Development Corporations to acquire land, at 
existing use values, had been critical to their great success in times past. It was a success, in 
promoting the construction of new and affordable homes, which couldn’t – any longer - be 
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replicated.  The principal reason for that was easy to understand. The costs of making 
compensation payments to landowners had become unmanageable and unsustainable, in 
many parts of the country.  

32. Schemes that set out to emulate New Towns now had to reckon with the consequences of 
compensating landowners for loss of ‘hope value’; making ‘hope value’ a part of the private 
land owners entitlement to compensation was likely to destroy the viability of schemes to 
build more affordable homes in places where they were most needed and in greatest 
demand.  . 

33. This is how the DHCLG Select Committee explained what was meant by ‘hope value’: 

‘The Land Compensation Act 1961 requires the payment of compensation to 
landowners …to be [set at] the amount which the land, if sold in the open market by 
a willing seller, might be expected to realise…[The open market price would need] to 
include any justifiable prospect of planning permission being granted on or after 
[the] date of acquisition for development on the relevant site or on other 
[comparable] land.’ 

34. Ellis told the DHCLG Select Committee that he thought: 

‘…“hope value” was ‘a fairly extraordinary concept … a process of being in a fantasy 
land’, and [that] changes made through the [61] Act [had become] ‘a brake on the 
effectiveness of the New Towns’ 

 

Sections of the 1961 Land Compensation Act 
14 Taking account of actual or prospective planning permission. 

(1) This section is about assessing the value of land in accordance with rule (2) in section 5 for the purpose of 
assessing compensation in respect of a compulsory acquisition of an interest in land.  

(2) In consequence of that rule, account may be taken—  

(a) of planning permission, whether for development on the relevant land or other land, if it is in force at the 
relevant valuation date, and  

(b )of the prospect, on the assumptions set out in subsection (5) but otherwise in the circumstances known to the 
market at the relevant valuation date, of planning permission being granted on or after that date for development, 
on the relevant land or other land, other than—  

(i) development for which planning permission is in force at the relevant valuation date, and  

(ii) appropriate alternative development. 

+ (3) to (9) 
17 Certificates of appropriate alternative development  

(1)Where an interest in land is proposed to be acquired by an authority possessing compulsory purchase powers, 
either of the parties directly concerned may (subject to subsection (2)) apply to the local planning authority for a 
certificate containing whichever of the following statements is the applicable statement—  

(a)that in the local planning authority's opinion there is development that, for the purposes of section 14, is 
appropriate alternative development in relation to the acquisition;  
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(b)that in the local planning authority's opinion there is no development that, for the purposes of section 14, is 
appropriate alternative development in relation to the acquisition.  

(2)If—  

(a)the acquiring authority have served a notice to treat in respect of the interest or an agreement has been made 
for the sale of the interest to that authority, and  

(b)a reference has been made to the Upper Tribunal to determine the amount of the compensation payable in 
respect of the interest,  

no application for a certificate under this section may be made after the making of that reference by either of the 
parties directly concerned except with the consent in writing of the other party directly concerned or the 
permission of the Upper Tribunal.  

+ (3) to (11) 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Eliz2/9-10/33/contents  

 

35. The distance between those who believe in the public’s entitlement to benefit from the full 
value of development rights and those who believe that the value of development rights 
should be safeguarded for landowners - and their agents - appears unbridgeable. 

36. Christopher Price told the DHCLG Select Committee that: 

‘…hope value [is] a perfectly well-established concept…Hope value is part of the value of any 
asset…’ 

37. The Chartered Institute of Housing was equally clear, in giving evidence to the Select 
Committee: 

‘…for New Towns to be successful, local authorities need… the power to acquire land 
at closer to existing use value, rather than anticipated value from future 
development.’ 

38. The HoC DHCLG Select Committee, for its part, took note of a statement made by 16 
organisations—including Shelter, Civitas, the National Landlords Association and the 
National Housing Federation—which had been published in August 2018.  

The statement called for the greater sharing of land value with communities. The statement 
can be viewed as a common declaration in support of reform the 1961 Land Compensation 
Act; reform aimed at:  

‘… [establishing clearly] that local authorities should be able to compulsorily 
purchase land at fair market value that does not include prospective planning 
permission, rather than speculative “hope” value.’ 

39. Some may argue that there is a middle way, especially when account is taken of (a) what is 
possible in other jurisdictions; (b) the wastefulness and frustrations associated with actual 
and potential legal challenges to CPOs; and (c) recent legislative developments in English 
law. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Eliz2/9-10/33/contents
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Let’s take these ideas, about the existence of a middle way, in turn. 

(i) The APPG LVC, in its first report, drew attention to the research of Dr Nicholas Falk. 
Dr Falk argued that the UK can learn from planning practice in other European 
countries, particularly from what happens in Germany and the Netherlands. He has 
argued that modest changes to legislation and existing planning regulations could 
greatly improve the business of site assembly for residential developments in UK 
locations where demand for additional housing is high supply constrained (see 
Capital Gains, written for the GLA and published in 2018 at 
https://tinyurl.com/yxuv2rat ). 

(ii) The DHCLG Select Committee itself devoted a paragraph, in its Land Value Capture, 
report to the difficulties confronting local authorities contemplating use of existing 
CPO powers, noting that: 

‘…many Councils were wary of CPO processes, as they were seen as being “costly, 
time-consuming and nearly always controversial”.  [A representative of] …the 
District Councils Network [told the Committee] that compulsory purchase was “a 
powerful tool”, but the process was “an administrative nightmare … and the risk 
with it…substantial”. [There was a] …challenge arising from the requirement for CPO 
submissions to be confirmed by the Secretary of State[. One] Council…had been 
waiting four years for the Secretary of State’s permission to issue a CPO on a derelict 
public house. [It had been]…recommended that all such decisions should be 
delegated to the acquiring authority, with the Secretary of State simply retaining the 
ability to use…recovery powers in exceptional circumstances.’ 

(iii) The Select Committee was also told that recent legislation might make the existing 
compensation system work better; it was suggested that Committee members 
should be prepared to allow time for new law to bed in. The Committee itself noted 
that: 

‘Several changes [had been] made to the CPO regime through the Housing and 
Planning Act 2016 and the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 [and]…the 
Government anticipated [they] would make “the compulsory purchase process 
clearer, fairer and faster for all”.’ 

It was also pointed out that: [The recent] changes [affected] the confirmation 
timetable for CPOs, the right to request an advance payment of CPO compensation, 
and clarification of the no-scheme principle.’ 

40. However, it should be acknowledged that the no-scheme principle (also known as the Pointe 
Gourde principle) is unlikely to be of assistance to planning authorities trying to keep 
compensation costs down in cases where a landowner is offered what they believe is 
inadequate compensation. Land owners – despite what have been described as clarification 
of the no-scheme principle – can continue to argue that they are being denied hope value, 
and seek a legal remedy.  

https://tinyurl.com/yxuv2rat
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41. In its first report, published in the autumn of 2018, the APPG LVC pointed out that: 

There is…uncertainty about the precise status of the current law on compensation 
and compulsory purchase.  David Elvin QC, in discussing section 6a of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Act of 2017…suggested that the legal position (with 
respect to compensation for landowners whose land has been the subject of a CPO) 
may have changed; but Elvin couldn’t be absolutely sure. The 2017 Neighbourhood 
Planning Act (NPA) repealed some provisions in the 1961 Land Compensation Act 
[but], as Elvin explains, ‘the law of compensation for compulsory purchase is 
frequently complex and often lacking in clarity’ [Elvin’s discussion of recent 
legislation can be found at https://tinyurl.com/yymmaron ] 

42. Of course, if disputes over CPOs - affecting prime urban sites, which could be used to build 
more affordable housing – are unlikely to affect the viability of schemes to build new homes 
reform of the 1961 Land Compensation Act may not be the great cause that many of its 
proponents suggest. However the sums involved appear to be anything but modest or 
marginal when it comes to scheme viability. Evidence, in support of that assertion, has 
recently been collated and published by the IPPR. 

43. One of the most persuasive and accessible accounts of just how closely connected ‘Britain’s 
broken housing market’ is to its land market is set out in a discussion paper written by Luke 
Murphy. The paper is entitled: The Invisible Land – the unequal forces driving the UK’s 
unequal economy and broken housing market [ a copy of the discussion paper can be found 
at https://www.ippr.org/files/2018-08/cej-land-tax-august18.pdf ].  The paper was 
published by the IPPR in August, 2018. 

44. In the Executive Summary to his discussion paper Murphy points out that: 

• Since 1995, the value of land in the UK has increased by 412 per cent, from £918 billion to 
over £5 trillion, representing 51 per cent of the UK’s total net worth (£9.8 trillion) in 2016.  

•  The value of land held by households has soared since 1995 by 544 per cent to £3.9 trillion, 
while the combined value of the property built upon it has risen by only 219 per cent. In 
1995 land made-up a fifth (£600 billion or 22 per cent) of UK households net wealth and by 
2016 this had risen to two-fifths (£3.9 trillion or 39 per cent). IPPR projections suggest that 
over the next two decades the value of land will rise to almost three-fifths (£22.8 trillion or 
57 per cent) of households’ net wealth.  

• Property wealth is very unequally shared amongst the population, with the top 10 per cent 
holding property wealth averaging £420,000 in value compared with the bottom 30 per cent 
who own no net property wealth.  

• The distribution of property wealth is the single largest source of regional wealth inequality 
– the total value of housing stock in London is now greater than the housing stock of all of 
Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland and the North combined. 

https://tinyurl.com/yymmaron
https://www.ippr.org/files/2018-08/cej-land-tax-august18.pdf
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45. The relationship between land values, which have risen spectacularly, and rates of new and 
affordable home construction isn’t hard to grasp.  

Murphy identifies a number of facts and key issues: 

• In 1995, the price paid for a home was almost evenly split between the value of the land 
and the property. In 2016, the cost of the land had risen to over 70 per cent of the price paid 
for a home. New IPPR projections suggest that on current trends this will rise to 83 per cent 
over the next two decades (by 2036).  

• Since the most significant cost involved in building a new home is the land it sits on, the 
price of a new home is driven by the cost of land.  

• The high cost of land makes it more expensive, difficult and risky to build homes at 
affordable prices, all of which reduces the rate at which new homes are built. 

• Where agricultural land is granted planning permission for housing, the typical increase in 
its value is up to 100 times. For instance, a hectare of agricultural land in Oxfordshire is 
typically worth £25,000 but with residential planning permission the value is typically £5.6 
million (South Oxfordshire) - an increase of 224 times. 

46. The extent to which lenders have fuelled increases in land values (and in turn become more 
reliant on the uplift in residential land values), is both disturbing and undeniable. Murphy’s 
discussion paper identifies a number of important factors and joins some of the dots 
between credit creation, for home purchase, and the performance of the UK economy as a 
whole: 

• Financial deregulation in the 1980s saw banks apply a greater focus on creating credit 
collateralised by property, shifting away from their more traditional role of directing savings 
into productive investments.  

• This liberalisation helped drive a rapid increase in house prices which increased nearly 
tenfold between 1979 and 2017.  

• The process of financialisation has been identified as a root cause of the UK’s poor 
productivity performance because investment in housing, and the underlying land, is 
crowding out more productive investment. 

• The majority of bank lending and household liabilities are now made up of mortgage debt 
in the UK.  

• In the UK, where house prices are an important driver of consumption, falling house prices 
can result in reduced residential investment, lower consumer spending, rising 
unemployment and a fall in GDP.  

• Maintaining house prices is intrinsically linked with securing macroeconomic stability – 
mortgage debt held by UK households has been consistently highlighted as a risk to UK 
financial stability and the broader UK economy by the Bank of England. 
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47. In 2017 Shelter produced a briefing note for policy-makers and legislators; its purpose was 
to invite them to look at ways in which a change in the law (the 1961 Land Compensation 
Act) and public policy more generally could help to ramp up affordable housing construction. 
The note argued that the changes it was proposing could also have economic and social 
benefits, aside from promoting new housing construction. The briefing note was entitled: 

Financing the infrastructure and new homes of the future: the case for enabling 
acquiring authorities to purchase land for strategic development under a special 
CPO compensation code [can be accessed at  https://tinyurl.com/y2pkvaer ] 

48. Shelter’s reform package has four elements: 

1) Changing the National Planning Policy Framework so that it enables planning authorities to 
designate suitable land as sites for strategic development. 

2) Changing Section 14 of the 1961 Land Compensation Act, so that it becomes possible for 
public authorities to disregard prospective planning permissions (or hope value) on land that 
has been designated as a site for strategic development. 

3) Changing Section 17 of the 1961 Land Compensation Act, in order to restrict the use of 
certificate of alternative development where land zoned as suitable for development forms 
part of a site that has been designated as a site for strategic development. 

4) Introducing greater transparency to the land market so that the sale and purchase of 
options/option agreements, for the future purchase of land, would have to be registered 
with the Land Registry if such option contracts and agreements were to be legally 
enforceable. 

49. Some may say that the focus, in this briefing note (and Shelter’s proposal), on capturing land 
values, misses an important point. For people living in many parts of the UK, which have 
experienced modest increases in land values, compared with the South East of England, 
capturing the uplift in land values is far from being a panacea. One obvious response is to 
point out that if the South East were empowered to generate more of the resources needed 
build more affordable homes that could (and should) make it possible to provide other 
regions with a greater share of public resources to build new homes for rent and sale at 
reasonable prices.   
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