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Still Green General Meeting - Saturday, September 19th 2015 

09.45 for 10.15 to 16.00 - NOTE REVISED TIMING! 
The Quaker Centre, Downhead Park 

 
 

Programme for the day 
 
09.45 – 10.15 SET UP AND COFFEE  
10.15 – 10.30 Welcome, introductions and scene-setter 
10.30 -  11.55 Presentation on the Site Designs followed by Q&A 
12.05  Parallel sessions: 

i)  Q & A/discussion with new Enquirers  
ii) Workshop activities in three groups, on site design – with 
architects to hand. 

13.00  LUNCH with further informal discussions to progress design 
issues 

14.00 Workshop activities continued  
14.30  Display/reports from groups on key points 
14.45 Response from architects and proposed way forward 
15.10 TEA BREAK plus DEBRIEF WITH ENQUIRERS 
15. 30 Formal Meeting (members only)  

Please appoint a proxy for if you are a member and 
unable to attend 

16.00  Close and clear 
 
 
 
The following documents are provided: 
 

1 Preparation for the Architects’ Presentation  
2 The Design Brief 
3 Board report 
4 Treasurer’s/finance report 
5 Members meeting agenda 
6 Minutes of the last members meeting. 
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1   Preparation for the Architects’ Presentation  
 
We are not circulating designs in advance because these will either be enormous 
documents or will not easily be understood without explanation.  Instead, Peter 
and team will talk through the evolution of a set of designs, indicating which they 
think has most promise.  
 
Ideally, we would have had a more extended period of engagement with our 
architects. Financial and other pressures (the need to recruit, and to secure the 
site) have prevented this. So all the more important to make the most of this 
session.   

Even if their designs were met with acclaim, our architects would expect the 
preferred design to evolve a good deal further in the light of feedback and 
discussion with us, engagement with the planners, and more detailed design and 
analysis. This is a stepping-stone, not an arrival!   

Indeed, one thing has become abundantly clear from exchanges within the 
professional team over the last couple of weeks: the principles of urban design & 
residential planning favored in MK collide head-on with the principles for 
cohousing design that have emerged independently across Europe and North 
America, are well documented, and clearly thought-through.    

Such tensions between planners and architects are commonplace - in UK 
planning generally (according to DLA) as well as in cohousing, where opposition 
by planners to initial cohousing proposals is a recurring theme in Durrett’s 
books.   

In this situation, we need to lay out our stall, engage with the planners and see 
where we end up - which may be a long way from where we would like to be! Or 
we may find we can evolve a scheme that is good enough for all stakeholders 
without undue re-work and the sacrifice of valued features. Only by starting that 
discussion can we balance the risks of delay and higher costs against the risk of 
an irremediably inappropriate design.  

So what do we want out of this discussion?  Ultimately, the test question is:  
‘Do we have a good enough design on which to recruit new members, start 
discussions with the planners, and investigate likely costs?’  

We hope that members can advise the board of a configuration that meets our 
requirements (subject, no doubt, to some conditions and new ideas); doing so is 
the timely and economical way to proceed.  However, if, collectively, we have 
serious reservations and require further work to explore a different (preferably 
quite specific) idea for a configuration, then members must advise the board 
accordingly - even though this might cost us more and delay progress. 

In addition this will be a very important chance for the architects to hear us 
discussing matters that go beyond the configuration.  These include the design 
and facilities of the Common House, the landscaping of car-parks, the nature of 
the roads within the site, the design of the gardens and various external facilities.   
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To prepare for the session: 
 

 Please (re-)acquaint yourself with the Design Brief (which follows).  You 
might also look at the Development Brief provided in a separate PDF.   
 

 Mull over the questions below and make notes on the ones that matter to 
you, and/or that you haven’t answered before.   

 
1   “Must haves” 
 
Please list things which you consider must be included in the scheme, if you are 
to live there (and that are not already explicit principles of the scheme).  
 
Is there anything you feel needs to be added to the Design Brief? 
 
2   Shared facilities 
 
Describe how and how often you imagine you will use the Common House?   
Are they any particular activities that you hope will take place (and not already 
mentioned)? 
 
 
Do you anticipate activities that might be particularly noisy which might create 
noise problems for neighbours? 
 
Do you anticipate an external area adjacent the common house where residents 
can meet/sit/dine together in fine weather?  Does this need to partly or wholly 
under cover to provide sun shading and some protection from the rain? 
 
 
Describe the sort of gardens you hope for: do you want shared lawns? 
Ornamental Gardens? Trees?   Are allotments still important given that you will 
be next to a municipal allotment gardens? 
 
 
 
Do you want covered or shaded routes between houses and the Common House? 
 
 
Some members want to have views of water from your homes.    What is the 
particular attraction of a view of water?  If this were a pond within the site, how 
big should it be? 
 
 
It might be possible to introduce a rainwater collection system which created a 
network of waterways leading to a pond.  Might this be of interest? 
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2    Design Brief for Still Green at Ladbroke Grove 
 
Project vision   
 
The purpose, values and ethos of the project are set out the Still Green 
Prospectus, especially, but not only in Section 1.  In particular, our hopes for the 
retirement cohousing scheme are discussed in Appendix 1 of the Prospectus.   
 
The site and its context  
 

The context is discussed in the Development Brief for the site, available on the 
MKDP website. For members of Still Green, being bounded by the park and river 
are important features, as are the adjacent allotment gardens.  The H8 trunk 
road is very loud at the southern end of the site, is the major shortcoming, 
creating significant noise pollution.  Depending on the wind, sound penetrates 
from the south-east and south west as well.  
The existing infrastructure and its capacity need to be clarified. Subject to 
confirmation, we now understand that the ditch can be ignored and the ‘hedge’ 
replaced by offset planting.   
 
The need for policy compliance  

 

Particular care is needed to ensure alignment with MK Council’s parking and 
highways policies (links), and with the Development Brief for the site. It is also 
important for the scheme to align with planning requirements as regards 
retirement homes (and hence the age for residency in the retirement units 
within the cohousing scheme is now 55 – cf 50 in the Prospectus).  Doing so will 
make the scheme financially more viable, giving the greatest freedom of 
manoeuver in relation to the requirements for affordable homes, parking 
provision, and the level of Section 106 payments.  

Configuration issues  

□   The units that make up the co-housing scheme must form a coherent 
grouping. 
□   Plots for ‘Neighbourhood’ units (self-builders) should be concentrated 
towards the Southern end of the site.  
□   Buildings should be located and connected so as to protect amenity areas 
from noise.  
□   For the cohousing scheme, a block of flats along with one or two short 
terraces will make sustainability more affordable, and assist with noise 
mitigation 
□   Active public street frontages will be important for security.  
□   The likely cost implications of departing from existing infrastructure 
provision mean that the preferred access point for cars will be from the East at 
or near the entry point that already exists; cars might also access parking from 
the north, off the spur that leads to the allotments.  
□   The pedestrian and cycle access points should be towards the park and 
allotments, and at the north-east corner onto Ladbroke Grove – as the best route 
to the nearby convenience store.   
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□   Provision of the minimum required parking spaces in locations likely to be 
acceptable to the planners – it will be important to liaise with DLA over this .  
□   The common house should be positioned to have pleasant aspects – e.g., into 
the gardens, across to the park. 
 

Number, types and sizes of residential units  

We require 40 dwelling units plus a ‘common house’, in total.  The distribution of 
units between cohousing and neighbourhood, and the proportion to be restricted 
to households meeting the 55+ criterion are shown in the following chart:   
  

BUILD TYPE SIZE COHO N’HOOD TOTAL Of which:  
  55+     All-age 

Flats - 1 bed  50 m² 6 0  6  
Flats - 2 bed  60 m² 6 0  6  
Flats - 2 bed 80 m² 6 0  6  
Flats - 3 bed  110 m² 6 0  6  
FLATS TOTAL  24 0 24 24  
Terraced houses 
– 3 bed  

c 100 m² 
Say, 5 Say, 3 8 

3 5 

Terraced houses 
– 4 bed 

c 150 m² 
Say, 3 Say, 5 8 

 8 

Common House c 150 m² 1 0 1 n/a n/a 
HOUSES TOTAL  8-10 + 1 6-8 16+1 3 13 
UNITS TOTAL  33 +1 7 40+ 1 27    13  
 

The purpose, size and contents of the common house /facilities. 

The common house should be positioned as a gateway building by or through 
which cohousing members pass on their way to e.g., the park or the shops. 
Alternatively, the ‘gateway’ and/or ‘lobby’ functions could be provided by the 
block of flats. While the shared facilities should be concentrated in the common 
house, they need not all be located there; some could equally well be provided 
within the block of flats.  
Provision for the following shared facilities is required: 
□   A large multi-purpose room with attached kitchenette/coffee bar. It should be 
big enough for all cohousing residents to eat together (assume c. 50 members 
accommodated buffet style, and 30 members seated at tables to eat together).  
□   Patio to shared gardens  
□   Bike and buggy store with some workshop area.  
□   One or two smaller multi-purpose rooms (small meetings, office space…).  
□   Cloakroom facilities 
□   Storage space for personal ‘stuff’  
□   Utility/laundry room with space for drying, and also for one or two large 
shared freezers 
Guest rooms are desirable for members’ guests and for short-term occupation by 
professional (nursing) carers.  However cost considerations mean that if they can 
be provided it will be as a semi-commercial guest house facility (created by 
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adapting the design of one of the larger dwelling units; or by use of several less-
desirable, perhaps north-facing, rooms in a block of flats).  
 

Building design and style.  

The style should be contemporary/modern/Scandinavian – with wood and glass 
evident. Rooms should be light and airy (as this is associated with well-being 
among the elderly). In addition:     
□   For retirement units, lifetime standards are essential; wet rooms should be 
provided on the ground floor of retirement houses and in retirement flats. There 
should be sufficient space for wheel-chair use within the Cohousing units. 
□   A high level of sound proofing between adjoining units – floor, walls, ceiling – 
is essential. 
□   Large private balconies are important for the flats and cannot double-up as 
walkways. Since street-side external walkways are likely precluded by planning 
regulations, this may well require that flats are accessed by an internal corridor. 
 

Gardens and external features  

□   Roads within the site and ‘internal’ parking provision should be minimized.  
Subject to adequate access for emergency services, un-adopted ‘green’ roads are 
acceptable (and may assist with drainage and cost containment).   
□   Main paths within the site (eg, those to/from the access points and common 
house) should be well made and suitable for wheelchairs. 
□   Six of the parking spaces should be 1 m wider than normal and/or 
accommodate wheelchair users.  
□   One or more garden area(s) should be tranquil, wind-sheltered and secure.  If 
space allows, another garden area should provide a small number of mini-
allotments.  
□   A good-sized shed for garden tools and equipment will be needed.  
□   Houses and ground floor flats to have small patio gardens  
 

Sustainability 

Achieving a recognised mark of excellence in sustainability (such as Code 6, or 
Passivhaus) is important, through: 
□   Very high levels of insulation and air-tightness, triple glazing and MVHR.   
□   Solar PV 
□   Rainwater harvesting for untreated use on site - e.g. gardening  
 

Indicative budget for the Development   

A maximum selling price of £2,900/m² for the units in the cohousing scheme.  

Assume either ‘oven-ready’ self-build plots or a group self-build or custom-build 

scheme to be arranged by the members attracted to this arrangement.  In either case 

the plots would be sold at market prices for the area – which are unlikely to be for less 

than £100,000 per plot. 
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Project team   

The designs are to be developed as part of the broader preparations for a planning 

application (formally, a decision by Still Green to make an application awaits our 

securing a legal interest in the site on acceptable terms; we hope this will be achieved 

by October, if not before).  

The project team for these preparations will comprise: 
□   Robert Purton and supporting staff of DLA.  His role is to convene project 
team meetings as and when required; to collate the necessary information that 
relates directly to planning issues; and to gate-keep discussions with the 
planners and with the landowner (who requires pre-submission involvement in 
the development of the plans).    
□   The Potter Holmes team whose role is to carry out the Design work as 
specified sub-contracting specific additional expertise as needed. 
□   Rob Paton as the client representative, single point of contact for Still Green, 
gate-keeper for engagement with members, and for approval of invoices  
□   Sub-contracted professional advisors as necessary (eg, QS, acoustics, etc). 
Ensuring clear understandings of ‘who does what’ around the 
planning/architectural design boundary will be an early (and continuing) 
priority within the team. 

Outputs  

In documentary terms, these are as required for a planning application – viz, Location 

Plan, Site block plan, Proposed floor plans, Proposed elevations, Proposed roof plans, 

Existing and proposed site sections; finished floor levels and site levels.   

In addition, once our plans for the site become public, we will require simple 

promotional drawings for use in consultation and recruitment.  

In addition, we will welcome commentary and advice on the best ways of achieving 

our ambitious aspirations as the work proceeds. 

Timescale and milestones  

The initial outline schedule for the project is as follows:  

August: begin as soon as possible.   

September:  Consultation with members on emerging designs and key issues (NB a 

Still Green Members meeting is scheduled for 19
th

 September).  

November (earliest): presentation of full proposals to SG Members on Saturday 21st  

March or April: submission of the application  

 

This will be subject to further discussion and agreement, and crucially subject to legal 

agreement on the land purchase and to continuing satisfactory progress on member 

recruitment.  

Budget  

As per the relevant email correspondence, three staged payments of £7,562.04 
will be made with the first occurring in September following the presentation to 
the Group. The second will be by agreement as the work proceeds. The third will 
be prior to formal submission the Application.  

          Rob Paton 3rd September 2015  
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3   Chairs report 
 
The Board met twice since the last GM and some business has been conducted by 
e-mail.  This has been a particularly busy spell. 
 
Board composition. Lee Taylor has stood down. Likewise, Alice Maynard has 
said she cannot continue as an unpaid facilitator/chair of Board meetings. We 
thank both Lee and Alice for the enormous contributions they have made to the 
project from its early days.   
Ines Russel has agreed to stay on the board for a few more months – for which 
we are very grateful but we still need to find a replacement for her, as part of 
strengthening the board for the two most challenging years it is likely to take to 
see the project through its design & build phase.  We have approached a number 
of people as possible ‘non-execs’ to join the board. Malcolm Brighton is 
considering the possibility seriously (and hopes to attend and observe this GM 
and the next Board meeting). Another has said this may be possible later. We 
have an intermediary trying to find us another suitable person from the Ethical 
Property Company. And we have further names to approach.  Clearly this is an 
urgent and as well as an important matter. We now expect to be able to offer 
names to members at the October meeting 
 
The Action Groups.   We have agreed to merge the two separate Action Groups 
(MACBAG and F&BAG) into one. This has been meeting fortnightly with a brief of 
progressing the implementation of decisions and generally making things 
happen. And it has done so – especially in respect of preparing a new and better 
website and designing publicity materials and press releases for use as soon as 
MKDP agree we can go public (in October, we hope).  It has been well attended 
and has also provided a useful sounding board on other matters. 
 
Progress on the contract.  Despite our and DLAs best efforts this has been held 
up.  MKDP have been seriously under-resourced.  They now have and additional 
member of staff and things are now moving again. Robert Purton/DLA have a 
date in September to meet Matthew Green of MKDP to discuss a first draft.  This 
will be used to surface and progress any substantive issues – after which point 
the matter will be passed to the lawyers to prepare the detailed contract.    
 
Site configuration. The Design Brief and terms for the next phase of work were 
agreed with Potter Holmes.  We may have to pause the work in October, once we 
have a first agreed configuration design sufficient for the three key purposes 
(recruitment, costing, and engagement with planners).  
 
Technical reports.   All the technical reports funded by the Locality Grant are 
now underway and the results can inform the next phase of the design/planning 
work. 
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4    Treasurer’s/finance report 
 
As at 14th September Still Green has £19,427.19 in the bank.  Of that amount 
£15,549.50 is restricted funds being the balance of the first half of the Locality 
grant, which was provided for legal and design fees, and technical reports. 
 
Therefore we currently have £3,877.69 of unrestricted funds.  These have been 
allocated to other urgent technical reports (follow-on ecology work re reptiles), a 
check on the actual location of infrastructure, and a topographical study (a 
precondition for both flood risk and architectural work).  Until we have more 
unrestricted funds and confirmed the inflow of new loans, the board is not 
initiating further expenditure.   
 
The loan policy agreed at the last General Meeting comes into effect on 1st 
October at which point all members intending to reside at Still Green are 
required to make loans in accordance with that policy. 
 
By the time we meet, we expect to have applied to register for VAT – and 
assuming this is accepted, we will then be able to reclaim a backlog of VAT, and 
then, on a monthly basis, the VAT we pay thereafter.  
 
We now have a spreadsheet (thank you, Alan & Donna) in which we can examine 
detailed cash flow forecasts.  This will continue to be fine-tuned (eg, in relation 
to the expected timing of VAT repayments) but we believe we now share a quite 
detailed and well-founded understanding of our likely cash receipts and 
payments into the medium term, and have identified the main sources of 
uncertainty.   
 
Against this background, we hope the current spending pause can be quite brief.  
But very tight control of expenditure will still be needed.  Currently the 
spreadsheet is showing a serious shortfall in funding from April 2016.  So before 
that point we need to have recruited additional residential members intending to 
purchase units from Still Green.   
 
If you would like to examine and explore the spreadsheet, whether to help the 
Board or to reassure yourself, then please let a board member know.  
 
With more payments, members & loans, grant administration and VAT, the 
financial administration required to support the board and the company is 
increasing quite markedly.  
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5   Members Meeting – Agenda 
 

Please appoint a proxy for if you are a member and unable to attend! 
 

1. Confirm the minutes (attached) 
 

2. Receive and consider the reports from the Board, noting matters for 
further Board consideration 
 

3. Review the progress made during the day on the site configuration 
and note any further points for Board consideration 
 

4. AOB  and date of next meeting 

6   Minutes of the Still Green General Meeting 20th June 2015 
 
Present: Sheila Bacon, Jenny Borden, Wayne Borden, Alan Budden, Donna Budden, 

Chris Coffin, Alice Maynard (chairing),  Jo Paton, Rob Paton (minute-taker), Denise 

Rowe, Ines Russell, Lee Taylor. 

 

Apologies: Colin Bartlett, Sheila Dale, Ruth Gapp, Dave Jones, Karen Coffin, Jayne 

Meadows, Nick Pandya, Don Rowe, Clare Scott, Alex Yeats 

 

1  The minutes of our March General Meeting were confirmed and signed. 

 

2  Reports.  These were discussed and accepted with the following points and 

requests made:  

2.1   The success of the grant application was welcomed and the consequent need to 

understand the insurance requirements for the Board, and more generally for the 

project, was noted 

2.2   In a verbal update, Chris reported that Springhill had shared their accounts with 

us, and that this had led to useful exchanges on, eg, the costs of running the common 

house  

2.3  The Board was asked to revisit the matter of due diligence in the appointment of 

advisors and in contracting, and to assure themselves that appropriate  practices had 

been followed. 

2.4  The board was asked to prepare and share clear plans for the recruitment of new 

members and for strengthening the Board 

Other recent developments, including some verbal updates on a recent meeting with 

Robert Purton and Val Conway of DLA, had informed the discussions earlier in the 

day.  These are reflected in the decisions recorded below, especially as regards 

membership. 

 

3   Loans Policy. This was unanimously approved.  

 

4   Membership.  The need to clarify the distinction between ‘Neighbourhood’ and 

‘Cohousing’ members was accepted.  Members asked the Board to revise these in line 

with the agreements over membership and the configuration of units on the site, that 
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had developed during the day - as captured on the flip chart, transcribed and appended 

to these minutes.  

 

5   Still Green Policies and Procedures.  These were approved, subject to further 

updating of relevant sections, in the light of the day’s decisions. 

 

6  AOB and date of the next meeting.  No matters were raised, but a further General 

Meeting date (perhaps only for an informal lunch) on the 15
th

 August was added to 

the forward dates, as per the MACBAG report.  
 

 


