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Democracy and development

Stephen Platt and lan Cooper

Introduction

Earlier chapters have explored a range of factors — affordability, market
forces, demographic change and policy action — that affect or are
likely to affect housing futures. In this chapter we develop the discussion
of consumer preferences begun by Phil Morgan (Chapter Nine),
looking at their likely impact in future years. The aim is to report a
number of innovative studies that have explored the potential for
stakeholders to discuss how towns and cities might develop over time.
The chapter outlines novel methodologies for investigating stakeholder
views, and reports the findings of studies in different parts of England.
An important outcome of the research was the demonstration that
consumers of housing and urban environments not only have views
but are able to express them in ways that could lead to better policies.

In England, London and the South East are prospering while
manufacturing towns in the Midlands and the North have declined.
Imbalances of growth and decline mean that there is a shortage of
housing in the South and an excess in the North. What is to be done?
And how can citizens be involved in decision making? In particular,
how can an effective voice be given to the very broad range of
stakeholders involved in and affected by the development and
regeneration of our towns and cities?

This chapter draws lessons from three housing futures studies
conducted by Cambridge Architectural Research (CAR) and Eclipse
Research Consultants. The aim of each of them was to create a platform
to enable stakeholders to discuss meaningfully the future of their
particular neighbourhoods, towns and regions. The first of these studies
looked at Cambridge, where housing demand and supply problems
are acute as a result of strong economic growth. Cambridge is located
in one of the designated growth areas in the South East, and as such it
experiences quite different housing market pressures from those in
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northern cities, as discussed by Brendan Nevin and Philip Leather in
Chapter Five.

Cambridge Futures

Cambridge Futures was a unique example of the marriage of applied
research and public policy. Its aim was to provide a forum for
considering options that could engage with and gain the support of a
wide coalition of interests in the Cambridge region. This forum was
used to develop a range of options addressing the concerns of a la'rge
consortium of different interests including university academics,
councillors and planning officers from the city, district and county
council, business people, social landlords, developers, house builders
and representatives of community and resident groups.

Prior to the mid-1990s growth and development in the Cambridge
region was highly constrained by planning policy dating back to 1?50
(Holford and Wright, 1950).In 1993, concerned about the constraints
on growth in Cambridge, Peter Carolin, then Head of the Department
of Architecture, University of Cambridge, invited six people from the
university, the city council and the business community to talk about
the problem. This grouping was subsequently enlarged and went on
to form Cambridge Futures. It produced seven options for the
development of the Cambridge region (www.cambridgefutures.org).
The intention was not to make specific recommendations but rather
to demonstrate the possibilities, and, in so doing, to generate informed
debate and aid the formal planning process.

In 1999, as our contribution to the consortium, CAR surveyed
public opinion. A central feature of the survey was to offer resident
and non-resident stakeholders a range of options for the development
of the Cambridge region, to describe their likely outcomes simply
and clearly and to invite members of the general public to express
their opinions.The findings have had a significant influence on planning
policy in the region (Cambridge Futures, 1999).

The study’s main finding was that there was little support for the
status quo: 67% of those who completed the survey disliked the
minimum growth option and only 18% agreed that “Cambridge and
its surroundings should be kept just as they are”. The options that
won the least support were close to the then current policies‘of
minimum growth in the city and necklace development of surrounding
villages that had distorted the growth of the region since 1950.

There was a small effect of people voting according to where they
lived. So marginally more people living in the city preferred selected
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extension into the green belt, while people living outside the city
preferred densification. But this effect was much less than we expected.

People were very concerned about high house prices and their
impact on the social balance of the city: 81% of people agreed, “It
would be a bad thing if only wealthy people could afford to live in
Cambridge”. People were also concerned about traffic congestion
and favoured options that minimised car use: 59% of people supported
some form of road pricing.

Opverall the main message was that there was solid support for growth:
78% of people agreed that “The region’s high-tech businesses must
be allowed to grow” . People favoured a balanced mix of development
with some growth of the city through densification and selected
expansion into the green belt, and growth outside Cambridge based
on good public transport links.

The findings also indicated that public opinion responds to balanced
and clearly presented information about urban development. As
Professor Peter Carolin observed, “The public consultation exercise
was a most amazing piece of research, it proved to politicians that the
general public is not as stupid as the tabloid press would have us believe”
(personal communication).

Cambridge Futures was very influential. As well as having a major
impact on development in the Cambridge area and the rest of the
eastern region, the study also influenced thinking about how to engage
stakeholders in planning the future. Prior to 1996, the four local
authorities responsible for planning in the city — East Cambridgeshire,
South Cambridgeshire, the City Council and the County Council —
refused to confront the issue. The Futures study overcame local
politicians’ anxiety that the public were opposed to growth, and
demonstrated that it was possible to engage a wide range of stakeholders
in thinking strategically about the future. It also overcame the initial
caution of planning officers who found the independence of

Cambridge Futures was useful in rehearsing options before getting
locked into the planning process.

By 2000, the logjam that had stifled growth in the region was broken.
Peter Studdert, then Director of Environment and Planning at
Cambridge City Council, said, “Cambridge Futures convinced people
that if options were explained clearly then the general public were
much less intransigent about change than might have been supposed....
Although there are still matters of dispute, there is general agreement
about the need for new land for housing and about development in
the green belt” (personal communication).

The Cambridge Futures approach to enrolling stakeholders in local
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democratic decision making represented a significant advance in
engaging citizens, both opinion formers and the general public, in the
planning process at a strategic level. A similar approach might usefully
be adopted in other towns and cities and could be very useful in
helping people think positively about change, in overcoming fear and
opposition to development and in reaching a consensus about the

way forward.

Housing Futures in South East England

Two ideas came out of Cambridge Futures. The first is that the public
respond positively to clear options for change. The second is that a
consortium of interest groups, if broadly based, working together can
be a very powerful agent of change.The significant lesson to be drawn
from Cambridge Futures is that, over the four years that the consortium
met, the prevailing mindset about future development in the region
completely swung from constraint to managed growth.

As a direct result of the success of Cambridge Futures, the Joseph
Rowntree Foundation supported a wider survey of public opinion in
the South East by CAR to canvass public reaction to building new
houses in the region. Called Housing Futures, this study also found
that the public were less opposed to growth than had been supposed.
The study, published in 2004, tested the public’s reaction to new
housing in three towns in the South East: Aylesbury, Maidenhead and
Medway (JRE 2004). It attempted to answer two questions. First, if
the consequences are explained clearly, what are people’s reactions to
different development options such as densification or extension into
open land? And, second, what preferences do people have for different
housing types and densities?

CAR developed the content of the survey with planners, housing
providers and other interested parties in each of the three towns,
together with a number of national experts in housing and planning.
The main effort went into public exhibitions in shopping centres,
libraries and hospitals. The survey was computer based and described
the likely outcomes of each option in terms of housing supply, house
prices, traffic congestion, loss of open land and access to services. There
was a paper version for people who did not want to use one of the
laptops. In total, over 1,400 people completed the survey and the
pattern of age, employment and tenure of respondents in each town
was similar to the 2001 Census.

The findings show that no single development option was favoured.
Three development options were marginally more liked than disliked.
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Th.ese were new town, urban extension and densification. Two options
— village growth and new settlement — were less liked. The difference
between new town and new settlement is one of size. New towns
were defined as having at least 20,000 homes and new settlements as
hav1r'1g 4,AOOO or less. Because the new town, urban extension and
densification options were almost equally favoured, there seemed to
be no blanket opposition to land being used for development, nor was
there a strong preference for the use of brownfield over op’en land
The survey suggests that a balanced pattern of settlement for nevx;

- housing in the South East would meet with most approval. The

appropriate form of development would depend on the specific locality,
but, overall, it was suggested spreading new development by buildin :
25% of new homes in each of the three favoured options: infill urbai
extension and new town and the remaining 25% in existin \’fiﬂa
and new settlements. i =
The survey also asked about house type and density. Lower-density
detached and semi-detached houses were the preferred house type
Althoggh most people were opposed to high-density flats being built.:
in their area, a substantial proportion (47%) found medium-density
te.rrac§s acceptable and higher-density flats were acceptable to a
minority (21%). Like the general population, most first-time buyers
foogld like to live in a detached or semi-detached house. But a
significant proportion would be prepared to live in higher-density
flats (30%). The survey suggested a mix of new housing, with about
45% lower-density detached and semi-detached, 35% meciium—dcnsity
terraces and only about 20% higher-density flats. This mix of density
would still meet the government’s target of 30-50 dwellings per hectére
The survey also tested people’s general attitudes to growth anci
c.hange. Respondents were almost evenly divided about whether the
liked or disliked a policy of minimum growth and 31% were undecidedy
The evidence suggests that people would support new developmenl.t
in the South East if they were convinced that growth could be achieved
without sacrificing quality of life, But people perceived the main
p.roblem to be affordability, not housing shortage. This is interesting
given the evidence in the Barker Report (2004), which shows that
the‘rate of housing completions has been declining steadily since 1967
This is almost entirely due to the demise of local authority housing.
The rate of private sector new build has remained steady but the-
supply of social housing has dropped steadily, from about 50% of total
completions up to the mid- to late 1970s to about 12% in 2002. The
Barker Report makes a strong case for increasing the supply of housing
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in the South East, but the message from Housing Futures is that the
public still need to be convinced. '

From talking to hundreds of people in the three towns, we 1<':no.w
that people realise the negative effects of high house prices. The maj oynty
of us have a home and we are all ‘nimbys’ (N ot-In-My-Backyard’) to
some extent. But high house prices affect everyone and people realise
this. If we have children and their school cannot recruit good teachers,
or if our local police force cannot retain experienced officers, then we
are all affected. People make trade-offs between the benefits of growth
and the impact on quality of life. In particular they favour options that
reduce the distance to services. Although approva.l for. ne?;v town
development may, to some extent, be motivated by ‘nimbyism ,people
also value the infrastructure that comes with larger—scale, planned
development. Overall, marginally more people were in favour of .change
than were opposed to it. Only a third of people agreed that their town
and surroundings should be kept the same and 40% agreed that their
region must be allowed to grow. But over two thirds of respond'en’t’s

thought that, “Quality of housing is more important than quantity”.
This raises questions about what people mean by quality.
In summary there is opposition
to housing development, but less
than policy makers may have
imagined. The public would,
however, prefer housing
development to be spread. They
want some densification on
brownfield sites but would like to
see the majority of new housing
on new open land. They also want
a mix of house types, with about
half of them detached or semi-
detached with family gardens.
In conclusion, getting the public
to engage with problems at a
strategic level through proactive
consultation was highly effective.
When presented with information
about a range of options, people
made reasoned choices and

compromises. Watching people
rapt in thought, considering their Photograph 10.1:
answers carefully, one could not Housing Futures survey
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help conclude that they took the process seriously and that their answers
were significant.

Urban Futures in Burnley and Luton

The final study was undertaken for Building Futures, a joint venture
between the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment
(CABE) and the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA). Called
Urban Futures, it was conducted by CAR in collaboration with Eclipse
Research Consultants (CABE and RIBA, 2005).

Over the next 20 years, many towns and cities will undergo
considerable change, growing or declining, whether planned or
unplanned. Government initiatives like the Sustainable Communities
plan and housing market renewal are accelerating the rate of change
in particular areas. Physical change in towns and cities is driven by a
wide range of factors. And urban areas in different regions are being
affected in different ways. In these circumstances, the capacity of
decision makers and other stakeholders to anticipate and implement
change is of crucial importance.

The study looked 10-20 years ahead and tried to envisage how
urban regeneration might be achieved by focusing on two
neighbourhoods — one in Luton in the growing South East, the other
in Burnley in the North West with a declining population and
struggling economy. Both towns are recipients of government
regeneration funding and both are scenes of intense local government
activity. The study reports people’s aspirations and concerns. It describes
the current regeneration initiatives and explores options for the future
of the two neighbourhoods and towns. Most importantly it draws
lessons from these two types of places — one with a buoyant economy
and increasing population, the other with a struggling economy and
declining population —about how to plan and implement urban futures
more effectively.

The approach adopted was simple. Rather than try to quantify the
factors that contribute to regeneration, the study set out to tell the
‘story’ about change in these two towns and neighbourhoods. Both
towns were visited and the officers responsible for regeneration were
interviewed. In each town, two or three neighbourhoods were
suggested for study. In Burnley, Burnley Wood was chosen and in
Luton, High Town was selected. Both are inner-city neighbourhoods
with Victorian terraced housing and low-value commercial property.

In each town, people were carefully chosen to represent the three
target audiences: policy makers, service providers and community
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Photograph 10.2: Burnley town centre and Arndale Centre,

Luton

246

Democracy and development

members. From these selected interviewees, a broad range of stakeholder
aspirations and concerns were identified. All the people that had been
interviewed were invited to events billed as blue-skies workshops to
explore the future of places like Burnley and Luton. It quickly became
apparent that some way was required to make the wealth of material
captured accessible to people coming to the workshops. An Urban
Futures game was devised to provide a framework to help them think
constructively about the future:

Photograph 10.3: Comparison of the two towns

Before thinking about the future, it is important to understand the
contexts occupied by the two sets of workshop participants. Burnley
became a centre of weaving in the 18th century and, along with many
other towns in the North of England, grew rapidly in the 19th century.
By 1886 there were 100,000 looms in the town, together with several
coal pits and factories producing machinery and steam engines, and
Burnley was the biggest producer of cotton cloth in the world. Burnley
Wood is just over the canal from the Weaver’s Triangle, next to the
town centre. The new light engineering industries attracted to the
town since the 1930s have nearly all gone. Since 1920 Burnley’s
population has steadily declined, at 2-3% a year, and in 2005 it was
about 90,000. Luton was the centre of the hat industry located in
Platters Lea and High Town, and as this declined the automotive
industry took over. Recently Vauxhall closed down, but the economy,
based on the airport and high-tech industry, is still buoyant. High
Town is just over the railway line from the town centre. Luton saw an
increase in population above national average between 1880-1980.
And since 1980, population growth has been similar to the rest of the
country and in 2005 it was 185,000, twice as big as Burnley.

The two towns are situated in very different regions. Burnley is in
North East Lancashire, a region that has seen a steady decline in its
population since 1920. Luton is in the prosperous South East and lies
between two of the main growth areas in the country — the South
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Midlands/Milton Keynes area and the M11 corridor. Most significantly
Luton has excellent rail connections to London while in Burnley
travellers have to change in Preston or Hebden Bridge to get to
Manchester. Both neighbourhoods are 10 minutes’ walk from their
town centres but, because of geography and infrastructure, both feel
isolated. Burnley Wood is to the south of the Leeds—Liverpool canal
while High Town is to the north of the railway line. ‘

At first sight Burnley and Luton seem quite different. Yet in both
towns there are neighbourhoods, including Burnley Wood and High
Town, among the 10% most deprived in the country. Both towns
have areas of derelict commercial property and poor housing. And in
both there are rundown areas of inner-city Victorian terraces and
outer suburbs of 1960s council housing in desperate need of
maintenance or renewal. Both towns have a poor image. Luton was
voted the “Worst Town in Britain’ in an online poll of 20,000 people
in 2004. Both towns also look gritty and rough. Both have the working-
class feel of manufacturing towns in decline. Although unemployment
is low in Burnley, there is a lot of ‘make-work’ — part-time, low-paid
jobs —and that is reflected in average earnings. And, despite Burnley’s
notoriety, its Asian population is smaller than in Luton. In summary,
the two towns have things in common. They both have similar small
town inferiority complexes. They have similar low educational
attainment and similar low aspirations and expectations. But they each
have very different economic prospects.

What sets the two neighbourhoods of Burnley Wood and High
Town in Luton apart is the state of the housing market. In Burnley
there has been a significant fall in house prices. A standard ‘two-up
rwo-down’ terraced house in Burnley Wood fetched about £25,000
in 1989. But when Philip Chew, the vicar at St Stephens, came to live

Table 10.1:The two towns compared (2005)

Burnley Luton National
Population size 90,000 185,000 60 million
Population growth per year declining 2-3% national average increasing 0.5%
Young people under 15 (%) 21 22 19
Asian minority (%) 7 18 4
Manufacturing employment (%) 30 20 14
Unemployment (%) 3.1 3.8 34
Annual earnings £15,312 £24,970 £22,248

6
Burgl er 1,000 households 14 10 .
HERYP (crime trend up) (crime trend down) (crime trend down)

Educational attainment low low average
248

Democracy and development

Table 10.2: Housing prices in the two towns compared (2005)

Burnley Wood High Town
2-3 bed terrace £20,000 £135,000
3 bed semi £94,000 £160,000
4 bed Edwardian £150,000 £170,000
5 bed detached £225,000 £250,000

there in 2002 you could buy a terraced house on a credit card.
Currently compulsory purchase has fixed the going price at about
£20,000.Yet within five minutes’ walk there are houses on sale for a
£250,000 and there are new infill terraces on Todmorden Road, on
the edge of the neighbourhood, being built by a private developer
that will sell for £200,000. In sharp contrast,in High Town the average
price of'a terraced house is £135,000. But the difference in the average
price of semi-detached and larger houses is not nearly so marked.In a
weak housing market, with a large excess supply, the least desirable
housing can sink to very low values. As the market strengthens,
previously undesirable housing can of course become desirable. In
summary the two neighbourhoods have a lot in common. They have
similar patterns of Victorian terraces and mixed uses. They both feel
‘cut off” from the town centre. In both the occupants are a mix of
‘transient’ incomers and the remnants of a more stable community.
But each has very different regeneration prospects.

Current initiatives

Given their ‘deprived’ status, there are wide-ranging government
initiatives in the two towns. Only those related directly to regeneration
of the selected neighbourhoods are described here. In Burnley,
Burnley Wood is one of three Neighbourhood Action Areas sharing
£15 million Elevate pathfinder funding from the Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister. Regeneration is being tackled through direct
intervention in the housing market. In the short term, this will involve
significant demolition and clearance. Whether it will produce benefits
in the longer term is not clear, especially to the inhabitants of the
neighbourhood. In Luton, High Town is one of five priority areas also
sharing £15 million of Single Regeneration Budget and Objective 2
funding. The money is going into a new community centre and
upgrading the high street. It is hoped that proximity to London and
regional growth will deliver further regeneration. These sums look
large. But to put them in perspective, £22 billion is earmarked for the
Thames Gateway compared with £500 million for all nine pathfinders
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in the North and Midlands. Admittedly, the growth area figure covers
the provision of infrastructure, not just housing. But the comparison
does indicate a different order of magnitude.

The thinking behind regeneration in both towns is to stimulate
private investment. But the regeneration process is led by council
officers whose main aim has been to win government funding. Once
they have got it, they have to meet the often short-term milestones
attached to it. Another problem is continuity. Regeneration takes a
long while, perhaps as long as 20 years, but funding is time-limited
and this can breed short-term thinking. There is also the issue of
effective community engagement. There has been lots of consultation.
In fact both communities speak of consultation fatigue. But, in both
towns, decision making rests with the council whose main concern is,
quite naturally, for the needs of the whole town, not just these two
neighbourhoods.

The Urban Futures game

A novel feature of the study was the development of the Urban Futures
game. The game was used to explore the aspirations and concerns of
the inhabitants of both towns and to rehearse options for the future of
the neighbourhoods selected as case studies.

The Urban Futures game confronted stakeholders with their
aspirations, concerns, options and their criteria for measuring the
success of regeneration. Sets of playing cards were devised on which
the aspirations and concerns voiced by interviewees were transcribed.
Since people in Burnley and Luton have different aspirations and
concerns, separate packs were made for each town. At the workshops,
participants were asked to make choices by prioritising the cards. To
record people’s answers wall charts were designed in which the
aspiration and concern choices were arranged in eight-by-six matrices.
The column headings were labelled: people, housing, community,
infrastructure, economy, education, process and leadership.

Neighbourhood regeneration in both towns is constrained by a
need to meet short-term goals. So it was decided to devise options or
scenarios to raise people’s horizons. Our immersion in the two towns
was used to develop four broad and generic options for how the case
study neighbourhoods could be regenerated over the next 10-20 years.
At the workshops, these options were used to promote a dialogue
between stakeholders about what might be done. We drew on the
interviews to identify a wide range of criteria that people thought
should be used to judge whether regeneration had been successful
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Photograph 10.4: People’s priorities
People’s priorities and preferences are recorded on wall charts
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Photograph 10.5:Two sets of cards

Two sets of cards are used in the Urba

h Futures game, one for aspirati
the other for concerns same for aspiations
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over this timescale. At the workshops, participants were asked to

prioritise which criteria should be used to measure whether change
had been successful in their neighbourhood. The game made the wealth

of material collected and collated accessible to people coming to the -

workshop. It also made the process more enjoyable.

There are dots in all the columns of the wall chart that meant that
there was a wide range of priorities in both towns. This complexity

At first glance the spread of aspirations in the two towns looked similar.
reflects what we learnt from the interviews — there are many ideas

Aspirations

about regenerating these places and different people value different
things. Nevertheless there were differences between the two towns. [n
Burnley the focus was on the economy and education columns, while
in Luton it was on community, infrastructure and process. There were

aspirations that described current policy initiatives, while residents of

also clear areas of agreement and disagreement between different
Burnley Wood seemed to be thinking more holistically. In contrast, in

interest groups. In Burnley everyone agreed that regeneration depended
on the regional economy. Policy makers/providers then chose

choosing to focus on the neighbourhood—town link and on continuity,
while the community members chose issues closer to home that would

Luton policy makers/providers were thinking more broadly in
improve the prospects of High Town.

Concerns

suopjeaidse - | ssiuexg :|°g| 24nSig

there were widespread concerns about regeneration. In Burnley the
overriding concern was about the economy while in Luton the primary

As one might expect from the diversity of aspirations given priority,
focus was on infrastructure and the environment.This is not surprising.

Burnley has a long history of false dawns and Luton has a tradition of
poor architecture. In Burnley, as one might expect, both sides were
concerned that the town will still be struggling in 20 years’ time. In
sharp contrast, however, policy makers/providers were more concerned

about introducing aspiring households into the neighbourhood and

raising the expectations of those who already live there, while
community members were more concerned about the lack of vision
and whether the current pathfinder programme, with its focus on

housing market renewal, stood any chance of working. In Luton, policy
makers/providers were most concerned about High Town’s physical
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A set of generic options was developed that, with some minor
differences, we were able to use in both Burnley and Luton and which
might be developed for use elsewhere. Figure 10.2 shows the set of
options devised for High Town and Luton. We used the same options
in Burnley, but the key features varied slightly. People were asked how
much they liked or disliked each option individually and then to rank
them as first, second and third choices.

At the workshops people were asked to assess the options for

regenerating towns and neighbourhoods like theirs over the next 10- : ;

20 years. Despite the abstract nature of the options on offer, none of s

the participants had problems doing so.What was immediately striking o

is that no single option is favoured in either town.This means that the -

preferred solution is likely to be a package of measures. The danger of

course is that the plan ends up as a mishmash of ideas trying to satisfy

everyone.

In both towns all interest groups clearly preferred Option 3 Small ® g 08 -

business incubator. This obviously reflects their focus on education and 28,5 g 5 -E % : g

the economy. They also liked Option 1 Commuter village that would 2 o % = . g :g Egéé k:

exploit each town’s relatively cheap housing and proximity to a major S 8¢ 5 ;%;: 28 g § £ 9

conurbation. Beyond this there are some differences. In Burnley, policy & 0 é g—f: g £ 3 go g § g 8 3 % 5
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Success criteria

The final exercise at the workshops considered the success factors
people would use to measure whether change has been effective in 10

for small-scale

e and purpose of the area by

., B 8 g
p S g g4 m =2
_ [ “ b0 £
2% 5 o 858 8 ¢
_gﬂz 2 £ S & oo 2 g
B o 5 b 3338 ¢
2 ERE T » & BEEZ o
v = c . .
2 Eg ¢ 3 % z 2 ‘g% geg C or 20 years’ time. Although there were differences between the two
» - B0 c 3 -« 0 () I . .
8 wvwo &3 4 5 S5 g9&E towns, strikingly there was much more consensus about success criteria
s S54 ag L Y Swvos & :
“ A .
g Sw? gt S & EsS N3 3§ in other words, about where people want to get to, than about
O = c e 9 = s 5 w £ o c . . - .
é"g £t B8 s 5328 8w 5 aspirations and concerns. In Burnley the focus was on the education,
E c @ a ~ 95 E£6 85 2 S
cS Gt 5 > %965g5%58%8,8¢ economy and process columns, while in Luton the focus was on
25 823 8+ T 0% o5 TwdzE )
% 5L 59 - SJ§g8 Egs 2% community and the economy. In Burnley both interest groups focused
2 £>c O— 6o SE Sa 8- w S . . . .
o é 4SE% ©3 -R § 29 cPush on educational attainment and the socioeconomic status of future
8 S o .05 [ S -] @ O CE go . . . . . .
S532E898 3 ¢ 585 88 95 2% Lt inhabitants. In Luton both groups chose quality of life issues and pride
[e]
§>T,::'58_c3,°c'm wm{-ﬁ_“’:o%%“’;“
c gL o KON ] ‘T . . . ..
L 555952022 “:’% FeET Sc 508 ss in the town.The game identified real opportunities here for consensus
Q
X o ° ° s o X e . ° ° .

building. From this it would be possible to build an agreed platform
about the way forward and also to identify areas of conflict that needed
to be harnessed positively to bring about successful regeneration.

Using options to manage change

Futures methods are largely absent from the toolbox currently being
used for urban regeneration and neighbourhood renewal. Yet their
effective use could help to mitigate many of the shortcomings identified
in the Urban Futures study. The use of cards to represent stakeholders’
aspirations and concerns makes sorting and prioritising them fun. But
the cards are also democratic. They mean that everybody’s voice is
brought to the table, anonymously, for joint consideration. Displaying
participants’ individual choices via wall charts is a good way of making
opinions transparent, and aggregating these helps to identify shared
and unshared preferences. This aids consensus building as well as

P
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g So g - signposting areas of conflict that have to be managed positively.
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and tested against economic, social and environmental criteria to
identify the option that performs robustly against all three criteria.
Any option that performs well on some, but badly on others, should
be viewed with suspicion. Options can be used to test the viability of
proposals over an extended period of time — for example, beyond the
current generation handing over to the next. They can also be employed
to expand the scale and the scope of what might be done. Any option
preferred by stakeholders can be treated as a desired end state.
Backcasting techniques can then be employed to identify what needs
to happen for this desired future to be brought about successfully.
Finally, stakeholders can use their judgement to make an impact
assessment of the options. The key issues are: what timescale does the
option operate over? Can its implementation be phased? What are the
costs and benefits? Who bears these? What might stop the option
happening? In this way a probability ranking might be assigned to
each option.

Using a range of options prevents participants rushing to a ‘lowest
common denominator’ shared vision. Options help keep the choices
available open for longer. They can also clarify the goals that lie behind
these choices and the means of achieving them. And this can happen
before goals become buried beneath physical proposals in master plans
and before funding begins. Options can also help stakeholders to break
free of short-termism and grapple with a longer-term view of what
could happen.They can help untangle the complexity of choices and
delivery mechanisms — holding them up for comparison, weighing
them against each other. As a result, options are a useful mechanism
for building consensus and for harnessing conflicts so that they can be
exploited positively. If this clarity is absent and plans push ahead without
stakeholder support, then there is a strong chance that a regeneration
programme will fail. If carefully selected, options can be used to explore
innovative solutions and the front-end contribution from developers
currently absent in both towns. And finally, in line with Building
Futures’ remit, options can be used to raise awareness of the issue of
design quality that has yet to become part of the general currency for
negotiating urban futures.

Taken together, the aspirations, concerns, options and success criteria
provided workshop participants with a framework within which to
explore possible futures for their town and neighbourhood. Playing
the Urban Futures game in Burnley and Luton showed that people
from different sides of the process — policy makers, service providers
and members of the community — are able to talk about their aspirations
and concerns and discuss options for the future in a constructive way.
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This experience provides lessons for elsewhere about how to manage
both growth and downsizing. The workshops clearly demonstrated
how a broader shared platform for managing change could be built
for urban regeneration and neighbourhood renewal in both of the
case study towns.

There is an apocryphal tale about Burnley Alderman Tony Gallagher
taking a deputation to London in the 1960s to demand government
investment in jobs. Harold Macmillan said that towns have disappeared
throughout history and it was not the government’s job to try and
stem the tide. Gallagher said that 100,000 people cannot just disappear
and that Burnley demanded the same investment as people in the
South. Burnley gained a new shopping centre, an inner ring road and
new industry, industry that has now all gone.

Towns like Burnley and Luton have to start from where they are
now. Other places have shown that the damage of the 1960s can be
repaired and these studies demonstrate that enlightened leadership,
that is prepared to engage with different interest groups, can develop
a joint vision of the future.

Conclusion

A number of principles involved in deliberative decision making
underlie all three studies reported in this chapter (Institute for Global
Ethics, 2005). In each case, they work by providing people with a
framework for thinking about the future. They do this, principally, by
offering a range of options for consideration. They also attempt to
involve stakeholders from a wide variety of interest groups in discussing
issues at a strategic level. The frameworks provided promote clarity by
offering a strong but sensitive structure within which to discuss
complex issues.
The process has the following steps:

* establish a forum: that brings stakeholders from different interest
groups together;

* devise a framework: that clarifies and provides a structure for effective
discussion and testing of the issues raised by these stakeholders;

* devise options: that map out solutions and promote dialogue and
negotiation pointing to a shared platform for moving forward; and

* report preferences and priorities: that help create a positive and proactive
climate of opinion about the future.
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There is a democratic impulse underlying this approach. The Urban
Futures game, for instance, temporarily suspends the normal distribution
of power between stakeholders that exists outside the context of the
workshop.The cards that summarise people’s aspirations and concerns
help bring everyone’s voice to the table. The engagement process creates
a common platform that can be built on by stakeholders and used to
identify, and if necessary to isolate, those areas of disagreement that
need to be dealt with further.

Similar lessons can be drawn from all three of the studies. What they
each show is that, provided with a well-structured discussion space,
constructive dialogue between stakeholders can be influential in altering
the climate of opinion about change and development. There is
currently a huge amount of public consultation about urban
development and regeneration in the UK, but there is little effective
engagement with citizens at a strategic level. These studies show that,
if presented with well-grounded information about a range of options,
people are quite capable of making reasoned choices and trade-offs
and are often far less negative about change and redevelopment than
politicians and council officers assume.

Democracy, we think, means engaging citizens in deciding strategy
and having a voice in making hard choices. And democracy, we believe,
is an essential ingredient in the genius necessary for dealing with
change and for a town to reinvent itself.
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