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Executive summary

Introduction

• This report forms the final output from the evaluation of the Key Worker Living
(KWL) programme commissioned by DCLG and is produced by GHK Consulting
Ltd (GHK) and the Centre for Urban and Regional Studies (CURS) at the University
of Birmingham. The work was undertaken between January 2005 and March 2006.

• KWL is a DCLG-funded programme which was launched in March 2004 to address
recruitment and retention problems for public sector Key Workers by providing
housing solutions for these workers in areas of high cost housing.

• The KWL programme offers workers, predominantly front line staff working in
education, health or community safety:

– An equity loan of up to £50,000 (or £100,000 in London for schoolteachers who
meet particular eligibility criteria) to help them buy a home on the open market
(Homebuy).

– Shared-ownership or reduced rental of new homes built by Registered Social
Landlords (RSLs) (New Build).

Aims

• This is a formative evaluation designed to assess the early outcomes of the
programme and to make recommendations on how the programme might be
improved. The specific aims of the evaluation are to:

– Provide an overview of the take-up of the KWL programme.

– Evaluate the performance of the KWL programme both in terms of inputs,
outputs and outcomes.

– Evaluate KWL in terms of value for money for government and recipients,
looking at its impact on labour recruitment and retention, the extent to which it
provides access to affordable housing for beneficiaries and housing and labour
market dead weight.

– Evaluate the administration of the KWL programme.

– Make recommendations for improving the delivery, targeting and cost
effectiveness of KWL to provide early feedback on the programme’s
performance and to inform key decisions for any new programme.
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Methodology

• The evaluation draws on the following main sources:

– A review of documents and research relating to key workers.

– Face-to-face interviews with each Zone Agent.

– A mix of face-to-face and telephone interviews with a selection of key worker
employers and other stakeholders.

– An analysis of the Housing Corporation’s Investment Management System (IMS).

– An analysis of a large-scale postal survey of key workers accessing the
programme, conducted in summer 2005.

– Qualitative interviews with Key Workers.

– Data analysis to explore the operation of the KWL scheme in different market
contexts.

– Interviews with New Build Registered Social Landlords.

Background

• Housing markets play a significant role in determining key workers’ choices about
where they choose to work, and the career paths they choose to follow.

• Key workers in London, the South East and the East of England are most affected
by problems of affordability.

• Areas which face problems with recruiting and retaining staff face problems with
additional costs, and quality of services.

• The KWL programme has built on the experience of its predecessor, the Starter
Home Initiative (SHI), particularly with regard to establishing clear referral routes
(through Zone Agents); the introduction of clawback to encourage retention in the
profession once KWs have accessed the scheme; the tighter focussing of eligibility
criteria and more localised geographical targeting.

Take Up of the Programme

• Between the first recorded completion date (18th June 2004) and the final date of
the period of analysis covered (29th April 2005), there were 3413 individual
transactions aided by the Homebuy programme. Of these 1446 (42.4%) were in the
South East, 1262 (36.9%) in Greater London and 674 (19.7%) in the East of
England.
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• Between the 1st July 2004 and the 31st March 2005 there were just under 290,000
open market sales1 in the three main regions. Open market Homebuy assistance
therefore contributed to 1.0% of purchases in the South East, 1.3% of purchases in
London and 0.9% of purchases in the East of England during this period.

• A small percentage of households using Homebuy would have been able to buy
their homes without KWL assistance (This is referred to as ‘deadweight’). The
estimated level of within-housing market related deadweight is 5.8% (199 cases) of
the total instances of Homebuy, with 26 cases in the East of England (3.8% of sales
in this region), 86 cases in London (6.81% of sales) and 87 (6.02% of sales) cases
in the South East. However, estimated deadweight decreases to 0.52% of the total
programme if the Homebuy assessment criteria are rigidly applied.

• Shared Ownership and Intermediate Rent are referred to collectively throughout
the report as ‘New Build’. Intermediate Rent accounts for well over 92% (774 out
of 836 for the period July 2004 to June 2005) of the units accessed.2

• The greatest New Build activity during this period occurred in Oxford, this is
specifically linked to the 531 units providing Intermediate Rented accommodation
for health workers employed at the Radcliffe Hospital in the city.

Key Workers’ Choices and Experience

• The majority of key workers benefiting from Homebuy are under 30; the profile of
key workers benefiting from New Build is slightly older.

• Ethnic minority groups are more prevalent in New Build than Homebuy.

• In relation to both Homebuy and New Build the majority of key workers have
been in post for less than five years.

• The majority (69%, 71 from 103) of key workers benefiting from both Homebuy
and New Build had a household income of less than £30,000. Household incomes
of key workers under Homebuy are generally higher than for New Build.

• New Build key workers are more likely to be single person households and single
parents than is the case with Homebuy, where couples are more prevalent.

• In the qualitative work, respondents showed a high level of awareness of all the
products available. They had generally read about all three options in Zone Agent
brochures or on the internet.

• For those accessing Homebuy it is clear that the main motivation was to become a
homeowner; 67% of respondents put this as their most important motivation.
Second in importance was that Homebuy represented the most affordable housing
option available and third was the ability to live in their desired area. For those
who were previous homeowners, the ability to access a more suitably sized home
was the principal motivation.

1 Value derived from all sales recorded by the Land Registry for the second, third and fourth quarters of 2004 and
the first quarter of 2005.

2 Intermediate renting’ is where the rent is set at a level between that charged by social and private landlords.
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• Shared Ownership is the least popular of the three options. While there is a high
degree of satisfaction with the housing beneficiaries have accessed, it does not
offer the same degree of choice as Homebuy. As with other KWL products,
workers lose their entitlement to the benefits of the programme if they leave an
eligible position, but, unlike Homebuy, beneficiaries do not have the incentive of
an equity loan. In some areas it is in competition with other Shared Ownership
schemes which do not have a clawback element. Additionally, housing payments
can approach those of Homebuy, although, as part of the house is rented, equity
is unlikely to increase at the same rate.

• The main motivations for accessing Intermediate Rent were ‘affordability’ (74%)
followed by ‘eligibility’ (13%).

• There is near unanimous satisfaction with KWL: 95% of Homebuy key workers
were either very satisfied (55%) or fairly satisfied (40%) with the programme.
Respondents who participated in New Build were also extremely positive about
the programme, although the level of dissatisfaction, while low, was higher than
Homebuy.3

• KWL is generally regarded as user friendly, providing a range of options and
choices, good value for money and providing information that is easy to
understand.

• KWL is an affordable housing solution for the vast majority of beneficiaries.

Labour Market and Community Impact of KWL

• Just 4% (103 respondents) of those accessing Homebuy stated that they had
moved from an area where they would not be eligible for KWL; of that 4%, 13%
said that they did so predominantly because of KWL. Corresponding figures for
New Build are slightly higher, but are too small to be statistically significant.
Therefore, displacement – workers moving out of other areas to access the
benefits of KWL – does not appear to be occurring.

• Key workers have typically not moved far in order to take up housing under KWL.
The average distance moved for those accessing Homebuy was just over 12 miles;
the figure for New Build was higher at 30 miles. Given that a higher proportion of
New Build recipients have been in post less than two years, it is possible that they
are entry level employees who have moved area to start a career.

• Nearly a quarter (23%) of those accessing Homebuy agreed with the statement
“without Key Worker Living I would have left the specific post I am currently in”;
of those accessing New Build the figure for those agreeing is higher (32%).4

3 For comparison 93% of SHI beneficiaries who had accessed an equity loan were satisfied as were 93% of SHI
beneficiaries who accessed shared ownership.

4 Thirty-eight percent of those surveyed in the Starter Homes Initiative (SHI) report believed they would have had to
change job without the SHI.
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• 12% of those accessing Homebuy agreed with the statement “without Key Worker
Living I would have changed my occupation” – i.e. ended their career as a ‘key
worker’; the figure for New Build is higher at 22%.

• 62% of those accessing Homebuy and 58% of those accessing New Build stated
that they are more likely to remain in their occupation as a result of KWL.5

• There is mixed evidence about the extent to which KWL is building sustainable
communities. There is no clear evidence that those accessing Homebuy achieve
reduced travel time to work; while just over half (55%) of those accessing New
Build provision either agreed or strongly agreed that their journey to work took
less time after accessing KWL than before. For some professions, particularly the
police there are sound reasons why they might wish not to live in the
communities that they serve.

• Home ownership has encouraged Homebuy applicants to settle in and contribute
to the communities they have moved to, but New Build beneficiaries are far more
likely (at 45% compared to 21%) to be considering moving again in the next two
to three years, suggesting that this type of accommodation is less successful in
encouraging sustainability.

Operational and Customer Service Issues

• The four area case studies selected show no direct correlation between income
and the location purchased in the market (although in two areas there was a
correlation between length of service and market quartile accessed). As relatively
high income households were still targeting cheaper parts of the market, it is
possible that this may have a limited effect in raising open market prices in
these locations.

• Flat and terrace purchases represent well over 80% of Homebuy activity in the
case study areas.

• Most New Build RSLs interviewed perceive that there is an oversupply of similar
types of New Build KW housing in their areas.

• Slow uptake in some areas was attributed to marketing and promotion techniques,
and competition from more Homebuy and Shared Ownership schemes that do
not have a clawback element. Other factors cited included the location of
developments in less desirable areas, and key workers’ reluctance to live in
clusters of key workers.

5 Almost half (49%) of SHI purchasers believed that the SHI had encouraged them to stay in their current
employment.
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• The following factors were cited by New Build RSLs as making New Build
properties attractive to key workers:

– Location of housing with relation to the employer.

– Units developed to a high specification.

– Good access to local amenities.

– One or two bedroom flats in urban / inner city areas – apartments are very
popular with young first time buyers.

– Intermediate rented apartments.

– Small houses with gardens and parking.

– Second sale properties are popular with Homebuy customers.

• New Build RSLs cited rural developments and car-free locations as being less
successful with key workers.

• Rates of satisfaction varied by Zone Agent, ranging from 62% to 88%.

• There are a number of important improvements in customer service that could be
made by a number of Zone Agents, such as improving accessibility and
communication and allocating a case worker to deal with applicants on a one-to-
one basis.

• The way money is currently allocated for equity loans can lead to applicants being
given a very short time to find a property.

• Applicants for New Build property, while generally satisfied with the service they
receive, are likely to be able to access a far more restricted range of property than
Homebuy applicants.

• The mortgage cap means that key workers in some cases have to take out a larger
equity loan than would otherwise have been necessary.
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1. Introduction

1.1 This report forms the third and final output from the evaluation of the Key
Worker Living programme (KWL) commissioned by DCLG and is produced by
GHK Consulting Ltd (GHK) and the Centre for Urban and Regional Studies
(CURS) at the University of Birmingham.

1.2 KWL is an DCLG-funded programme which was launched in March 2004 to
address recruitment and retention problems for public sector Key Workers by
providing housing solutions for these workers in areas of high cost housing.

1.3 KWL was developed and built on the experience of its predecessor, the Starter
Home Initiative (SHI), a policy to help key workers access affordable housing in
pressured housing markets. SHI was among the government policies set out in
the 2000 Housing Green paper and ran until April 2004.6

1.4 The KWL programme offers workers, predominantly front line staff working in
education, health or community safety, the following options:

• An equity loan of up to £50,000 (or £100,000 in London for schoolteachers
who meet particular eligibility criteria) to help them buy a home on the open
market (Homebuy).

• Shared-ownership or reduced rental of new homes built by Registered Social
Landlords (RSLs) (New Build).

1.5 This report summarises and builds on findings from the first report which was
published in August 2005, and the interim report, published in 2006, and also
contains findings from the third stage of research carried out between November
2006 and February 2006.

1.6 This is a formative evaluation designed to assess the early outcomes of the
programme and to make recommendations on how the programme might be
improved. The specific aims of the evaluation are to:

• Provide an overview of the take-up of the KWL programme.

• Evaluate the performance of the KWL programme both in terms of inputs,
outputs and outcomes.

• Evaluate KWL in terms of value for money for government and recipients,
looking at its impact on labour recruitment and retention, the extent to which
it provides access to affordable housing for beneficiaries and housing and
labour market dead weight.

6 The Housing Green Paper, Quality and Choice: A Decent Home for all (DETR, April 2000) set out the aims of the
SHI. These were to help around 10,000 key workers buy homes in high cost area, where house prices would
otherwise prevent them from living in or near the communities that they servied. The SHI schemes mainly
consisted of equity loans or shared ownership for first-time buyers (Morgan, J., Bramley, G., Cousins, L., Dunmore
and MORI Social Research (2005) Evaluation of the Starter Home Initiative: Final Report, London: ODPM).
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• Evaluate the administration of the KWL programme.

• Make recommendations for improving the delivery, targeting and cost
effectiveness of KWL to provide early feedback on the programme’s
performance and to inform key decisions for any new programme.

1.7 To meet these aims, we have used a multi-method strategy to gather and analyse
data. The methodology employed is described in Chapter 2.
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2. Methodology

2.1 The evaluation draws on a wide range of qualitative and quantitative data; it has
been designed to take account of the views of a variety of stakeholders and key
workers; as well as drawing on management information and quantitative
analysis of Land Registry Data, Income and Census data, price information and
other information relating to housing markets.

Stage One: Documentary review and Stakeholder interviews

2.2 The first stage of the research aimed to review the evidence upon which KWL
was founded, to gain a thorough understanding of how the programme was
being operationalised and to obtain a range of preliminary views on how the
programme was working in practice.

2.3 Stage One drew on four main sources:

• A review of documents and research relating to key workers;

• Analysis of December 2004 monitoring data, collected by DCLG;

• Face-to-face interviews with each Zone Agent;

• A mix of face-to-face and telephone interviews with a selection of key worker
employers and other stakeholders.

The interviews were undertaken in Spring 2005. A list of the published
documents reviewed is contained in Annex A and a full list of Zone Agents and
other stakeholders interviewed is contained in Annex B.

Stage Two: Data analysis and Survey research

2.4 The second stage of the research consisted of:

• An analysis of the Housing Corporation’s Investment Management System
(IMS); and,

• An analysis of a large-scale postal survey of key workers accessing the
programme, conducted in summer 2005.

IMS data analysis

2.5 Analysis was undertaken to provide a profile of the uptake of Homebuy and
New Build (Shared Ownership and Intermediate Market Rent) using data that
was collected and submitted to the Housing Corporation’s Investment
Management System (IMS).
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2.6 Due to the differing approaches of the Homebuy and New Build schemes
(supporting outright purchase of pre-existing properties against newly derived
provision of differing tenure) the analysis was kept separate for each. This is to
ensure that differing effects and profiles that may be inherent to each of the
schemes, both holistically and also spatially, can be successfully drawn out
and identified.

2.7 Analysis is provided spatially via the utilisation of Government Office Regions
and Local Authority Areas.

2.8 Homebuy analysis is based on IMS data recorded between the first recorded
completion date (18th June 2004) and the final date recorded in the monitoring
data (29th April 2005), during which time there were 3413 individual transactions
aided by the Homebuy programme.

2.9 New Build analysis is based on details of 836 New Build units accessed between
the period July 2004 to June 2005).

Postal Survey

2.10 Assessment of progress in relation to the above points means that the views of
the key worker must be central to the evaluation. In order to assess the impact
of the programme on beneficiaries, and to explore their perception of its
operation, its design, impact and effectiveness, a postal survey of all key workers
accessing the programme was carried out in August/September 2005.

2.11 The survey was undertaken by post and questionnaires were sent to every
Homebuy key worker accessing the programme up to June 2005 (n=34137). The
sample was drawn from the IMS. New Build data (Shared Ownership or
Intermediate Rent are hereafter referred to as ‘New Build’)8 recorded on the IMS
was insufficiently comprehensive to make contact with this population, so this
was collected directly from registered social landlords, where possible, and a
total of 194 questionnaires were sent out to beneficiaries of New Build.

2.12 Because of the different types of intervention available under KWL, different
questionnaires were devised: one for those accessing Homebuy and one for
those accessing New Build. However core questions on both questionnaires were
the same to enable comparison.

2.13 The response rate to the survey was very high, as shown in the Figure below.
Sixty-nine percent of Homebuy beneficiaries responded, and over 53% of New
Build beneficiaries.9 The lower response rate for New Build is likely to be due to
the shorter time that was available to follow up with those beneficiaries that did
not return their questionnaires.

7 100 of these were used in a pilot of the questionnaire. As questions were subsequently changed, these were
excluded from the final analysis.

8 Both questionnaires are included as Annexes to this report.
9 Obtaining the sample of New Build beneficiaries from RSLs took far longer than obtaining the Homebuy sample,

and contact details tended to be less comprehensive. This meant less time was available to follow up non-
responses among the New Build than Homebuy sample. This probably accounts for the lower response rate.
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2.14 This response rate is exceptional, and in itself indicates the importance attached
to KWL by those key workers that have benefited from it, and their consequent
readiness to participate in the evaluation. The response rate also allows a very
high degree of confidence in the results reported here.

Area-based Case studies and qualitative follow-up

2.15 The third and final stage of the Key Worker Living (KWL) evaluation fieldwork
consisted of four area-based case studies. There were three elements to this
fieldwork:

• Interviews with key workers to provide in-depth qualitative information
which explored and illustrated points of interest raised in the largely
quantitative postal survey.

• Data analysis to explore the operation of the KWL scheme in different market
contexts.

• Interviews with Registered Social Landlords that had been involved in New
Build schemes, to explore operational and market intelligence issues.

Interviews with Key Workers

2.16 Between November 2005 and January 2006 GHK Consulting interviewed 46 key
workers who had taken part in the KWL survey and who had agreed to be re-
contacted.

2.17 As one of the purposes of the evaluation is to ‘fine tune’ the service offered by
the programme, the sampling was purposive, and selected first of all from the
minority of respondents who had expressed dissatisfaction with some aspect of
KWL. As no New Build clients in the case study areas had expressed
dissatisfaction, the sample also included five New Build clients who lived outside
the case study areas or did not fall into the main categories of health, education
or police. Two of these agreed to be interviewed.

2.18 As the goal of KWL is to aid recruitment to, and retention in key worker
professions in areas of high housing cost, the sample also tried to select from those
whose survey responses indicated that the scheme had influenced their career
decisions in some way.

2.19 The profile of those who agreed to take part is detailed in Figures 1-5 in Annex C.

Figure 2.1: Survey Response Rate

Population size Sample Size Responses Response Rate

Homebuy 341310 3313 2291 69%

New Build 836 194 10311 53%

10 100 questionnaires were sent out as a pilot survey. As questions were subsequently changed, the responses to
these were excluded from the analysis.

11 27 of these respondents had accessed Shared Ownership, 73 had accessed Intermediate Rent and 3 did not
know which option they had accessed.
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Data analysis to explore the operation of the KWL scheme in
different market contexts.

2.20 In order to examine the operation of the KWL scheme in different market
contexts, CURS carried out an analysis of land registry data and other data
related to the housing market context in four case study areas chosen to allow
representation of:

• The geographical spread of KWL

• Both high and low price housing markets

• A rural as well as an urban dimension

• ‘Boundary’ areas where there is potential displacement from London and
other regions

• Areas where there is significant representation of New Build and areas where
there is little KWL in New Build.

2.21 The four areas chosen included two markets in the London GOR, and one each
in the other two GORs:

• East London

• South West London

• Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire (“BOB”)

• East Region

RSL interviews

2.22 The final element of Key Worker Living (KWL) evaluation stage three fieldwork,
consisted of interviews with New Build Registered Social Landlords (RSLs). These
qualitative interviews were designed to explore:

• The market intelligence of RSLs

• Reasons for the relatively low take-up of Key Worker New Build properties
(compared to open market Homebuy)

• Relations between Zone Agents and other RSLs

• RSLs’ experience of KWL and suggestions for improvements.

2.23 Ten RSLs in the four case study areas (East London, South West London,
Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire (“BOB”) and the East Region)
were interviewed for this part of the research; three of whom were also acting as
Zone Agents. Four other RSLs were approached for interviews but were unable
to participate: one who had not yet completed their properties under the Key
Worker Living (KWL) scheme and the other three due to time pressures.
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3. Background

3.1 KWL is a £725 million DCLG funded programme, which was launched in March
2004.12 It aims to address recruitment and retention problems related to Key
Workers by providing housing solutions for key front line personnel in public
services, such as education, health and community safety in the following areas
of high cost housing: London, the South East and the East.

3.2 This section describes the supporting evidence for believing that housing
intervention is a logical response to recruitment and retention issues for Key
Workers, how the programme is delivered, eligibility for the programmes, the
different KWL products available, the principle of ‘clawback’, and sets out how
KWL differs from the Starter Home Initiative, a previous housing intervention
with similar aims.

Recruitment & Retention issues

3.3 The ability of government to deliver improved public services depends in large
part upon the ability of those services to attract, recruit and retain staff. Problems
recruiting and retaining public sector workers can threaten the successful
delivery of services: the quality of services is determined in large part by the
quality of the workforce responsible for delivering them.

3.4 There is a growing body of research showing the nature of recruitment and
retention problems in key worker occupations, and the link between these
problems and the high cost of housing. Most of the research cited below
predates the introduction of KWL. A review of this research undertaken for the
evaluation presents the following picture:

• Housing markets and individuals’ housing pathways – different types of
housing needed at different times in an individual’s life – play a large part in
determining decisions on occupation and location. Research for Keep London
Working showed that lack of affordable housing can be associated with 50%
of key worker shortages. The same research found that the most common
three reasons for seeking work outside London are: ‘cheaper accommodation’
(62%), ‘better accommodation’ (52%) and ‘ability to buy accommodation’
(46%).13

• Research by the Kings Fund found that high housing costs affect both the
ability of the NHS to attract and, crucially, retain staff: “House price variation
is not only a barrier to entry and re-entry to London for NHS staff from
elsewhere in the UK, it also influences decisions on moves to jobs outside
London… Retaining experienced and qualified staff in London is difficult,
particularly because of the high cost of living in the capital and difficulties
getting onto the first rung of the housing ladder”.14

12 http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1151221
13 ‘The Case for Key Worker Housing Solutions: Extent, Patterns and Impacts’, (2003), Llewelyn-Davies and LSE.

The research looked at teachers, nurses and bus drivers; figures quoted are from a survey of 445 key workers.
14 ‘In Capital Health? Meeting the challenges of London’s healthcare workforce’, (2002), King’s Fund. This policy

focused research investigated the healthcare workforce in London and drew on a review of existing research and
data as well as workshops.
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• Problems of affordability for key workers are most severe in London, the
South East and East of England.15

• The Audit Commission found that most public sector workers leave their job
for push, rather than pull factors.16

• There seems to be a key point in an individual’s career when housing
becomes more important than other factors in determining satisfaction for key
workers: “Perhaps the most important factor [in leaving London] was the
extent to which key workers saw it as impossible to meet their aspiration of
homeownership while continuing to live and work in London”.17

• Wage scales for key workers are determined nationally and there is no
opportunity for services to pass costs on to the consumer as would typically
happen in the private sector. Key workers therefore find themselves
comparatively worse off in high-price areas: London costs 20-30% more to
live in than Manchester; across all sectors, wages generally reflect this (31%
higher), but for teachers and nurses pay is just 9% higher in London. Half of
NHS nurses in London have a second job.18

• Research by the Audit Commission shows that recruitment and retention
problems have implications in terms of costs and quality of services: the
average direct cost of recruiting a new member of staff is around £3,500 and
the new recruit performs at only around 60% of their potential when first
recruited, rising to 100% only after a year.19 The research notes that
recruitment and retention problems have a negative impact on the quality of
services delivered.

• Recruitment and retention problems within organisations can be masked by
the use of ‘coping strategies’ and the use of temporary, less qualified and less
experienced staff: 4.1% of London teachers are agency staff, compared to a
rate of 1.6% for all England; 3.3% of teachers in London do not have qualified
teacher status, compared to 1.3% for all England.20 Over half of all NHS
nursing agency expenditure is in London.21

• Some workforce reforms have been used to make work more attractive, e.g.
flexible hours and home working, but these are not easily available to key
workers.22

15 ‘Can Work – Can’t Buy’, (2003), Wilcox, JRF. This study identified areas of the UK where housing is unaffordable
to key workers, based on four types of key worker – nurse, police officer, social worker and teacher.

16 ‘Recruitment and Retention: A public service workforce for the twenty-first century’, (2002), Audit Commission.
This research looked at the public sector as a whole and is based upon a review of existing research, a
telephone survey of 300 former public sector staff, focus groups, in-depth interviews with stakeholders and a
series of case studies.

17 ‘Key Issues for Key Workers’, (2001), Affordable Housing Scrutiny Committee, GLA. This research looked at
nurses, teachers, bus drivers and police officers and sought to draw widely applicable conclusions. It is based on
expert testimony to the Committee, existing employment data and a postal survey of key workers (180 returns)

18 ‘The Case for London: London’s loss is no-one’s gain’, (2004), GLA. This document forms the Mayor’s
submission to the 2004 Spending Review.

19 ‘Recruitment and Retention: A public service workforce for the twenty-first century’, (2002), Audit Commission
20 ‘The Case for Key Worker Housing Solutions: Extent, Patterns and Impacts’, (2003), Llewelyn-Davies and LSE
21 ‘The Case for London: London’s loss is no-one’s gain’, (2004), GLA
22 ‘Hertfordshire Key Worker Study’, David Couttie Associates Limited, 2003. The research is based on a postal

survey of key workers – teachers, social care workers, fire fighters, police officers, nurses, other health care
personnel and paramedics (2,032 returns) and employers (84 returns).
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3.5 Across the programme, the majority of interviewees for Stage One of the
evaluation (employers, stakeholders and Zone Agents) considered the main
current labour market problem to be one of retention rather than recruitment of
key workers. This corresponds with the findings of the review of existing
evidence, which suggests that early in their careers key workers will trade-off
longer-term housing aspirations (generally speaking for homeownership) against
starting out in their career, i.e. key workers preferred rented accommodation at
the start of their career – valuing flexibility and often central locations.

The Zone Agent Model

3.6 Zone Agents (ZAs) are the Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) that have been
appointed to market the programme, administer Homebuy and provide a one-
stop-shop for key workers. At the time of writing, there are a total of nine zone
agents delivering the programme (see Annex A).

3.7 Many ZAs interviewed were expanding as organisations, taking advantage of
favourable market conditions: one ZA has seen their shared ownership team
double in size in the last three years. A small number of ZAs were also looking
to expand into the geographic areas covered by the programme. One Zone
Agent had developed a subsidiary responsible for developing the key worker
housing offer.

3.8 The majority of ZAs interviewed were involved in the delivery of the Starter
Home Initiative (SHI) and the decision to bid for KWL represented a natural
progression – having built internal expertise in marketing, market knowledge,
databases of key workers and links with employers. Through delivering SHI,
most ZAs have a good sense of the scale and nature of demand for key worker
housing provision. Also, several ZAs were able to cite research done in their area
at the time of SHI. All this was considered helpful in completing the application
process to become a ZA.

3.9 A significant minority of ZAs had experience of the key worker market even
prior to delivery of SHI: one ZA stated that in 1989 around a third of the people
they supported into home ownership were key workers; a small number of ZAs
also have experience of managing accommodation provided by the National
Health Service.

3.10 A number of issues regarding Zone Agents have been explored in the evaluation:

• The relationship ZAs have with other RSLs involved in the new-build aspect.

• Zone agents’ provision of service to key workers.
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Eligibility

3.11 At the start of the evaluation, groups of Key Worker eligible under the
programme varied by region according to specific local recruitment and retention
problems, but the main groups included:

• Nurses and other NHS staff;

• Teachers in schools and in further education and sixth form colleges;

• Police officers and some civilian staff in some police forces;

• Prison service and probation service staff;

• Social workers, educational psychologists, planners (in London) and
occupational therapists employed by local authorities; and

• Whole-time junior fire officers and retained fire fighters (all grades) in some
fire and rescue services (currently only in Hertfordshire).

3.12 Eligibility for the programme was a key issue in all interviews carried out with
stakeholders in Stage One of the research. There was a broadly consistent split in
attitude between those involved at the local level – ZAs and local employers –
and those at national level in central government departments. This split could
also be characterised as ‘policy’ and ‘delivery’.

3.13 On the whole, national representatives tended to be satisfied with the eligibility
criteria and viewed selection in terms of evidence relating to recruitment and
retention. Local employers, however, tended to view inclusion in terms of
valuing specific job roles – rather than addressing recruitment and retention
problems per se – and were more inclined to call for criteria to be widened.

3.14 Posts frequently mentioned by local employers as excluded included:
administrative police staff, classroom assistants, NHS administrators and auxiliary
nurses. Generally – when pressed – employers would say that there are no
specific recruitment and retention problems relating to these posts, often because
of the less mobile nature of these workers. The issue for a small number of
employers is that KWL has had some negative effects on their workforce: one
employer commented that there had been some very negative feedback from
staff not eligible for assistance – especially from those that had started the
application process and then been told that they were ineligible.

3.15 This may be an unintended outcome of the programme: in devising criteria to
address a national recruitment and retention issue for specific key worker
occupations there may be some negative effects on workplace morale at a
local level.
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3.16 The issue of a perceived lack of internal consistency in the logic of
inclusion/exclusion from the programme was also raised by a small number of
employers locally. These related to issues that had previously been resolved at a
national level. For example different local employer contributions were
commented upon: some had contributed and so were included, others had not
and were therefore excluded23; yet the same occupational groups (with
presumably similar recruitment and retention issues) were covered. Interviewees
raising this issue thought that central employer contributions would be the most
effective way of addressing this inconsistency, while recognising the trade-off
against greater local engagement: i.e. employers that have contributed are
logically more likely to back the scheme. However, central employer
contributions were not possible because of the way that funding in these sectors
is organised.

3.17 Extending assistance to town planners outside London was raised by one
employer in the South East, who stated that they had lost both planners and
head teachers to London because of the assistance available to these groups in
the capital.

3.18 In the context of these comments it is important to note that the eligibility
criteria for all Government-funded key worker projects across all regions was
expanded from 14 November 2005 to include:

• all clinical NHS staff,

• teachers in schools, further education and sixth form colleges,

• police officers and community support officers,

• uniformed staff in Fire and Rescue Services,

• prison and probation service staff,

• social workers,

• occupational therapists, educational psychologists, speech and language
therapists, rehabilitation officers for the visually impaired and qualified
nursery nurses,

• local authority employed clinical staff (e.g. nurses) and;

• local authority planners.

23 Overall DCLG levered in contributions of £27 million from employers plus the use of NHS accommodation for non
health sector workers.
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Products

3.19 There are four main products available under the programme:

• Key Worker Homebuy: ‘Equity loans’ of up to £50,000 to buy a home on the
open market.

• London Challenge Teacher Homebuy: Higher-value equity loans of up to
£100,000 for some London school teachers with the potential to become
leaders in their field.

• Key Worker Shared Ownership: Shared-ownership of newly built properties
(to be called New Build HomeBuy from April 06). Key workers buy an equity
share of at least 25% of the home and pay a reduced rent on the remaining
share. Shared Ownership is only available on new homes built by RSLs. Key
workers can increase the share of the property they own and have the option
to eventually own the property outright.

• Intermediate Rent: Rent is set at a level between that charged by social and
private landlords and the accommodation is provided by a registered social
landlord.

Clawback

3.20 Assistance under KWL is linked to the key worker remaining in their occupation
and region. Should they leave their occupation or leave the region they cease to
be eligible for the assistance they have received. In the case of Homebuy, this
means that KWs have to repay either the sum they have borrowed, or the
percentage of the value of their home that the equity loan purchased (whichever
is the larger). This assistance must be repaid within two years. In the case of
Shared Ownership, they must either buy the property outright, or leave. With
Intermediate Rent, the KW ceases to become eligible for the accommodation.

3.21 Clawback was a principle that was not applied in the SHI programme, and it was
recommended in the SHI evaluation that some element of clawback should be
introduced.

3.22 The first stage of the research established that this clawback clause does not
appear to inhibit take-up.

3.23 The majority of employers interviewed in stage one of the research were very
positive about the principle of clawback. Indeed, where employers had devised
their own housing interventions clawback was generally a central feature – often
with more stringent conditions than KWL.
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3.24 Later stages of the research investigated:

• Key workers’ perceptions of the principle of clawback

• The impact of clawback on retention

The Starter Home Initiative & Key Worker Living

3.25 KWL was developed in the wake of, and building on the experience of a
predecessor, the Starter Home Initiative (SHI).24

3.26 The vast majority of employers and Registered Social Landlords interviewed for
this evaluation were also involved in SHI and were therefore able to make useful
comparisons between the two programmes. Several stakeholders were also
engaged in addressing the problems of key worker housing before SHI, e.g.
several employers had developed their own housing assistance scheme.

3.27 As established in Stage One of the evaluation, key innovations were introduced
for the KWL scheme. All interviewees for Stage One of the research were of the
same view that KWL had addressed the deficiencies of SHI and that, on the
whole, it was a more tightly designed and appropriately targeted intervention
and included the following changes:

• A shift in focus away from just first-time buyers and greater acknowledgement
of retention as the key labour market issue.

• A greater range of products is available, making KWL more appropriate for a
greater range of key workers than SHI.

• The level of support available offers much more flexibility and is more
appropriate to current housing market conditions.

• The ZA model provides clarity for the key worker – there are clear routes of
entry for the programme.

• Marketing and branding of KWL is more consistent and again provides clarity
for the key worker.

• Relationships with employers established under SHI have been built upon
and not lost in the transition to KWL.

• Eligibility criteria under KWL are more focused and there is a clearer rationale
for the choices made.

• The introduction of a clawback mechanism to keep key workers in their area
and occupation.

24 The Housing Green Paper, Quality and Choice: A Decent Home for all (DETR, April 2000) set out the aims of the
SHI. These were to help around 10,000 key workers buy homes in high cost area, where house prices would
otherwise prevent them from living in or near the communities that they servied. The SHI schemes mainly
consisted of equity loans or shared ownership for first-time buyers (Morgan, J., Bramley, G., Cousins, L.,
Dunmore and MORI Social Research (2005) Evaluation of the Starter Home Initiative: Final Report, London: ODPM).
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3.28 An evaluation of the Starter Home Initiative was published in 2005.25 Where
appropriate, the presentation of findings from the survey of key workers
undertaken for this evaluation is compared with the SHI evaluation. The
Evaluation of the Starter Homes Initiative indicated that it had been effective in
influencing retention of key workers, provided value for money and was
effectively targeted. The evaluation suggested that the scheme gathered
popularity towards the end of its life. While purchaser experience was
overwhelmingly positive, there were lessons in relation to marketing,
coordination and targeting of the Scheme, and the new concept of zone agents
was partly a response to these issues.

Key messages from Stage One

The key messages that can be determined from Stage 1 of the evaluation
are as follows:

• Research has established that housing markets play a significant role
in determining key workers’ choices about where they choose to work,
and the career paths they choose to follow.

• While KWs are prepared to sacrifice home ownership aspirations early
in their career, access to home ownership assumes increased
importance at a later stage.

• At a regional level Key workers are most affected by problems of
affordability in London, the South East and the East of England.

• Areas in which there are problems over recruiting and retaining staff
experience problems of additional costs, and quality of services.

• In the absence of localised pay bargaining, housing subsidies offered to
key workers are a logical response to retention issues faced by
employers of key workers in these areas. Insofar as they encourage the
development of an experienced and settled workforce they are likely
to lead to an improved service for communities.

• The KWL programme has built on the experience of SHI, particularly
with regard to establishing clear referral routes (through Zone Agents);
the introduction of clawback to encourage retention in the profession
once KWs have accessed the scheme; the tighter focussing of eligibility
criteria and more regional geographical targeting.

25 Evaluation of the Starter Home Initiative- Final Report ODPM August 2005
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4. Housing market issues

4.1 This chapter draws predominantly on analysis of the Housing Corporation’s
Investment Management System (IMS). The analysis was kept separate for
Homebuy and New Build schemes to ensure that any differences in take-up and
locations accessed could be identified. The analysis covers the following:

• Number of Transactions records levels of take-up of the two schemes.

• Geographical Distribution provides an analysis of the spatial distribution of
KWL units accessed broken down by Government Office Regions and Local
Authority Areas.

• Affordability and deadweight uses IMS data to provide an estimate of the
number of KWL Homebuy households who could have accessed their homes
even without KWL assistance (‘housing deadweight’). This is an essential
element in assessing the value for money of the KWL programme.

Numbers of transactions

Homebuy

4.2 Between the first recorded completion date (18th June 2004) and the final date
recorded in the monitoring data (29th April 2005) (these dates encompass the
period of analysis) there were 3413 individual transactions aided by the
Homebuy programme. Of these 1446 (42.4%) were in the South East, 1262
(36.9%) in Greater London and 674 (19.7%) in the East of England. The scheme
also supported purchases in two other regions (South West, East Midlands).26

4.3 To put these numbers in context, between the 1st July 2004 and the 31st March
2005 (the latest date for which we have been able to obtain data) there were just
under 290,000 open market sales27 in the three main regions. To this extent open
market Homebuy assistance contributed to 1.0% of purchases in the South East,
1.3% of purchases in London and 0.9% of purchases in East of England during
this period.

New Build

4.4 Of the two components (Intermediate Renting and Shared Ownership/Market
Sales) Intermediate Renting dominates, with well over 92% (774 out of 836 for
the period July 2004 to June 2005) of the units falling into this category.

26 Unless stated otherwise all further percentages are presented as the component percentages returned from
within each government office region.

27 Value derived from all sales recorded by the Land Registry for the second, third and fourth quarters of 2004 and
the first quarter of 2005
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Geographical distribution

Homebuy
4.5 Figure 4.1 illustrates the distribution of Homebuy assisted purchases across all of

the three eligible government regions. The map represents the local population
as a proportion of the KWL population. In other words, it expresses the number
of properties purchased using Homebuy as a percentage of the total number of
properties purchased under Homebuy in order to illustrate ‘hotspots’ of activity.
The dispersal of activity in the South East Region appears to be centred around
major cities on the south coast (Southampton, Portsmouth and Brighton) and
larger towns around the M4 Corridor (Reading, Aldershot and Slough) and with
notable pockets around Aylesbury and Milton Keynes. Within London a bias
towards the more southern and northern peripheral areas is noticeable, although
there is a weaker ‘hotspot’ in the east (but south of the Thames).

4.6 What activity there has been in the East of England appears to be concentrated
within the Home Counties and parts of Essex, although given the number of
sales in the region concentrations around Cambridge, Norwich and Ipswich are
reasonably significant. The low levels of activity outside the three core regions
are concentrated within areas with a relative geographical proximity to the
locations of the sponsor Local Authorities.

Source: Key Worker Homebuy IMS and Ordnance Survey

Figure 4.1: The number of properties purchased using Homebuy as a percentage of the
total number of properties purchased under Homebuy

Homebuy Assistance Hotspots
(Ward Level Totals – percentage of population)

0.2 to 0.567 0.066 to 0.1

0.133 to 0.2 0.033 to 0.066

0.1 to 0.133
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4.7 As stated, the number of units purchased with the support of Homebuy was
3,413. However, due to the nature of the data it is only possible to directly
provide information on the form of these units (Flat/Maisonette, Terrace,
Bungalow, Semi-Detached or Detached) for the period post 6th April 2005. This
equates to 151 properties (or a sample size of just over 4%), Table 3.1 details the
variation in property types across the three key regions. Terraced property
purchases dominate the East and South East Regions, but due to the size of the
market in London Flats and Maisonettes provide the marginally dominant form of
property purchased with the support of Homebuy.

4.8 Utilising the Land Registry data it is possible to infer the property types
purchased previous to 6th April 2005 via the linking of the postcodes and sales
values from the Homebuy database to the same fields in the Land Registry data.
Figure 4.2 details the percentages of property type purchases derived from this
analysis. It should be noted that since the Land Registry does not record
Bungalows as a separate property type that such sales might have gone some
way to inflating the Detached and Semi-Detached cohorts. A similar pattern is
present, although the dominance of Flats/Maisonettes has been reduced in
London but increased in the South East.

Source: Key Worker Homebuy IMS

Source: Key Worker Homebuy IMS and HMLR House Price data

Figure 4.3: Inferred Homebuy property type purchases (% of sales – June 2004 to April
2005) from Land Registry Data

East London South East Grand Total

Detached 10.35 1.92 5.29 4.63

Flats/Maisonettes 25.83 60.33 37.12 45.42

Semi-Detached 22.58 9.55 20.00 15.86

Terraced 41.24 28.20 37.59 34.09

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Figure 4.2: Homebuy directly recorded property type purchases (% of sales – post 6th
April 2005)28

East London South East Property Type
as proportion of

total

Bungalow 7.7 2.0

Detached 5.1 2.3 2.0

Flat/Maisonette 28.2 73.5 22.7 47.0

Semi-Detached 12.8 5.9 18.2 11.3

Terraced 46.2 20.6 56.8 37.7

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

28 This is when the recording of property type directly in IMS was begun.
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Newbuild

4.9 New Build units are situated within 36 new developments, with a large variance
in the number of units within them. Figure 4.4 illustrates the spatial distribution
of the developments, by number of KWL households.

4.10 The distribution of rented accommodation is shown in Figure 4.5, which breaks
down concentrations by both Government Office Region and Local Authority. 
It is evident that the greatest New Build activity during this period occurred in
Oxford. This is specifically linked to the 531 units providing Intermediate rented
accommodation for health workers employed at the Radcliffe Hospital in the city.
Such a large subset means that any global analysis of the data is rendered
obsolete as this factor will drive all the results. For this reason, the analysis of
IMS presented in Chapter 5 excludes the specific Oxford Intermediate rented
component.

Figure 4.4: KWL New Build Sales and Intermediate Rent Locations (by Local Authority,
with site location)

Number of Key Worker New Build Units
(Local Authority Totals)

534 (Oxford) 6 to 15

30 to 534 Less than 6

15 to 30
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Affordability and Housing deadweight

4.11 This section focuses on the extent to which Homebuy facilitates access to the
open market. It will show:

• How many of the households helped by Homebuy had incomes that were
sufficient for them to purchase without that assistance (the “deadweight”);
and;

• How many of the households helped would not have been able to do this,
and by how much the affordability situation has been improved thanks to
Homebuy.

Figure 4.5: Intermediate Renting distribution

GOR Local Authority Total

Eastern Castle Point 3

East Cambridgeshire 18

Luton 6

South Bedfordshire 2

South Norfolk 4

St. Albans 30

Stevenage 3

Eastern Total 66

London Barking and Dagenham 16

Ealing 3

Hammersmith and Fulham 8

Southwark 8

Wandsworth 4

London Total 39

South East Basingstoke and Deane 15

Cherwell 37

Elmbridge 30

Guildford 1

New Forest 1

Oxford 531

Slough 16

Southampton 8

Spelthorne 70

Tunbridge Wells 10

Windsor and Maidenhead 12

South East Total 731
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4.12 There is a substantial variation in the recorded incomes; in the East an average
household income of £29,085 is recorded, in London the average income is
£35,997 (although this also may include additional ‘London pay weightings’) and
in the South East it is £31,503 (open market Homebuy IMS).29 In addition, the
open market price of the property purchased is recorded. This enables a simple
affordability test to be applied in order to consider the ability Homebuy has
afforded in allowing access to the open market.

4.13 There were 3401 complete records which could be used for analysis.

4.14 In assessing deadweight we have been mindful of the definition and comment in
the ‘Green Book, Appraisal and Evaluation in Central Government’ (2003).

Deadweight is activity that would have occurred anyway, without any policy
intervention. Deadweight is a difficult concept to measure (the beneficiaries of
schemes may be reluctant to admit they would have produced the same
outcomes without the schemes). Because of the difficulty of targeting
expenditure, deadweight of 50 per cent or more may often be found in public
programmes. Attempts are often made to improve the targeting of programmes,
and this may alter estimates of deadweight over time.

4.15 An initial assessment of the level of deadweight in the KWL programme would
be to assess the numbers of non-eligible candidates who successfully accessed
the scheme. Under this assessment the implied deadweight level is 0% as every
purchaser was an employee of the agencies covered by the KWL programme.

4.16 The most meaningful calculation of deadweight is, however, based on the
number of households which purchased with the support of Homebuy, but
which would have been able to afford to buy even if such support had not
existed. In order to calculate this we have assessed each household’s financial
capability to afford the property they eventually purchased. To this end, two
mortgage multipliers were utilised to express both a lower and upper limit of the
capacity afforded by purchasing in the open market.

4.17 This method provides a more direct measure involving fewer major assumptions
than an attempt to assess the market available to each KWL candidate. This
would involve modelling micro-markets based on the travel to work geographies
of each KWL place of work (with the assumption that these form the potential
‘market’ for each of the employees) and assessing all the other properties that
became available on the open market, and thus formed the potential ‘market’
that would have applied.

29 Following differences between survey and IMS data on household composition, we decided to carry out a similar
matching exercise on income data to ensure that calculations of housing-related deadweight were as accurate as
possible. Out of the 1889 records that could be matched directly to the IMS 58% (1099 records) fell within the
income bands expressed in the survey. A further 27% (509 records) were within 5% of IMS recorded values; this
fluctuation is probably due to pay increases during the period between entry onto the IMS and the date of the
survey. However the remaining 281 records (14.8%) were outside this tolerance range, all these values were
substantially below the IMS recorded household income, averaging a decline of £10,000; although 32 cases
expressed an income decline of over £20,000. It is likely that this is attributable to the different ways household
size is recorded. It was therefore decided that this 85% match rate was sufficient to carry out meaningful
analysis, and in the cases where there were income difference recorded between IMS and survey, incomes
tended to be lower in the IMS data, and our calculations are therefore more likely to over- rather than under-
estimate deadweight.
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4.18 OPDM guidelines advise Zone Agents that applicants should be able to take out
a mortgage of three times a single applicant’s income and 3.5 times a couple’s
income. However, if we are to see whether people could have afforded to buy
on the open market without KWL assistance, we have to look at the sums of
money they could access on the open market.

4.19 To this end, and in order to assess the sensitivity of results to different
assumptions we have calculated the levels of deadweight associated with
different multiples of income and we present the results generated by applying
multiples of 3.0, 3.5 and 4.25 to the recorded KWL income and then adjusting
these according to the expressed ability to provide any form of deposit.

4.20 Figure 4.6 illustrates the approach undertaken to arrive at the differing levels of
deadweight for each scenario

4.21 Assuming that a multiple of 3.0 times income was applied there were 18
households with incomes that could have been sufficient to buy the property
they eventually purchased under KWL – implying deadweight of 0.5%. However
16 of these households stated that they had no capacity to provide a deposit and
if we adjust for this the deadweight level is reduced to 0.05% of the entire
programme. If we refer to an income multiple of 3.5 times income there were
295 households with incomes that would have been sufficient to buy the
property: only 18 of these households stated that they had capacity to provide a
deposit and if we adjust for this the deadweight is reduced to 0.5%. Referring to
an income multiple of 4.25 times income there are 719 households with incomes
which would have been sufficient to buy the property they eventually purchased
under KWL – but only 199 of these households stated that they were able to
provide a deposit and if we adjust for this the deadweight is 5.8%.

Figure 4.6: Process utilised to achieve “Deadweight”

Open Market Mortgage achievable at 
<4.25 income multiplier

(n=1014)

Open Market Mortgage achievable at 
0 to 3 income multiplier

(n=18)

Open Market Mortgage achievable at 
3 to 3.5 income multiplier

(n=277)

Open Market Mortgage achievable at 
3.5 to 4.25 income multiplier

(n=719)

Less those with no deposit (n=538)Less those with no deposit (n=213)Less those with no deposit (n=16)

Upper Threshold Deadweight
5.32%

Middle Threshold Deadweight
0.47%

Lower Threshold Deadweight
0.05%

Within Programme Deadweight
0.52%

Within Market Deadweight
5.84%

Less Deposit present but <5%
(n=0)

Less Deposit present but <5%
(n=48)

Less Deposit present but <5%
(n=0)

Homebuy Population
(n=3401)
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4.22 These statistics closely match survey respondents’ own perceptions of the
affordability of housing in the areas they have chosen. Respondents were asked
if they felt they could have afforded to buy in the area where they are currently
living without making use of the KWL scheme. In response 85.2% of Homebuy
participants disagreed that they could have afforded to buy in the local area
(56.1% ‘strongly’ disagreed and 29.1% ‘disagreed’), whilst only 5.5% agreed that
they could have bought locally.

4.23 These figures suggest that the majority of those using the Key Worker Living
Scheme were unable to afford to live in the area where they have taken up this
scheme. Those households who agreed that they could afford to buy a home in
the local area without KWL do not have a clear profile in terms of previous
housing tenure, income or the sector that they worked in.

4.24 This also compares very favourably with the assessment of the SHI.30 According
to analysis carried out for the SHI evaluation about 12% of SHI purchasers could,
in theory, have bought in their destination areas without SHI assistance.

Key messages

• Key Worker Living has been successful in enabling households to
exercise housing choices that would not otherwise have been available
to them.

• Homebuy has enabled households to move to housing in a wide variety
of locations and to buy a wide variety of property types (mainly
houses) and sizes.

• The pattern of uptake of New Build Shared Ownership and
Intermediate Rent is less scattered and reflects the pattern of
development through housing associations.

Figure 4.7: Could afford to buy in the local area without KWL

Homebuy New Build

Strongly agree 2% 3%

Agree 3% 4%

Uncertain 9% 13%

Disagree 29% 25%

Strongly disagree 57% 55%

Total 100% 100%

30 In the evaluation of the SHI the method used to assess deadweight was that of affordability, comparing income
to the lower quartile average house prices in the destination market. The SHI evaluation report noted that even at
12% average deadweight, this was still much lower than in the case of the evaluation of shared ownership and
Homebuy schemes operated as part of the mainstream Low Cost Home Ownership Programme, where
deadweight levels of between 24%-32% were estimated for England as a whole.
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• A small percentage of households using Homebuy would have been
able to buy their homes without KWL assistance (This is referred to as
‘deadweight’). The estimated level of within housing market related
deadweight is 5.8% (199 cases) of the total instances of Homebuy, with
26 cases in East of England (3.8% of sales in this region), 86 cases in
London (6.81% of sales) and 87 (6.02% of sales) cases in South East.
This decreases to 0.52% of the total programme if the Homebuy
assessment criteria are rigidly applied.
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5. Key workers’ choices and experience

5.1 This chapter explores the profile of the postal survey respondents; their reasons
for accessing KWL and choosing the product they did, and their experience of
the programme.

5.2 The first section explores the extent to which the survey was representative of
responses of the key worker applicants as a whole, the demographic and other
relevant characteristics of KWL beneficiaries and disaggregates these by product
type, and, where relevant, geographical area.

5.3 The second section brings together evidence from Stage One qualitative research,
survey responses and qualitative follow up interviews to explore why key
workers choose the product options that they do, and conversely, what deters
them from selecting other products.

5.4 For KWL to achieve its aims is to some extent contingent upon the successful
design and delivery of the intervention – if key workers are dissatisfied with the
operation of KWL, or there are flaws in the design of the programme, then it is
unlikely that the higher-level impacts will be achieved. The final section
therefore reports findings from the survey on KWs’ levels of satisfaction with key
aspects of the scheme.

Demographic profile from survey and IMS

5.5 The key characteristics of the respondents to the survey are summarised below.
We know from the IMS data that these characteristics of survey respondents
accord with the overall profile of beneficiaries and therefore that the survey
findings are representative.

5.6 The profile of respondents in terms of gender is shown in the figure below. This
shows that the profile of responses to both Homebuy and New Build were the
same with around three quarters of all respondents being women. The IMS data
shows that uptake of New Build by gender of key worker is split one-third male
(35.3%) two-thirds female (64.7%) with no variance between product. At 71% of
the population, women are even more dominant in the Homebuy population
recorded in the IMS.

Figure 5.1: Gender of Respondents

Homebuy New Build

Male 27% 25%

Female 73% 75%
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5.7 The age profile of respondents is shown in Figure 5.2. In the case of Homebuy,
the majority (56%) are under the age of 30. In the case of New Build, the
majority (68%) are under the age of 35. The figures for the over-40s are
Homebuy (14%) and New Build (19%). In general terms, therefore, Homebuy has
a slightly younger age profile than New Build. Age data is not recorded on the
IMS.

5.8 The ethnic characteristics of survey respondents are shown in Figure 5.3. Ethnic
minority beneficiaries made up 16% of respondents for Homebuy, and 31% of
respondents for New Build. Although it must be remembered that at present the
overall numbers for New Build are small, nevertheless there were significantly
more ethnic minority respondents, especially black respondents, than was the
case with Homebuy.

5.9 The Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) profile reported from the IMS database
(Figure 5.4) is broadly representative of the global percentages for each of the
three Government Office Regions. London returns by far and away the greatest
‘non-White’ British population (roughly one-third of the population categorised
as a being a member of a BME group); at the time of the 2001 Census the BME
population in London represented some 43% of the entire population.

Figure 5.3: Ethnicity of Respondents

Homebuy New Build

White 83% 69%

Black 7% 21%

Asian 4% 2%

Mixed and other 5% 9%

Not given 1% 1%

Figure 5.2: Age of Respondents

Homebuy New Build

Up to 20 0% 0%

21-30 56% 43%

31-40 31% 39%

41-50 11% 14%

51 or over 3% 5%
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Source: Key Worker Homebuy IMS

5.10 The household composition of respondents to the survey is shown in Figure 5.5.
This shows that 46% of households that benefited from Homebuy were single
person households, and 7% were single parents with at least one dependent
child. A further 28% were couples with no children, and 18% were couples with
at least one dependent child. The profiles for New Build were somewhat
different and in particular there were relatively more single persons and single
parents, rather than couples, than was the case with Homebuy.

5.11 The evaluation uncovered significant discrepancies between the postal survey
data and the information recorded in the IMS database. Analysis of the IMS data
revealed a high number of multiple adult households (888 cases). When we
compared individual responses to the survey and IMS (matched on postcode),
these differences persisted (see Annex E). For example over 400 people who
were recorded as single in the survey were recorded as ‘two adults over 16’ in
the IMS.

Figure 5.5: Household Composition

Homebuy New Build

Single person 46% 51%

Single parent with at least one dependant child 7% 15%

Single parent with no dependant children 1% 2%

Couple with no children 28% 18%

Couple with at least one dependant child 16% 10%

Couple with no dependant children 2% 3%

Other 1% 2%

Figure 5.4: BME Profile of Key Workers
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5.12 Whilst it is anticipated that a certain component of this cohort may indeed be
families with adult children (for example those aged over 16, but still in full time
education) and some constructs may represent groups of un-related adults co-
habiting, for example, if the home owner took in a lodger, there is still a
considerable disparity between these profiles and those recorded in the survey. It
should also be noted that the information is collected in a different way: the ZA
application form asks: “Who else will be living with you?”, while the equivalent
question on the survey asked, “Which category best describes the composition of
your household?” followed by a range of options.

5.13 The occupation of survey respondents is shown in Figure 5.6. The survey results
closely reflected the main applicant types of KWLs who have accessed the open
market Homebuy programme, as recorded in the IMS data; overall those in the
Teaching profession return the largest component part of Homebuy recipients
and represent 42.7% of the total cases (rising to 45.7% with the addition of FE /
Sixth Form Staff). The second greatest demand is derived from Nurses and
Health Workers (36.9%), with those in the Police force (11.2%) following in a
distant third. The remaining, low level, uptake is relatively small with only Social
Workers returning a value of over 2% of the entire population.

5.14 In relation to Homebuy then this breakdown is more or less in line with the
targets set.

5.15 Figure 5.7 illustrates that this variance between KWL groups is relatively similar
across the three Government Office Regions.

Figure 5.6: Occupation of Respondents

Homebuy New Build

Health 38% 38%

Education 46% 35%

Police 11% 3%

Prison or Probation 2% 6%

Local Authority 3% 17%

Fire (Herts only) <1% <1%

Other 0% 2%
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Source: Key Worker Homebuy IMS

5.16 The length of service of respondents in the sector is shown in the figure below.
In both cases the majority of respondents had been in service for less than 5
years; Homebuy (59%) and New Build (58%). For Homebuy, 26% of respondents
had been in service for 2 years or less; for New Build the comparable figure was
higher at 34%.

5.17 This accords with the point made by the majority of interviewees in the Early
Findings report that the balance between longer term home ownership
aspirations and against starting out in one’s career shifts at around 2-5 years and
that having a housing intervention targeted at this point would be particularly
effective.

Figure 5.8: Length of Service in Sector

Homebuy New Build

2 years or less 26% 34%

3-5 years 33% 24%

6-8 years 23% 23%

More than 9 years 18% 18%

Figure 5.7: Percentage composition of KWL Households by GOR31
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31 The Occupational Therapist category contains as a sub-set Speech and Language Therapists as this group are
not directly recorded in the Homebuy IMS
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5.18 There is, however, a large variance in the length of service of KWs within
Government Office Regions. Figure 5.9 illustrates the length of service
represented as a percentage of the overall Homebuy population (primary KWL
only) for each region. London returns, proportionally, the smallest KWL
population who have been employed for less then two years, although it still
represents almost one-half (44.7%) of the entire KWL population for the region.
The other notable point is the London KWL population who have been in
service for over 10 years, a rate double that found in the other two regions.

Source: Key Worker Homebuy IMS

5.19 Figure 5.10 shows the household income characteristics of respondents. In the
case of Homebuy, some 7% of households had an income of less than £20,000,
and 43% of households had an income of between £20,000 and £30,000. Some
27% of households had incomes of between £30,000 and £40,000, and 15%
between £40,000 and £50,000.

5.20 For New Build, household incomes had a slightly different profile. In particular,
the proportion of respondents with household incomes of less than £35,000 was
83%, compared to only 64% in the case of Homebuy.

5.21 As Figure 5.11 shows, the largest category of previous household tenure for both
Homebuy and New Build was private renting (55% and 52% respectively),
followed by living with family (27% and 19%), and renting from the council or
another social landlord (6% and 14%). Owner occupiers accounted for 8% of
both Homebuy and New Build recipients, and 1% of Homebuy (and no New
Build) recipients previously had shared ownership. Three per cent of Homebuy
recipients and 2% of New Build beneficiaries were previously in employer
accommodation.

Figure 5.10: Household Income

Homebuy New Build

Below £20,000 7% 18%

£20,001 – £30,000 43% 51%

£30,001 – £40,000 27% 22%

£40,001 – £50,000 15% 5%

Above £50,000 8% 5%

Figure 5.9: Length of Service by GOR

Region Name Less than
1 year

1 to 2 years 3 to 5 years 6 to 10 years Over 10 years

East 24.24% 32.82% 29.58% 7.82% 5.53%

London 15.08% 29.64% 28.26% 15.08% 11.93%

South East 23.75% 29.33% 29.62% 11.00% 6.30%
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5.22 Figure 5.12 indicates the different types of property accessed through KWL. In
the case of New Build this has been significant. While the majority of households
involved in Homebuy have moved to houses (54%) the majority in New Build
Shared Ownership or Intermediate Renting have moved to flats. While this may
partly reflect differences in needs, preferences and income it also reflects
differences in what is available.

Key Workers’ reasons for accessing the programme and their
choice of product

5.23 The evaluation has investigated why respondents selected the particular KWL
option that they did.

5.24 One of the reasons we investigated this was to find out whether the popularity
of Homebuy was because it was marketed more effectively than the other
available products, and applicants were therefore unaware of New Build.

5.25 In Stage Three qualitative work, respondents showed a high level of awareness
of all the products available. They had generally read about all three options in
Zone Agent brochures or on the Internet.

Figure 5.12: Property type before and after accessing KWL

Homebuy New Build

Before After Before After

Detached 13% 2% 14% 2%

Semi-detached 22% 17% 22% 10%

Terraced 23% 36% 23% 16%

Flat/maisonette 41% 46% 42% 73%

Don’t Know 0% 0% 0% 0%

Figure 5.11: Housing situation before KWL

Homebuy New Build

Owner occupier 8% 8%

Private rented 41% 40%

Private rented – room in a shared house 14% 12%

Renting from Council/ Local Authority 2% 2%

Renting from Housing Association 4% 12%

Housing Association shared ownership 1% 0%

Living with family 27% 19%

Employer accommodation 3% 2%

Don’t know 0% 0%

Other (please state below) 1% 6%
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5.26 Additionally, it was felt by a minority of New Build RSLs interviewed in Stage 3
of the research that the Shared Ownership option was not being promoted
sufficiently by the Zone Agent as they were focusing on their own Homebuy
product.

5.27 There was some limited evidence to support this from KW respondents in Stage
Three qualitative follow-up interviewing. Although the full range of options had
sometimes been raised by ZAs in discussion, one respondent said that the Zone
Agent ‘didn’t know’ about any other options, and in another case, a respondent
was told about the other options by their mortgage adviser.

Homebuy

5.28 Figure 5.13 shows that for those accessing Homebuy it is clear that the main
motivation for accessing KWL is in order to become a homeowner; 67% of
respondents put this as their most important motivation. Second in importance
was that Homebuy represented the most affordable housing option available and
third was the ability to live in their desired area.

5.29 In relation to the previous SHI programme, the SHI report does not ask directly
about the main motivation for using SHI. Reasons for doing so were explored by
asking people if they agreed that ‘SHI was the only way to….” followed by a
series of options. The three highest levels of agreement (all at 91%) were:
‘become an owner’, ‘’improve quality of home I could afford’ and ‘buy suitably
sized home’.

5.30 There were variations in the responses given between different groups of key
workers. For those on lower incomes, their first motivation was the affordability
offered by Homebuy. For higher income groups, the most important motivation
was the ability to access more suitably-sized accommodation.

5.31 Similarly, there were variations in response according to the previous tenure
enjoyed by the key worker. For those who were previous home-owners, the
ability to access a more suitably sized home was the principal motivation. In
contrast, for those who were previously in the private rented sector, becoming a
home-owner was the most important factor.

Figure 5.13: Main Motivation for Accessing Homebuy

Become homeowner 67%

Most affordable housing option 16%

More suitably sized home 7%

Live nearer workplace 6%

Live in desired area 3%

Nearer family or friends 1%

Nearer the school I want my children to go to 0%
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5.32 Those who were previously renting from Local Authority or Housing Association
fell between these two groups. They were less likely than private tenants to refer
to the desire to become a home owner, and they were more likely to refer to
moving to a more suitably sized home. Those previously living with family are
very similar to those in the private rented sector in emphasising the desire to
become a home owner.

5.33 Homebuy beneficiaries interviewed in the qualitative follow-up work generally
had a strong preference for Homebuy from the outset as it helped them ‘get on
the property ladder’; meant that third parties did not have an interest in their
homes; and offered them more choice than Shared Ownership. Interviews
undertaken with stakeholders for stage one of the research, revealed that
Homebuy was valued for its flexibility, giving the key worker choice in where
they live and the type of housing they can access. This was reflected in the stage
three interviews, where respondents emphasised that they liked ‘control over
space’ and the ability to make changes to the house, particularly where they had
children.

5.34 Stakeholders’ views recorded in Stage One of the research show clearly that the
fact that Homebuy is not ‘branded’ housing, means there is no danger of having
key worker concentrations within particular schemes thereby creating what some
have termed key worker ‘ghettos’, and makes it attractive to groups such as the
police who appear to be averse to specific ‘key worker’ housing. This view was
supported by two respondents to the qualitative follow up work, who opted for
Homebuy rather than Shared Ownership because they wanted to live in a
‘normal’ residential area, rather than one filled with nurses and teachers.

Figure 5.14: All Motivations for accessing Homebuy
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New Build

Shared Ownership

5.35 For the small minority of respondents who had accessed shared ownership 
(n = 27), the main motivation for accessing shared ownership, given by 12
respondents, was to become a homeowner, for 6 it was because it was the most
affordable option, and for 2 it was in order to access suitably-sized
accommodation. Qualitative follow-up work established that, while there was a
high degree of satisfaction with the quality of homes offered through Shared
Ownership, where respondents had selected this option, those interviewed felt
that they had been offered a very limited choice of property (although it needs
to be recognised that in the initial period the number of Shared Ownership units
was bound to be limited).

5.36 It is possible that the relatively low take-up of Shared Ownership is also partially
because it makes applicants subject to ‘clawback’ i.e. if they leave an eligible
position then they have the choice of leaving their homes or having to buy them
outright, without the incentive of receiving an equity loan, as would be the case
with Homebuy. As some ZAs pointed out in the first stage of the research Shared
Ownership is in some areas in competition with other programmes – notably the
Challenge Fund – which do not have a clawback element to them. A significant
minority of ZAs cited instances of key workers choosing units on the same
development funded by different programmes – one with clawback and one
without – and the key workers were choosing the non-KWL units because of this.

5.37 Several ZAs in Stage One of the research also raised the issue that in some cases
Shared Ownership is in competition with Homebuy, where mortgage payments,
rent and service charges are roughly equivalent to a single mortgage payment. In
these cases, the preference of key workers is for Homebuy.

Intermediate Rent

5.38 The motivations for accessing Intermediate Rent are very different from those for
accessing Homebuy or Shared Ownership. The main motivation for this specific
option was ‘affordability’ (74%), followed by ‘eligibility’ (13%) (Figure 5.15).
Because of the lower numbers present in the New Build survey, it is not possible
to break out the results with the same degree of confidence as could be done
with the Homebuy statistics.
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5.39 The Stage Three qualitative follow-up research explored these issues in more
depth and results backed the finding that respondents who chose Intermediate
Rent tended to choose it because it was the most affordable option. Several
health workers who were renting KWL properties came from overseas and were
not eligible for other schemes, or received information about the programme as
part of their induction. Other reasons for choosing intermediate rent were: even
with an equity loan, the respondent felt that Homebuy was out of their reach;
the respondent was unsure of their future plans; reluctance to take on an equity
loan, in case they faced negative equity in the future.

5.40 As Figure 5.6 shows, the police accounted for only a small minority (n=3) of
those accessing New Build in total, and only 2 of those responding to the survey
had accessed intermediate rent. It is possible that this is because Intermediate
Rent is in competition with some existing police accommodation which is much
cheaper than 80% of the market rate in most cases.32

5.41 Overall, it is clear that KWL has been effective in helping meet housing
aspirations in two ways. Firstly it has enabled a significant number of households
move into home-ownership. Secondly, KWL has assisted a group of households
meet supplementary housing aspirations by enabling them to access affordable
and/or more suitable housing.

5.42 Generally, KWs are well aware of the products available under the scheme and
make a rational product choice based on their personal preferences and
circumstances.

Levels of satisfaction

5.43 Figure 5.16 below shows the overall level of satisfaction with KWL of key
workers that have benefited from the programme. This shows near unanimous
satisfaction with KWL: 95% of Homebuy key workers were either very satisfied
(55%) or fairly satisfied (40%) with the programme. Respondents who
participated in New Build were also extremely positive about the programme,
although the level of dissatisfaction, while low, was higher than Homebuy.
Reasons for dissatisfaction were explored in the Stage Three qualitative work,
and are reported in Chapter Seven. For comparison, 93% of SHI beneficiaries
who had accessed an equity loan were satisfied (65% were ‘very satisfied’ and
28% ‘satisfied’) and 93% of SHI beneficiaries who became shared owners were
satisfied (58% were ‘very satisfied’ and 35% ‘satisfied’).

Figure 5.15: Motivations for accessing Intermediate Rent

Affordability – could not afford to buy a property 74%

Flexibility – did not want the commitment of buying 9%

Location – wanted to be close to work 4%

Eligibility – was not eligible for Shared Ownership or Homebuy 13%

Other – please state 0%

32 This is also applicable to NHS workers, but, as the previous paragraph shows, IR is actively promoted to at least
some NHS workers.
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5.44 There was some variation in satisfaction by employment sector. Figure 5.17
shows Police Homebuy beneficiaries were twice as likely, at two percent, to be
dissatisfied, as beneficiaries in either the Health or Education sectors, at one
percent. One possible explanation for this that emerged during Stage Three
fieldwork is that police personnel departments have to approve officers’ place of
accommodation: this would mean that police officers had less choice than
teachers or health workers.

5.45 The numbers of New Build respondents who were dissatisfied (1 healthcare
worker, 1 education worker, and 0 police officers) were too small to allow
further meaningful disaggregation.

Housing Affordability

5.46 Housing affordability was cited by a high proportion of respondents (see Figures
5.13 to 5.15) as one of their main motivations for accessing KWL, and it is
important to explore the extent to which this is a correct perception in order to
see whether the scheme offers good value for money for KWs.

5.47 Uplift in housing costs associated with the KWL scheme varies between groups.
For those previously living with their family or in the social rented sector, a
significant increase in housing costs has been experienced. Those previously in
the privately rented sector have seen the least significant increase.

Figure 5.17: Overall satisfaction by employment sector – Homebuy

%age Health Education Police

Very satisfied 55 56 51

Fairly satisfied 41 40 40

Uncertain 3 3 6

Fairly dissatisfied 1 1 2

Very dissatisfied 0 0 0

Total 100 100 100

Figure 5.16: Overall satisfaction

Homebuy New Build

Very satisfied 55% 46%

Fairly satisfied 40% 42%

Uncertain 3% 7%

Fairly dissatisfied 1% 5%

Very dissatisfied 0% 0%
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5.48 Those working in the Police Service (51%) have experienced a much greater rate
of increase than those in the Education service (39%) or Health (34%).

5.49 The previous housing situation of people currently in the KWL scheme has
significant implications for the change in housing costs that has been
experienced. Those previously living with their family reported very low housing
costs previously: 68% had costs of under £250 per month before they moved to
KWL. This compares with 6% of those who were previously home owners, and a
similar proportion of private renters. The majority of householders previously
renting from a local authority or housing association had previously had housing
costs of less than £400 and the ranking of previous housing costs, goes from the
lowest in households previously living with their family to those renting from
Local Authority and Housing Associations to previous owner occupiers and
finally to those previously in the private rented sector.

5.50 Most of the households in all categories have experienced an increase in housing
costs since they moved to KWL, but the extent of the increase is greater for
those in the Police force. A higher proportion of police respondents previously
had very low housing costs, while their current housing cost profile is no longer
skewed towards lower costs. This is likely to be because a relatively higher
proportion of Homebuy police officers (10%) had previously lived in employer
accommodation compared to the overall sample (3%). The equivalent figures for
New Build are too small to be significant.

5.51 Respondents were asked whether they had experienced any difficulties in
meeting housing costs before and after accessing the KWL scheme:

• Before: only 5% responded Yes, and 95% responded No.

• After: 5% indicated that they had experienced difficulties in meeting housing
costs and 94% said they had not experienced any such difficulties.

Figure 5.18: Monthly housing costs before and after accessing KWL

Homebuy New Build

Before After Before After

Under £250 20% 0% 20% 1%

£250-399 23% 5% 31% 17%

£400-599 26% 32% 25% 48%

£600-799 21% 36% 20% 21%

£800-999 7% 17% 1% 11%

£1000-1249 2% 7% 2% 2%

£1250-1499 1% 2% 0% 0%

£1500 or over 0% 0% 1% 0%
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5.52 Very few households had experienced difficulties in meeting housing costs, either
before or after the KWL scheme. However while those in the education service,
reported a decline from 5% experiencing problems before KWL to 4% after; and
those in Health, a small increase from 5% to 6%; the increase in the Police
service was from 3% to 5%. These are very small differences, but they may
indicate one factor which has some impact on general attitudes towards the
scheme.

5.53 Figures 5.20 and 5.21 summarise the respondents views on specific key aspects
of the programme overall and of Homebuy and New Build.

5.54 These responses reinforce the very high levels of satisfaction and support for the
KWL scheme. This is most evident in the survey finding that 96% of Homebuy
respondents and 92% of New Build respondents would recommend it to others.

5.55 The general perception of affordability of KWL (see 5.43-5.49) is reinforced by
the finding that 83% of Homebuy respondents and 71% of New Build
respondents agreed that KWL offers good value for money.

Satisfaction with the Service

5.56 Seventy-nine percent of Homebuy and 80% of New Build respondents agreed
that KWL was user-friendly; 83% and 88% respectively agreed that the
information provided was easily understood, and 76% and 77% respectively were
satisfied with the performance of their Zone Agent. While these figures are high,
there remains a small but significant element of disagreement with the positive
propositions about KWL. Around one in ten households disagree that the scheme
is user friendly, and a slightly higher number disagreed that overall performance
of ZAs was good. In fact, rates of satisfaction varied considerably by Zone Agent,
ranging from 62% to 88%. Chapter eight reports the follow-up work that we have
carried out to further investigate customer service issues, good practice and
recommendations for improvement.

5.57 Seventy percent of Homebuy respondents agreed that KWL offered them a good
choice of housing, compared to 50 percent of New Build respondents – as might
be expected, given that Homebuy respondents had the flexibility to buy anything
they could afford on the open market, compared to New Build respondents, the
majority of whom were renting. This probably also explains the finding that 66%
of Homebuy respondents agreed that KWL offered an appropriate range of
options, compared to 58% of New Build respondents.

Figure 5.19: Difficulty meeting housing repayments33 before and after accessing KWL

Homebuy New Build

Yes No Don’t Know Yes No Don’t Know

Difficulty Before 5% 94% 1% 9% 91% 0%

Difficulty After 5% 94% 1% 12% 88% 0%

33 Mortgage and/or rent
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5.58 Interestingly, those in London were less likely to agree with the statement “KWL
gave me a good choice of housing” – 21%, compared to 26% in the East and
28% in the South East. This is likely to be because the relative cost of housing in
London means that even with KWL assistance, a greater proportion of housing
will be unaffordable than would be the case elsewhere.

5.59 Respondents were asked whether they were more satisfied with both their
housing situation (Figure 5.22) and with the area in which they lived (Figure
5.22) after participating in KWL. It is clear from the survey that in relation to
both Homebuy and New Build, key workers were much more satisfied with their
housing situation after KWL than they were before.

Figure 5.21: Satisfaction with key features of KWL – New Build

Strongly
Agree

Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Disagree

KWL is user-friendly 25% 55% 14% 5% 1%

Appropriate range of options 13% 45% 25% 16% 2%

Good choice of housing 20% 30% 19% 25% 5%

Good value for money 33% 38% 19% 11% 0%

Easily understood information 33% 55% 6% 5% 1%

Performance of ZA 30% 47% 12% 9% 3%

Performance of HA 27% 45% 10% 14% 4%

Recommend to others 56% 36% 5% 3% 0%

Figure 5.20: Satisfaction with key features of KWL – Homebuy

Strongly
Agree

Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly
Disagree

KWL is user-friendly 25% 54% 10% 8% 2%

Appropriate range of options 13% 53% 25% 8% 1%

Good choice of housing 25% 45% 14% 14% 2%

Good value for money 31% 52% 14% 3% 1%

Easily understood information 27% 55% 9% 8% 2%

Performance of ZA 31% 45% 11% 9% 4%

Recommend to others 54% 41% 4% 1% 0%
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Key messages

• Overall, KWL has been effective in helping households to meet housing
aspirations in two ways. Firstly it has enabled a significant number of
households move into home-ownership. Secondly, it has assisted a
group of households meet housing aspirations by enabling them to
access different types and sizes of dwellings in different locations.

• The programme appears to be reaching its target group. It is broadly
representative of KWs in the regions targeted, and the group who are
most likely to be benefiting are those where one would expect
retention to be an issue, i.e. key workers with between three and five
years of service, with a household income of thirty thousand per year,
who were not currently homeowners and those wanting to trade up.

• Homebuy is easily the most popular product offered under KWL. It
offered what 70% of beneficiaries considered to be a good choice and
enabled households at different stages in their housing and
employment careers to move. It enables households to move to
different types and sizes of dwelling and the majority have bought
houses rather than flats.

Figure 5.23: Increase in satisfaction with area after accessing KWL

Homebuy New Build

Strongly agree 29% 29%

Agree 37% 29%

Uncertain 21% 22%

Disagree 12% 16%

Strongly disagree 2% 4%

Total 100% 100%

Figure 5.22: Increase in satisfaction with housing situation after accessing KWL

Homebuy New Build

Strongly agree 64% 50%

Agree 31% 37%

Uncertain 4% 10%

Disagree 1% 45

Strongly disagree 0% 0%

Total 100% 100%
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• Intermediate renting appears to offer an affordable housing solution
for key workers at an earlier stage in their career. While other
subsidised rental accommodation is provided for police officers and
some NHS workers by their employers in some areas, KWL does offer
an increase in supply.

• Shared Ownership is the least popular of the three options. While
there is a high degree of satisfaction with the housing that
beneficiaries have accessed, it does not offer the same degree of choice
as Homebuy. As with other KWL products, workers lose their
entitlement to the benefits of the programme if they leave an eligible
position, but, unlike Homebuy, beneficiaries do not have the incentive
of an equity loan. In some areas it is in competition with other Shared
Ownership schemes which do not have a clawback element.
Additionally, housing payments can approach those of Homebuy,
although, as part of the house is rented, equity is unlikely to increase
at the same rate.

• Both intermediate renting and new build mainly involve moves to
smaller properties and flats. This factor partly explains the lower
satisfaction and greater proportion intending to move house. In these
respects these schemes are less effective in building long term housing
solutions for households.

• Very few households in KWL have difficulties in meeting housing costs.

• There was extremely high satisfaction with KWL: 95% of Homebuy
users and 88% of those who had accessed New Build were very or
fairly satisfied overall. KWL is generally regarded as user friendly,
providing a range of options and choices, good value for money and
providing information that is easy to understand.

• 75% of Homebuy respondents and 77% of New Build respondents
either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’; that they were satisfied with the
performance of their Zone Agent. Rates of satisfaction varied by Zone
Agent, ranging from 62% to 88%.
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6. Labour Market and Community Impact of KWL

6.1 Fundamentally, the KWL programme uses a housing intervention in order to
influence the decisions of key front-line public sector staff in terms of remaining
in their occupation, specific job and location. This means that an assessment of
the impact the programme on beneficiaries’ occupational and housing choices is
central to the evaluation – as a result of KWL are key workers more likely to
remain in their occupation and/or area? If the programme is successful in this
regard then the logical result of this is a more stable workforce and an improved
level of public services for people living in these areas.

6.2 Chapter Six explores four key aspects of the impact of KWL on the occupational
and residency choices of key workers, and by extension, on the communities
they serve.

• Recruitment and retention: The first section explores the extent to which
KWL has impacted upon KWs’ decision to remain in their occupation; region,
and/or current position.

• Displacement: In meeting wider aims relating to improvements in public
services, it is important that KWL does not have a negative impact on labour
markets in ineligible regions – i.e. that key workers in the Midlands, for
example, do not leave that region to live in the South East in order to
become eligible for KWL. Were this to happen, the problems that KWL has
been established to address would simply be displaced. The second section
examines the extent to which KWL has led to such displacement.

• Sustainable communities: Insofar as KWL has been effective in maintaining
KWs in their positions, and meaning that they move workplace and homes
less often, it will impact upon the sustainability of the communities that they
serve and in which they live. The third section will examine the extent to
which KWL is contributing to the building of sustainable communities.

• Relative weight of housing in job decisions: The KWL programme is only
one of a number of measures that have been put in place to encourage the
recruitment and retention of key workers. The final section in this chapter
will explore the impact of factors other than housing in key workers’ career
decisions.

Recruitment and Retention

6.3 The stated aim of KWL is to “improve the recruitment and retention of key
workers working in London, the South East and the East of England…” 34

34 OPDM Research Database, www.rmd.odpm.gov.uk/project.asp?intProjectID=11967
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6.4 The survey was therefore used to examine impacts in this area. Within the
context of a formative evaluation, although it is not possible to provide definitive
statements on the ultimate impacts of the programme as they will not be
observed for a few years, it is possible to be clear about a set of intermediate
outcomes, which will logically lead to the desired impact. For example, if key
workers state that they are more likely to remain in their occupation as a result
of KWL, then it can be logically inferred that this area of the labour market will
be more stable and therefore services will improve. These issues are outlined
below, firstly in relation to the counterfactual – what would have happened in
the absence of KWL – and, secondly in terms of the positive impact KWL has had.

6.5 Key workers were asked to respond to the statement “without Key Worker Living
I would have left the specific post I am currently in”. The results show that
nearly a quarter (23%) of those accessing Homebuy agreed with the statement
and nearly half (48%) did not; of those accessing New Build the figure for those
agreeing is higher (32%).

6.6 These figures indicate that KWL has had a significant role to play in reducing the
‘churn’ of key workers and thereby an attendant disruption to services.

6.7 The figures reinforce indicative findings from employers interviewed for the
Evaluation of Key Worker Living: Early Findings 35 report, a number of whom felt
that last three to four years had seen a steep decline in turnover and wastage
rates. The majority felt that this was at least partly attributable to housing
interventions, notably SHI and KWL. Examples include:

• Employer A, who had had a net outflow of 50 staff members the year before
KWL went into operation, and had a subsequent outflow of 15. Individual
key workers informed the employer that this was due to housing assistance.

• Employer B, who cited a vacancy rate of over 300 two years previously,
which had fallen to around 100 at the time of interview. The employer
considered that housing assistance had played a key role in this.

Figure 6.1: Likelihood of leaving specific post without KWL

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 9% 13%

Agree 14% 19%

Uncertain 29% 27%

Disagree 35% 30%

Strongly Disagree 13% 11%

35 GHK Consulting Ltd. and Centre for Urban and Regional Studies, University of Birmingham (2005) Evaluation of
Key Worker Living: Early Findings, ODPM: London
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• Employer C, who had had 399 transfers out and 400 transfers into their
workforce three years previously (in 2002) at a time when they were trying to
boost numbers, leading to a situation where the workforce was generally
below strength and, in some areas, comprised 50% new recruits. Following
the use of a 5-year Housing Strategy, including KWL, as well as other
recruitment and retention activity, the workforce was at full strength at the
time of interview.

6.8 Key workers were asked to respond to the statement, “Without Key Worker
Living I would have changed my occupation – i.e. left teaching/ nursing/ the
police force etc.” As can be seen, just 12% of those accessing Homebuy would
have otherwise left their occupation, ending their career as a ‘key worker’; the
figure for New Build is higher at 22%.

6.9 Again, for Homebuy, the figure for those in London stating that they would have
left their post is slightly higher (10%) than for the East (9%) or South East (8%).

6.10 It is also useful to view these figures considering the length of time key workers
have been in their occupation. Homebuy typically retains people as they are
towards the middle of their career at around 3-5 years service when they become
expensive to replace. New Build is more likely to help retain key workers at the
beginning of their careers (less than 2 years service).

6.11 Key workers were asked to respond to the statement “I am more likely to remain
in my occupation because of Key Worker Living”; the results are presented in the
Figure below. There is very strong support for the statement, both amongst those
accessing Homebuy (62%) and those accessing New Build (58%).

Figure 6.3: Impact of KWL on likelihood of remaining in occupation

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 21% 21%

Agree 41% 37%

Uncertain 14% 17%

Disagree 17% 17%

Strongly Disagree 7% 7%

Figure 6.2: Likelihood of changing occupation without KWL

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 5% 9%

Agree 7% 13%

Uncertain 26% 24%

Disagree 40% 35%

Strongly Disagree 23% 19%
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6.12 The two-thirds of survey respondents who said that having accessed KWL they
were more likely to remain in their profession (Figure 6.3) evidently greatly
exceeds the proportion who said they would have left the profession in the
absence of KWL (Figure 6.2). We therefore investigated the possibility that that
this increased likelihood to remain as a key worker may be due to the presence
of ‘Clawback’ within the design of the programme, i.e. that clawback may indeed
act as a disincentive to leaving the profession.

6.13 On the whole, respondents in the Stage three qualitative fieldwork were aware
of the conditions of ‘clawback’, i.e. that they would have to repay an equity
loan, or the proportion of their property that the equity loan had originally
accounted for.36

6.14 However clawback was not generally considered to be a factor keeping
respondents in their professions (although it was felt to be so by one
respondent). The two years’ payback time was seen as providing sufficient
flexibility to allow people to change jobs.

6.15 The main issue surrounding clawback is how it will work in practice. The time
has not yet elapsed for any key workers to have become eligible to pay back
this money. (One health worker in the Stage Three research had moved into 
the private sector, but was still in her house because it was within the two year
time limit).

6.16 Interviews with employers revealed that the most pressing practical issue is the
way in which employers track those who have received assistance. It was clear
during Stage One research that, while many employers had well developed IT-
based HR systems, some did not and that there was uncertainty as to where
responsibility for tracking programme beneficiaries lay.

Displacement effect

6.17 In meeting wider aims relating to improvements in public services, it is important
that KWL does not have a negative impact on labour markets in ineligible
regions – i.e. that key workers in the Midlands, for example, do not leave that
region to live in the South East in order to become eligible for KWL. Were this to
happen, the problems that KWL has been established to address would simply
be displaced.

6.18 The results of the survey show that this is not the case – just 4% (103
respondents) of those accessing Homebuy stated that they had moved from an
area where they would not be eligible for KWL; of that 4%, just 13% said that
they did so predominantly because of KWL. Corresponding figures for New
Build are higher: 16% (16 key workers) accessing Shared Ownership/
Intermediate Rent stated that they had moved from an area where they would
not be eligible; 6 of these key workers stated that they did so predominantly
because of KWL.

36 There was some confusion evident in key workers interviewed over the conditions applicable if the clients made
improvements to the house, and it therefore increased in value, or if the accommodation became subject to
negative equity.
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6.19 Further evidence for negligible displacement is provided by the fact that key
workers have typically not moved far in order to take up housing under KWL
The average distance moved for those accessing Homebuy was just over 12
miles; the figure for New Build was higher at 30 miles.37 It is possible that New
Build clients are more likely to be entry level recruits, who have moved area to
start a career, and so had less choice over the location of their first job.

6.20 KWL has not therefore created a ‘churn’ in terms of key workers moving
significant distances within eligible regions, or facilitating moves over longer
distances, e.g. out of London and into more sub-urban areas. It is interesting to
note that longer distance moves were more common amongst lower income
groups (possibly due to a more restricted choice) and the police. Stage three
qualitative work uncovered several potential reasons why police officers might
choose to live somewhere further than other workers: police are assigned
postings, rather than choosing them freely themselves, and so they may be less
likely to be in areas where they would choose to live long-term; police officers
have to have agreement from their personnel departments about where they live
so may have fewer areas from which to choose, and police officers have an
incentive to live further away from the areas in which they work to avoid
compromising their personal security.

Impact on building sustainable communities

6.21 Nearly all the stakeholders that were interviewed in Stage One of the research
felt that KWL was contributing to the Sustainable Communities agenda, either in
terms of providing mixed income and mixed tenure New Build developments or
in allowing key workers to access areas with high house prices and allowing
them to serve their community. One ZA stated that, “It [KWL] is allowing key
workers to live in areas that they could otherwise never afford to live in”. That
the programme is tied into increased housing supply was also viewed as
positive, especially by those with a housing background (e.g. members of
Regional Housing Boards or Zone Agents).

6.22 This hypothesis was explored further in the Stage Two survey work, and in the
Stage Three qualitative interviews with key workers.

6.23 The survey also examined what would have happened in the absence of KWL –
has KWL prevented movement of key workers? Key workers were asked to
respond to the statement “without Key Worker Living I would have left the local
area”. As Figure 6.3 shows, over a third (34%) of those accessing Homebuy
stated that they would have left their local area without assistance from KWL.

6.24 The overall figure for New Build is even higher than for Homebuy at 43%. This
finding is significant in terms of supporting retention, but is perhaps more
pertinent in terms of impact on quality of life and key workers’ choice of
area/housing.

37 Four key workers accessing New Build intermediate rent and one who did not state the option they had
accessed had moved from overseas. Figures for the distances they moved have not been included as these
would skew the analysis.
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6.25 Key workers who responded to the survey were asked about their likely future
plans in terms of moving. They were asked to respond to the statement, “I plan
to move home within the next two or three years”. As can be seen from Figure
6.4, there is a significant difference between those agreeing with the statement in
New Build provision (45%) and Homebuy (21%). This result is not unexpected
given that key workers are typically more mobile early in their career and that
this type of provision is typically 1-2 bedroom flats, which is not the type of New
Build provision desired by key workers later in their career, when they are
perhaps more likely to be in an established couple with children. It does
however throw doubt on the extent to which KW New Build as it currently
operates, can contribute to the development of sustainable communities.

6.26 Housing need is already incorporated in to the eligibility criteria of KWL. The
SHI evaluation noted that people who had accessed the scheme were limited to
one ‘extra’ room, and that this meant that they would have to move before they
had completed their families. This constraint is still in place in KWL.: one
respondent to the Stage Three fieldwork said that he was only allowed to buy a
house that had ‘one more bedroom than was necessary’ for the family, so as a
couple with a small child they could buy a three-bedroomed but not a four-
bedroomed house. This rule potentially compromises the potential for KWL to
contribute to the building of sustainable communities, if beneficiaries whose
family size grows are thereby forced to move again. Some further consideration
should be given to this and it is relevant to note that the Survey of English
Housing (2003) indicates that 83% of owner occupiers had at least 1 bedroom in
excess of the bedroom standard and 45% of owner occupiers had 2 bedrooms or
more in excess of the bedroom standard. More than half of this latter group were
couples without children. These data suggest that a significant group of those
buying under KWL may be restricted in achieving their aspirations in terms of
house size and this may contribute to higher turnover in the future than would
otherwise be the case.

Figure 6.5: Likelihood of moving home in the next two-three years

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 6% 19%

Agree 15% 26%

Uncertain 42% 28%

Disagree 25% 19%

Strongly Disagree 12% 7%

Figure 6.4: Likelihood of leaving the local area without KWL

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 13% 16%

Agree 21% 27%

Uncertain 31% 36%

Disagree 27% 16%

Strongly Disagree 8% 6%
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6.27 The survey also tested the assumption that key workers were travelling long
distances to work as they could not afford to live within a reasonable distance
of their workplace. Figure 6.5 shows the views of key workers in response to
the statement, “since accessing Key Worker Living, my journey to work takes
less time”.

6.28 As can be seen, there is no discernable trend in terms of those accessing
Homebuy achieving a reduced journey time; in contrast, nearly 55% of those
accessing New Build provision either Agreed or Strongly Agreed with this
statement. That there is no simple pattern for those accessing Homebuy seeking
a reduced journey time was explored further in the Stage Three qualitative
fieldwork.

6.29 Where workers had moved closer to their workplace, some of them did feel that
they lived in the community they served. KWs who did shift work particularly
appreciated the convenience of living nearer to their workplace, while moving
nearer also allowed a teacher to run extra after school clubs, while a health
worker said that she was less stressed at work, and more likely to stay around at
work, rather than rush home as soon as her shift had finished.

6.30 Several respondents preferred to live and work in different places and, having
accessed KWL, had moved further away from their workplace. For police officers
in particular, there was a fear that their personal security would be compromised
if they lived near where they worked. Indeed several police officers noted that
their force did not allow them to live in areas with high crime rates. Teachers
and nurses expressed similar concern about running into pupils or patients. One
respondent had been helped to move into the area where he lived, which he
saw as relatively deprived: he felt this helped him ‘keep it real’ with his students.

6.31 Some residents living in New Build accommodation, particularly apartments,
mixed predominantly with the other KWs in their block or community.

6.32 The possibility of sharing transport with others who worked in the same place
was an advantage for at least two workers interviewed.

Figure 6.6: Impact of KWL on commuting times

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 18% 29%

Agree 21% 25%

Uncertain 14% 13%

Disagree 34% 22%

Strongly Disagree 13% 12%



Evaluation of Key Worker Living – Final Report

58

6.33 Nonetheless, KWL did have some impact on KWs’ integration into the
communities where they had moved. There was evidence of key workers
socialising with neighbours, becoming involved in local action groups, church
programmes, the local rugby club and the scout movement, although this was
difficult for KWs who had a long commute or who were carrying out shift work.
One respondent said that buying a home gave them an emotional investment in
the area.

6.34 Having or planning children and therefore being concerned about providing
security for them was an important motivator to buy. Once the respondent had
bought their home, children became involved in local activities and parents were
concerned not to disrupt their schooling by moving away from the area.

Relative weight of housing in job decisions

6.35 As reported in the section ‘Recruitment and Retention’, the role that KWL played
in KWs’ decision to stay in post was only decisive in a minority of cases.

6.36 This was confirmed in the qualitative follow-up work, where most did say
though that housing was an important factor in job choice, but that they would
not have left their post without KWL. Other important positive reasons for
staying in post were job satisfaction, and the feeling of ‘making a difference’, as
well as career progression, getting a pension, getting on with colleagues and, for
teachers, holidays and working hours that fit in with childcare. Factors which
were seen as negative by respondents included low staffing levels (for health
workers) and ‘paperwork’ for teachers. Some teachers in particular felt that their
pay was low.

6.37 In these circumstances it seems logical that KWL alone should not be the focus
of strategies to improve retention. A key point emerging from early consultations
reported in the Early Findings Report– especially from employers– was that there
is much existing activity (e.g. introducing new progression routes and working
practices) aimed at improving recruitment and retention in key worker
professions. For example, changes to teaching have included increases in the
number of educational support staff, increases in pay in real terms, ‘Fast
Tracking’, and ‘golden hellos’.

6.38 The majority of employers interviewed stated that the key to using housing
interventions successfully was to integrate them into wider human resources
(HR) and recruitment and retention strategies: to have a set of possible
interventions and tailor suitable packages to individual circumstances.

6.39 It was considered that, in attempting to improve recruitment and retention rates,
housing interventions should be used alongside other workplace changes and
employee benefits. This approach has also helped with delivery of the
programme, e.g. using KWL in recruitment adverts or including information on
the programme with application packs.
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6.40 The figure below shows key workers’ responses in the postal survey to the
statement “my working conditions have improved in the last two years”. As can
be seen, for both groups of key workers – those accessing Homebuy (40%) and
New Build (51%) – there is broad agreement with the statement.

6.41 Given these responses it would not be possible to isolate the impact of KWL on
recruitment and retention rates from the impact of other initiatives. However, it is
also clear that key workers consider that KWL has played a positive role in
relation to their retention in their jobs.

Key messages

• Survey results indicate that KWL is achieving its goal of increasing
retention of key workers in areas where they would otherwise have
problems purchasing affordable homes.

• According to survey respondents a substantial minority of both
Homebuy (23%) and New Build (32%) respondents would have left
their posts without KWL, and around one in ten Homebuy beneficiaries
(12%) and one in five New Build respondents (22%) would have left
their profession entirely.

• Having accessed KWL, 62% of those accessing Homebuy and 58% of
those accessing New Build stated that they are more likely to remain in
their occupation as a result of KWL.38 This does not appear to be
because of the ‘clawback’ element of the programme. It seems more
likely that this is because their quality of life has improved and, in the
case of Homebuy, they have either bought their own homes for the
first time, or accessed more suitable and/or affordable housing.

• It is not possible to disaggregate the impact of KWL from other
programmes designed to recruit and retain key workers, which 40%
of Homebuy respondents and 51% of New Build respondents, but
together these measures appear to lead to improved living and
working conditions, and imply a positive effect on recruitment
and retention.

Figure 6.7: Stated improvements in working conditions

Homebuy New Build

Strongly Agree 10% 16%

Agree 30% 35%

Uncertain 35% 23%

Disagree 19% 22%

Strongly Disagree 6% 4%

38 Almost half (49%) of SHI purchasers believed that the SHI had encouraged them to stay in their current
employment.
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• Just 4% (103 respondents) of those accessing Homebuy stated that they
had moved from an area where they would not be eligible for KWL; of
that 4%, 13% said that they did so predominantly because of KWL.
Corresponding figures for New Build are slightly higher, but are too
small to be statistically significant. Therefore, displacement – workers
moving out of other areas to access the benefits of KWL – does not
appear to be occurring.

• There is mixed evidence about the extent to which KWL is building
sustainable communities. There is no clear evidence that KWs are
being systematically helped to settle into the communities that they
serve: there is no clear evidence that those accessing Homebuy
achieved reduced travel time to work; while just over half (55%) of
those accessing New Build provision either agreed or strongly agreed
that their journey to work took less time after accessing KWL than
before. For some professions, particularly the police, there are sound
reasons why they might wish not to live in the communities that
they serve.

• Home ownership has encouraged Homebuy applicants to settle in and
contribute to the communities they have moved to, but New Build
beneficiaries are far more likely (at 45% compared to 21%) to be
considering moving again in the next two to three years, suggesting
that this type of accommodation is less successful in encouraging
sustainability.

• There is a sound reason for limiting the size of homes that Key Workers
can buy on the open market. However some further consideration should
be given to the way that this is achieved. As a goal of Homebuy is to
encourage people to settle in or within commuting distance of their
employment, if could prove counterproductive if they feel the need to
move following a change in their family circumstances and some more
flexibility over dwelling size should be considered.
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7. Operational and customer service issues

Introduction

7.1 In order to make recommendations for improving the delivery, targeting and cost
effectiveness of KWL it is essential to gain a deeper understanding of how it is
operationalised ‘on the ground’. Chapter seven therefore draws on material from
Stage Three of the research to explore the following aspects of KWL operational
and customer service issues:

• Operation of the KWL scheme in different market contexts This section
shows where in the case study areas key workers with different household
incomes choose to buy, having accessed the Homebuy equity loan; the type
of housing KWs access; and how the type and cost of housing accessed
varies by the beneficiaries’ length of service.

• New Build Market Intelligence uses data from qualitative interviews with
New Build RSLs in case study areas to ascertain how RSLs assess the demand
for KW homes in their areas, their perceptions of what attracts KWs to
different types of accommodation and different KWL products and the impact
of KWL on their organisation.

• Relations between Zone Agents and Housing Associations explores these
key players’ respective roles in the promotion and administration of KWL and
the way information is shared between them

• New Build RSLs’ experience of the process and suggestions for
improvement presents RSLs’ views of how the KWL programme could be
‘fine-tuned’, particularly with regard to eligibility criteria, monitoring, and
market intelligence.

• Key Workers’ experience of Zone Agents and Housing Associations
draws on qualitative interviews with Key Workers to find examples of good
practice and to record key workers’ suggestions as to how the service offered
could be improved.

• The operation of the KWL scheme in different market contexts from 4
case study areas

7.2 This section presents analysis of the relationship between KWL Homebuy
purchasing activity and the rest of the open market.

7.3 The primary aim is to capture any empirical evidence of Homebuy activity
functioning differently in different markets; for example differing profiles of
purchasing. Secondly, the relationship between different cohorts within the
programme is analysed.
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7.4 The analysis utilises the four “market” areas identified for the purpose of zone-
agent analysis. These areas are relatively quite distinctive, with two markets in
the London GOR, and one each in the other two GORs:

• East London – running from Havering in the east through to the central
areas of Hackney, Tower Hamlets and City of London. Due to the nature of
the area covered there is a diverse price profile;

• South West London – from Croydon in the east through to Richmond in the
west. The price profile is less marked in this area (in comparison to East
London), although the central areas of Merton are, in the context of this
market, the most affordable;

• Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire (“BOB”) – from
Wokingham in the south to Milton Keynes in the north and from the Greater
London boundary in the east through to Oxford in the west. Notable
north/south split in terms of prices – although key urban areas in the south
(Slough and Reading) are more ‘affordable’;

• East Region – largest in terms of geographical scale, covering Bedford,
running through Cambridgeshire and up to the North Norfolk coast. Notable
west/east split in terms of affordability.

7.5 ‘Open market’ information – for the purposes of this analysis – was derived from
the Land Registry data for the period between the 1st July 2004 and the 31st
March 2005. Price information for Detached and Unclassified property
transactions was removed prior to analysis to handle any effects these property
types may have on the reliability of the analysis. Similarly, known detached sales
from the returned survey information were also removed.39

7.6 Firstly, for each area in turn, the average weighted house price was mapped to
the Lower level Super Output Area geography and represented as a 3.5 income
multiplier based on the observed KWL household income of £34,000. This
exercise was undertaken to illustrate areas of potential open market affordability.
Overlaying this are the survey reported household incomes for each KWL
transaction.

East London

7.7 There does not appear to be any direct visual correlation between household
income and the market affordability in East London – indeed there are instances
of extremely high-income households purchasing in the lowest end of the
market.

7.8 Clustering of sales activity is also notable in the lower priced belt in the west of
the area (Waltham Forest) and also in Havering (extreme north east).

39 Across the four markets Detached properties accounted for <1% of all KWL transactions.
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South West London

7.9 There is a stronger visual correlation between KWL purchasing activity and lower
end markets across the South West London area; concentrations are notable
throughout Merton (centre of the map) and also in the lower house price areas
of Croydon (East).

7.10 A mixing of different household income is also notable, although there are again
instances of upper end income purchases in the lower end of the market.

Figure 7.1: East London Market Area
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Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire “BOB”

Figure 7.3: ‘BOB’ Market Area

Figure 7.2: South West London Market Area
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7.11 The most notable feature of sales in the Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and
Buckinghamshire market area is the clustering of the KWL purchasing activity,
with the majority of sales grouped within the markets’ urban areas.

7.12 On the whole the urban areas contain the most accessible markets based on
affordability, the notable exception is in Oxford where there is only a small area
of lower priced properties – although it would appear that the KWL activity in
Oxford is predominantly concentrated around this location.

East

7.13 As with the ‘BOB’ market area, the distribution of KWL activity in the East
Region is also predominantly clustered within the urban areas – mainly due to
these markets ability to provide a more constant flow of properties.

7.14 The more remote markets (around the area’s periphery) do appear to be
providing access to more available house prices for lower income households.

Analysis by Market Quartile

7.15 For further analysis the Land Registry data was then disaggregated by both
market area and by property type. Market quartiles (25%s) were then created
using the disaggregated data to represent different market profiles specific to
each area (Figure 7.5 to 7.8)40

Figure 7.4: East Region Market Area

40 Tables detail specific quartile purchase activity for each type of property in each market (1=<25% Price, 2= 25%-
50% Price, 3=50%-75% Price and 4=>75% Price).
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• In East London three-quarters of the overall sales occurred within areas
returning house prices below the average for the market, and 41.9% falling
within the lowest market quartile. The greatest overall number of sales
(32.6%) was comprised of lowest quartile flatted accommodation. Housing
stock (Semi-detached and Terraced) purchases were more skewed toward the
higher end of the market with below average price sales accounting for 21.6%
of all market activity and above average price sales comprising 16.7%.

• Activity in South West London followed a similar pattern to East London,
although with notably less purchase in the housing stock upper quartile
markets (12.2% of overall sales activity). Flats in the lowest quartile of the
market comprised 40.3% of the overall sale activity

• In Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire Flat sales in the lowest
two quartiles still comprised 35% of the overall market activity, although
21.4% of the overall activity was centred on terraces falling within the second
quartile. A further 13% of overall activity was comprised of terrace sales in the
top two quartiles of this market.

• The East Region was the only market not containing substantial flat
purchases, with over 88% of market activity concentrated on terraces and
semi-detached properties. Of these two terraced properties dominated,
contributing to 60% of overall activity. Whilst the market for these properties
is notably skewed towards the lower end (38% of overall activity in the
lowest two quartiles) there was increased levels of activity in the top two
quartiles as well.

Figure 7.6: Percentage Activity for Different Property Types by Market Quartile in 
South West London

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

Flat 40.3% 21.0% 6.8% 0.8% 68.9%

Semi 0.5% 1.8% 4.6% 0.8% 7.6%

Terrace 5.6% 11.1% 6.1% 0.8% 23.5%

TOTAL 46.3% 33.9% 17.5% 2.3% 100.0%

Figure 7.5: Percentage Activity for Different Property Types by Market Quartile in 
East London

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

Flat 32.6% 21.6% 7.5% 0.0% 61.7%

Semi 2.6% 4.8% 1.8% 4.8% 14.1%

Terrace 6.6% 7.5% 7.0% 3.1% 24.2%

TOTAL 41.9% 33.9% 16.3% 7.9% 100.0%
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7.16 The IMS data records only 16% of those accessing KWL Homebuy activity across
the four case study markets (and 12% of all instances of KWL Homebuy) as first
time buyers. Survey data, by contrast, shows that only 8% of Homebuy
respondents were owner occupiers at the time they accessed the programme and
that 67% of respondents said that becoming a homeowner was their most
important motivation for accessing KWL. We therefore assume that there is
significant under recording of first time buyer status in the IMS and the figures
given are not sufficiently robust to carry out an analysis that separates out first
time buyers from others KWs accessing Homebuy.

Housing Type accessed by market quartile and length of service

7.17 As noted previously, Detached purchases represent less then 1% of the overall
purchasing activity in the KWL Homebuy programme, Semi-Detached contribute
a further 15% of activity with Flat and Terrace purchases representing well over
80% of activity. Due to this dominance the following analysis concentrates purely
on the Flat and Terrace component as their sheer scale allows more robust
analysis on variation in activity.

7.18 Figures 7.9 and 7.10 illustrate the purchasing activity by market quartiles for Flat
and Terrace properties by the KWL length of service, these are representative of
the activity across the four market areas.

• In both instances there is a gradual movement towards the higher quartile
markets as length of service increases, although this is much less marked in
the market for Flats;

• Those purchasing Terraced properties are almost as likely to purchase in the
upper two quartiles of the market after 6 years of service as they are to
purchase at the lower end;

Figure 7.8: Percentage Activity for Different Property Types by Market Quartile in 
East Region

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

Flat 8.5% 1.7% 1.1% 0.0% 11.3%

Semi 0.6% 11.3% 11.3% 5.6% 28.8%

Terrace 10.7% 27.7% 20.9% 0.6% 59.9%

TOTAL 19.8% 40.7% 33.3% 6.2% 100.0%

Figure 7.7: Percentage Activity for Different Property Types by Market Quartile in ‘BOB’

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

Flat 40.3% 21.0% 6.8% 0.8% 68.9%

Semi 0.5% 1.8% 4.6% 0.8% 7.6%

Terrace 5.6% 11.1% 6.1% 0.8% 23.5%

TOTAL 46.3% 33.9% 17.5% 2.3% 100.0%
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• Penetration into the top quartile of the market is noticeably low, again
suggesting that even with the addition of Homebuy to any savings accrued
through longer periods of service these market cohorts remain, on the whole,
unobtainable.

Figure 7.10: Terrace Market Activity by Market Quartile and Length of Service
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Figure 7.9: Flat Market Activity by Market Quartile and Length of Service41
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41 Tables detail specific quartile purchase activity for each type of property in each market (1=<25% Price, 2= 25%-
50% Price, 3=50%-75% Price and 4=>75% Price).



Operational and customer service issues

69

7.19 Progression through the East London market(s), on the whole, can be attributed
to length of service, as Figure 7.11 shows, with around one-third of purchases
occurring in the higher quartiles after 6 years.

7.20 Intermediate lengths of service (3 to 5 years) appear to go against this trend a
little – perhaps suggesting that there maybe a cohort in the shorter lengths of
service that have accrued a stronger financial base prior to accessing the market
(potentially savings regimes afforded by living in cheaper accommodation).

7.21 Higher average prices would appear to be restricting access into the upper ends
of the South West London markets, even for those with longer periods of service.

7.22 As in East London there is a slight decrease in market penetration by those with
intermediate levels of service when compared to those who have been employed
for less then two years. (see Figure 7.12)

Terrace
Purchase

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

< 2 Years 17.65% 58.82% 20.59% 2.94% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 27.27% 45.45% 24.24% 3.03% 100.00%

> 6 Years 24.00% 36.00% 36.00% 4.00% 100.00%

Figure 7.12: South West London purchasing activity by Market Quartile and 
Service Length

Flat
Purchase

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

< 2 Years 59.84% 31.15% 8.20% 0.82% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 62.50% 30.00% 6.25% 1.25% 100.00%

> 6 Years 48.48% 31.82% 18.18% 1.52% 100.00%

Terrace
Purchase

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

< 2 Years 33.33% 33.33% 23.81% 9.52% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 36.84% 31.58% 26.32% 5.26% 100.00%

> 6 Years 0.00% 28.57% 42.86% 28.57% 100.00%

Figure 7.11: East London purchasing activity by Market Quartile and Service Length

Flat Purchase 1 2 3 Grand Total

< 2 Years 51.67% 36.67% 11.67% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 73.17% 24.39% 2.44% 100.00%

C > 6 Years 29.73% 45.95% 24.32% 100.00%
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7.23 Whilst the pattern of progression in the market for flats in BOB appears to be
strongly tied to length of service it should be noted that those serving for over 6
years are representative of a very small proportion of the overall activity.

7.24 The preceding point is also true in the Terrace market activity – although lack of
activity for this group in the market’s upper quartile is puzzling and may be a
factor of the clustering of this group in particular areas of the region (Figure
7.13)

7.25 The geographical distribution of the upper market quartile areas in the East
region may be influencing the lack of progression. As noted such areas tend to
be more rural in nature, and potentially less accessible in terms of commuting for
employment (Figure 7.14).

Terrace
Purchase

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

< 2 Years 16.00% 44.00% 38.00% 2.00% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 13.89% 50.00% 36.11% 0.00% 100.00%

> 6 Years 17.65% 52.94% 29.41% 0.00% 100.00%

Figure 7.14: East Region purchasing activity by Market Quartile and Service Length

Flat Purchase 1 2 3 Grand Total

< 2 Years 88.89% 0.00% 11.11% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 57.14% 28.57% 14.29% 100.00%

> 6 Years 66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 100.00%

Terrace
Purchase

1 2 3 4 Grand Total

< 2 Years 22.06% 51.47% 23.53% 2.94% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 25.00% 45.83% 25.00% 4.17% 100.00%

> 6 Years 0.00% 52.63% 47.37% 0.00% 100.00%

Figure 7.13: ‘BOB’ purchasing activity by Market Quartile and Service Length

Flat Purchase 1 2 3 Grand Total

< 2 Years 48.08% 51.92% 0.00% 100.00%

3 to 5 years 69.23% 23.08% 7.69% 100.00%

> 6 Years 60.00% 33.33% 6.67% 100.00%
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New Build market intelligence

7.26 Ten Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) were interviewed in case study areas;
three of whom were also acting as Zone Agents. Four other RSLs were
approached for interviews but were unable to participate: one who had not yet
completed their properties under the Key Worker Living (KWL) scheme and the
other three due to time pressures. All information contained within this section
refers to the KWL scheme (as opposed to other general key worker programmes)
unless otherwise stated.

7.27 All of the RSLs interviewed had, to varying degrees, taken action to examine
what the demand for key worker housing was in their area. Six different
mechanisms had been utilised to do this, including:

• Specially commissioned reports

• Market appraisals

• Information gathered from previous similar initiatives administered by the RSL

• Discussions with Zone Agents

• Looking to the local authorities for guidance

• Discussions with local key worker employers such as schools and hospitals.

7.28 Researching and producing an in-house report or commissioning an outside
body to carry out analysis was a popular method of establishing demand for key
worker housing. One RSL had worked in conjunction with a local university to
produce a paper examining issues of general key worker living in that locality.
Two other RSLs had commissioned consultancies to undertake work for them
looking at issues of demand and the local housing market.

7.29 A market appraisal was conducted by one RSL that went before their Board of
Directors ahead of any scheme going through. This involved conducting site
visits, utilising information collected from various estate agents, and assimilating
key findings from other information that had been collected from any previous
similar schemes.

7.30 Exploiting information gathered from other similar schemes (such as the Starter
Home Initiative, previous Homebuy initiatives and other key worker schemes)
administered by RSLs was a popular method of gauging demand. The nature of
data utilised from these schemes to forecast demand included completion rates
and house prices at the time of purchase.
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7.31 All three Zone Agents interviewed in this part of the research were very aware
about analysing demand and the key worker market. Two of the three
interviewed conducted analysis to build up a ‘key worker profile’ in their area.
This involved making use of their links with key worker employers to gather
information about:

• The local key worker recruitment market – examining local employers needs,
retention rates and what recruitment problems employers were facing.

• Salary ranges of key workers

• Which local authorities were experiencing the highest demand

• The volume of people moving into each type of key worker job

7.32 In terms of undertaking or commissioning an analysis of the local housing
market, very few of the RSLs had done this specifically for the KWL scheme.
However, six out of the ten interviewed had undertaken analysis of the market
for other schemes. Several mechanisms were used to do this including:

• Various commercial products that utilised data from local estate agents about
property prices

• Utilisation of Local Authority Housing Needs Survey

• Use of their applications database

• Secondary statistics such as National Statistics online, property websites etc.

7.33 A variety of responses were given as to how the number and locations of key
worker housing units were decided. Three out of ten RSLs mainly consulted with
information in their databases from application forms, interviews and waiting
lists. This usually demonstrated a picture of demand, showing where people
wanted to live and what their purchasing power is. A further three RSLs relied on
consulting with other stakeholders involved in the process; namely the local
authority to assess the local housing need and the local key worker employers to
assess demand from their employees. The remaining RSLs would analyse a
variety of factors in deciding where to geographically site key worker schemes
including the proximity to a local key worker employer (e.g. a hospital) and
other factors that make schemes attractive to key workers including location in
an “attractive” area, good transports links and good standards of local amenities.

7.34 Only one RSL stated that it was important to examine the other key worker
schemes competing in the local area as this would have an effect on demand
and supply. How this was done was not clear and on further probing it emerged
that this aspect of market intelligence was often overlooked with Zone Agents
and RSLs not sharing information about their own and other key worker
schemes. One interviewee highlighted this point:
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“I think we are aware of [other RSLs developing in the same area] but not in
enough detail…whether we’ve all shared with each other our experiences to the
full, I don’t know”.

7.35 All of the RSL interviewees encountered varying levels of demand for their key
worker housing. Eight out of ten interviewees had some key worker units that
were slow to shift in both the shared ownership and renting options. This was
attributed to several factors. Firstly it was widely thought that as the KWL
initiative was new, people had a very low awareness of it. The message was not
effectively reaching the intended target audience of key workers. Secondly, there
was an issue of oversupply in areas that the majority of the RSLs interviewed
operated in. In some areas, key workers had access to a range of options – they
were able to take advantage of both conventional RSL products along with KWL
products which affected the numbers of key workers accessing KWL. Thirdly, it
was pointed out by two interviewees that the new build properties were often
built in less desirable areas which had put off a large number of key workers
buying or renting them.

7.36 Finally, competition from other developers/RSLs had affected the supply of
housing:

“Sometimes in some areas in large new build sites there is the issue of being in
competition with other developers, which means an oversupply of the same types
of housing.”

7.37 One Zone Agent highlighted how they can be in a position where they are
providing two different shared ownership products (one under KWL and one for
key workers but not under KWL) as well as Homebuy loans to the same client
base. The outcome of this is often that Key Workers purchasing new build
property for sale may not choose the Key Worker Living Shared Ownership
properties. This can undermine the demand for KWL specific shared ownership
schemes.

7.38 However, even though the KWL scheme has fully bedded in, it was reiterated
throughout many of the interviews that the Homebuy option was much preferred
by key workers and that demand was highest for this product, often to the
detriment of the shared ownership option:

“The problem being is that shared ownership is a secondary product that was
available from the start, and now has become available, but a lot of people are
now not that interested in it.”

“The most desirable product is obviously Key Worker Homebuy…most will convert
to the Homebuy…”

7.39 One respondent also commented that the Homebuy was a more attractive option
as key workers did not want to live altogether on the same housing estate:

“What people are actually wanting might be more on the basis of going out and
buying something they [want]…rather than pre-purchased or pre-built blocks that
are all together.”
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7.40 In some areas such as Hampshire and Surrey, demand for key worker living
housing was very high but RSLs found that the majority of this demand was
coming from key workers falling out of the KWL eligibility criteria:

“The main issues that we’ve discovered is that there is demand but not necessarily
among all of those people who qualify at the moment.”

7.41 RSLs were turning people away only to find they were left with significant
numbers of voids. In Hampshire, the eligibility criteria were widened out to
encompass the large numbers who originally could not apply. However, this had
an indirect negative impact.

“The demand has been there initially but a lot fell through because they weren’t
qualified. Then to go back retrospectively and say they qualify, they’ve probably
gone through another route…they’ve gone through general Shared Ownership.”

7.42 When new applicants started looking at their options, the number of voids and
the length of time KWL housing had been standing empty in this scheme put
them off buying.

7.43 All interviewees agreed that the Homebuy option did provide key workers with
a solution to the problem of being able to purchase a house – it enabled them to
move onto the open market in the mainstream way. However, some interviewees
felt that demand for KWL housing was a still a problematic issue in their area –
there was still a significant gap between the relatively high cost of providing
houses and the very low salaries of key workers.

7.44 All of the RSLs had mechanisms in place in case key worker units were
unsold/unlet. These included utilising the Housing Corporation Cascade system:

• If an RSL was having difficulty selling units on a KWL scheme they can apply
to the Housing Corporation to change the terms of the KWL agreement.

• One option in this system that some RSLs had undertaken included extending
the eligibility criteria to include people who fall under the local definition of
key workers.

• A further option that some RSLs utilised included changing the tenure of their
developments – KWL ‘grant neutral’ – with some interviewees citing they had
used this to switch tenure from intermediate rent to shared ownership.

• However, not all RSLs knew this system was in place – some respondents
were vague in their knowledge and one respondent was not aware that this
option was open to them.

• One Zone Agent commented that the cascade system did take a long time to
implement – it appeared to offer flexibility but in reality the system was slow
to implement, with many processes to undertake before the changes could be
implemented.
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7.45 Other methods included:

• Two RSLs would consider using marketing incentive packages such as
revaluing units, paying stamp duty and paying solicitors fees.

• Another RSL, who is also a Zone Agent, was able to open out their location
criteria and market a scheme that was sitting on the border between
Herefordshire and Buckinghamshire to both those areas.

• Three of the ten RSLs interviewed did not have particular formal mechanisms
in place but said they would rely on intensifying their marketing and liaison
with local partners such as the Local authority.

7.46 There were some key criteria that emerged from RSLs when questioned about
the types of houses and locations that were popular with key workers. These
included:

• Location of housing with relation to the employer

• Units developed to a high specification

• Good access to local amenities

• One or two bedroom flats in urban / inner city areas – apartments are very
popular with young first time buyers

• Intermediate rented apartments

• Small houses with gardens and parking

• Second sale properties are popular with Homebuy customers

7.47 It was unanimously agreed that housing in rural areas had been unsuccessful.
This was due to poor transport links in rural locations and the longer distances
needed to be travelled by key workers to get to their place of work. Car parking
also appeared to play an important role in key worker choice of property and
location. Car free developments have proved to be unpopular:

“The other issue that had become apparent is that a number of key worker
developments have been developed car free and this causes a problem for people
who work shifts and the only safe way to travel is by using the car.”
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7.48 There also appeared to be an issue about the cost of houses for first time key
worker buyers in the scheme. In many of the locations in the South East, two
bedroom houses were still out of many people’s price range. Gaining access to
family housing also appeared to be a problem in the majority of areas and the
KWL scheme had not tackled this issue as there was far too few two bedroom
plus houses being built. Some RSLs experienced problems with New Build
properties aimed at couples – they could not sell these and then found it difficult
to market at single key workers as they were too expensive for people living on
their own.

7.49 The majority of RSLs said that they would have done some things differently
regarding gathering market intelligence for their schemes. Three respondents said
that they would not rely on the Zone Agent to do their marketing and
recruitment but take the initiative for this themselves. The remaining interviewees
felt that they should have done more research before they embarked on
development for the scheme; one in particular felt that next time they would
commission a market assessment to be carried out by the private sector. Two
RSLs (one a Zone Agent) were very satisfied with the way their KWL scheme had
run and felt that they would not have done anything differently.

7.50 The most common way of accommodating KWL into the organisational structure
of RSLs was to amalgamate it into the shared ownership or sales and marketing
arms of the organisation. Either one person or a small team (depending on the
size of the organisation) within that section of the organisation would be in
charge of taking the programme forward.

7.51 All of the organisations interviewed financed key worker houses under the KWL
scheme through KWL funds. Some employed a combination of these funds,
Housing Corporation money and private investment. Other sources included
using Section 10642 agreements, some local authority grant and the RSL’s own
reserves.

7.52 Four out of the ten organisations interviewed felt that there had been no effects
in implementing the KWL scheme on their organisation – both with costs or
benefits. Two interviewees were able to highlight some changes that had taken
place in their organisation as a result of KWL scheme, including:

• Finance systems changing to accommodate clawback mechanisms

• The provision of extra training for Housing Officers interviewing and
administering key worker cases

• Increased workload and increasing administration systems

42 Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 allows a Local Planning Authority (LPA) to enter into a
legally-binding agreement or planning obligation, with a land developer over a related issue. They are main
instrument for placing restrictions on the developers, often requiring them to minimise the impact on the local
community and to carry out tasks, which will provide community benefits. The provision of affordable housing in new
housing developments is often achieved through section 106 agreements on the basis of demonstrable local
housing need.
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• Extra costs borne through undertaking specific extra marketing

• The loss of income through voids – where key worker units are not sold or
let then being unable to sell/let them to anyone else means there are higher
number of voids and therefore a loss of income.

7.53 One RSL felt that they had not had to change their client service at all to meet
the demands of key workers. The remaining nine had taken several steps to
change their services to meet the requirements of implementing the KWL
scheme. These changes included:

• Adaptation of the traditional marketing strategy

• Production of new marketing materials such as new application forms,
brochures and changes to their websites

• Introduction of a specialist key worker team

• Changes to the application process – this was namely the way in which RSLs
had to interact with the Zone Agents in processing applications

• Basing the KWL administration on a paper based model rather than utilising
electronic systems.

7.54 Some RSLs had not changed their client services but had just adapted their
present ones to accommodate KWL. Key workers would go through the same
process as those applying for shared ownership – the same checks for income
would apply along with the standard checks for eligibility. One RSL utilised the
same application form for key workers, shared ownership and Intermediate rent.
In this context it is also important to note that the contractual position of zone
agents has been improved and there have been other changes reflecting the
early learning from the operation of KWL.

Relations between Zone Agents and Housing Associations

7.55 There were mixed feelings about relationships between the RSLs and the Zone
Agents. Concern was expressed about the role of Zone Agents; in the early days
it was felt by some that neither party understood their role although this has
become clearer over time. There seemed to be an element of dissatisfaction with
the role of the Zone Agent in marketing the KWL scheme. Some RSLs thought
the role of the Zone Agent was to carry out the bulk of the marketing in their
area and were surprised when they were asked to contribute to this.
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7.56 Some RSLs expressed disappointment with the numbers and quality of applicants
the Zone Agents were sending through on their nominations list. There was an
element of frustration that nomination lists were often not vetted or checked for
applicants’ financial ability to take part in the scheme. One interviewee felt that
blame for this could not be wholly attributed to the Zone Agent and that the fact
that they had to concentrate on marketing for two types of product; the open
market Homebuy and shared ownership was essentially the root of the problem.
The respondent felt that Homebuy is more popular with key workers than
Shared Ownership and Intermediate Rent schemes and that as the Zone Agents
have targets to meet regarding Homebuy, less emphasis is placed on the other
options.

7.57 One smaller RSL felt that information flow and the sharing of best practice
between them and the Zone Agent was poor. The interviewee was concerned
that sharing of information was going on but it was occurring between larger
RSLs and those geographically closer to the Zone Agent’s location.

7.58 On a more positive note, a couple of RSLs thought the Zone Agent model did
work. One in particular noted that if they had experienced a particular problem,
their Zone Agent would be helpful in providing advice and guidance and if
necessary, would feed back and support their views to the DCLG.

New Build RSLs’ experience of the process and suggestions
for improvement

7.59 There were some recommendations that interviewees made that DCLG could
make to the KWL scheme in general. It was felt that the eligibility criteria was
still causing some problems with accessing key workers, although it was noted
that since this had been recently relaxed things had got better. One interviewee
thought that greater flexibility should be introduced to enable the criteria to be
expanded after a certain time period, allowing key workers that do not fit into
the current categories, or even people off the local authority housing list the
opportunity to take up housing through the scheme.

7.60 There was also some concern expressed over the need for the KWL scheme to
thoroughly assess and be more responsive to the differing levels and types of
demand in different areas. One respondent commented that ‘they [DCLG]
concentrate on targets rather than what is needed’. Two interviewees felt that
there had been an abundance of particular types of schemes that had lead to
oversupply of key worker housing in their area.

7.61 One interviewee pointed out that reducing the regulatory burden of the scheme
would help to improve their efficiency in implementing the programme. They
felt that they spent a large proportion of their time undertaking statistical
analyses and monitoring requirements rather than undertaking the actual delivery
of the programme.
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7.62 Comment was also made about the shared ownership element of the scheme
and the relevance of RSLs implementing KWL Shared Ownership alongside
general shared ownership. It was felt that by implementing both options, there
was too much choice, with the end result of key workers choosing general
shared ownership over KWL due to the less restrictive nature of this option. One
interviewee expressed concern that the KWL scheme represented a ‘re-branding’
of schemes that had operated before it, and that this had constituted a costly
exercise in reprinting promotional information and retraining staff in the new line
of products. This re-branding exercise, it was felt was confusing for staff and
customers alike.

7.63 In addition to these programme related observations, there were some
organisational related recommendations for DCLG and others involved in KWL
including:

• The need to know who the one central point of contact within the
Department that is well advertised

• Listening and responding timely and adequately to feedback from Zone Agent
meetings

• Focusing on increasing the sharing of good practice between the various
partners.

7.64 There were fewer comments made about improvements to the role of the
Housing Corporation, with many of the interviewees believing that their
comments aimed at DCLG were still relevant to the Housing Corporation.

7.65 A small proportion of respondents reported that they still found the IMS system
difficult to use – it was found to be still too ‘cumbersome and complicated’.
Other issues included the need for greater flexibility – a less bureaucratic
approach was called for. One Zone Agent suggested that if there is a problem
with an individual scheme and the RSL wants to make changes that instead of
having to present a formal business case to the HC, that the HC provide readily
available ‘business managers’ who could deal with the RSLs’ problems over the
phone helping to accelerate the decision making process. The cascade principal
was viewed as taking too long to implement and was one such example of a
situation when this could take place. The timeframes the Housing Corporation
works to in notifying RSLs of their success of winning funding for schemes were
also too long. Quite often they found out at too late a stage to be able to
effectively plan ahead for the scheme.
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7.66 One respondent felt that the Housing Corporation could provide more
information either to the Zone Agents or directly to the RSLs about local demand
and turnaround in lets/units available. This co-ordinated approach might then
give RSLs a better understanding of where to target new developments under the
scheme.

7.67 Finally, several RSLs felt that the Housing Corporation could do more to
champion the RSL cause to DCLG and act as a more efficient ‘go-between’ the
Department and the Zone Agents.

7.68 The majority of interviewees said they strived to constantly review their approach
to delivering the KWL programme. Some key improvements that could be made
included:

• Building up good relationships with key worker employers

• Improve service delivery making life easier for the customer – one Zone
Agent commented that they are always looking for ways to make their
services more accessible. This included looking into the possibility of making
their database interactive with the website allowing people to apply on line
and to generally raise their profile through more effective marketing

• Carry out more effective and targeted marketing at a local level – improve
brand awareness

• Improvements relating to market research – Examining thoroughly where to
build new key worker homes, examining where their successes have been
and what factors contributed to this.

7.69 The most prominent lesson emanating from the interviewees responses regarding
the Zone Agents was related to the quality of information they are providing
RSLs. The presentation, accuracy and the timescale in which nominations lists are
passed to the RSLs needs to be improved upon. One respondent thought that the
Zone Agent could also provide a greater amount of information about other KWL
schemes operating in their area so that oversupply and duplication became less
of an issue.

7.70 Another consideration for the Zone Agents is the issue of headline marketing. It
was felt by a minority of respondents that the shared ownership option was not
being pushed enough by the Zone Agent as they were concentrating too much
on their own Homebuy product.
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Key Workers’ experience of Zone Agents and Housing
Associations

7.71 The postal survey showed that although there was a high level of satisfaction
with KWL generally, levels of satisfaction were generally lower with ZAs. Overall,
the responses show that 75% of Homebuy respondents (1724 from 2291) and
77% (70 of 103) of New Build respondents either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’
that they were satisfied with the performance of their Zone Agent, compared to
95% of Homebuy key workers and 88% of New Build key workers were either
very or fairly satisfied with KWL overall. Furthermore, rates of satisfaction varied
by Zone Agent, ranging from 62% to 88%. The fieldwork therefore explored how
service to these clients could be improved, by disproportionately selecting from
those who had expressed dissatisfaction with the service they had received from
ZAs rather than a strictly statistically representative sample in this respect. This
should be borne in mind when reviewing the responses to the qualitative
fieldwork.

7.72 Most respondents were very or fairly satisfied with the assistance they received
from the Zone Agent (ZA). Examples of good practice included:

• Effective outreach through presentations about the programme (either by ZA
or liaison person) at police training, and at a teachers’ centre.

• Giving applicants an assigned case worker throughout the process, so they
could follow progress with the same person every time.

• Clearly responding to applicants’ questions

• Promptly returning phone calls

• Liaising with the respondents’ bank to explain KWL – which impressed the
applicant to the extent that he sent the ZA a ‘thank you’ card for all their
help.

7.73 However, there were concerns about the timing of different aspects of the KWL
application process, which led to the following issues for KWs:

• A very short time limit on how long they had to identify a property. One
respondent said he had had only four weeks to find a property, another was
said they had only ten days to find something, or they would have to wait
another year.

• Uncertainty about how much they would be able to borrow until they had
actually found a house. KWs were therefore at risk of putting in an offer for
accommodation that they could then not afford.

• Applications not being permitted towards the end of the financial year.

It is possible that all of these issues stem from ZAs having a limited sum of
money and so being unable to guarantee that money would be available after a
specific time period.
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7.74 Fifteen of the 46 (32%) respondents to the telephone survey complained of the
inaccessibility of, or lack of communication from, Zone Agents. Issues included:

• Being unable to e-mail the ZA

• ZAs’ failure to return phone calls

• Finding it difficult to contact the ZA in office hours because of the nature of
their profession. A teacher noted the requirement for applicants who already
owned property to call their ZA every two weeks to discuss progress in
selling (“Teachers don’t have a phone on their desks.”) and a health worker
complained of the difficulty she had getting time off to attend afternoon
meetings.

7.75 Five of the 30 (17%) respondents in the telephone survey who accessed
Homebuy or London Teacher Challenge felt that guidelines, at the national or
local level regulations were unnecessarily restrictive:

• In accordance with official guidance, KWs are only allowed to borrow three
times the salary of a single applicant and three and a half times the salary of
a couple.43 One respondent had put in an offer on a house with the
expectation that he could access a commercial mortgage and then had to
withdraw it. A significant minority of respondents felt that this mortgage cap
was overly paternalistic as they felt they could judge for themselves how
much they could afford to borrow; that it unnecessarily restricted their choice
of housing (although one respondent did appear to appreciate that the ZA
made sure they were ‘realistic’ with the mortgage). It also meant that some
workers had to buy a house in poor condition and then borrow additional
money to restore it (which then added to the value of the house, and
increased the amount they would have to pay back if they left the
programme). However, perhaps most importantly from the point of view of
value for money, is that the mortgage cap means that workers have to take
out a larger equity loan than would otherwise have been necessary.

• ZAs insisting on additional level of survey (other than a basic bank or
building society survey) that buyers felt were unnecessary and that the private
sector would not insist upon before they would allow a house purchase to go
ahead.

7.76 These issues imply that some Zone Agents have not adapted their service
sufficiently to meet the demands of a professional applicant group, who are
more likely to require a flexible out-of-hours service, and who have more
experience making financial decisions than the more ‘typical’ housing association
client.

43 This raises doubt about our earlier speculation that ZAs might not be recording partner incomes. The ‘mortgage
cap’ rule appears to be applied strictly, and under recording incomes would restrict the amount of money a couple
could access even further. We found no evidence in interviews that the incomes of KWs’ partners, where they were
employed full-time, were disregarded. (One KW had a partner whose bursary for his PhD studies was not included).
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7.77 Other customer service issues included:

• Slow service. The clients or their solicitors had to ‘chase’ the ZAs to process
their loan.

• Not informing clients if there was a problem with their application, or if the
eligibility criteria had changed.

• Loss of important documents, including, in one case, a passport.

• Having to deal with a range of workers who were unaware of the history of
their case.

• A joint interview with applicants, at which, the respondent claimed, “… 10-15
applicants had to discuss private financial details in front of everyone, which I
thought was very distasteful.”

7.78 Suggestions for improvement to customer service raised by respondents included:

• ZAs making regular contact with applicants

• Having formal links with solicitors, so that a discount in solicitors’ fees could
be negotiated

7.79 Generally New Build respondents were happy with the service they received
from Housing Associations (HAs). Examples of good practice include:

• Being quick to arrange viewing

• HA representatives being happy to show respondents round properties
several times

• Prompt response to problems with the building.

• An officer being assigned to KWs to take care of their concerns even after
they had moved into the property

• Regular tenants’ meetings

7.80 Areas of concern for HA clients were that:

• Housing was not available that was sufficiently close to their workplace.

• Difficulties setting up a direct debit to pay rent on a monthly basis: the
respondent attributed this to the HA being more used to dealing with more
‘typical’ housing association clients, who paid on a weekly basis.

• Residents had to pay for a New Build block to be redecorated although the
property was new.
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Key messages

• The case studies selected show no direct correlation between income
and the location purchased in the market. As relatively high income
households were still targeting cheaper parts of the market, it is
possible that this may serve to bolster open market prices in these
locations.

• Flat and terrace purchases represent well over 80% of Homebuy
activity in the case study areas.

• In East London and BOB, there is more of a correlation between length
of service and accessing more expensive accommodation, probably
because Key Workers who had been in post longer were more likely to
have higher savings accrued through longer periods of service and/or
have equity in their previous accommodation. This appears to be less
true for South West London, possibly because house prices are so high
that even with KWL equity loans it is hard for Key Workers to access
the higher end of the market in this area. It is also the case that very
little upper quartile housing in the East region is being accessed by key
workers, possibly because it tends to be more rural in nature, and
potentially less accessible in terms of commuting for employment.

• During the course of the evaluation process it has become apparent
that there are inherent problems with the consistency and quality of
the information recorded on the IMS. Notably, both household size and
First Time Buyer information appear to be recorded in varying ways by
different agents. It is apparent that future monitoring of large scale
programmes of this nature need to utilise a common structure across
all agents engaged in facilitating the programme, structuring of basic
questions need to be agreed and recording of these data needs to be
controlled and as unambiguous as possible. An example of a successful
system for recording similar information is the Housing Corporation
CORE.

• Most New Build RSLs interviewed perceive that there is a oversupply of
similar types of New Build KW housing in their areas. Most RSLs
undertake market assessments on an ad hoc basis and this has created
the potential for over supply. It is important that key worker demand
is assessed strategically in order to prevent over supply. This will
require RSLs to co-operate at the local, sub-regional and regional levels
to ensure that they are not attempting to meet the same need.
Guidance in the development of such market assessment may be
required from DCLG and the Housing Corporation.

• Slow uptake in some areas was attributed to marketing and promotion
techniques, the greater flexibility of Homebuy, competition from
Shared Ownership schemes that do not have a clawback element, the
location of developments in less desirable areas, and key workers’
reluctance to live in clusters of key workers.
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• Interviewees felt that widening the eligibility criteria for Key Worker
New Build would increase take-up of the units.

• New Build RSLS cited rural developments and car-free locations as
being less popular with key workers and recommended an increase in
family-oriented housing, such as small houses with gardens.

• The relationship between Zone Agent and New Build RSLs, while often
reasonable, contains an in-built conflict of interest in that ZAs have an
interest in promoting Homebuy to meet their own targets, yet are also
charged with promoting competitor products, namely the Shared
Ownership and Intermediate Rent aspect of KWL.

• A clear referral route to the KWL programme has been established
through the Zone Agents. It appears that information provided by
them is generally clear, and ZAs apply national guidelines regarding
assessment of income and mortgage entitlement.

• There are a number of important improvements in customer service
that could be made by a number of Zone Agents, such as improving
accessibility and communication and allocating a case worker to deal
with applicants on a one-to-one basis. At the heart of this is a
realisation that key workers assisted under the programme expect and
should receive the sort of level of customer support that the private
sector offers.

• The way money is currently allocated for equity loans can lead to
applicants being given a very short time to find a property.

• Applicants for New Build property, while generally satisfied with the
service they receive, are likely to be able to access a far more restricted
range of property than Homebuy applicants.

• The mortgage cap means that key workers in some cases have to take
out a larger equity loan than would otherwise have been necessary.
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8. Conclusions

Take-up of the KWL programme

8.1 The KWL programme has been made use of by 3413 Homebuy and 836 New
Build households. It has been taken up by a wide variety of different households
in a great variety of locations. Because of the nature of the Homebuy scheme the
dwellings selected directly reflect the preferences of the households involved.
Intermediate renting and New Build shared ownership are shaped in a different
way and are influenced by the judgements of developers and housing
associations about demand in different sub markets. This has produced a
different mix of properties with a skew towards smaller dwellings and flats and
the locations involved are more restricted.

Performance of the KWL programme

8.2 The KWL programme has built on the experience of SHI, particularly by
establishing clear referral routes, by introducing ‘clawback’ to minimise the cost
of the programme if KWs leave eligible positions and by having more focussed
geographical targeting.

8.3 There was extremely high satisfaction among survey respondents with the
scheme: 95% of Homebuy users and 88% of those who had accessed New Build
were very or fairly satisfied overall. KWL is generally regarded as user friendly,
providing a range of options and choices, good value for money and providing
information that is easy to understand.

8.4 There is a very high degree of satisfaction among KWs with the products
available. Generally, KWs are well aware of the products available under the
scheme and make a rational product choice based on their personal preferences
and circumstances.

Value for money

8.5 There is little doubt that from the key worker perspective, the programme
represents Value for Money (VFM). Eighty-three percent of Homebuy key
workers and 72% of New Build key workers agreed that KWL offers good value
for money.

8.6 KWL means that key workers can access the housing market with relatively little
money and the risks are low.
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8.7 Accessing KWL, while it generally leads to an uplift in housing costs, does not
lead to increased difficulties in meeting housing payments for the majority of
survey respondents. Accessing Homebuy does not have any impact in terms of
the numbers of KWs who have difficulty meeting housing payments; there is a
slightly greater effect in this area for those accessing New Build, but the numbers
involved were too small for any firm conclusion to be drawn44.

8.8 The fact that key workers do not have to take out mortgages with high salary
multipliers mitigates the risk for them of later affordability problems.

8.9 In terms of VFM for the public purse, the messages around Homebuy are also
largely positive. It is apparent that only a small minority of those accessing KWL
could have afforded to buy in the areas they did, so there was little housing
deadweight. The estimated level of within-housing market related deadweight is
5.8% (199 cases) of the total instances of Homebuy, with 26 cases in East of
England (3.8% of sales in this region), 86 cases in London (6.81% of sales) and
87 (6.02% of sales) cases in South East. This decreases to 0.52% of the total
programme if the Homebuy assessment criteria are rigidly applied. The area-
based targeting is tighter than was the case in SHI and housing deadweight has
decreased accordingly.

8.10 Some issues which have implications for the final cost of the scheme to key
workers and government have yet to be clarified. These include:

• The process for notifying Zone Agents and/or Housing Associations if KWs
who have accessed the programme leave the employment which made them
eligible, and the exact process for redeeming equity loans in the case of
Homebuy.

• The extent to which Key Workers can deduct the cost of home improvements
they have paid for from any clawback for which they become liable.

8.11 According to survey respondents, accessing KWL has had a significant impact on
the career decisions of a sizeable minority of survey respondents. A third of
Homebuy and 43% of New Build recipients say that without KWL they would
have left the local area; a quarter of Homebuy and 32% of New Build recipients
say they would have left their post, and a tenth of Homebuy and 22% of New
Build recipients claim they would have stopped being a ‘key worker’. Sixty-two
percent and fifty-eight percent of, respectively, Homebuy and New Build
respondents said that having accessed KWL they were more likely to remain in
their occupation.

8.12 KWL is one of a number of initiatives to improve recruitment and retention to
key worker professions, and, since they are designed to work synergistically, it is
not possible to carry out a robust cost-benefit analysis of the programme in
isolation. However, the programme can be expected to lead to a reduction in
staff turnover, a consequent reduction in recruitment and training costs, and an
improved service for communities in London, the South and the South East.

44 Twelve New Build respondents reported difficulty meeting housing costs after accessing KWL, compared to nine
who reported difficulty meeting housing costs before accessing KWL.
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Administration of the programme

8.13 Overall, the responses show that 75% of Homebuy respondents (1724 from 2291)
and 77% (70 of 103) of New Build respondents either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly
agreed’ that they were satisfied with the performance of their Zone Agent. Rates
of satisfaction varied by Zone Agent, ranging from 62% to 88%. The type of
shortfalls in service applicants encountered suggested that some ZAs had not
adapted their service to working professionals, who have limited flexible time in
which to attend meetings, and make contact.

8.14 During the course of the evaluation process it has become apparent that there
are inherent problems with the consistency and quality of the information
recorded on the IMS. Notably, both household size and First Time Buyer
information would appear to be recorded in varying ways by different agents.

Policy implications

Delivery

8.15 Qualitative interviews with Key Workers established that all Zone Agents could
provide a better service to key workers by adopting some of the examples of
good practice offered by some. These include:

• Outreach activities arranged with employers to raise the profile of the service

• Assigning applicants one key worker to deal with their case

• Allowing applicants to communicate with ZAs by e-mail

• Improving communication with applicants, when for example, there is a
problem with applications that needs to be rectified, or when eligibility
conditions change

8.16 Some of the issues around lack of time to find suitable accommodation could be
improved by having flexibility in national requirements around the ‘pot’ of
money that ZAs need to spend annually. For example, national guidelines could
be issued that all workers should be informed of exact maximum amount of
money available to them for a period of perhaps three months, and this money
was then placed in a revolving loan fund. If they did not find a home within this
time period, they would have to re-apply for the money, or a proportion thereof,
if other eligible applicants had applied in the meantime.

8.17 The way the ‘pot’ of money available for equity loans is currently administered
by ZAs mean that a proportion of KWs face uncertainty about their purchasing
power and have extremely short timescales in which to make important
decisions about buying a home.

8.18 The rationale for limiting the size of a home that a KW can access is unclear.



Conclusions

89

This policy could also be counter-productive in that it encourages KWs to move
again if their family circumstances change.

Targeting

8.19 The programme appears to be reaching its target group. It is broadly
representative of KWs in the regions targeted, and the group who are most likely
to be benefiting are those where one would expect retention to be an issue, i.e.
key workers with between three and five years of service, with a household
income of thirty thousand per year, who were not currently homeowners.

8.20 A small percentage of the sample would have been able to buy their homes
without KWL assistance (This is referred to as ‘deadweight’). The estimated level
of housing related deadweight is 5.8% (199 cases) of the total instances of
Homebuy, with 26 cases in East of England (3.8% of sales in this region), 86
cases in London (6.81% of sales) and 87 (6.02% of sales) cases in South East.
This can be attributed to more localised geographical targeting than was applied
in the Shared Home Initiative.

8.21 The majority of KWs who accessed New Build are singles or couples, who might
be expected to need different forms of accommodation if their family size
increases. Forty-five percent are considering moving again in the next two to
three years. This throws doubt on the extent to which New Build as it currently
operates can retain people in their current posts.

8.22 Some key workers, particularly those new in their profession, on lower pay, or
newly arrived from overseas, will continue to need rented accommodation. For
these people, retention in the areas where they rent could be improved by
permitting tenants to change the status of their accommodation to shared
ownership.

8.23 Shared Ownership is the least popular of the three options available under KWL.
Key Workers lose their entitlement to Shared Ownership housing if they leave an
eligible position; but do not receive the incentive of an equity loan. They could
also be liable for housing payments approaching those of Homebuy, although
equity is unlikely to increase at the same rate. Furthermore, in some areas KWL
Shared Ownership is in competition with other Shared Ownership schemes
which do not have a clawback element. Although the standard of housing
offered under Shared Ownership is high, and it could be an appropriate
additional product to offer to key workers, it appears inappropriate to reserve
housing for this group, if empty units could be usefully allocated to others in
housing need.
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Monitoring

8.24 Analysis of the IMS has revealed shortcomings in the way the programme is
monitored. From this situation one key recommendation is apparent. Future
monitoring of large scale programmes of this nature need to utilise a common
structure across all agents engaged in facilitating the programme, structuring of
basic questions need to be agreed and recording of these data needs to be
controlled and as unambiguous as possible. An example of a successful system
for recording similar information is the Housing Corporation CORE.

Cost effectiveness

8.25 The size of the equity loan KWs need to access the property market could, in
theory, be reduced if applicants were permitted to take out commercial
mortgages which are higher than the salary multipliers permitted by current
guidelines. This would also permit them to purchase a wider range of properties.
However this would have to be balanced against the greater risks that Homebuy
beneficiaries might face if the mortgage rate rose.

8.26 How much value for money KWL will offer in the long-term depends upon the
general state of the housing market, the operation of clawback and the
appropriate recycling of the Homebuy subsidy. This will depend on the quality
of employers’ records and having robust systems which convey to Zone Agents if
and when a key worker leaves a position that is eligible for KWL assistance.
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Annex A: Stage One interviewees

Zone Agents

• Moat Housing Group

• Swaythling Housing Society

• Thames Valley Housing Association

• Aldwyck Housing Association

• Orbit First Step

• Keystart Housing Association

• Metropolitan Home Ownership

• Bedfordshire Pilgrims Housing Association

• Tower Homes

Employers & Stakeholders

• Home Office

• Department for Education and Skills

• Department of Health

• National Probation Service

• Government Office for London

• Housing Corporation

• Housing Corporation (East of England)

• Housing Corporation (London)

• Housing Corporation (South East)

• Hertfordshire Police

• Hertfordshire County Council

• Thames Valley Police

• Metropolitan Police

• Surrey Police
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Annex B: Documents Reviewed

• Keep London Working (2003) Scheme Evaluation Research. London, Keep London
Working

• Roger Tym & Partners (2003) Cambridge Sub-Region Key Worker Housing
Research. London, Roger Tym & Partners

• Gilbert, J., & Fisher, J. (2003) Housing Policy and Practice. London, Keep London
Working

• Buchan, J., Finlayson, B., & Gough, P. (2003) In Capital Health? Meeting the
challenges of London’s healthcare workforce. ISBN 1 85717 479 8. London, King’s
Fund

• Local Government Association (2002) Key Workers and Affordable Housing.
London, Local Government Association

• South East Regional Housing Board (2004) Towards the South East Regional
Housing Strategy: 2006-2009: Consultation Paper. Government Office South East

• East of England Regional Housing Forum (2003) The East of England Regional
Housing Strategy: 2003-2006. East of England Regional Housing Forum

• Pratt, C. (2002) Key Worker Research & Policy Report. Test Valley Borough Council

• Affordable Housing Scrutiny Committee (2001) Key Issues for Key Workers.
London, Greater London Authority

• Audit Commission (2002) Recruitment and Retention: a public service workforce
for the twenty-first century. London, Audit Commission

• East London Sub Region (2004) Key Worker Housing Review and Action Plan
2004. East London Sub Region

• The Housing Corporation (2005) Capital Funding Guide. London, Housing
Corporation

• Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2005) Sustainable Communities: Homes for
All. A Five Year Plan from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister. London, Office
of the Deputy Prime Minister

• ATIS REAL Weatheralls (2004) Oxfordshire Key Worker Housing Study 2004: Key
Worker and Employer perspectives: housing needs, demand and affordability.
Oxfordshire Community Partnership

• Llewelyn-Davies & London School of Economics (2003) The Case for Key Worker
Housing Solutions: Extent, Patterns and Impacts. London, Keep London Working

• David Couttie Associates Limited (2003) Hertfordshire Key Worker Study.
Hertfordshire County Council

• Wilcox, S. (2003) Can work – can’t buy: Local measures of the ability of working
households to become home owners. ISBN: 1 85935 097 6, York, Joseph Rowntree
Foundation
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• London Housing Board (2003) ‘Homes and Communities in London: London
Housing Strategy 2003. London, London Housing Board

• Monk, S., & Whitehead, C. (2000) Research into Key Worker and Affordable
Housing in the Cambridge area, Cambridge Housing and Planning Research Report
V. Department of Land Economy, University of Cambridge

• Mayor of London (2004) The Case for London: London’s Loss is No-One’s Gain.
The Mayor of London’s Submission to Spending Review 2004. ISBN 1 85261 589 3,
London, Greater London Authority

• Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2003) Sustainable Communities: Building for
the Future. London, Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

• HM Treasury (2002) Cross-Cutting Review of the Public Sector Labour Market.
London, HM Treasury

• The Housing Corporation (2002) Innovation and Good Practice: Affordable Rented
Housing for Key Workers. London, The Housing Corporation

• Surrey Local Government Association (2001) Housing to Underpin Economic
Success. Surrey Local Government Association



Evaluation of Key Worker Living – Final Report

94

Annex C: Homebuy Questionnaire

Key Worker Survey
Please mark the most appropriate box like this:

Section 1: Your Details

1. Are you male or female?

2. How old are you?

3. How would you describe your ethnic origin?

4. What is your postcode? _________________ (INPUT)

5. Which sector do you work in?

6. How many years have you worked in this sector?

Less 1 year 1 5 or 6 years 5

1 or 2 years 2 7 or 8 years 6

3 or 4 years 3 9 or 10 years 7

4 or 5 years 4 Over 10 years 8

Health 1 Prison or Probation Service 5

Education 2 Local Authority 6

Police 3 Fire (Hertfordshire only) 7

Other (please state below) 4

White: British 1 Asian/British: Indian 8 Chinese 15

White: Irish 2 Asian/British: Pakistani 9 Other ethnic group 95

White: Other 3 Asian/British: Bangladeshi 10 Prefer not to give 99

Mixed: White & Black Caribbean 4 Asian/British: Other 11

Mixed: White & Black African 5 Black/British: Caribbean 12

Mixed: White & Asian 6 Black/British: African 13

Mixed: Other 7 Black/British: Other 14

Up to 20 1 31 – 35 4 46 – 50 7

21 – 25 2 36 – 40 5 51 – 55 8

26 – 30 3 41 – 45 6 56 or over 9

Male 1

Female 2

X
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7. What is your annual household income? (please give a gross figure – i.e. salary before deductions for
tax or National Insurance)

8. Which category best describes the composition of your household?

9. Which of the following categories best describes your housing situation before you accessed
Key Worker Living?

10. Using 1, 2, 3, (where 1 is the most important) please rank your top three most important motivations
for accessing Key Worker Living

11. How did you first hear about Key Worker Living? (please tick just one)

An advert in press/media 1 Your union 6

An advert at work 2 A Housing Association 7

A colleague 3 A website 8

A friend or family member 4 Don’t know/can’t remember 99

Your employer 5 Other (please state below) 95

To live nearer my workplace 1

To become a homeowner 2

To live in the area I wanted 3

To live in a more suitably sized home 4

It was the most affordable housing option available to me 5

To live nearer the school I want my children to go to 6

To live nearer family or friends 7

Owner occupier 1 Housing Association shared ownership 6

Private rented 2 Living with family 7

Private rented – room in a shared house 3 Employer accommodation 8

Renting from Council/Local Authority 4 Don’t know 99

Renting from Housing Association 5 Other (please state below) 95

Single person 1

Single parent with at least one dependant child 2

Single parent with no dependant children 3

Couple with no children 4

Couple with at least one dependant child 5

Couple with no dependant children 6

Other (please state below) 95

Below £10,000 1 £30,001 – £35,000 6

£10,000 – £15,000 2 £35,001 – £40,000 7

£15,001 – £20,000 3 £40,001 – £50,000 8

£20,001 – £25,000 4 £50,001 – £60,000 9

£25,001 – £30,000 5 Above £60,000 10
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Section 2: Applying for Key Worker Living

12. Which of the Key Worker Living options did you access?

13 (a). How much assistance did you apply for?

£_________________ (INPUT AMOUNT, NOTE: IF THEY PUT ‘MAXIMUM’ ENTER 50000)

13 (b). How much did you actually receive? £_________________ (INPUT AMOUNT)

14. How much did you pay for the home you bought under Key Worker Living?

£_______________ (INPUT AMOUNT)

15. If you were a home owner before accessing Key Worker Living, how much did you sell your old
home for? £_______________ (INPUT AMOUNT)

16. Do you think it is right that the assistance is linked to you remaining in a specific occupation?

17. Please circle the response that best describes your opinion of the following statements.

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree

Key Worker Living is user-friendly 1 2 3 4 5

There is an appropriate range of 
options available under 
Key Worker Living 1 2 3 4 5

Key Worker Living gave me a 
good choice of housing 1 2 3 4 5

Key Worker Living represents 
good value for money for me 1 2 3 4 5

The information I received about 
Key Worker Living was easy to 
understand 1 2 3 4 5

I was satisfied with the overall 
performance of the Zone Agent
(Housing Association) that dealt 
with my application 1 2 3 4 5

I would recommend Key Worker 
Living to other key workers 1 2 3 4 5

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Homebuy 1

London Challenge Teacher 2

Don’t know 99



Annex C: Homebuy Questionnaire

97

Section 3: Impacts & Changes

The next four questions ask you to compare your situation before you accessed Key Worker Living with
your situation now.

18. Please indicate the number of bedrooms that your property had/has.

19. What type of property did/do you live in?

20. Approximately how much did/do you spend each month on housing costs? (mortgage and/or rent)

21. Have you experienced any difficulty in meeting housing repayments (mortgage and/or rent)?

Now

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Before KWL

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Now

Under £250 1

£250–399 2

£400–599 3

£600–799 4

£800–999 5

£1000–1249 6

£1250–1499 7

£1500 or over 8

Before KWL

Under £250 1

£250–399 2

£400–599 3

£600–799 4

£800–999 5

£1000–1249 6

£1250–1499 7

£1500 or over 8

Now

Detached 1

Semi-detached 2

Terraced 3

Flat/maisonette 4

Don’t Know 99

Before KWL

Detached 1

Semi-detached 2

Terraced 3

Flat/maisonette 4

Don’t Know 99

Now

One 1

Two 2

Three 3

Four 4

Five or more 5

Before KWL

One 1

Two 2

Three 3

Four 4

Five or more 5
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22. When do you intend to pay back the money you received under Key Worker Living?

23 (a). Have you moved from an area where you would not be eligible for Key Worker Living?
(i.e. the North, Midlands or South West)

23 (b). If you did, was this predominantly because of Key Worker Living?

24 (a). Approximately how far have you moved from your last home? __________ miles (INPUT)

24 (b). What was your postcode there? __________ (INPUT)

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

In the short-term (1-4 years) 1

In the medium-term (5-8 years) 2

In the long-term (9 years +) 3

I don’t intend to pay it back 4

Don’t Know 99
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25. Please circle the response that best describes your opinion of the following statements.

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree

Since accessing Key Worker Living, 
I am more satisfied with my housing 
situation 1 2 3 4 5

Since accessing Key Worker Living, 
I am more satisfied with the area 
I live in 1 2 3 4 5

I could afford to buy a home in the 
local area without Key Worker Living 1 2 3 4 5

Since accessing Key Worker Living, 
my journey to work takes less time 1 2 3 4 5

My working conditions have 
improved in the last two years 1 2 3 4 5

Without Key Worker Living I would 
have left the local area 1 2 3 4 5

Without Key Worker Living I would 
have left the specific post I am 
currently in 1 2 3 4 5

Without Key Worker Living I would 
have changed my occupation – 
i.e. left teaching/nursing/
the Police force etc. 1 2 3 4 5

I am more likely to remain in my 
occupation because of 
Key Worker Living 1 2 3 4 5

I plan to move home within the 
next two or three years 1 2 3 4 5
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Section 4: Summary & Reflection

26. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with Key Worker Living?

27. Are there any ways in which Key Worker Living could be improved?

28. Do you have any other comments?

In order to increase the number of responses to this survey, we are offering entry into a prize draw
to win three prizes: £300, £200, £100 in gift vouchers of your choice.

To be entered for the prize draw, we need your name and telephone number (landline number if
possible) to enable us to contact you should you win.

Name: __ENTER NAME_____________________________

Telephone number: ____ ENTER NUMBER ___________________________

We would also like to contact a selection of key workers to follow up issues raised in this survey in
a short (20 minute) telephone interview.

All key workers completing a follow up telephone interview will receive a £10 gift voucher.

If you do not agree to be contacted by us for an interview, please tick this box

ENTER TEXT

ENTER TEXT

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Uncertain 3

Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5
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Annex D: New Build Questionnaire

Key Worker Survey
Please mark the most appropriate box like this:

Section 1: Your Details

1. Are you male or female?

2. How old are you?

3. How would you describe your ethnic origin?

4. What is your postcode? _________________ (INPUT AS GIVEN)

5. Which sector do you work in?

6. How many years have you worked in this sector?

Less 1 year 1 5 or 6 years 5

1 or 2 years 2 7 or 8 years 6

3 or 4 years 3 9 or 10 years 7

4 or 5 years 4 Over 10 years 8

Health 1 Prison or Probation Service 5

Education 2 Local Authority 6

Police 3 Fire (Hertfordshire only) 7

Other (please state below) 4

White: British 1 Asian/British: Indian 8 Chinese 15

White: Irish 2 Asian/British: Pakistani 9 Other ethnic group 95

White: Other 3 Asian/British: Bangladeshi 10 Prefer not to give 99

Mixed: White & Black Caribbean 4 Asian/British: Other 11

Mixed: White & Black African 5 Black/British: Caribbean 12

Mixed: White & Asian 6 Black/British: African 13

Mixed: Other 7 Black/British: Other 14

Up to 20 1 31 – 35 4 46 – 50 7

21 – 25 2 36 – 40 5 51 – 55 8

26 – 30 3 41 – 45 6 56 or over 9

Male 1

Female 2

X
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7. What is your annual household income? (please give a gross figure – i.e. salary before deductions for
tax or National Insurance)

8. Which category best describes the composition of your household?

9. Which of the following categories best describes your housing situation before you accessed
Key Worker Living?

10. Using 1, 2, 3, (where 1 is the most important) please rank your top three most important
motivations for accessing Key Worker Living

11. How did you first hear about Key Worker Living? (please tick just one)

An advert in press/media 1 Your union 6

An advert at work 2 A Housing Association 7

A colleague 3 A website 8

A friend or family member 4 Don’t know/can’t remember 99

Your employer 5 Other (please state below) 95

To live nearer my workplace 1

To become a homeowner 2

To live in the area I wanted 3

To live in a more suitably sized home 4

It was the most affordable housing option available to me 5

To live nearer the school I want my children to go to 6

To live nearer family or friends 7

Owner occupier 1 Housing Association shared ownership 6

Private rented 2 Living with family 7

Private rented – room in a shared house 3 Employer accommodation 8

Renting from Council/Local Authority 4 Don’t know 99

Renting from Housing Association 5 Other (please state below) 95

Single person 1

Single parent with at least one dependant child 2

Single parent with no dependant children 3

Couple with no children 4

Couple with at least one dependant child 5

Couple with no dependant children 6

Other (please state below) 95

Below £10,000 1 £30,001 – £35,000 6

£10,000 – £15,000 2 £35,001 – £40,000 7

£15,001 – £20,000 3 £40,001 – £50,000 8

£20,001 – £25,000 4 £50,001 – £60,000 9

£25,001 – £30,000 5 Above £60,000 10
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Section 2: Applying for Key Worker Living

12. Which Key Worker Living option did you access?

If you accessed the Shared Ownership option,

please go to Question 15. If you accessed

Intermediate Rent, please go to Question 13.

Shared Ownership 1

Intermediate Rent 2

Don’t know 99

Intermediate Rent

13. Why was Intermediate Rent the most suitable option for you? (please mark just one)

14. Did you consider accessing any of the other Key Worker Living options?

IF THEY HAVE MARKED BOTH ‘YES’ OPTIONS, I HAVE INCLUDED A CODE FOR
THIS: ‘4 – BOTH SO AND HBUY’

Yes – Shared Ownership 1

Yes – Homebuy 2

No 3

Affordability – could not afford to buy a property 1

Flexibility – did not want the commitment of buying 2

Location – wanted to be close to work 3

Eligibility – was not eligible for Shared Ownership or Homebuy 4

Other – please state 95

Shared Ownership

15. How much did you pay for the share you bought in your home? (i.e not the full price)

£______INPUT AS GIVEN_

16. What share of the property did you buy?

17. Do you intend to increase the share that you own?

18. Did you consider accessing any of the other Key Worker Living options?

Yes – Homebuy 1

Yes – Intermediate Rent 2

No 3

Yes, in the short-term (1-4 years) 1

Yes, in the medium-term (5-8 years) 2

Yes, in the long-term (9 years +) 3

I don’t intend to increase my share 4

Don’t Know 95

25 – 35% 1 56 – 65% 4

36 – 45% 2 66 – 75% 5

46 – 55% 3 Don’t Know 95
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19. Do you think it is right that the assistance is linked to you remaining in a specific occupation?

20. Please circle the response that best describes your opinion of the following statements.

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree

Key Worker Living is user-friendly 1 2 3 4 5

There is an appropriate range of 
options available under 
Key Worker Living 1 2 3 4 5

Key Worker Living gave me a good 
choice of housing 1 2 3 4 5

Key Worker Living represents 
good value for money for me 1 2 3 4 5

The information I received about 
Key Worker Living was easy 
to understand 1 2 3 4 5

I was satisfied with the overall 
performance of the Zone Agent 
(Housing Association) that dealt 
with my application 1 2 3 4 5

I was satisfied with the overall 
performance of the Housing 
Association from whom I bought/
rented my home 1 2 3 4 5

I would recommend Key Worker 
Living to other key workers 1 2 3 4 5

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99
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Section 3: Impacts & Changes

The next four questions ask you to compare your situation before you accessed Key Worker Living with
your situation now.

21. Please indicate the number of bedrooms that your property had/has.

22. What type of property did/ do you live in?

23. Approximately how much did/do you spend each month on housing costs? (mortgage and/or rent)

24. Have you experienced any difficulty in meeting housing repayments (mortgage and/or rent)?

Now

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Before KWL

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Now

Under £250 1

£250–399 2

£400–599 3

£600–799 4

£800–999 5

£1000–1249 6

£1250–1499 7

£1500 or over 8

Before KWL

Under £250 1

£250–399 2

£400–599 3

£600–799 4

£800–999 5

£1000–1249 6

£1250–1499 7

£1500 or over 8

Now

Detached 1

Semi-detached 2

Terraced 3

Flat/maisonette 4

Don’t Know 99

Before KWL

Detached 1

Semi-detached 2

Terraced 3

Flat/maisonette 4

Don’t Know 99

Now

One 1

Two 2

Three 3

Four 4

Five or more 5

Before KWL

One 1

Two 2

Three 3

Four 4

Five or more 5
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25 (a). Have you moved from an area where you would not be eligible for Key Worker Living?
(i.e. the North, Midlands or South West)

25 (b). If you did, was this predominantly because of Key Worker Living?

26 (a). Approximately how far have you moved from your last home? __________ INPUT AS GIVEN miles 

26 (b). What was your postcode there? __________ INPUT AS GIVEN

27. Please circle the response that best describes your opinion of the following statements.

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree

Since accessing Key Worker Living, 
I am more satisfied with my housing 
situation 1 2 3 4 5

Since accessing Key Worker Living, 
I am more satisfied with the area 
I live in 1 2 3 4 5

I could afford to buy a home in the 
local area without Key Worker Living 1 2 3 4 5

Since accessing Key Worker Living, 
my journey to work takes less time 1 2 3 4 5

My working conditions have 
improved in the last two years 1 2 3 4 5

Without Key Worker Living I would 
have left the local area 1 2 3 4 5

Without Key Worker Living I would 
have left the specific post I am 
currently in 1 2 3 4 5

Without Key Worker Living I would 
have changed my occupation – 
i.e. left teaching/nursing/
the Police force etc. 1 2 3 4 5

I am more likely to remain in my 
occupation because of 
Key Worker Living 1 2 3 4 5

I plan to move home within the 
next two or three years 1 2 3 4 5

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99

Yes 1

No 2

Don’t Know 99
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Section 4: Summary & Reflection

28. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with Key Worker Living?

29. Are there any ways in which Key Worker Living could be improved?

30. Do you have any other comments?

In order to increase the number of responses to this survey, we are offering entry into a prize draw
to win three prizes: £300, £200, £100 in gift vouchers of your choice.

To be entered for the prize draw, we need your name and telephone number (landline number if
possible) to enable us to contact you should you win.

Name: __INPUT AS GIVEN_____________________________

Telephone number: ____ INPUT AS GIVEN ___________________________

We would also like to contact a selection of key workers to follow up issues raised in this survey in
a short (20 minute) telephone interview.

All key workers completing a follow up telephone interview will receive a £10 gift voucher.

If you do not agree to be contacted by us for an interview, please tick this box

Thank-you very much for your time!

Please return this survey using the pre-paid envelope provided

INPUT AS GIVEN

INPUT AS GIVEN

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Uncertain 3

Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5
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Annex E: IMS data and survey data
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Annex F: Characteristics of KW interviewees
Figure One: KW interviewees by region

Figure Two: KW interviewees by sector

Figure Three: KW interviewees by option accessed

Figure Four: KW interviewees by satisfaction with KWL

Satisfaction with KWL Total

Very satisfied 24

Fairly satisfied 17

Uncertain 2

Fairly dissatisfied 3

Grand Total 46

Option accessed Total

Homebuy 26

London Challenge Teacher 4

Intermediate rent 8

Shared Ownership 6

DK 2

Grand Total 46

Sector Total

Education 19

Health 20

Local authority 1

Police 6

Grand Total 46

Region Total

BOB 10

East 19

East London 8

SW London 7

Other 2

Grand Total 46
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Figure Five: KW interviewees by satisfaction with KWL

Satisfaction with ZA Total

Very satisfied 15

Fairly satisfied 13

Uncertain 11

Fairly dissatisfied 6

Very dissatisfied 1

Grand Total 46
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