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Empty Homes Legacy Impact Survey 
 
 

The Empty Homes Community Grants Programme was set up by the Department of Communities & 
Local Government (DCLG) and provided grant funding of £50 million to 111 community-led housing 
organisations to bring empty properties back into use in England from August 2012 to March 2015. 

This survey was undertaken as part of the Empty Homes Legacy research project in partnership with 
Self-Help-Housing.org to explore the impact and legacy of this unique Programme on these 111 
community organisations exactly one year after the end of this unique funding programme in April 
2016. 

As well as looking back at organisations’ experience of the programme, the survey also explored 
activities that the participants have been involved in since the programme ended. In this way, the 
survey aimed to demonstrate how the capacity and experience built up has played a part in the future 
development and sustainability of these organisations. Furthermore, the survey results form part of a 
larger case for further empty homes community funding from charities and social investors, local 
authorities and central government in the future. 

Survey Objectives 

The overall aim of this survey was to provide a rounded evaluation of the impact of the EHCGP on 
recipient organisations within one year of its end, and build on existing knowledge about the self-help 
housing sector and its expansion and thereby to add to wider knowledge on community-led housing 
initiatives in the England. 

To contribute to this aim, the survey looks back to identify the overall impact of Programme and also 
reviews the subsequent activities of these community organisations since EHCGP. The survey 
investigates what alternative sources of capital funding have been used to procure further housing 
during the period from 1st April 2015 to 31st March 2016, as well as developments in partnerships and 
working relationships. More broadly, it also explores views and expectations of the self-help sector 
about the impact of EHCGP on their organisations. 

Methodology 

The methodology adopted was an online survey to capture the opinions and experiences of a large 
sample of the community organisations that received grants. Questions were developed by the 
University team with advice from Jon Fitzmaurice of Self-help-housing.org. 
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Five key themes by which the survey was structured were general impacts, new empty homes activity, 
new finance sources, partners & partnerships and wider activities. The survey concluded by asking 
respondents about the long term impact of the EHCGP on their organisation. 

A database of survey respondents and email addresses of the self-helping housing organisations who 
had taken part in the 2012-15 programme was provided by Jon Fitzmaurice. Survey respondents were 
predominantly paid staff or committee members and included CEOs, chairs, directors, and managers.. 

Of the total number of organisations receiving the Empty Homes Community Grants Programme 
funding (111), 106 were invited to participate in the survey. There were 52 completed survey 
responses; an excellent achieved response rate of 49%. Responses to individual questions were more 
variable. 

The survey results include both quantitative and qualitative data. On the quantitative data, the six 
descriptive statistics of count, mean rank, variance, standard deviation, lower quartile and upper 
quartile were used to analyse the survey information. Regarding qualitative data, the raw data is 
preserved in this version, there is scope for selective coding to explore the core themes underlying 
open-ended survey questions. 

The survey team comprised Jon Fitzmaurice, David Mullins, Halima Sacranie and Bingzi He, a doctoral 
student in the Housing and Communities Group to whom we are grateful for undertaking the technical 
aspects of the survey and generating the data reports. 

 

 
                                                    Bingzi He, Halima Sacranie, David Mullins 

Housing and Communities Research Group, University of Birmingham 
with Jon Fitzmaurice, Self-Help-Housing.Org 

 

 

 
 

 
 

December 2016
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Executive Summary 
1. General Impact 

The survey has established the substantial impact of the EHCGP programme through a wide 
range of social outcomes. 67% said that it has had a significant impact on street level 
regeneration, 59% on training and employment and 44% on anti-social behaviour and crime. 
However the most substantial impact has been on the Financial Strength and Capacity of 
participating organisations, with over 88% reporting a substantial impact. Under a third of 
respondents considered that there had been any negative consequences of taking part in 
EHCGP. The value of the programme in building capability to provide affordable homes through 
purchasing, leasing and repairing properties, developing a portfolio of property for 
disadvantaged people, diversification to provide multiple services to more people, business 
benefits through asset ownership and long term rent revenue, building independence, self- 
sufficiency and confidence are all evident from qualitative responses. 

 

2. New Empty Homes activity during and since EHCGP 
A total of nearly 200 properties and well over 200 self-contained homes in the development 
pipeline compares quite favourably to the nearly 600 completed under EHCGP amongst the 
responding organisations. This demonstrates the ability of these organisations to continue 
without public grant. However, the extent of scaling down indicates a significant shortfall on  
the output that could have been achieved had the programme continued. 

 
3. New finance and asset transfers since EHCGP 

The survey identifies a substantial achievement by 50 organisations in leveraging in a total of 
£24.5 million (£9.5 million of new grants and £15 million of new loans) in the first year after the 
EHCGP funding ended. This compares favourably to earlier survey evidence by SHHO and HACT 
in May 2015 which indicated that during the programme itself at total of £26.5 million was 
leveraged by 65 organisations. New grant funding came from a variety of sources with £1.9 
million from the Homes and Communities Agency where projects had become registered 
providers. New loan finance was secured by the sector from a mix of social investors and 
commercial banks, with further loans from local authorities and housing associations. Around 
43% of loan finance was at zero or low interest rates. This ramping up of new funding may be 
related to the EHCGP legacy in two ways. First in that EHCGP grant funding and asset ownership 
has provided the leverage and capacity for new borrowing. Secondly the lack of current housing 
grant is forcing projects to explore other funding sources and increasing gearing. This section 
also includes evidence on a small number of asset transfers (4) with up to 10 more anticipated 
in the future. This would be an important development for the future of the sector. 

 

4. Partners  and Partnerships since EHCGP 
Local authorities continued to be the most important external partners working with self-help 
housing organisations during and after the EHCGP. Other partners were regarded as much less 
important, but whereas charities and colleges increased in importance after EHCGP, housing 
associations became relatively less important. The qualitative results obtained from write in 
comments of the 52 respondents are consistent with the quantitative data. These   open-ended 
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comments help to discover other key partners. A variety of organisations were identified, such 
as commercial banks and the Charity Bank, local homeless agencies, training and volunteering 
providers, ethical lettings agencies, grant funders, the Nationwide Foundation and Land Aid, 
NHS Trusts, Health Education England, a private contractor, community-led housing 
organisations and local residents. This may reflect the importance of consolidation and social 
value strategies. 

 

There was a specific question on how helpful respondents had found Self-Help-Housing.org 
(SHHO) since the EHCGP had ended. Four in five respondents had found SHHO to be helpful or 
very helpful with just one respondent finding SHHO unhelpful. This confirms earlier research 
evidence during the EHCGP programme of the valuable support and facilitation role played by 
the sector umbrella body, SHHO, without which the peer learning model would have been 
effective. Without public grant funding this role has been more important than ever as projects 
have sought to secure resources through consolidation and social value strategies and as shown 
in section 3 by securing more funding from social investors and foundations. 
. 

5. Wider new activity since EHCGP and long term impact of programme 
Over a third of respondents said that they had established new trading activities in the 12 
months since EHCGP ended. This suggests a high degree of flexibility and the urgent need to 
respond to changing patterns of resource availability. The 19 respondents who had made these 
adjustments provide useful comments on the types of change involved. These included changes 
to organisational structures to facilitate trading, links with contractors and landlords, 
consultancy services, social enterprise, service user involvement, recycling initiatives and 
gardening. 

 

A wide range of impacts were identified and the idea of a legacy of EHCGP was clearly visible in 
the full set of 52 responses to this question. Asset ownership, growth and trading were clearly 
now well established and this was felt to be important for long term survival through financial 
security and sustainability. However, the impact had not been as beneficial for all respondents, 
for example some had seen the downsides of landlordism when tenants damaged the property 
of failed to pay the rent and there was recognition that if the programme were not repeated its 
impact would diminish over time. 

 

A fitting tribute to the impact of EHCGP and success of the self-help housing model was 
provided by the BSHF World Habitat Award to Canopy and Giroscope in 2015/16 for their work 
on ‘Self-Help Housing in the North of England’. This international recognition would have been 
inconceivable without EHCGP and can therefore be regarded as a major outcome of the 
programme. Other newsworthy wider recognition was achieved by Granby Four Streets who 
with their architects, Assemble, won the Turner prize in 2015. 
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Section 1 – General Impacts 
 

All respondents had been involved in EHCGP and were therefore able to report on subsequent impacts 
and activities in the light of that experience. 
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The responses in this section indicate the substantial impact of the EHCGP programme through a wide 
range of social outcomes. 67% say that it has had a significant impact on street level regeneration, 59% 
on training and employment and 44% on anti-social behavior and crime. However the most substantial 
impact has been on the Financial Strength and Capacity of participating organisations, with over 88% 
reporting a substantial impact . The relative strengths of these impacts is shown in Chart 1 below. 

 
 

Chart 1- Impacts of EHCGP from participant organisations’ perspective 
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The write in responses below capture the wide range of important impacts, showing the value of the 
programme in building capability to provide affordable houses through purchasing, leasing and 
repairing properties, developing a portfolio of property for disadvantaged people, diversification to 
provide multiple services to more people, business benefits through asset ownership and long term 
rent revenue, building independence, self-sufficiency and confidence. 
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Under a third of respondents considered that there had been any negative consequences of taking part 
in EHCGP. 

 

 

The write in responses of these 17 respondents are reported in full below and provide some valuable 
pointers for future public funded programmes. As anticipated there were issues with start-up, grant 
application, building capacity in housing, and cash flow. There were a small number of criticisms of 
Tribal, the grant funder and monitor and of some project partners. There were also some problems 
with the end of the progamme without a replacement. The greater difficulties with lease and repair as 
compared with purchase and repair confirms other sources of evidence on the programme. 

 



13  

 
 
 



14  

Section 2 – New housing activity since EHCGP  
 

How many Empty Properties/Buildings has your organisation brought into use (TOTAL)? 

Table 1  EHCHP properties  brought into use 

No of 

properties 

NO OF 

respondents 

% of all 

respondents 

0 9 18% 

1-5 20 40% 

6-10 7 14% 

11-20 6 12% 

20+ 8 16% 

 50 100% 

 

Count of Total number of properties claimed by the 50 respondents to Q10a = 575 

 
How many new separate dwellings did this create (TOTAL)? 

Table 2 EHCGP – separate dwellings created 

No of 

Dwellings 

No of 

Respondents 

% of respondents 

0 5 15 

1-5 8 24 

6-10 10 29 

11-20 4 12 

20+ 7 20 

 34  
 

Count of total number of dwellings claimed by the 34 respondents to Q10b = 522 

 

(Note different responses to these two questions and different interpretations of the questions seem  
to have affected results.) 

 
The responses show that most participants had completed work on between 1 and 10 properties to 
create between 1 and 10 separate dwellings. A small proportion had brought larger numbers of 
properties into use. The largest number of properties claimed by a single organization was 104, with 
two  others  claiming  over  50,  and  between  21  and  40.  The  largest  number  of  separate dwellings 

10.a 

10.b 
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claimed was 107, with a further two claiming over 50 and four between 21 and 50. 
Overall nearly 600 properties had been brought into use. The lower response rate to the second 
question makes it difficult to estimate the number of self-contained dwellings produced across the 
sample but over 500 were claimed by the 34 respondents to 10b. 

 

 
Development Pipeline: How many Empty Properties/Buildings will be brought into use (TOTAL)? 

 

 
The responses to Question 11 show a good level of sustainment of empty homes work by respondents’ organisations a year 

after the end of EHCGP funding. Half of the 50 organisations responding to 11a had a pipeline of work on further properties 

.The majority of these were working on fewer than 10 properties, but a few organisations were working on larger numbers, 

with three working on between 21 and 50 properties. Responses to 11b are less counter-intuitive than those to 10b with a 

larger number of self-contained homes than total properties despite the smaller sample. 

The total of nearly 200 properties and well over 200 self-contained homes in the development pipeline compares 

favourably to the nearly 600 completed under EHCGP. This demonstrates the ability that these organisations have to 

continue without public grant. However, the extent of scaling down indicates a significant gap in output that could have 

been avoided had the programme continued. 

 

Table 3: Development Pipeline April 2016 – Properties 

 
 

No of properties in pipeline at 

April 2016 

No of respondents % of respondents 

0 23 44 

1-5 14 27 

6-10 5 10 

11-20 3 6 

21-50 3 6 

Unsure 3 6 

Total 50 100 

 

Count of Total number of properties claimed by the 50 respondents to Q11a = 198 

11.a 
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Development Pipeline: How many new separate dwellings will this create (TOTAL)? 
 

Table 4: Development Pipeline April 2016 – separate dwellings 
 

No of separate dwellings in 

pipeline at April 2016 

No of respondents % of respondents 

0 12 34 

1-5 7 20 

6-10 4 11 

11-20 8 23 

21-50 2 6 

Unsure 2 6 

Total 35 100 

 

Count of Total number of separate dwellings claimed by the 35 respondents to Q11b = 232 
 

Chart 2 combines the evidence above to show the sustained impetus achieved one year after EHCGP  

by s substantial minority: 

Chart 2: Output in EHCGP and Pipeline at April 2016 
 

Based on 50 respondents on properties and 35 on separate dwellings, and excluding those with 0 properties or dwellings 

25 

 
20 

 
15 

 
10 

 
 

1-5 

6-10 

11-20 

21-50 

51-100 

more than 100 
 

EHCGP Pipeline 2016 
properties  Empty 

brought into properties 
use 

EHCGP 
separate 

created 

Pipeline 2016 
New separate 

dwellings 

 

11.b 
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Section 3 – New finance and asset transfers since EHCGP 
 

The three sources of funding are now discussed in turn before summarising the new grant funding 
secured from all sources in a table. 

 
Trusts and Foundations 

 
The 17 organisations responded to 17a had secured a total of £4.14million in grant funding since 

EHCGP from Trusts and Foundations. 

The most common size of grant was in the range £200,000-£500,000 (9). Four were less than £100,000, 

and one was over £500,000. 

Local Authorities 

12 respondents had received funding from local authorities since the end of EHCGP. This took a variety 
of forms including grants and low interest loans and in one case 5 properties transferred at £1 each 
(these  are  shown  in  Table  5  below  in  the  £201,000-£500,000  band  assuming  a  value  of   around 
£50,000). 

 

The total value of this local authority funding was around £2.47 million. Again the most common 
amount was in the £200-500,000 range, but generally local authority grants and loans were smaller 
than Foundations, with a quarter being under £100,000. 

Other sources of grant funding 
 

There were 11 respondents who reported other sources of funding. The most common (4 cases) was 

the Homes and Communities Agency , reflecting the successful track record achieved by a few projects 

under EHCGP had enabled them to achieve HCA registration. These projects had secured £1.9 million in 

HCA funding and provide an important successful outcome of EHCGP. The other  seven respondents 

had secured a total of just under £1million from a wide variety of sources including fees from North 

East Procurement, private landlords, recycled EGCGP grant, organisational reserves, matching funding 

through own buildings, a family trust and an undisclosed source: see below. 

12.a 

12.b 

12.c 
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Summary of Evidence on New Grant Funding Secured 
 
Taking these three sources together we can see the substantial achievement of a small number of 
respondents’ organisations in levering in a total of over £9.5 million in the first year after the EHCGP 
funding ended. This compares favourably to earlier survey evidence by SHHO and Hact which indicated 
that during the programme itself, around £5.7 million was secured in other grant funding. 

 
Table 5 - The amount of new grant funding secured since EHCGP 

 

Number 

(£) 

Trusts/ 

Foundations 

Local authorities Other Sources All Sources 

1-50,000 1 2 0  

51,000-100,000 3 1 3  

101,000-200,000 3 3 2  

201,000-500,000 9 5 3  

More than 500,000 1 1 1  

Total Organisations 17 12 9  

TOTAL NEW FUNDING £4,140,000 £2,470,000 HCA £1,959,000 

Other 960,000 

£9,529,000 

 

This evidence suggests that some projects have successfully substituted new sources of grant funding 
for EGCGP and that this additional funding may exceed that achieved during the EHCGP programme 
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period indicating the continued leverage effect of EHCGP. It is known that Nationwide Foundation and 
Land Aid launched new programmes in the period after EHCHP and these may account for the largest 
new income sources reported in column 1. It is very encouraging to see other new funding from local 
authorities and the HCA and from a variety of more specific sources. This new funding has helped to 
sustain empty property work as outlined in responses to question 11 above, albeit at a level of only 
about one third of that secured during EHCGP itself. 

 

 

Question 13 evidence is organized in a similar way to Question 12, this time exploring evidence on new 
loan funding secured since EHCGP. Having run through each of the sources shown above, the total 
funding secured is summarised in Table 6. 

 
Social Investors 

 

11 respondents reported that they had secured funding from social investors. Charity Bank and Big 

Issue Invest were the only investors specifically named. Again £200-500,000 was the most common  

size of loan, with only two loans over £500,0000 (£1.9 million from Charity Bank and another of 

£750,000) and only 2 under £100.000). The total borrowing secured from social investors across the ten 
projects was £4.6 million; a similar total to that raised from Foundation grants. 

 
Commercial Banks 

 
Only half as many respondents reported using commercial bank loans (6) as used social investors. The 
borrowing range was similar with £200-500,000 the most common category, and with two  loans 
around I million and one of £250,000. The total loans secured by the six cases was £3.5 million. 

 

13.a 

13.b 
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Local Authorities 
 

Three   loans from local authorities were reported covering a wide range of amounts from £50,000    to 
£1.8 million which was said to come from Housing Revenue Account surpluses. These three loans 
totalled to £2.5 million; thereby doubling the total secured from 12 local authority grants (se 12b 
above). 

 
Others 

 

Two other funding sources were reported as loans. Together these accounted for £4.6million; a very 

substantial loan facility of £4.5 million with a housing association and a DCLG fund for domestic 

violence. 

 

 
Summary of Loan Finance Secured 

The evidence in this section has shown a very substantial amount of new loan finance secured by the 

sector from a mix of social investors and commercial banks, with further loans from local authorities 

and housing associations in the period since the EHCGP ended. As with grants income there does 

appear to have been a ramping up compared to data collected during the EHCGP and this could be 

related to the EHCGP legacy in two ways. First in that grant funding and asset ownership has provided 

the leverage and capacity for new borrowing. Secondly the lack of current grant is forcing projects to 

explore other funding sources and in the process increasing the gearing of its assets. 

Table 6: The amount of new loan funding for capital expenditure has secured since EHCGP 

 

 
 

Number (£) Social 

investors 

Commercial 

banks 

Local 

authorities 

Other All Loans 

1-50,000 0 0 1 0  

51,000-100,000 2 0 0 1  

101,000-200,000 2 1 0 0  

201,000-500,000 5 3 0 0  

More than 500,000 2 2 2 1  

Total Cases 11 6 3 2  

Total Loan 

Funding 

£4,615,000 £3,465,000 £2,500,000 £4,500,000 TOTAL 

LOANS 

£15,080,000 

13.c 

13.d 
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Loans at Favourable rates 
 
 

In the context of this increase in sector debt it is important to consider the terms on which loan finance 

is secured. 10 respondents indicated that they had secured zero or low interest loans within the 

funding summarised within Table 6 above. This included the Big Issue Invest loan and housing 

association loan facility reported above. In total £6.47 of the £15 million loan finance (43%) was 

reported to be at favourable rates. However, if the rather exceptional £4.5 million housing association 

loan facility is excluded, around 19% of the remaining £10.5 million loans were at favourable rates. 
 

 

Another source of funding arising directly from participation in EHCGP was the possibility of recycling 

the grant to facilitate further capital spending. Typically this would occur in leased properties where 

landlords were charged for the works to their property through rent deduction contributions over the 

term of the lease. This would mean that at the end of the lease projects would have the funding to 

undertake another programme equivalent to their EHCGP programme, thereby doubling the activity 

and impact. 

Ten projects reported that they had been able to recycle EHCGP grant since the end of the programme, 

and made the following comments to explain the benefits of this. The following responses show how 

useful this has been in attracting other resources into further empty homes work including reserves, 

local authority funding, new contracts, commercial loans and new grants: 

14.a 
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Getting access to properties is a key requirement of self-help housing and the benefits of asset 
ownership over leasing has been a key theme of this survey and wider evaluation. Asset transfer at  
zero or below market value provides one possible route to achieve these benefits and has been 
promoted in the legacy impact project drawing on examples from Liverpool, Middlesbrough, North 
Ormesby and Redcar & Cleveland. 

 
Only four respondents to the survey reported that they had so far benefitted from such asset transfers. 
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Encouragingly a further ten reported that they expected to progress asset transfers from local 
authorities or housing associations in the next year. We will continue to monitor the progress of these 
cases. 

 

 
A final potential income source associated with the lease and repair option are contributions to works 
from private owners as discussed above in the recycling example (Q15). 

 
Eight respondents reported that property owners had contributed to capital costs in this way. 
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Section 4 – Partners and Partnerships since EHCGP 
 

Research on key success conditions for self-help housing projects (Mullins 2010) has indicated the 

importance of partnerships over and above other key resources: properties finance, workforce and 

residents. Local authorities have long be recognised as key partners with housing associations, colleges 

and other third sector partners also important external partners. Viral expansion of the sector has 

drawn heavily of peer learning from other self-help projects. Research and evaluation during the  

EHCGP had shown how this model had been highly effective because of the expert support and 

facilitation role played by the Self- Help-Housing.Org umbrella (SHHO). In the survey the importance of 

partnerships during and after EHCGP and partners such as SHHO and local authorities was tested. 

This section of the survey required respondents to give information on their key partners to evaluate 

their importance, weights and changes during and after the period of EHCGP project. The results for 

each partner during the programme are presented first.(Q19 bar charts) there is then a similar set of 

results for after the programme (Q20 bar charts), An analysis is then presented in table and graphs to 

show the most important partnerships. 
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20.1 Local authorities 
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Summary – The Changing Role of Partnerships after EHCGP 

Quantitative evidence of the changing importance of partners is provided by Table 7 which 

ranks the importance of five main partners during and after EHCGP: local authorities, 

Housing Associations, Charities/ Trusts, colleges and other Self-Help Housing projects. The 

importance was ranked on a scale from most important=5’ to ‘least important =1’, in which 

each number only can be used once. The results obtained can be compared in Table 7 while 

Chart 3 shows the patterns graphically. 

As Table 7 and Chart 3 show, Local authorities continued to be the most important external partners 

working with self-help housing organisations during and after the EHCGP. Other partners were 

regarded as much less important, but whereas charities and colleges increased in importance after 

EHCGP, housing associations became relatively less important. The qualitative results obtained from 

write in comments of the 52 respondents are consistent with the quantitative data These open- 

ended comments help to discover other key partners. A variety of organisations were identified, 

such as commercial banks and the charity bank, local homeless agencies, training and volunteering 

providers, ethical lettings agencies, grant funders, the Nationwide Foundation and Land Aid, NHS 

Trusts, Health Education England, a private contractor, community-led housing organisations and 

local residents. This may reflect the importance of consolidation and social value strategies. 
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Table 7: Key partners during EHCGP project and since the EHCGP ended (rank in order of 

importance, e.g. most important=5; least important=1, and use each number (rank) only once) 
 

 Local authority Housing 

Associations 

Charities/Trusts Colleges Other Self-Help 

Housing projects 

Rank 

value 

During After During After During After During After During After 

5 24 
(46.2%) 

25 
(53.2%) 

8 
(21.1%) 

7 
(18.4%) 

8 
(22.2%) 

6 
(16.7%) 

0 
 

(0%) 

1 (3.6%) 4 
(10.3%) 

6 
(16.7%) 

4 19 
(36.5%) 

6 
(12.8%) 

7 
(18.4%) 

6 
(15.8%) 

4 
(11.1%) 

15 
(41.7%) 

2 (7.4%) 4 
(14.3%) 

10 
(25.6%) 

6 
(16.7%) 

3 6 
(11.5%) 

8 
(17.0%) 

4 
(10.5%) 

8 
(21.1%) 

10 
(27.8%) 

5 
(13.9%) 

6 
(22.2%) 

6 
(21.4%) 

12 
(30.8%) 

11 
(30.6%) 

2 1 (1.9%) 5 

(10.6%) 

7 

(18.4%) 

10 

(26.3%) 

8 

(22.2%) 

7 

(19.4%) 

12 

(44.4%) 

4 

(14.3%) 

8 

(20.5%) 

10 

(27.8%) 

1 2 (3.8%) 3 (6.4%) 12 

(31.6%) 

7 

(18.4%) 

6 

(16.7%) 

3 (8.3%) 7 

(25.9%) 

13 

(46.4%) 

5 

(12.8%) 

3 (8.3%) 

Total 52 
(100%) 

47 
 

(100%) 

38 
 

(100%) 

38 
 

(100%) 

36 
(100%) 

36 
 

(100%) 

27 
 

(100%) 

28 
 

(100%) 

39 
 

(100%) 

36 
 

(100%) 

Mean 

rank 

1.81 2.04 3.21 3.11 3.0 2.61 3.89 3.89 3.0 2.94 

Standard 

Deviation 

0.98 1.3 1.56 1.37 1.37 1.21 0.87 1.25 1.18 1.2 

 
 

. 
 

Chart 3: Key partners during EHCGP project and since the EHCGP ended 
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The qualitative results obtained from write in comments of the 52 respondents are 

consistent with the quantitative data concerning the degree of importance of five categories 

mentioned above. These open-ended comments help to discover other crucial partners. A 

variety of organisations were identified, such as commercial and charity banks, local 

homeless agencies, training and volunteering providers, ethical lettings agencies, grant 

funders, the Nationwide Foundation and Land Aid, NHS Trusts, Health Education England, a 

private contractor, community-led housing organisations and local residents. 

When asked how helpful has the information, intelligence and advice provided by Self-Help 

Housing Org. been on their organisations, 50% and 28.8% of the respondents stated that it 

was very helpful and helpful respectively; while 19.2% commented that it was  neither 

helpful nor unhelpful. Juts one participant (1.9%) said no help. 
 

 

When asked how helpful has the information, intelligence and advice provided by Self-Help Housing 

Org. been on their organisations, 50% and 28.8% of the respondents stated that it was very helpful 

and helpful respectively; while 19.2% commented that it was neither helpful nor unhelpful. Just one 

participant (1.9%) said no help (Figure 9). 
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Section 5 – Wider new activity since EHCGP and long term impact of programme 
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Over a third of respondents said that they had established new trading activities in the 12 

months since EHCGP ended. This suggests a high degree of flexibility and the urgent need to 

respond to changing patterns of resource availability. 

The 19 respondents who had made these adjustments provide useful comments below on 

the types of change involved. These include changes to organizational structures to facilitate 

trading, links with contractors and landlords, consultancy services, social enterprise, service 

user involvement, recycling initiatives and gardening. 
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A wide range of impacts were identified and the idea of a legacy of EHCGP  was  clearly 

visible in the full set of 52 responses to this question. Asset ownership, growth and trading 

were clearly now well established and this was felt to be important for long term survival 

through financial security and sustainability. However, the impact had not been as 

beneficial for all respondents, for example some had seen the downsides of landlordism 

when tenants damaged the property of failed to pay the rent, and there was a recognition 

that if the programme were not repeated its impact would diminish over time. 

 

 
A key headline impact referred to by Giroscope in the comments in the table below was 

their success with Canopy in winning the BSHF World Habitat Award 2015/16 for ‘Self-Help 

Housing in the North of England’. This international recognition would have been 

inconceivable without EHCGP and can therefore be regarded as a major outcome of the 

programme. Other newsworthy wider recognition was achieved by Granby Four Streets 

who with their architects, Assemble, won the Turner prize in 2015. 
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