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Shelter helps millions of people every year struggling with bad 
housing or homelessness through our advice, support and legal 
services. And we campaign to make sure that, one day, no one will 
have to turn to us for help.  

We’re here so no one has to fight bad housing or homelessness on 
their own. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Shelter welcomes the opportunity to respond to this inquiry.  

1.2. We believe that there is a pressing need to better capture land value uplift for the benefit 
of communities.  

1.3. Our 2017 report, New Civic Housebuilding, outlines Shelter’s vision for rediscovering the 
English tradition of building beautiful, affordable places to live. To enable this, we need to 
make sure that the value of land is more effectively captured and shared. 

1.4. It is our belief that with the right reforms land value capture could help to: 

• Increase the delivery of homes, and particularly affordable homes; 

• Improve the quality and affordability of new homes; 

• Ensure that community infrastructure is being delivered on all new developments; 

• Help finance major infrastructure projects such as Crossrail or the Oxford-
Cambridge rail link; 

• Unleash a new wave of developments, similar in scale to the post-war New 
Towns programme, to be built in line with Shelter’s New Civic Housebuilding 
principles. 

1.5. This response provides answers to the specific questions being asked by the 
Communities and Local Government Select Committee’s Inquiry into Land Value 
Capture. It also includes a list of suggested additional material that we recommend the 
Committee takes note of. 

2. Overview 

2.1. At the 2017 General Election the manifestos of both the Conservative and Labour parties 
outlined an intention to reform the methods used to capture land value.1 In addition, 
recent articles about the need for better land value capture have appeared in publications 
including the Guardian and the Financial Times.2 

2.2. The breadth of interest and support for capturing land value that this demonstrates is 
important. It shows us that the time is right for a serious conversation about how, in 
England, we can start to better use land value capture to help transform housebuilding. 
Our New Civic Housebuilding report sets out Shelter's vision for delivering more, better 
and more affordable homes – and the central role for land value capture in achieving that 
vision.  

2.3. Shelter is not alone in advocating for changes that would improve land value capture. 
Civitas, the Centre for Progressive Capitalism, the Adam Smith Institute and Members of 
Parliament have all in recent months called for reform in this area.  

2.4. Recently, Conservative MP Nick Boles spoke about land value capture in a Commons 
debate, saying: 

“We need to give ourselves the power to acquire land at a price that is fair to 
the community as well as to the landowner. Why should landowners benefit 
from the fluke that gives them planning permission to build on their land when 

 

 
1 Conservative and Unionist Party; Forward Together, 2017 and Labour Party; For The Many Not The Few, 
2017 
2 Guardian; House prices aren’t the issue – land prices are, 2017 and FT; Major land reform urged to fix UK 
housing crisis, 2017 

https://civichousebuilding.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/NCH_Policy_Report.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/money/blog/2017/nov/18/house-prices-land-prices-cheaper-homes
https://www.ft.com/content/a3c94308-80dd-11e7-94e2-c5b903247afd?segmentid=acee4131-99c2-09d3-a635-873e61754ec6
https://www.ft.com/content/a3c94308-80dd-11e7-94e2-c5b903247afd?segmentid=acee4131-99c2-09d3-a635-873e61754ec6
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none of their neighbours receives it? Why should the taxpayer bear the cost 
of the infrastructure—the roads, the sewerage and the schools—that makes 
land developable in the first place? We need to revert to the situation that led 
to Milton Keynes and the other new towns, where we were able to acquire 
the land at a reasonable price, a small multiple of its agricultural land value, 
and then use the uplift in that land value to fund the infrastructure that the 
community needs.”3 

2.5. This encapsulates what needs to be achieved: land coming into development at lower 
values to then use value uplift for delivering betterment. 

2.6. This is a possibility that is currently gaining attention because of the dramatic rises in land 
value and the failures to capture this properly. Over the past twenty years the value of 
land has skyrocketed, indeed, between 1995 and 2016 the value of land held by 
households rose by 544%.4 

2.7. The difference between the value of non-development land and development land is also 
stark.5 
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Agricultural 
Value 

22,000 24,000 21,000 24,000 22,000 21,000 23,000 16,000 N/A 21,000 

Industrial 
Value 

1,100,000 675,000 430,000 500,000 400,000 375,000 450,000 180,000 2,733,000 760,000 

Residential 
Value 

3,600,000 2,600,000 2,000,000 1,500,000 1,400,000 1,400,000 1,100,000 1,000,000 29,100,000 2,100,000 

2.8. These huge uplifts in land value, created by the planning system, are overwhelmingly 
captured by landowners rather than the wider community. 

2.9. Shelter believes we need to take steps to address the inflated costs of land for 
development that are leading to windfall returns for landowners. Instead a proper balance 
must be found between compensating landowners, ensuring fair returns for developers, 
delivering much needed new housing and meeting the needs of local communities. 

2.10. By bringing land into development at lower values we would enable the benefits of the 
subsequent uplift to be spread more fairly and to be used in the delivery of affordable 
housing, infrastructure and services. 

2.11. In the short term this means addressing the flaws in our existing development model. In 
particular, the viability loophole which undermines the ability of the Section 106 system to 
capture some land value for affordable housing (see response to Q1 and also Shelter’s 
Slipping through the loophole report). In the long term we need more systemic changes to 
the land market in order to bring more land into development at lower values. 

2.12. To achieve this, the primary technical change needed is to revise the 1961 Land 
Compensation Act.  

2.13. This outdated piece of legislation has had a distorting effect on our land market and is a 
core component of why land prices have ratcheted up while investment in the parts of 

 

 
3 Nick Boles MP; House of Commons Debate on ‘Housing, Planning and Green Belt’, Feb 2018 
4 Office for National Statistics; The UK national balance sheet 2017 estimates, 2017 
5 DCLG; Land value estimates for appraisal, 2015 

https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1434439/2017.11.01_Slipping_through_the_loophole.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/uksectoraccounts/bulletins/nationalbalancesheet/2017estimates
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/488041/Land_values_2015.pdf
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Reforming the 1961 Land Compensation Act 

The 1961 Land Compensation Act nominally sets out the compensation rules for when 

land is subject to CPO. However, the impact of the Act since it came in has in fact been 

much broader and it also has a distorting effect on the price of land in general – not just 

land that is subject to CPO. 

Prior to the introduction of the Act, land could be purchased at values which reflected its 

existing use – which is exactly how places like Milton Keynes were built. This then 

meant that the uplift in land value created by the consenting and constructing of the new 

town was captured for the public good. 

The 1961 Act changed this though, and introduced a system where landowners are paid 

a market value based on what the land might be expected to sell for if sold in the open 

market. However, the Act is fundamentally flawed in that the valuation of the land 

factors in not only what the land is currently worth – its Existing Use Value – but also its 

potential future value, were it to receive residential planning permission.  

This extra value that is added based on future possibility is called ‘hope value’. 

The inclusion of hope value in what the landowner could expect to be paid means that 

any potential future uplift in land value, often created by whatever the state is buying the 

land for, is lost when the land is purchased.  

It is of course fair that landowners are compensated if subject to CPO and Shelter 

would not suggest they should not be.  

Our proposal would be that a compensation methodology is produced that allows for 

more of the land value uplift created to be captured for public betterment while still 

compensating the landowner fairly. This would mean the landowner getting a fair market 

value that reflects the costs of and income from delivering a high-quality, affordable 

scheme - but does not include all the ‘hope value’. 

Implementing this change is also essential if we are to develop a system where land 

comes into development at lower values more generally as well. This is because the 

methodology used to calculate land for CPO has distorted the wider land market by 

giving landowners unrealistic expectations of what their land is worth.  

This means that they will now only release land into development at such high values 

that it makes the delivery of affordable housing or community infrastructure almost 

impossible without rendering development ‘unviable’. Reforming the1961 Act would 

address these unrealistic expectations 

This would then mean that land starts to come into development at lower values across 

the board, unlocking investment in affordable housing, quality design and infrastructure 

that is currently lost through the transfer of value to landowners when land is originally 

assembled. 

We would not envisage reform of the 1961 Act leading to extensive use of CPO powers. 

Providing new, clear and certain guidance over the valuation of land coming into 

development through CPO would incentivise landowners to enter negotiations over 

putting their land into development instead of holding out for CPO.  

development that communities want and value has decreased. Reforming the would allow 
the true market cost of land to fall to a level that more accurately reflected the 
requirements of national and local planning policies, while still leaving landowners with an 
incentive to bring land forward, and developers with a decent return on their investment. 
This in turn would enable a new wave of high quality development that prioritised public 
benefits, and the transformation of the volatile, speculative development system into a 
more sustainable and positive pattern.  
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3. Question One: Are current methods such as the 
Community Infrastructure Levy, planning obligations, land 
assembly and compulsory purchase adequate to capture 
increases in the value of land? 

3.1. The current land value capture mechanisms that the Committee has outlined fall broadly 
into two categories: 

• Land value capture through planning gain; 

• Land value capture through landownership and assembly. 

3.2. In addition, there is a third route for land value capture which is property taxation, such as 
business rates, stamp duty and council tax. We have not dealt with these within this 
response but can provide more detail on request. 

3.3. Shelter believes that none of these current approaches to land value capture are proving 
particularly successful. It is our view that there is now a pressing need to both improve 
upon our current system, and also to take a long term view of how we can best capture 
land value in the future: that means looking in detail at the 1961 Land Compensation Act. 

3.4. Land value capture through ownership and assembly 

3.4.1. The simplest and most effective way to capture the uplift in land value for the public 
benefit is through ownership. Using land already owned by the public, community or non-
profit sectors, and bringing more land into such ownership at pre-development values, 
would be the most impactful approach for public policy to take in capturing land value 
uplift. 

3.4.2. Unfortunately, under our current systems, we are neither making best use of the land 
that is already in the right ownership nor are we enabling more to be bought in in an 
effective way. 

3.4.3. With regards to land already in the public sector there is a consistent failure to make best 
use of this where best use is taken to mean something greater than simple economic 
return.  

3.4.4. Often public landowners will act no differently to those in the private sector and will seek 
the maximum financial return for land, rather than seeking the best return in the sense of 
delivering for local communities. The recent Naylor Review into NHS Land exemplified 
this by stating: 

“We conclude that this estimate [of the value of NHS land] could rise 
significantly if the NHS adopts a more commercial approach to obtaining 
planning consent, negotiating affordable housing quotas and maximising 
value from the highest value sites in London.”6 

3.4.5. If land is released from the public sector in this manner, then all that will happen is that 
developers, having paid a high up-front land cost, will be forced to reduce affordable 
housing and community benefits to ensure they make what they deem to be a reasonable 
return – just as happens in the wider land market. 

3.4.6. Instead public sector land must be used to deliver best value in a way that also 
considers: 

 

 
6 Sir Robert Naylor; NHS property and estates, 2017 
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• Providing long term income streams to public bodies – for example through 
retention of freeholds or through constructing affordable homes and then acting 
as the landlord; 

• Meeting local need in terms of affordable housing and community infrastructure. 

3.4.7. Where the state does not own land but needs to assemble it, there is also the wider 
problem of how the current compulsory purchase system works. 

3.4.8. As explored elsewhere in this response, because of the 1961 Land Compensation Act, 
land is often brought into development at very high up-front costs, due to the inclusion of 
hope value. 

3.4.9. This effectively means that much of the value which will be created by the scheme that 
has been planned for the newly acquired land (a station, housing etc.) flows straight to 
the landowner at the front end of the process.  

3.4.10. The Centre for Progressive Capitalism has looked at how land value capture could be 
used to finance major infrastructure. In their research they note that “Crossrail could help 
create additional residential and commercial value of as much as £5.5bn along the route”. 
If this uplift had been captured, it would have funded 1/3 of the total cost of the Crossrail 
project. 

3.4.11. However, under our current system the benefit of the government’s investment in 
Crossrail will go only to those lucky individuals who own land along the route. 

3.4.12. Redressing this imbalance and ensuring that the financial benefit of public investment is 
not lost to private landowners is vital. Updating or replacing the 1961 Land Compensation 
Act would ensure that in the rare cases where land is compulsorily purchased, the value 
is more reflective of a fair market value – and not an inflated and overly optimistic hope 
value. 

3.5. Land value capture through planning gain (Section 106) 

3.5.1. In this section we have focused on Section 106 (S106) given its importance in the 
delivery of affordable housing within the current development model. 

3.5.2. The S106 system, when handled well, works in tandem with market cycles to ensure the 
delivery of affordable homes. However, our current over-reliance on S106 to deliver the 
affordable homes that our communities need demonstrates its flaws. 

3.5.3. In recent years the supply of affordable homes has fallen dramatically and, in particular, 
the supply of homes built for social rent has fallen to historic lows. This should be 
surprising given that overall housing output has increased, which would normally have 
been expected to lead to more affordable homes being delivered through S106. However, 
S106 has been blunted by numerous exemptions (for small sites of 10 or fewer homes 
and for housing delivered through Permitted Development Rights, amongst other 
examples) and by the extension of the viability system. As a result, between 2012-13 and 
2015-16, S106 delivered 38% of new affordable homes – down from 52% between 2007-
08 and 2011-12. This represents a loss of 10,000 affordable homes a year.7 As a result, 
increasingly, new homes are built for private sale, usually aimed at the top of the market, 
rather than as affordable housing. 

3.5.4. The private homes being built are also increasingly unaffordable, costing an average of 
£60,369 more than homes being sold in the second hand market. Both this and the 

 

 
7 Brownhill, S and Cho, Y; Rethinking planning obligations: balancing housing numbers and affordability: The 
update, 2017 
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failures to build affordable homes underline the distortions created by an out of control 
land market. With developers having to pay over the odds for land, they then have to 
target the top of the market as far as possible to ensure a return on investment. Without 
addressing the land market this is unlikely to be resolved. 

3.5.5. This issue is further demonstrated by the lack of diversity in the housebuilding sector. 
Quite simply there is no Lidl or Aldi of housebuilding, nobody is able to come into the 
market and offer a different product or a different price point because land prices act as a 
barrier to entry. In the event that you could raise funds to buy yourself into the land 
market the high cost would then prevent you from operating differently to the existing 
developers without a failure to return on investment. 

 

3.5.6. Shelter’s 2017 report Slipping through the loophole examined how the process of viability 
assessments introduced in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is 
contributing heavily towards this. We found that on developments where viability 
assessments are being used, thousands of affordable homes are then being lost.8 

3.5.7. This is able to happen because the current S106 system is weak due to its negotiable 
and flexible nature. This encourages developers to make optimistic assumptions about 
what they will ultimately have to contribute in terms of affordable housing, with little weight 
given to councils’ affordable housing policies.  

3.5.8. Having made the assumption that they can provide less affordable housing and other 
benefit than is nominally expected, they are then able to offer the landowner more money 
to secure the land. They can do this safe in the knowledge that the NPPF and the viability 
process guarantees them the right to make a “competitive return”; generally taken to be 
around 20%. 

 

 
8 Viability assessments are a tool available to those seeking to gain or amend planning consents. They allow the 
applicant to deviate from local planning requirements (i.e. affordable housing delivery and investment in 
community infrastructure) on the basis that to deliver local planning requirements would make the development 
unviable – in essence the profit level would not be sufficient for the developer to take forwards the application.  

https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1434439/2017.11.01_Slipping_through_the_loophole.pdf
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3.5.9. As this protection is 'baked in' to the NPPF, developers can operate safe in the 
knowledge that they can overpay for land without risking their own profit margin. This then 
becomes increasingly circular, with developers offering ever more up front to landowners 
then reducing commitments to protect profits. The result is, very simply, that landowners 
continue to make more and more money while things like the number of affordable homes 
we deliver falls. 

3.5.10. The government has already stated that it will be reviewing viability in the 
forthcoming update to the NPPF.  

4. Question Two: What new methods may be employed to 
achieve land value capture and what examples exist of 
effective practice in this area, including internationally? 

4.1. Enabling improved land value capture is not complicated. An effective plan-led system 
should ensure that land value uplift is captured to support community benefits, by 
ensuring that these are factored into land prices paid by developers. Area-wide strategic 
plans (such as Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans) and site-specific masterplans 
should set out the required outcomes in terms of affordable housing, infrastructure and 
other community benefits in sufficient detail for these to be reflected in land prices.  

4.2. However, clear plans are only a necessary, not a sufficient, step towards better land value 
capture, because landowners will still have the option to withhold land from development, 
in hope of either a more advantageous Local Plan or more favourable market conditions 
in the future. Compulsory purchase therefore remains an essential tool of last resort to 
ensure that plans can be delivered. That means that the rules determining the 
compensation landowners receive for compulsorily purchased land are critical: if these do 
not reflect the full cost of the community benefits to be provided as part of new 
developments, the system will continue to capture far too little land value  

4.3. As outlined earlier in this response Shelter believes that, in the long term, the key reform 
needed is to amend the 1961 Land Compensation Act to allow for the purchase of land at 
fair market values.9 Public authorities (typically local councils and development 
corporations) should then lead large-scale developments in accordance with properly 
evidenced and democratically accountable strategic plans.  

4.4. Landowners and developers would have a clear understanding of what was required from 
development, and the confidence that this will in fact be delivered. This in turn reduces 
the need to actually use compulsory purchase powers, as there would be much less 
incentive to hold out for higher land prices or game the system.  

4.5. International Examples 

4.5.1. In England, we lag behind other developed nations in how we approach the issue of LVC 
and housebuilding. In countries such as Germany and the Netherlands the approach that 
is taken is something that we can, and should, be learning from.10 

 

 

 

 

 
9 See page 5 of this response for detail on reform of the 1961 Land Compensation Act. 
10 Shelter & KPMG; Building the homes we need, 2015 

http://www.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/802270/Building_the_homes_we_need_-_a_programme_for_the_2015_government.pdf
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Land Value Capture: The Netherlands 

The Dutch government’s VINEX programme, which started in the 1990s and lasted 
over 15 years, took an ‘active land’ approach to the development of 90 urban 
extensions. Operating under a national spatial framework that identified towns for 
growth, local authorities formed development corporations, often as joint venture 
partnerships with private investors or developers. These corporations took the lead on 
assembling new sites, while central government and a municipal bank provided 
funding to make land purchases and decontaminate brownfield land. The basic 
principle was that by acquiring land at or close to its existing use value (typically 
agricultural value) the development corporation could use the value uplift resulting 
from planning permission to fund the necessary infrastructure such as roads, schools 
and flood defences. The development corporation would then prepare the master plan 
for the area before selling plots to developers and custom builders. Although local 
authorities had the power to acquire land compulsorily, under the VINEX programme 
most of the land acquisition deals were made voluntarily, as the land owners knew 
that they were likely to achieve a higher price rather than holding out and facing 
compulsory purchase. The model was extremely successful in the densely populated 
country, increasing the Netherlands’ housing stock by over 7% over the lifetime of the 
scheme. One down-side, however, was that in becoming major land market 
participants themselves and buying up sites, local authorities sometimes found 
themselves competing with other speculative land buyers and were exposed to price 
falls during the financial crisis of 2007/08.  

 

4.5.2 Other cities which have used land value capture to fund new homes and 
infrastructure include Copenhagen, Vienna, Freiburg, Montpellier, Hong Kong, and 
Pittsburgh. More detail on each of these schemes can be found in URBED's 2017 paper, 
Sharing the uplift in land values. 

5. Question Three: What are the possible advantages and 
disadvantages in adopting alternative and more 
comprehensive systems of land value capture? 

5.1. The key advantage of improved land value capture lies is that it would unlock far greater 
investment in the parts of development that communities need and want, purely by 
enabling land to be brought into development at lower values. This includes: 

• Increasing the supply of affordable housing: Ensuring that land comes into 
development at a fair value means that we can also ensure that much needed 
affordable housing is delivered for communities. A by-product of this would also 
be to make development more popular: 73% of people support the idea of 
building more affordable homes in their local area as opposed to 57% who 
support just new homes of any kind.11 

• Enabling a new generation of New Towns: The method that Shelter proposes 
is exactly that which enabled the construction of the New Towns after the Second 
World War (see response to Q4): assembling land at reasonable values to enable 
the construction of entire new communities. Doing this again now would support 
and enhance the government’s efforts to deliver a new garden towns and villages 

 

 
11 National Housing Federation; Demise of the Nimby, 2017 

http://urbed.coop/news/land-value-capture
http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/pub.housing.org.uk/Demise_of_the_NIMBY_%E2%80%93_Changing_attitudes_to_building_new_homes_(February_2017).PDF
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in the areas where people want to live and with the greatest benefits for 
economic growth. 

• Increasing the accessibility of development land: SME builders routinely rank 
the ability to access land for development as one of the most significant barriers 
that they face.12 Reducing the cost of land would mean that they are able to 
successfully bid against the major developers who are currently able to turn the 
land market, and by extension the development market, into an oligopoly. 

• Financing major infrastructure: The Centre for Progressive Capitalism has 
estimated that almost £9 billion per year could be captured for the financing of 
infrastructure through improved land value capture. 

• Ensuring appropriate community infrastructure on developments: As with 
affordable housing, community infrastructure is often negotiated away by 
developers because of the high cost paid up-front for land. Lowering land costs 
will ensure that communities can count on getting benefit from new 
developments, which will also increase the popularity of housing developments in 
general. 

6. Question Four: What lessons may be learned from past 
attempts to capture the uplift in value? 

6.1. Shelter’s New Civic Housebuilding report advocates for a new approach to building 
houses in England, one that will deliver high quality, affordable places. This approach is 
not based on new ideas but on traditional ones, and takes lessons from how we delivered 
new communities in the past to find a blueprint for how to do so again.  

6.2. Previous uses of land value capture to deliver new places include: 

• Model villages like Bourneville and New Lanark; 

• The red brick estates built by Guinness and Peabody; 

• The ‘Garden’ cities of Letchworth and Welwyn; 

• The post-War New Towns like Milton Keynes. 

6.3. All of these places share a common theme in their construction: they were able to 
assemble land at a price that enabled investment in the quality of the places themselves. 
As a result, these remain some of the most popular places to live in England. 

6.4. The methods used are not directly replicable today, as they largely consisted of acquiring 
private land voluntarily without revealing the purpose. Today, much more sophisticated 
and information-rich markets, and an open, accountable planning system, mean such 
subterfuge is not possible. Unfortunately, the alternative model that was used to build 
places like Harlow – using compulsory purchase at low values – is also no longer a 
possibility. The 1961 Land Compensation Act introduced the concept of ‘hope value’ 
into CPO, which now prevents land assembly at a value that would allow for a New Town 
model to work. This is true of both land assembly in the general market and when CPO is 
used. 

6.5. Amending the 1961 Act would allow us to unleash a new model of development across 
England. One where the possibility of affordable housing, community infrastructure and 
quality are not stripped out up front due to high land values. 

 

 
12 NHBC Foundation; Small housebuilders and developers: The current challenges to growth, 2017 

https://www.nhbcfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/NF76_WEB.pdf
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7. Conclusion 

7.1. The time is right for the debate on land value capture mechanisms to move forward. 
Amending the 1961 Land Compensation Act to ensure that “assessments of market value 
do not incorporate prospective planning permissions” offers the most effective route to 
achieve improvements.13 

7.2. Our current system, where all the uplift in land value flows to landowners in the form of 
windfall profits, simply cannot continue. As we think seriously about how to increase the 
supply of housebuilding, and especially affordable housebuilding, land value capture has 
to be at the heart of the debate.  

7.3. In New Civic Housebuilding, Shelter offers a vision for how we can build beautiful, 
affordable places to live. Key to achieving this is lowering land values and capturing uplift 
for betterment. We hope that the Committee will take on board the recommendations that 
we have proposed. 
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13 Daniel Bentley; The Land Question, 2017 

https://civichousebuilding.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/NCH_Policy_Report.pdf
https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/941324/SHELTER_WolfsonPrize_WEB.pdf
https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/941324/SHELTER_WolfsonPrize_WEB.pdf
http://www.civitas.org.uk/content/files/thelandquestion.pdf
http://www.squaredeal.org.uk/square-deal-for-housing/
http://progressive-capitalism.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Bridging-the-infrastructure-gap-June-2016.pdf
https://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/1377714/2017_05_16_Shelter_Memo_-_Financing_the_infrastructure_and_new_homes_of_the_future.pdf
http://urbed.coop/news/land-value-capture
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Shelter helps millions of people every year struggling with 
bad housing or homelessness through our advice, support 
and legal services. And we campaign to make sure that, 
one day, no one will have to turn to us for help.  
 
We’re here so no one has to fight bad housing or 
homelessness on their own. 
 
Please support us at shelter.org.uk 
 
RH7439. Registered charity in England and Wales (263710) and in Scotland (SC002327) 
 
 
 
 

Shelter 
88 Old Street 
London EC1V 9HU 
0300 330 1234 

shelter.org.uk 


