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Still Adj. calm, unmoving, peaceful. Conj. yet, nevertheless. Noun, abbr. form of distillation
apparatus, as used e.g. for raising and purifying spirits.
Green Adj. (1) coloured as grass, young leaves etc; (2) concerned with preserving the
environment (as in Green Party); (3) naïve, unripe. Noun, common land, often for
recreation, as in village green.

For further information, visit www.stillgreenweb.org
For the avoidance of doubt, this document simply sets out the current thinking of those who are Still
Green members at this time. Nothing in this Prospectus can or should be taken as making a
contractual offer or undertaking.
Published February 2015, revised August 2016.
Design by David Lock Associates
© Still Green (Third Age Cohousing Milton Keynes) CIC.
The Prospectus is published under a Creative Commons License and we welcome use and adaptation
of material within it, subject to appropriate acknowledgements.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This prospectus has been written for prospective members, for our potential partners in the
development process (planners, investors), and for other stakeholders interested in our
proposals (possible neighbours, others in the UK cohousing network).
Our Milton Keynes-based project is to build a socially inclusive and self-reliant
neighbourhood of up to 30 sustainable homes, in a cohousing scheme particularly, but not
exclusively oriented to the needs of members aged 55 years and upwards. Resident members
– both owner-occupiers and tenants – will have their own separate dwellings and also share
rights to certain common facilities.
For most who join it is a way of providing a secure and supportive environment through the
second half of life – without putting oneself in the hands of a large and perhaps expensive
institution. For others the scheme is a way of joining like-minded people in an ‘eco’ selfbuild project. The scheme addresses matters of concern to national and local policy-makers
in the fields of house-building, sustainability, and housing for older people.
Still Green is a membership organization, incorporated as a Community Interest Company. It
works through a Board, regular General Meetings, working groups, and individuals taking on
key roles for periods of time.
Reaching this point builds on work over several years, and draws on what was learned by
visiting established senior cohousing schemes in Holland as well as visits to relevant UK
sites. Our current thinking is summarised on a range of issues, including: the criteria for a
site; building design and sustainability; shared facilities; costs and likely prices in Milton
Keynes; the three main ways in which cohousing schemes happen; and how the character of
the scheme can be preserved, long-term.
Currently, Still Green is in transition having worked towards the purchase of a piece of land
but in the end having had to withdraw for primarily financial reasons. From that experience
many lessons have been learned particularly about the challenges of the ‘developer’ route to
cohousing. These include the costs and uncertainties associated with seeking planning
permission, and the institutional support needed to ensure finance and financial guarantees
appropriate to the different phases of the project.
The foundation for these arrangements has to be members willing to contribute loans (for
some, these can be thought of as advance payments). Hence, attracting and absorbing
additional members so as to more than double our size, is the current priority.
For members of Still Green this is exciting and personally important. It is also challenging.
We have to prepare ourselves, support each other, and take the time to think through what is
required of us, individually and corporately. The project is about building a neighbourhood
and a community, not just houses. How we work together on this will shape that
neighbourhood and community.
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Milton Keynes has many miles of canal- and lake-side walks
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Nieuw Wede a cohousing scheme of 24 apartments, with a mix of private and social
apartments in Amersfort, the Netherlands
2

1

VISION AND VALUES

Still Green is based in Milton Keynes where it aims to create a highly sustainable, socially
inclusive and self-reliant neighbourhood focussed on the needs of people aged fifty-five plus.

All involved aspire to:
Cohousing.
Residents live in their individual dwellings
but also share some facilities (eg, a
common house, gardens)1. Drawing on
experience in other countries, cohousing
works best at a scale of 20-30 units.

ownership) as well as for purchase.
Without this we would not be a rounded
community.
Self-management.
We expect to commission and oversee the
design of our homes (sometimes called
‘group self-build’). And together we will
take care of our common gardens and
facilities.

A ‘second-half-of-life’ orientation.
The scheme aims to provide a positive
form of ‘down-sizing’ and an alternative to
the limited choice of living arrangements
currently available to ourselves and to
others aged fifty-five plus. We expect to
encompass a range of ages, including some
not yet fifty-five, and to remain involved
for many years in the wider society of MK
and beyond.

Community.
We aim for a place where we can be
ourselves, with friendships developing
naturally as we share common interests
and the things that are important to us.
Being good neighbours means we look out
for each other - without peering in on each
other.

Sustainability.
We aim to create a green development,
one with gardens and trees but also the
highest practicable standards of
sustainability

Sharing our experience.
As we have learned from other cohousing
and green-build projects, so we and our
advisors expect in due course to offer
information about our project to others
interested in these matters.

Mixed tenure.
Valued members of our group include
people in very different financial
circumstances and it is important to us to
include units for rent (or shared

Our aspirations are discussed further in Appendix 1 - On the neighbourhood, homes and
relationships we seek.

1

Until recently cohousing was a rarity in the UK. Now Still
Green is one among a growing number of groups forming across
the country (http://www.cohousing.org.uk/).
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Members of Still Green visiting Het Kwarteel, a cohousing scheme of 24 units built in an
ecological district in Culemborg, the Netherlands.
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2 TO WHAT ENDS?
People join our scheme for a range of
reasons, but the primary motivation must
be wanting to live in a cohousing
community.

around suitable housing as we grow older
include: homes ill-designed for older
people (and so requiring expensive
adaptations later); the isolation and
loneliness that we may experience; our
need for occasional practical support; and
how this can be easily sought and safely
provided.

Members will usually be experiencing a
combination of ‘pushes’ and ‘pulls’. Push
factors include the need to ‘downsize’
from the much-loved family home; a
concern to have neighbourly support (so as
to avoid being a burden on distant family);
or wanting to make the most of a fixed
income.

These are matters most people know they
will need to consider sooner or later, like it
or not.
Companies, public bodies and charities
have developed various solutions retirement complexes, assisted living,
sheltered housing, and so on. Too often,
however, they are expensive, or they are
part of very large schemes to obtain
economies of scale, or they are limited to
the most frail and needy.

‘Pull’ factors include wanting to live more
sustainably, and the prospect of being part
of a stronger community in one’s later
years. The scheme has to meet these varied
needs and aspirations – that is a
precondition for success.
Left at that, Still Green would seem like no
more than a private solution to its
members’ private concerns – and this
would miss essential dimensions of the
project. In fact, our needs and aspirations
are not so unusual.

By contrast, senior co-housing promises
support without institutionalization, since
neighbourly concern can delay and reduce
the need for bought in care services, and at
lower cost, since self-management
replaces paid services and corporate
overheads.

It is now widely recognised across the
political spectrum that acute shortages of
buildable land and new houses have
created a house-building industry marked
by an oligopoly of large builders and
limited choice for customers. The UK has
a tiny proportion of ‘self-built’ homes
compared to other countries. Government
policy is attempting to redress this and to
open up the housing market to new forms
of provision.

These issues are complex and are
discussed further in Appendix 2 – Still
Green as a Contribution to Public Policy.
The point here is that the issues Still Green
is addressing are more than just the
idiosyncratic concerns of those who have
chosen to join: they are central matters in
current housing and social policy, and
what works for us might work for others.

For those in the second half of life, the
situation is even less satisfactory – and
again this is a matter of public policy
concern and debate. In brief, the issues

Indeed, it is for this reason that we have
attracted ‘supporting members’ individuals whose circumstances mean it is
unlikely they will ever come to live in the
5
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Still Green neighbourhood, but who have,
nevertheless, decided to support the
scheme with money and with their time
and energy.

City movement, the co-operative
movement in housing, the Camphill
Communities, self-build communities,
eco-villages, and so on.

In tackling these challenges, we see
ourselves as part of loose-knit social
movements exploring different forms of
living and/or ageing together. We
continue to learn a great deal from visiting
other communities and projects. Like
them we are hoping to develop our own
exemplary scheme: one that shows what
can be done by people like us in situations
like ours. A different group elsewhere
would do things differently, of course. But
our experience can still inform and
encourage others - so we look forward, in
due course, to sharing that experience.

These considerations mean that we have
group and social purposes as well as our
individual purposes.
A scheme that does not work for us as
individuals (and couples) will fail, and will
have nothing except negative lessons to
offer the wider society. But part of what it
means for the scheme to work for us
separately is that it succeeds socially, that
the resident members form a convivial and
mutually supportive milieu. And, like any
other band of companions, we are stronger
for sharing wider concerns that go beyond
our own private and group purposes.

From this angle, we are another small
band joining in a long and honourable
tradition of self-organized social
experimentation in housing – the Garden

Thus, our private, shared and public
purposes are intertwined.

Guild-sponsored retirement housing in Bruges built in the 17th century – a classic courtyard
design, and still occupied.
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3 ORGANIZATION AND LEGAL FORM
In 2014, following several years of
discussion and planning, Still Green
incorporated as a Community Interest
Company (CIC).

neighbourhood mainly of people in the
second half of life can benefit from having
residents covering a wider age spectrum –
not least because it avoids creating a
‘ghetto’ of older people.

This is a hybrid form that is both a private
company and a democratic, community
benefit organization. The CIC form suits
an organization that seeks the integration
of private and public considerations,
facilitating synergies of interest as opposed
to conflicts of interest.

The Board of the company is appointed by
the membership at the Annual General
Meeting. The Board meets about monthly.
General meetings are held every two
months (or more frequently if necessary).
In both contexts our practice is to make
decisions by consensus, through careful
preparation, listening and reflection. The
origins and early years of Still Green are
summarised in Appendix 3 and this may
help in understanding why we manage our
affairs as we do.

As part of aligning individual, group and
social purposes, the Articles of
Association include an ‘asset lock’
preventing members from disposing of
assets for less than fair value. This ‘asset
lock’ is vital for the receipt of
public/charitable funds.

Our Articles of Association provide for
two very different circumstances: initially
they enable us to operate in a simple
manner as a property developer if we so
chose; thereafter, once the homes are
occupied, we become in effect a Residents
Association, albeit operating under a
supervisory board where prospective
residents and other stakeholders will also
be represented.

The Articles also include a basic ‘values
lock’ – a requirement that members take
account of the company’s values and act in
accord with them.
The company’s objects are:
“… to carry on activities which benefit the
community and in particular (without
limitation) to expand the choices for
housing and good neighbourliness among
those aged over 50 years by establishing
and providing a co-housing scheme in
which members may live and by sharing
the experience of doing so with other
interested persons.”

In other respects, the Articles are quite
permissive, simply requiring that members
agree how various matters will be handled
and setting these out in a document called
Still Green Policies & Procedures (SGPP)
– effectively, our bye-laws or secondary
rules. These set out in ordinary language
the way we are organized, our values and
practices on important matters, and the
way we make appointments and decisions.
It is and will remain an evolving
document.

Hence, creating a senior cohousing scheme
is our primary task.
This does not preclude the involvement of
those not yet ‘senior’. Indeed, a

7

Members and prospective members discuss site plans, September 2015

Much has still to be decided, and we will
need to make changes and additions as we
face new challenges. SGPP has to be
reviewed, revised if necessary, and
reconfirmed every year. New members
receive the current version on joining.

experienced professionals. Over the last
couple of years Still Green has had
between 20 and 30 members of whom 15
or more were hoping to become residents.
These numbers fluctuate as members’
circumstances change and new members
join.

Between general meetings most of the
work is progressed by individuals and
small groups. As and when required, the
groups seek advice from sympathetic,

Biographical sketches of Board members
are provided in Appendix 4, together with
a list of professional advisors.
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4 DESIGNING A NEIGHBOURHOOD
The project implied by our vision and values is ambitious. This section discusses four of the
key challenges facing the physical location and design of the scheme.
Site selection
Although Milton Keynes is still
expanding, suitable sites are hard to find.
Most of the development land in Milton
Keynes is controlled by a relatively small
number of companies and agencies. The
occasional ‘brownfield’ sites tend to be
smaller, and have additional complications
(land contamination, listed buildings).

Building design and sustainability
We are seeking a high standard of
sustainability, either Passivhaus or
Association for Environmentally
Conscious Building’s Silver standard, and
have chosen our architectural advisors
accordingly.

Still Green is on the MK Council SelfBuild Register, but to date the plots made
available for self-build have not met our
requirements.

We require homes with ample natural
light, and expect to make maximum
practical use of PV, solar water, and
passive solar heating (allowing that this
can be affected by features of the site
chosen).

These requirements cover site size, likely
price, being quite close to local shops and
health services, transport links, limited
noise pollution, nearby walks and other
matters.

Building to ‘lifetime standards’ - so that
the buildings are suitable for frail older
people (and/or can be easily modified as
required) - is taken as a minimum, not a
maximum.

Our ‘near-miss’ attempt to buy a site from
a sympathetic public body (see Appendix
3) brought additional considerations home
to us: these include the terms offered; and
the planning requirements & risk - as
elsewhere, planning approval processes
can be prolonged, uncertain and very
expensive (failure to obtain planning
permission would mean writing off tens of
thousands of pounds).

We see ‘dry-build’ construction using
timber frame as the most promising way to
meet our sustainability concerns and to
expedite the construction phase. But
these are complex issues and our aim is to
be well-informed clients who are clear
about our requirements; to that end we
have been educating ourselves through
visits, reading and workshops.
Site configuration
Early on, a ‘dummy run’ design exercise
explored different spatial arrangements,
and our preferences concerning building
styles and layouts; later, we worked with
our architects on designs for the site we
were then pursuing.

That said, having appraised more than 10
sites, and with the support of David Lock
Associates, we are confident that we
understand the possibilities of the local
land market.

9

Access, natural boundaries, and the
required level of parking provision all
have a huge impact on what is possible.
Generally, a scheme based on a block of
flats and one or two terraces, and with
fewer variations in size/specification, will
be more sustainable, and cheaper to design
and build. Indeed, elsewhere, we have
seen beautiful, well-designed schemes
based only on flats, and only on terraces.

Generally speaking, the more attractive the
location, the higher the cost of land, and
the higher the build density needed to
ensure a viable scheme.
Shared facilities.
It is helpful to distinguish between certain
core cohousing facilities and other possible
‘add-ons’.
□ Core facilities.
These are the Common House and
gardens. The visits to senior co-housing
schemes in other countries helped in
highlighting the facilities that are actually
used.
Thereafter, our ‘dummy run’ design
exercise found considerable agreement
over the extent of these facilities and the
priorities for what should be included: a

What matters most is that the design
facilitates the informal sociability
characteristic of successful cohousing2.
Decisions on these matters will be
conditioned by the size and shape of the
site we secure, and indirectly (through cost
and price pressure) on how attractive the
location is within Milton Keynes.

2

See Durrett, C (2009) The Senior Cohousing Handbook: a
community approach to independent living; and McCamant K

and Durrett C (2011) Creating Cohousing: Building Sustainable
Communities.
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common room including space for shared
meals (with a kitchen area); rooms for
meetings and/or office space and/or a
utility room/laundry; and workshop spacecum-storage for bicycles, electric buggies,
garden tools – along with space where
residents can store ‘stuff’ they are not yet
ready to let go. How many of these
facilities will be chosen remains to be
seen.
On the one hand, they are an additional
cost that must be paid for one way or
another3. On the other hand, cohousing
works partly by swopping a little private
space for a share in additional common
space and facilities. You get lots more for
a little less, albeit the ‘more’ is not
exclusively yours.

Some of these are only likely to be
affordable if spare capacity is sold on
externally. So, for example, other local
residents might be glad to join a fitness
club. Likewise, family and other visitors
will more often want to use guest rooms
on week-ends and in the holidays; the rest
of the time the rooms could provide the
basis for a B&B business.
The attraction for Still Green members
would be having such facilities right on
their doorstep and available at reasonable
rates (for some, the possibility of part-time
employment in helping run the facility will
likely be a further attraction).
Clearly, though, such facilities would need
to be funded on a different basis, and in a
way that did not complicate or jeopardise
the core project (this could be through
business partnerships; and/or it might be
enabled by buildings designed with a view
to different possible uses). As with so
much else, a very great deal depends on
what members actually require, on the
existing facilities in the locality, and there
being one or a few members who want to
champion a particular possibility.

□ Additional possibilities.
These would aim to benefit the overall
neighbourhood and make it more
attractive. The possibilities include
facilities for ‘homeworking’ (such as
office space/practice rooms for those
continuing to work part time, or running a
small business); guest rooms; a fitness
suite & sauna.

Rainbow cooperative cohousing chose to create a really good shared workshop.

3

These will be funded initially by a charge on the overall cost of
each of the cohousing units, and they will require a modest
service charge for running costs and maintenance.
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5 FINANCE AND THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
As a company, Still Green aims to provide
homes that offer good value for money.

very low utility bills)
□ ‘future-proofed’ for one’s later years
□ with shared facilities - the common
house and garden
□ in a distinctive community, offering
enhanced support and security
□ that members are able to join in
shaping.

Quite how good a price we will be able to
achieve depends on many factors. But the
broad parameters are clear: a plan that
expected members to pay noticeably more
than for comparable properties in the area
is unlikely to work. That is because, in
order to proceed with a scheme, Still
Green will need to have commitments
from potential purchasers among our
members. These early commitments
become more difficult to arrange if prices
are above market levels (since, should
their circumstances change, those
committing to buy risk losing money on a
re-sale).

For those seeking to buy a unit, this means
that what they can expect will depend
mainly on what they can afford, or wish to
spend, given the price of similarly-sized
units in the locality.
For owners of existing property who are
down-sizing within Milton Keynes, this is
unlikely to be an issue (and such members
help to give the scheme financial
credibility). Nevertheless, houses are
expensive in Milton Keynes, as they are
elsewhere in the south-east.

Equally, it is quite unrealistic to expect
houses of the quality envisaged, and
enjoying rights to a common house and
garden, to be available for less than the
price expected for comparable homes in
the same area of Milton Keynes. That
much became very clear from the detailed
design and costing work undertaken as
part of negotiating to buy the site offered
to us in 20154.

For the financial modelling referred to
above, Estate Agents provided estimated
selling prices for units on site under
negotiation. Extrapolating from these, unit
prices were of the order of c. £3,000/m² of
internal floor area. This provides a crude
rule-of-thumb estimator: for example, a
two-bedroom flat of 80m² might cost about
£240,000.

In broad terms, therefore, we have taken
‘good value-for-money’ to mean that
members can buy or rent at about the local
market rates for properties of a comparable
size and type of tenure – and receive in
addition the benefits of:
□ a high sustainability building (bringing

Prices vary across Milton Keynes and
depending on the site finally chosen, the
state of the housing market at the time, and

4

Among the reasons for this are: higher levels of
sustainability tend not to be reflected in house
prices; land is about one-third of the cost of a new
home and land prices reflect existing local house
prices; the large developers who build the bulk of

the homes in Milton Keynes achieve significantly
lower construction costs (through, eg, economies of
scale, small room and unit sizes, and minimum
sustainability standards).
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how the development is undertaken, the
price might be a bit higher or lower.

socially inclusive. That said, the financial
modelling referred to earlier indicated that
a scheme including some units at market
rent, and a small number at affordable
rents, could be viable.

As for rents, using Estate Agent estimates,
the figure of about £15/ m²/per calendar
month provides a comparable rough-andready indication of rent levels. So, for
example, the market rent for a one
bedroom flat of about 50 m² might be of
the order of £750/pcm.

How, then, will the development be
financed and managed? The box on the
next page summarises the three main ways
that cohousing schemes are created. Some
‘blending’ of these approaches also occurs
– because each site brings its own
opportunities and constraints, with the
attitude of the local planning authority
often crucial. For this reason, at this point,
Still Green remains open about how to
proceed, and is keen to discuss
possibilities with any interested parties.

For those hoping to rent at ‘affordable’ or
social levels, things are more uncertain,
with the future level of housing benefit a
further relevant consideration. Much will
depend on how the development is
undertaken, who owns the rental units5,
and whether grant-aid or social finance is
available to help ensure that the scheme is

Chatting to residents of Nieuw Wede on a walkway

5

Still Green might own the units directly, or it
might create an associated entity (a charity, a multistakeholder co-op), or it might contract with a
housing association. The ability to attract finance,
the competences needed for property letting and
management (and the cost of securing these), the
management of risk (so that difficulties in the
letting of homes does not bring down the whole

company), and a potential loss of control over who
is a tenant within the cohousing scheme, are all
factors to consider. There may also be a tax
dimension. In due course we will need to obtain
legal and other specialist advice in order to
determine the simplest workable arrangement.

13
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HOW COHOUSING SCHEMES ARE CREATED
1 Gradual development.
This starts with an individual or small group acquiring a suitable site, perhaps based on a
large building with surrounding land. Or someone buys or inherits a property - and then
decides to use it for a cohousing scheme. In either case, the owners set about encouraging a
cohousing scheme to develop there. A framework for the scheme is created and as members
join the development can proceed – perhaps building plots are sold, or a terrace is built with a
partner body, or a larger building is converted to provide flats and common facilities. The
community, the buildings and the common facilities evolve, gradually.
Development in this way is more common in North America (where land is much cheaper)
but the way cohousing developed at both Springhill in Stroud and the Threshold Centre in
Dorset illustrate some aspects of this general approach.
2 Commissioning cohousing from a property developer.
This happens when a cohousing group persuades a public, private or not-for-profit property
developer to include a cohousing scheme on a given site as part of a larger development.
If all goes well, the property developer doesn’t have to spend money marketing those units,
because members are ready and waiting to move in. And the members will have been
relieved of all the financial, planning and building risks associated with property
development – not to mention the sheer work involved.
On the other hand, because they are not carrying the risks, members will have far less
influence over the design of the scheme and the final prices charged. From the experience of
schemes in the UK, the relationship with the developer is critical; the developer’s and the
members’ interests overlap but may also come to diverge sharply.
Older Women’s Cohousing (OWCH) and Rainbow Housing Co-operative are cohousing
schemes successfully developed in this way.
3 The cohousing group acts as the property developer.
For this to happen, the group will have to find, and then raise the deposit for, a suitable site,
and to prepare a detailed planning application for the cohousing scheme. This will require
not just architectural services, but a raft of technical reports on the site. Planning processes
can be erratic, costly and long drawn-out. Because success cannot be guaranteed, funds spent
pursuing a planning application are at risk and may be lost.
Once consent has been gained, someone with the experience to award a design & build
contract for the approved scheme, and to manage it within the agreed budget, will be needed.
In the UK, if the scheme involves some affordable housing, a housing association may take
this on. A suite of contracts between the cohousing company, its members, its banks and
other lenders, and the lead building contractor will need to be negotiated.
If all goes well, members can stay in control of the project and may even turn in a surplus.
Lancaster Cohousing and LILAC were developed in this way. But all may not go well and
the process is likely to be stressful. Modern construction is complex and the work inherently
uncertain: planned surpluses may evaporate through cost over-runs and schedule slippage.
The UK experience suggests that this route works best if the cohousing group contains
relevant expertise to manage the process, or if a public or charitable body can provide the
additional professional muscle at critical phases of the project.

14
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6 CREATING A COMMUNITY THAT WILL LAST
Community is not something that can be
engineered on demand. Nevertheless,
some things can be done to increase the
chances of success. We can spend time
together, to get to know each other. We
can start to relate as if we are already the

good neighbours we will become. The
constitution (outlined in section three)
offers a supportive framework for
community-building, and includes a
simple statement of the values we aspire to
- see Box below.

OUR VALUES AND PRINCIPLES
Respect for each other - including good will and trust towards one another, treating each
other with consideration as equals, and accepting each other as we are.
Taking responsibility - with everyone contributing, albeit in different ways at different times,
according to our aptitudes and experience.
Fostering good relationships - seeking ways to be considerately truthful, to listen hard and
communicate gently.
Inclusive decision-making – meaning processes that are clear and transparent, with
consultation and participation by members as the issues and circumstances allow. With
difficult issues we need to seek creative solutions and the common ground, recognising that
we look to build a community where we live together as good neighbours.

In addition, we can agree on specific
measures to preserve the character of the
scheme. Two of these are especially
important.

Likewise, the scheme would be
transformed if the next generation of
potential residents put off joining until
they were 75 or 80 (or if those at this age
were willing to pay the most for properties
on sale).
Either or both of these possibilities would
mean the scheme would become, in effect,
a sort of informal and erratic sheltered
housing for the already frail. This means
that the initial cohort of residents must be
spread across the second half of life; and
that, normally, those joining thereafter are
aged (say) 65 or below.
This spread of ages will not and need not
be precise; indeed, one of the benefits of

1 First residents – the importance of the
age profile.
The social success of the cohousing
scheme requires that the majority of
residents have a spread of ages from 55+
to 90+. The importance of this point
becomes obvious if one considers what
would happen if nearly all the initial
residents were (say) aged 60-70:
essentially, they would grow old together and the character of the neighbourhood
would change accordingly.
15
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having some younger (family) members is
that their presence will to some extent
offset any tendency to age imbalance.
Nevertheless, without some clear
expectations and rules around this point
the character of the scheme cannot be
preserved.

it would not usually expect to exercise
these rights (by nominating tenants to the
Affordable Housing units in the Still
Green cohousing scheme). Rather, they
would expect Still Green to allocate these
units to tenants of existing social housing
within Milton Keynes, who were attracted
to cohousing and had become Still Green
members6.

2 A ‘managed market’ for the re-sale and
rental of homes.
Although rents and prices would normally
be set with regard to comparable rents and
prices in the locality, that does not mean
that units will be available on the open
market. This is because, as in other
cohousing schemes, only members may
become residents. This brings some
challenges - but drawing on experience
elsewhere, the solutions are clear.
Restrictive covenants can ensure
properties when they become available are
only sold to those eligible. Such
arrangements are normal in other UK
housing for older people (for example, The
English Courtyards Association; visit
http://www.cognatum.co.uk/Home.aspx )
as well as other co-housing schemes in
Europe and the US.
Indeed, the creation of an attractive and
socially vibrant neighbourhood is the
single most important way of ensuring a
pool of non-resident members - those who
join with a view to becoming residents in
the future.
Such waiting lists of would-be residents
are the norm in cohousing and in other
age-restricted housing schemes – and
Milton Keynes has a shortage of housing
designed for older people.

Given the existence in MK of several
housing co-ops, this is an arrangement that
has ample precedent and that works
well. It ensures that the Council’s
priorities in housing can be safeguarded in
a way that is administratively simple, and
that may facilitate down-sizing by tenants
in existing housing association properties.
We are currently in a transition. Having
worked hard – but to no avail – to secure a
particular site, we have had to retreat,
reflect and re-group (discussed further in
Appendix 3). Other cohousing groups
have been through this and gone on to
succeed (and now have waiting lists of
those wishing to become members).
Against this backdrop, our priorities now
are:
Growing our membership and our mutual
commitment.
Still Green requires more members – and
crucially, the level of commitment
required of members will increase as the
project advances (in due course they will
need to give undertakings to buy or lease
the home they have been designing).
Decisions to join and to seek residency
cannot be rushed; and there will be leavers
as well as joiners – already, some
members have regretfully resigned after
moving elsewhere to be closer to family
and grandchildren, or because they needed

Similar principles apply to the letting of
Affordable units. Through a meeting with
the relevant officials from MK Council it
has been established that whilst the
Council would require nomination rights,

6

MK Council would also accept as tenants of Affordable Units,
members of Still Green not currently in affordable/social

housing, so long as these fully met the Council’s criteria
(including ‘having a connection to MK’).
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to downsize sooner. Recruiting and
absorbing new members takes time and
energy.

Equally, experience shows that a good site
and an attractive design will boost interest
and recruitment.

Scoping the next attempt.
We need to seek out or strengthen
relationships with potential partners in the
development – developers, a housing
association, financial partners, public
bodies, and those involved in local
planning. We need to refine our thinking
on the possibilities for financing the
scheme. If once again we set about
securing an interest in a site, further legal
fees and the work to secure full planning
permission will mean our outgoings rise
steadily. As well as an overall business
plan that adds up, a plan (built upon clear
undertakings) for managing the cash-flow
of project development will be critical.

Generating that design and the associated
business plan requires us, increasingly, to
pay for professional assistance – for which
members will need to put up the funds!
None of the challenges outlined is
insoluble – indeed, other cohousing groups
have solved them again and again
elsewhere. But they do require Still Green
to build a certain sort of ‘muscle’.
Designing and orchestrating a
development on this scale will involve
extensive decision-making and is bound to
incur some strains and stresses - even if it
is also fascinating and a lot of fun.
So we have to ready ourselves, and give
the time and energy warranted by a project
that can positively impact the rest of our
lives.

These two strands of work are interrelated and interdependent. A strong and
committed membership is the foundation,
without which financial and development
partners will, rightly, look askance.

If we are prepared to do that, it will be the
making of us as a cohousing community.

Still Green members in a more formal moment
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7 FINDING OUT MORE AND GETTING INVOLVED
If you are interested in Still Green and
want to know more, you will be invited to
attend our next General Meeting or social
event.

We have two categories of membership:
Cohousing members expect to become
residents as part of the cohousing scheme
and to share use of the common facilities
and responsibility for them. This is the
‘normal’ membership and is for those
wishing to be resident within the third age
cohousing scheme.

Depending on the timing of future
meetings, you will also be invited to meet
with one or two of our members for an
introductory conversation in advance,
perhaps along with other recent enquirers.
Alternatively, especially if you live at a
distance from Milton Keynes, we will
suggest booking a phone call with one or
two of us.

Members must wish to help create and to
live in a highly sustainable, socially
inclusive and self-reliant neighbourhood
and must be prepared to participate in the
planning and development of the
neighbourhood whether as a future homeowner or future tenant.

These preliminary conversations are
important – they will help you understand
the nature of the project, ask lots of
questions, think through what it may
involve for you, and learn about the
current state of play. They also provide
you with a chance to clarify with others
what you are looking for in terms of
housing for your later years - which may
or may not be cohousing.

The general principle is that of ‘All crew,
no passengers’, tempered by the
pragmatics of where people live and their
personal circumstances.
Hence, members are expected to join in
the governance and management of the
project and the design of the scheme; this
keeps down costs and is part of how we
get to know each other. Members are also
expected to pay subscriptions, and to
contribute loans/advance payments as
agreed by the membership.

Thereafter, you will be welcome to attend
our General Meetings, social events and
visits to other cohousing schemes and
green build projects. This is a chance to
get to know the existing members, and to
consider whether this scheme in Milton
Keynes may be right for you.

In return, cohousing members can have
every expectation of being offered the
chance to become a resident in a unit of
their choice once the scheme has been
built. Technically, this cannot be
guaranteed - for the simple reason that we
do not know how many units of different
sizes the company will have available if

Then, by the end of four months, if not
before, you are expected to have decided
whether or not to apply for membership.
All members are expected to subscribe to
the shared values and principles of Still
Green and to be interested in helping to
create a sustainable and community led
project.
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and when the project succeeds7. If at a
later point we look like having more
members than the number of units likely to
be available on the site we have acquired,
then this will be made clear to prospective
members, and a waiting list created8.

involvement in meetings, or by making
loans, or by assisting with specific tasks.
They too pay an annual subscription; they
have full access to the website, newsletter
and Still Green visits and social events.
A considerable amount of additional
information about Still Green is available
through the company’s website
(www.stillgreenmk.co.uk ), including
answers to Frequently Asked Questions,
and a link to the UK Cohousing Network
website.

Supporting members do not (currently)
expect to become residents but still wish to
assist the project because they see it as an
exciting and worthwhile initiative.
Typically, they support Still Green by
contributing specific expertise, or through

Milton Keynes Rose, in Campbell Park, minutes from the City Centre

7

8

That depends on the size of the site. Moreover, a simple ‘first
come, first served’ principle has to be tempered by some other
considerations – especially the need to establish an appropriate
age distribution, as discussed in section 6 below.

For all kinds of reasons (eg, to do with changed family or
financial circumstances) not everyone who is a full member
will, in the event, take up the offer of residency. In practice, it
seems that those high up a cohousing waiting list are still likely
to have the chance of early residency.
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APPENDIX 1
ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD, HOMES AND RELATIONSHIPS WE SEEK
Simplicity – walking to local amenities,
reducing outgoings, being able to live with
less ‘stuff’ (through sharing), reducing our
‘footprints’, growing veggies

A series of discussions and workshops
explored what co-housing might mean for
the growing group that became Still Green.
We read about, visited and discussed cohousing; we shared hopes and fears;
reflected on the experience of our parents
and grandparents in their later years;
appraised what we like about our current
living arrangements and their limitations;
and considered the economics of ageing.

Design with nature – living in an attractive
built and natural environment, offering
gardens, trees and aspects that go well
beyond what we could enjoy in separate
houses.

The notes that follow condense recurring
themes from these sessions, as captured
originally in notes and on flip charts. But
reading this compilation is no substitute
for prospective members working out for
themselves what they want from
cohousing.

Relational maturity – because we know we
are the problem as well as the solution, and
that some difficult collective decisions will
still arise; so we need transparent
structures, to keep ‘short accounts’, and to
be accepting of each other’s foibles and
weaknesses.

Peace of mind – the security that comes
from knowing that people are looking out
for us, from affordability, from belonging
without being obliged always to join in,
from having someone to turn to on simple
maintenance issues

While these are important as reference
points, when presented in this way they
can seem a bit idealized and unreal. They
may even suggest a monoculture, rather
than the mix of very different lifestyles
represented.

Continuity – enabled by ‘future-proofing’
houses, and even the scope for further
down-sizing within the neighbourhood.

In fact, our discussions recognized the
dilemmas that arise when different
aspirations conflict, and our own
ambivalences about some of what we seek.
Yes, we want community! But hold on,
that should not be at the expense of
personal space and autonomy or involve
too much responsibility for others… We
want close friendships within the
neighbourhood – but no way do we need
cliques. Likewise, we are keen on selfmanagement and everyone having their
say – but whoa! Don’t expect us to spend
every evening in meetings… We want lots
of activity and engagement – except of
course when we want to be left alone in
peace and quiet. We insist on a beautiful,
well-located and highly sustainable

Contact and support – shared activities of
all sorts, avoiding the “I’ve not seen
anyone all day” syndrome, being able to
choose who to ask when help is needed,
having nearby friends who know you and
who will help handle health and care
systems if one suffers a sudden decline
Continuing engagement with the world –
be it continuing economic activity (full,
part-time or casual work), facilitating
visits by our children and grandchildren, or
participating in the wider opportunities of
Milton Keynes
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neighbourhood – that is also simple and
affordable, of course.

mean accepting that there will be no end
point in developing our neighbourhood. It
will be more organic than that.

Recognizing these ambivalences and
trade-offs suggests another way of
expressing our hopes. We are seeking
affordable quality and a fulsome
simplicity; connected autonomy; selective
engagement and permeable boundaries;
lively occasions and also companionable
silences; flexible policies and ‘good
enough’ decision-making.

The shared facilities will need to be
reviewed - and changed, extended or
retrenched. Arrangements for shared
meals, gardens, maintenance, or
membership, will need adjustment and rebalancing. New needs will emerge, new
people will replace those who pass on,
new ideas will be suggested. It will keep
developing – and we do not need to get
everything right first time.

Finally, the inevitable tensions among our
aspirations, both individual and collective,

APPENDIX 2
STILL GREEN AS A CONTRIBUTION TO PUBLIC POLICY
Still Green contributes directly to several
public policy agendas – including the
encouragement of the custom build market
(see, for example,
www.gov.uk/government/publications/cust
om-build-serviced-plots-loan-fund ) and
the imperative of more sustainable
development, (see, eg,
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/
local-planning-for-sustainabledevelopment ). However, the strongest
connection – if only in terms of the
potential for a positive impact on public
finances – is with the challenges of the
housing, health and social care of ‘our
ageing population’ (see, for example:
http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/o
urwork/happi ).

elderly people whose families live far off,
requiring ever more elaborate health and
social care services, for longer periods.

Viewed negatively, this is a looming
public policy disaster much discussed in
the press: ever-increasing numbers of

Crucially, our health and well-being are
not done to us, but created by and with us
(they are co-produced, in the jargon). And

Simplifying ruthlessly, such analyses
assume that we are the problem: most of
us will require the services of a formal
system to compensate for the shortcomings
of ways of living into which we will
myopically decline. We do not doubt for a
minute the need for those formal health
and social care systems; but they have
limits. In health, prevention is better than
cure, while for much ordinary social
support and assistance, mutuality trumps
dependency on professional (and less
personal) systems, in terms of both cost
and quality.
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if we are part of the solution as well as
part of the problem, our living longer
ceases to be an intractable challenge.

The links between senior co-housing and
desired policy outcomes are summarised in
the diagram below. Most of these separate
causal links are well established in the
relevant academic and policy literatures
(for leads into this literature visit
https://collaborativehousing.net/ ) .
However, the long-term research to
establish the overall strength of the
relationship between senior co-housing
and the desired outcomes still needs to be
undertaken.

Indeed, viewed positively, this is a
marvellous opportunity previously
bestowed on a lucky few in each
generation: to remain active, enjoying
family, companionship and security, to fill
the space given by reduced responsibilities
with new or postponed interests, to engage
with friends and to be there for them; and
to continue assisting each other and
contributing to the community as one’s
energy allows.

How cohousing generates public policy benefits
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APPENDIX 3
ORIGINS AND THE STORY SO FAR
Still Green grew out of a small group of
Milton Keynes Quakers who, prompted by
a visit to Hartrigg Oaks in York in 2009,
began discussing the issues associated with
‘downsizing’, growing older, and the need
for additional support.

Articles of Association of Still Green CIC
provide for one of the several independent
Directors to be a Quaker. That said, the
Quaker Meeting is in no doubt that Still
Green has to ‘leave home’ and make its
own way in the world.

This group gradually focussed on
cohousing, and began reading and
investigating more systematically. In
2012, an initial Prospectus was prepared; a
group of seven visited several longstanding senior cohousing schemes in
Holland; financial planning began; and we
introduced formal membership
arrangements under an interim constitution
(as an unincorporated association - ‘Third
Age Cohousing, Milton Keynes’).

The early members of Still Green - like
any founding group - were setting the tone
and style of the embryonic organization.
And they did so in terms of values and
practices that were important to them.
Indeed, one element of the original vision
for Still Green was that it should have ‘a
Quakerly ethos’. This ethos was explained
in terms of the central Quaker values of
simplicity, truthfulness, equality and
peace. However, for non-Quakers such
references raised more questions and
concerns than they provided answers and
reassurance!9

From very early on it was apparent that the
scheme could not be limited to Quakers
(there would not be enough of them
wanting to try cohousing in Milton
Keynes) - even if those involved had
wanted this (they didn’t). So from its early
days the group has welcomed non-Quaker
members.

So now the ethos we are seeking is
expressed in more familiar ways and the
statement of values and principles used in
the membership application form has been
revised in secular terms.

The Milton Keynes Quaker Meeting is
best understood as a sponsor of Still
Green. It has provided many supporting
members who have donated funds as well
as vital time and energy even though they
will not become residents. The Meeting
House facilities have been available to
Still Green for meetings, free of charge.
Once the neighbourhood is established the

Similarly, although our current decisionmaking and organizational processes,
based on a search for a deep consensus
around what is required, still echo some
Quaker practices, these do not require
explanation or justification in spiritual
language.

9

theists’ among its members and regular attenders; and it has
cordial relations with the MK Humanist Society). Indeed, it is
very much an inclusive group of people rather than an exclusive
group.

For those who have not previously encountered Quakers it
may be worth mentioning that they do not have a written
creed – so there is no requirement to believe particular things
(in fact MK meeting counts Buddhists, a Muslim and ‘non-
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In the summer of 2014 ‘Third Age
Cohousing, Milton Keynes’ became Still
Green C.I.C. and towards the end of that
year a public body offered us a suitable
site, subject to agreement on terms. This
was the beginning of protracted
discussions, with delays on both sides at
different points. Crucially, we had to work
up detailed proposals to underpin a
credible business plan, and to secure the
institutional support that would ensure that
once underway the development would be
completed.

reduced the uncertainties facing the
project.
Nevertheless, risks of various sorts
remained; and if we proceeded we would
face a sharp increase in costs (for legal,
architectural and planning-related work),
adding to the financial burden (and risks)
being born by those of us involved.
So, in order to proceed and sign the land
contract, we needed to recruit more
members wishing to be residents and
willing to share some of the financial risks
through this critical phase. Alas, it was
equally clear that we would not be able to
recruit those members until we had signed
the land contract! - without it, everything,
especially the timescale for the project,
remained uncertain.

Fifteen months later, and with some grantaid from a scheme to support community
led housing initiatives, we had thoroughly
investigated the site, and had designs for a
configuration of flats, houses, car parking
and gardens. These looked well set to meet
planning regulations as well as our own
requirements.

Realising we were in a Catch-22, and with
the price of the land increasing, we had to
withdraw from the land purchase.

We also had draft ‘heads of terms’ for
contracts not just with the land owner, but
also with a housing association that was
willing to manage the design & build
process, provide project finance, and own
the affordable units. Our business plan,
based on a Quantity Surveyor’s appraisal
of likely costs, showed an adequate
surplus, and banks were indicating that if,
on completion of the building work, there
were unsold units they would be willing to
lend funds secured against them.

The experience has taught us a great deal –
both about the structure of contracts
needed for property development if Still
Green is to act as the developer, and about
the challenges of recruitment to cohousing
schemes (e.g., the difference between
‘pioneers’ and ‘settlers’; and the time
needed, especially for those of us who are
older, to make decisions).
We are better informed for the next
attempt - and we have recruited new
members since surrendering the site.

Though these arrangements were not yet
pinned down in legal detail, they greatly
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APPENDIX 4
BOARD MEMBERS AND PROFESSIONAL ADVISORS
Board of Directors
Rob Paton acts as Executive Director of Still Green. He and his wife Jo are cohousing
members. They have lived in Milton Keynes since the mid-1970s when Rob came to work at
the Open University. During his career he led major curriculum development projects as well
as undertaking research and consultancy, retiring in 2015 from a chair in the Faculty of
Business and Law. He is a former Chair of the Trustees of the Scott Bader Commonwealth,
and of Citizens:mk.
Malcolm Brighton OBE chairs Board Meetings and is a supporting member. He founded and
for many years led Data & Research Services plc first as CEO and then as Chair of the board.
As a long term resident of Milton Keynes he has served on many public and charitable boards
including the Primary Care Trust, the City Orchestra, the Community Foundation and the
MK Equality Group. He is an official prison visitor.
Donna used to work as Specialist Community Practitioner in Occupational Health, but is now
a Director and lead administrator in an architectural design practice. She, her husband Alan,
and son Ben became attracted to cohousing through a visit to Springhill, in Stroud.
Ruth is a cohousing member and co-opted to attend and participate fully in Board meetings.
She is a retired teacher who is very keen to live in a cohousing group in or very close to
Milton Keynes.
Still Green expects to appoint a Treasurer shortly. Meanwhile, we rely on our Finance
Officer, Chris, a retired accountant whose career was spent in social housing.
Professional Advisors and Services
Accountancy – Jonathan Vowles, 114 High Street Cranfield Bedfordshire MK43 0DG
Architectural services – Peter Holmes, Potter & Holmes Architects, Suite V, St Aldate’s
Court, 2 St Aldate Street, Gloucester GL1 1RP
Banking – Handelsbanken - Milton Keynes Branch, Moorgate House, 201 Silbury Boulevard,
MILTON KEYNES, MK9 1LZ
Legal – Malcolm Lynch & Elizabeth Wilson, Wrigleys, 19 Cookridge Street, Leeds LS2 3AG
Planning – Robert Purton, Partner, David Lock Associates, 50 North Thirteenth Street,
Central Milton Keynes MK9 3BP
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