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1.    
Overview of a CLT 

1.1
In a CLT land is transferred into the control of a given geographically defined community, which uses this control to benefit the community, e.g. by providing affordable housing. In practice there are a number of ways in which this process can play out and a plethora of models in existence - each sharing this central philosophy. As a successful urban CLT has yet to materialise in the UK examples are either theoretical models or drawn from the USA, where there are over 220 operating CLTs. 

1.2 Variations aside, all CLT models incorporate the following features:

· Land transfer

In all CLTs land is transferred into the control of a defined community, which then uses it to provide community benefits. Models in urban settings usually involve the transfer of land from ownership of a local authority or government agency to a CLT. Ownership itself, however, is not an outright necessity for the CLT.  Chicago City Council (where the first urban CLT in the USA was established in 1985) transfers parcels of public land into the stewardship rather than the ownership of a CLT, which governs its usage without actually owning it. 

· Community control 

CLTs should strive to ensure that interests of the local community are fairly represented in their governance. In most models the CLT is governed by a tripartite board structure: one third - those who live on the land; one third - those who live or work in the surrounding community; one third - public sector representatives (e.g. local authorities, government agencies). This board structure is designed to offer fair representation and to prevent one community interest taking precedence, but is just one model of governance. 

· Community benefits

The operation of a CLT should be targeted towards the benefit of the local community. An extremely common operational objective pursued by CLTs is the provision of affordable housing which can remain affordable in perpetuity. The CLT can use its profits and its control over how the land to meet these objectives. 

2   
Statutory definition of a CLT

2.1
A legal definition for a CLT was included in the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008. 

2.2
A Community Land Trust is defined as a corporate body which satisfies two conditions  

Condition 1 is that the body is established for the express purpose of furthering the social, economic and environmental interests of a local community by acquiring and managing land and other assets in order:

· to provide a benefit to the local community and

· to ensure that the assets are not sold or developed except in a manner which 

                  the trust’s members think benefits the local community.

Condition 2 is that the body is established under arrangements which are expressly designed to ensure that:

· any profits from its activities will be used to benefit the local community  

            (otherwise than by being paid directly to members)

· individuals who live or work in the specified area have the opportunity to 

            become members of the trust (whether or not others can also become members) 

· the members of the trust control it.

The term “local community” means the individuals who live or work, or want to live or work, in a specified area.

3
CLTs in the USA

3.1 There are over 220 CLTs in 41 different states in the USA. One of the most successful is Burlington in Vermont, which has produced around 710 properties. 

3.2 A possible reason for their development in the USA is that the limited state and federal investment in public housing.  As a result communities have been forced to develop innovative ways of ensuring that homes and areas can remain affordable in the context of (until now) steep increases in value. 

4.   
CLTs in the UK

4.1
In the USA setting up of CLTs has been driven by communities, by contrast the concept in the UK has been driven by policy makers. The absence of communities driving forward CLT may be an explanation for their absence. Also CLTs in the UK have been in direct competition with an up to recently very successful model for delivering affordable housing.

4.2
In September 2007 the government green paper announced 14 CLT pilots (seven rural, seven urban) chosen and supported by Salford University and the then Housing Corporation.

4.3
Several CLTs have been set up on small scales in rural areas, but to date no successful CLTs have been implemented in an urban environment in the UK. 

  
Lower land values, the presence of geographically defined communities, and smaller number of vested interests make CLTs easier to get off the ground in rural settings than in urban settings, albeit on small scales.

4.4
Two proposed CLTs for London have failed to come to fruition. One was for a vacant site and the other was proposed as an exit strategy for a New Deal for Communities project. 

5
Barriers to delivery

5.1
Land value -  public sector landholders are under immense pressure to obtain full market value for their assets to reinvest in the purpose for which the land was originally acquired.  Further local authorities often argue that it is hard to justify large giving subsidies to one geographically defined community where a land receipt invested across the local authority may benefit all of its population.
  

5.2
Value for money – to date the feedback has been that CLTs are more expensive than more conventional ways of providing affordable homes in terms of grant per home.  A CLT’s qualitative benefits such as community empowerment are harder to quantify than more concrete indicators such as units provided. In part this may be partly due to the small size of CLT proposals to date, and the lack of cross subsidy.

5.3
Accessing to funding – to receive public subsidy a CLT will need to satisfy the Homes and Communities Agency’s criteria and may also need to register with the Tenants Services Authority.  The need to meet such criteria may undermine the community governance of a CLT, such as the ability to set rent levels, or housing management and maintenance standards. 
5.4
Political/bureaucratic resistance to change – there has been little political will to drive forward the CLT concept and resistance to change at officer level. have been cited as barriers. This is unsurprising given that CLTs represent an entirely different approach to conventional housing delivery mechanisms. The Quirk Review found that while there were few procedural barriers to the transfer of public assets into the ownership of the community there were significant cultural barriers. 

5.5
Nominations to a CLT – the allocation of homes within a CLT may be contentious and potentially divisive.   CLTs in the USA have worked best when established communities driven them forward (this may make occupied sites such as social housing estates better candidates for transfer to CLTs).   

5.6
Complexity: The complexity of these models could prevent potential consumers, lenders, and funders from being willing to invest in CLTs.
