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Introduction

One of themain problems faced by residents informed that their estate is being considered

£l O OOACAT AOAGEIT &6 EO OEA AEOET &£ Oi ACETI 1T OE
association implementing the process. This is compounded by the council officers who run

the unelectedResident Engagement Panels and Seering Groups formed to persuade

residents of the benefits of regeneration; by the professional consultants employed to
manufacture resident consensus for what thaye told will happen; by the architects who
visualisethe promises of what regeneration will mean for residents; and ultimately by the

property developerswho will build the new development. For whatever residents are

ET EOEATT U OIT A AAT OO0 OOACATnyAGEtvd ldntthid T AOO
invariably means the demolition of the existing estate, the redevelopment of new properties

at greatly increased densities, and the privatisation of the managemeftthe new
development.

4AEEO DPOT AT Al T £ AEOET Al Oirehidests. Hdusing tamphigndoh E O1
OOUET ¢ O OAOEOO OEA shakelthie sam@®raisuhderstafidingsfatiobtA AT O C
the costs of estate regeneration. As a restittese campaigns of resistance are almost

entirely confined to ethical arguments aboube right of the estate community to continue

to exist.These arguments are important, but they are of no concern to the agents of
regenerationn-nAEOEAO O OEA AAOGAT T PAOO AEOAGtcOEA 1 A
the council undertaking the proess of moving them off it. The registered social landlord,

whether local authority or housing association, will make gestures of appeasement towards

those rights right up to the moment residents are forcibly evicted from their homes; but

those arguments wi have little or no influence on what gets built on the land cleared of the
demolished homes. What determines that is one thing, and one thing only: the financial costs

of demolishing and redeveloping estates.

It is important, therefore, that residents and campaigners understand these costs, and can

base their resistance to the estate regeneration programme that is clearing the land for

, TTATT60 DOI PAOOU ATTI 1170 T1latbod acleAOCOi Al
O AAOOOAT AET C 1T £/ xEAO xEiI 1 OAOOI 6 EOiI i OEA A
ET OEA T EAATA T &£ A AOEOEO 1 &£ EI OOET ¢ AEAI OA,
Labour and Liberal Democrat councils, the Greater London Authpriand the UK

T OAOT 1T AT Oh EO O1 To@Moréorkentitidn@rd@cBdvélopmedtO A

But the financial figures show that the cost of demolition, compensation for leaseholders

and tenants, and the construction of nelwild dwellingsis SSEECE ET O1T AAUG6O
market that the resulting redevelopment will overwhelmingly lm®mposedf properties for

private sale, with a hugely reduced number of homes for social rent, increased rental and
service charges for existing council tenants, andoemously increased sale prices and

reduced tenancy rights for leaseholders.
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It is on the basis adur understandingof these costthat over the past three years Architects

for Social Housing has developed its design alternativesdemolition for five london
housingA OOAOAOh ET Al OAET ¢ OEA +TECEOG6O0 7A1 E AT A
Kensington and Gibbs Green estates in Hammersmith and Fulham, and the Northwold estate

in HackneyEach of ourdesign proposals increased the housing capaaty the estate by

between 35 and 50 per cent without demolishing a single existing h@mevicting a single

resident The funds raised from the market sale and rent of around half of the new builds
meant the other half were able to be allocated as homesdocial rent.Andthe sale and

rent revenues from the new builds generated the funds to refurbish and improve the current
estate up to the Decent Homes Standard and higiBacause of thishe ASH model of estate
regeneration through refurbishment and ifill new development isthe most socially
beneficial and environmentally sustainable option to address the crisis of housing
A£EE OAAAEI EOU ET ,1TTATTNn AOO EO EO Al 01 OEA
cleansing of existing residentsom their estate and the mass loss of homes for social rent

that is being implemented by the estate regeneration programme in its current form.
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Part One: Gains and Losses

Estate Regeneration Schemes: Dwellings Demolished " and Redeveloped W

Ferrier Estate Kibrooke Village
1,906 homes 4,763 properties
Woodberry Down Estate Woodberry Down
1,980 homes 5,557 properties
Heygate Estate Elephant Park
1,214 homes 2,535 properties

Aylesbury Estate Aylesbury
2,704 homes 4,200 properties
Myatts Field North Estate (OVEY| Quarter
306 homes {0kl properties

Central Hill Estate Central Hill
456 homes 1,530 prop

Demonstrating this to be the case, howevemequires arguments not relying on the
promises of the councils and housing associations implementing estate redevelopment,
but on the facts of previous and current estate regeneration schemes, and the housing
policy under which they were, and are currentlybeing, implemented.

| want to begin thisreport on the costs of estate regeneratioty looking at some of the

more famous estate regeneration schemes in London, those which are some way along

the process, and for which the figurestherefore, are available. Estate demolition and
redevelopment is a long process. It takes years to complete, and, in the case of the larger
AOGOAOAOh AAAAAAOG8 "OO0O AO xA xEI1 OAAR OEA O
odds with the promises made to residents by theahdlords implementing them, and the

reasons they gave for doing so.

This first set of three slides looks at six estate regeneration schemes. The first four of
these, the Ferrier estate in Kidbrooke, the Woodberry Down estate in Manor Park, the
Heygate estée in the Elephant and Castle, and the Aylesbury estate in Camberwell, are
still in progress. The fifth scheme, Myatts Field North estate in Brixton, is complete. And
the last estate, Central Hill in Crystal Palace, has been condemned for demolition.
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On the left side of this first slide are the number of homes that have been or are to be
demolished (indicated in light grey) in each scheme; and on the right are the number of

homes to be built in the new development (indicated in black), usually under a diffent

name. One measure of the extent to which estates are being regenerated as private
developments for a clientele of home owners and property investors rather than council

estates for people in housing need is that if the estate is in Inner London it tés to be

OAT AT AA O10A00A08 1O OOAOES&Hh AT A EZE EOGSO0 EI
O/ OAEAOAG 8

Sqthe Ferrier estate had 1,906 council homes demolished; while Kibrooke Village, which
is replacing it, will have 4,763 properties. WoodberryDown will have 1,980 of its council
homes demolished; while the new Woodberry Down development will have 5,557
properties. The Heygate estate had 1,214 council homes demolished; while Elephant Park
will have 2,535 properties. The Aylesbury estate will hag 2,704 council homes
demolished; while the new Aylesbury development will havearound 4,200 properties.
The Myatts Field North estate had 306 council homes demolished; while Oval Quarter has
808 properties. Central Hill will have 456 council homes demolised; with the number of
dwellings on the new development not yet determined, but will be anything up to and
even exceeding 1,530 properties.

yéi 116 cieic OF c¢i ET O OEA AAOAEI O 1T £ ~
developments is here. You may read aibO OE A | infividudl &gegtudies of these

and other schemes, which are published on our blog. But by referring to tlikemolished
AxATTET CO AO OET I AOGS6 AT A OEA TAx AxAITETCO A
that in each of these schemes there is a mass loss of homes for social rent, as well as the

council homes bought by leaseholders under the Right to Buy, @rtheir replacement
overwhelmingly with properties for market sale and rent, with the remainder secalled

OAEAEI OAAAT A ET OOET c68 7A611 ATT A O xEAO OEE
of estate redevelopment.

All of these schemes, it should be noted, are being implemented by Labaun councils.

Kibrooke Village is in Greenwich; Woodberry Down is in Hackney; the Elephant Park and

the Aylesbury are in Southwark; and Oval Quarter and Central Hill are in Lambeffrhese

AOA OEA AT OI OCEO AO OEA MAI OAAEOCI T O 1T meryl TATTS
London council has an estate regeneration programme, and they are following the trail

cut by these boroughs throughL T AT T 8O0 AT O1T AElI ET OOET ¢8

Now, as we can see, on each of these schemes the increase in dwellings from the
demolished homes to the developed properties is considerable, between two and three
times as much. The reason why this is the case is what | want tecéis on in thisreport.
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Leaseholder Compensation I Shared Ownership [l and Market Sale [l

] ) Ferrier Estate (leasehold)
Greenwich Council £85,000 for 4-bedroom

Kibrooke Village (shared ownership)
£1,550/month £225,000 for 4-bedroom (+ rent)
Kidbrooke Village (market sale)
Berkeley Group £900,000 for 4-bedroom

) Woodberry Down Estate (leasehold)
Hackney Council £220,000 for 2-bedroom

Woodberry Down (shared owner)
25% £1,150/month £165,000 for 2-bedroom (+ rent)
Woodberry Down (market sale)
Berkeley Group £660,000 for 2-bedroom

| want to start with leaseholders, as they get the worst deal out of estate redevelopment.

&1 O OEEO OAAOI1T OEAU OOOAITT U £ oOoi OEA AAOEO
of their homes, because the deals they are ofé&l in compensation are so bad. These

AAAT O AOA AEAT CET Ch EIT xAOAOR AT A ) xAT O O C
Al OAAAU TTTEAA AO O OAA xEAOB8O EAPPATAA 11
figures:

1. The compensation leaseholders were offed for their demolished homes (indicated
ET T ECEO C¢cOAugh xEEAE OEA AT O1 AEl AOA AAIT A
Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPOs);

2. The cost of a shared ownership deal on the new development as both a required
minimum 25 per cent deposit (indicated in dark grey) and monthly rent (indicated in
dots);

3. And the full price of a property on the new development (indicated in black).

Shared ownership makes up an increasing majority of the new category of swalled

OAEAEI OAAAT A ET OOET Céh xEEAE Ail OEOAA bilEOD
adopted as the official replacement for homes for social rent lost to estate demolition

schemes. It isalso the primary deal offered to existing leaseholders. Shared ownership

means the buyer needs a 25 per cent share in the new property. However, this only gives

OEAI OEA OAT AT AU OECEOO 1T &£ Al AOOOOAA OAT AT
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https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2016/sep/15/shared-ownership-risks-affordable-housing-rent

property until they have purchased 100 per cent of the shares, the price of which
will increasewith the value of the property, and until thattime they remain an assured
tenant. Furthermore, although they may own just 25 per cent of the property, tenants are
liable for 100 per cent of the service charges for the maintenance of the building. Finally,
if they default on their rental payments, whch can be increased at the discretion of the
landlord, shared ownership tenants lose not only their home but also theimown-
payment on the property as well. For all these reasons, shared ownership is emerging as
one of the greatesscamsto come out of the housing crisis since the Right to Buy.

On theFEerrier estate, for example, the regeneration of which began back in 1999 under a
Labour government, aleaseholder with a 4bedroom home was offered £85,000 in
compensation for a 4bedroom home. In contrast, a 9edroom home on Kibrooke Village,
its replacement built by the Berkeley Group, costs £900,000 today. To enter into a shared
ownership deal, therefae, the leaseholder needed a £225,000 down payment, £140,000
more than he was offered for his demolished home, as well as finding an additional £1,550
per month in rent. These are actual figures, not generalised ones, and accurately reflect
the kind of cowboy practices that prevailed when the estate regeneration programme
first entered its current form. Because of this, few if any of the leaseholders on the Ferrier
estate purchased a property in Kidbrooke Village, as was quite clearly the intention.

OnWoodberry Down, the regeneration of which was also initiated in 1999, things were
marginally better. Leaseholders were offred £220,000 for their demolished 2bedroom
home. Equivalentsized properties on the new development, also built by the Berkeley
Group, are selling for £660,000, so this compensation covered the cost of a 25 per cent
share in the new property. But from béng homeownersz most of whom owned their
property outright z leaseholders were now turned into assured tenants who had to find
on average £1,150 per month in rent.

In the Heygateestateregeneration scheme, which was initiated in 1998, the leaseholders
were offered on average £120,000 in compensation for a demolishediidroom home;
while a 2-bedroom property on Trafalgar Place, the first redevelopment site completed
by international property developers Lendlease, went on sale for £725,000, meaning
leaseholders required £181,250 for a 25 per cent share, an additional £61,000,upl
£1,250 rent per month.

In the Aylesbury estate regeneration scheme, which was also initiated in 1999,
leaseholders were offered £187,000 for their demolished -bedroom home; while on
Albany Place, the first completed redevelopment site,-Bedroom homes were sold for
£550,000. This meant the £137,500equired for a 25 per cent deposit was covered by the
compensation, but the leaseholder needed to find an additional £945 per month in rent
to become an assured tenant of Notting Hill Genesis housing association.
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https://hoa.org.uk/advice/guides-for-homeowners/i-am-buying/shared-ownership-what-to-watch-out-for/
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https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/10/26/the-intellectual-bloostain-academia-and-social-cleansing/
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2017/05/12/class-war-on-woodberry-down-a-national-strategy/
https://southwarknotes.wordpress.com/heygate-estate/heygate-timeline/
https://southwarknotes.wordpress.com/aylesbury-estate/

Leaseholder Compensation I Shared Ownership [l and Market Sale [l

. Heygate Estate (leasehold)
Southwark Council £120,000 for 2-bedroom

Trafalgar Place (shared ownership)
£1,250/month £181,250 for 2-bedroom (+ rent)
Trafalgar Place (market sale)
Lendlease Group £725,000 for 2-bedroom

Aylesbury Estate (leasehold)

Southwark Council £187,500 for 2-bedroom
Albany Place (shared ownership)
25% £945/month £137,500 for 2-bedroom (+ rent)

Albany Place (market sale)
Notting Hill Genesis HA £550.000 for 2-bedroom

OnMyatts Field North estate the regeneration of which began in 2002 under a Private
Finance Initiative between Lambeth Living and a consortium calleiRegenterz a joint
venture between John Laing Investments Ltd and the Pinnacle Regeneration
Group z leaseholders were offered on average £114,500 for their demolished homes. 2
bedroom properties on Oval Quarter, the new development, are currently on safer
£595,000. Again, this means the £148,750 required for a 25 per cent share was not
covered by the compensation, and that an additional £1,025 per month rent was required
to become an assured tenant of the consortium, the homes for which are no longer
managed by the council but subcontracted out to Pinnacle PSG, a private housing
management company, which has been unaccountable to residents and unresponsive to
the numerous repairs required to the badlybuilt new properties. This, too, is typical of
the new developments being thrown up on Londo® demolished council estates.

When we get to the regeneration of th&€entral Hill estate, which was initiated in 2014
but has yet tobe demolished, Lambeth council has promised to compensate leaseholders
for the demolition of their 2-bedroom homes with £340,000. I& difficult to establish
what is fair compensation for leaseholdershomes based on their market value when the
estate they are part of has been slated for demolition, and councils are cynical about using
this loophole to offer leaseholders drastically reduced sums. But as we can see, £340,000
for a 2-bedroom home is considerably more than the sums paid in compensation for
equivalent-sized homes on the earlier regeneration schemes, and pretty close to their
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https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/jul/21/the-real-cost-of-regeneration-social-housing-private-developers-pfi
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/08/30/criteria-for-estate-demolition-ash-response-to-lambeth-labour-council/

actual market value. However, these are as yet only promises, and Lambeth council has
systematically reduced its other written-in-stone promises to residents into hopeful
principles, so we should take these offers with a pinch of salt. But taking the council at its
word, a 2-bedroom property on the new redevelopment is currently estimated tao on
sale for £476,000, which means the leaseholder can purchase something like a 70 per
cent share in the new property, somewhat less given that prices will have risen in tthe

10 years it will take for the new development to be complete; but the assurgenant will,
once again, have to find an additional £820 per month in rent and service charges, more
if the housing association running the new development chooses to raise it.

As we can see, since the days when the Ferrier and Heygate estates were atreosrely
OT AEAT 1T U Al AAT OAA 1T &£ OEAEO AQGEOOEI ¢ OAOEAAI
happened because of a sudden wave of guilt overwhelming the councils implementing

these schemes, or because of a sudden input of funding from the goverm but because

of the actions of residents and campaigners exposing and opposing the results of the

demolition and redevelopment of estates.

Leaseholder Compensation [ Shared Ownership ll and Market Sale Il

) Myatts Field Nth Estate (leasehold)
Lambeth Council £114,500 (average)

Oval Quarter (Shared ownership)
£1,025/month £148,750 for 2-bedroom (+ rent)

Oval Quarter (market sale)
Lambeth Living / John Laing Group £595 000 for 2-bedroom

. Central Hill Estate (leasehold)
Lambeth Council £340,000 for 2-bedroom

Central Hill Estate (shared ownership)
25% £820/month £119,000 for 2-bedroom (+ rent)

Central Hill Estate (market sale)
Homes for Lambeth £476,000 for 2-bedroom
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7A OET O1 AT80O &I OCAOh ETI xAOAOh OEAO OEAOAA 1
assured tenancy. Andjust as importantly, whether transferred to a housing association

like Notting Hill Genesis or a property developer like Lendlease, former leaseholders are

now private tenants, and their landlords are free to increase service charges at their

whim. Indeed, A$ has been sent numerous examples of housing associations such as
Genesis evicting leaseholders from their homes and repossessing their properties

because they were unable to pay the dramatically increased service and maintenance
charges.

Affordable and Market Rents in the London Borough of Lambeth in 2017

Social Rent
£135/week for 2-bedroom

London Affordable Rent
£159/week for 2-bedroom

1/3 median income in London Living Rent
borough £213/week

Tenancy Strategy Rent
£265/week for 2-bedroom

Intermediate (Affordable) Rent

80% market rent £384/week for 2-bedroom

Market Rent
£480/week for 2-bedroom

-1 00 OAOGEAAT 6O 11 AT OTAEI 10O EIOOEI ¢ AOOI AE
but tenants, and it 58 the homes for social rent they currently live in that make up the
COAAOAOO 1100 OI OEA AOOAOA OAGCAT AOAOEIT bDOI

between the social rent homes that are being demolished and the various affordable
housing and market rents that are replacing them. Taking the London borough of
Lambeth in 2017 as our example:

9 Social rent (indicated in red) for a 2bedroom home was £135 per week.

1 London Affordable Rent (indicated in orange), which was recently introduced by
the London Mayor as a new category of affordable rent designed to replace social
rent, was £159 per week for a Zedroom home, a weekly increase of £24.
However, this was set asa benchmark for the whole of London, and fails to
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distinguish between, for example, new developments in Lambeth and Enfield,
with the former likely to be considerably higher in practice, and subject to viability
assessments for the new development.

1 LondonLiving Rent (indicated in yellow), another new category of affordable rent,
Is set at a third of the median income in the borough. As a benchmark to aim for,
EO6O0 bDHOI Pi OAA OEAO xA OEITOIA DPAU 11
accommodation, so on theédce of it this sounds like a good deal. However, if you
live in the Inner London boroughs in which the estate regeneration programme is
concentrated, a third of the median income is likely to be far higher than a council
tenant and their family can affordto pay. In Lambeth in 2017 it was £213 per
week, more than oneand-a-half times social rent.

1 Tenancy Strategy Rent (indicated in green), which is applied to new affordable
rent homes, ostensibly built for new council tenants, was £265 per week for a 2
bedroom home, nearly double social rent.

1 Intermediate Rent, or secalled Affordable Rent (indicated in blue), which is set by
the Homes and Community Agency at up to (and rarely below) 80 per cent of
market rent, was £384 per week for a zbedroom home,so nearly three times
social rent.

1 And finally, Market Rent (indicated in purple), which for a Zbedroom home in
Lambeth in 2017 was £480 per weekis three-and-a-half time social rent.

In every case, therefore, when an estate is demolished and redeveloped, tiesta council
tenant can hope for is an increasg and in most cases a considerable increagen their
rent, which for many of them will be sufficient to prohibit them from returning to the new
development. Moreover, in every estate regeneration scheme ASH knows about
responsibility for the affordable housing provision has either been handed oveto a
housing association or will be developed through a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) acting
as a housing association. This meartkat the council tenant will lose what for most of
them is their secure tenancy, since under the 1988 Housing Act housing asgtions are
prohibited from granting secure tenancies, so former council tenants will at best be given
assured tenancies, with all the loss of rights that entails.

Theseare considerable The rights of a secure tenancy include the right of a spouse or
family member to succeed to the council tenancy; the right of mutual exchange of the
tenancy with other tenants; the right to take in bdgers and to sublet the flat; the right to
repair and make improvements to their home; the right to information and consultation
from the landlord; the right to buy the property; the right to take out a mortgage on it;
and the right to manage the estatefowhich it is a part. There are also far more stringent
conditions to be met before a secure council tenant can be evicted by the landlord.
Excepting the right of a spouse to succeed to the tenancy, all these rights will be lost under
an assured tenancy wth a housing association. The costs of estate redevelopment for a
council tenant, therefore, are not only financial but alsg if they are able to afford those
increased costs and return to the new developmerg the loss of their tenancy rights.
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Part Two: The Social Costs

Promises, Losses and Realities of Estate Regeneration (hypothetical)
Beginning of Regeneration (100 homes)
70 social
30 leasehold (of which 10 let for market rent)

What Residents are Promised (250 dwellings)
70 social, 30 shared ownership,

50 London living rent

50 market rent, 50 market sale

Beginning of Demolition (100 homes)
50 social rent, 35 assured short-term tenancy
& property guardianships, 15 leasehold

End of Redevelopment (250 dwellings)

25 London affordable rent, 25 London living rent
50 shared ownership (total 40% affordable)

25 market rent (10%), 125 market sale (50%)

Given these changes, which are consequent upomegeneration scheme that demolishes

and redevelops the estate, we can now look at how the process of regeneration proceeds.

To do so | want to distinguish between what residents ar@romised by the council or

housing association, what is lost as the process unfolds, and what are the realities of the
OAOOI OET ¢ AAOGAI T Pi AT O8 41 1 AEA OEEO AiibplAg
use a hypothetical example of an estate of 100 has. Compared to the actual estate
OACAT AOAOGEI 1T OAEAI A0 xABOA 1T T EAA AO OEAOEO
at each stage of the process are the same, whether they apply to an estate of 100 homes,

500 homes, or 1,000 or more homes.

On this hypothetical estate, at the beginning of the regeneration procesgswhich takes

bl AAA 111 ¢c AAZEI OA OAOGEAAT OO AOA 11 OEEEAA
intentions z 70 of the homes are for council or what is now called social rent (indicated

in red). These colours are crosseferenced to the previous slide showing the difference
between the different social, affordable and market rent levels. The remaining 30 homes

on the estate are leasehold (indicated in light grey), purchased under the Rigiat Buy;

and of these 10 have been let for market rent (indicated in purple). This may seem high,

but of the nearly2 million council homesthat have been lost to the Right to Buy since
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-social-housing-sales

1980, over 40 per cent are now being rented out by private bndlords. So a hypothesis of
10 out of the 30 leasehold properties being let is if anything on the low side, especially in
London, where market rents, in the absence of the sold council homes, are so high.

s o~ oA A~ S

10 xAB8OA OAAT AEOT 1 OEA edlah &iredithe edrlg 200B eshate x A6 O
regeneration schemes in London increase the housing capacity on the new development

AU AAOxAAT Ox1 AT A OEOAA OEI AOhan®ddhaftikeds O OAE
and say that the new development will increas our hypothetical estate from 100 homes

to 250 properties.

Now, what residents are promised at the beginning of this process is that all 70 existing

secure tenarties on social rent levels will be rehoused on the new development on the

same securetenancies at the same social rent levels (indicated in red); while the
leaseholders, as we have seen, are offered shared ownership deals on the new properties

i ET AEAAOAA ET AAOE COAuQgs 4EA Al OMKEEGAAT A
replacement, to which residents are guaranteed first choice by their Right to Return; and

xAd11 AA TTTEEITC AO xEAO Al OE OEAOA OAOI O AA

To convince the residents that the inconvenience of losing their demolished hongeof

being decanted to another temporary home and then back onto the new development, or

of living on a construction site for an undisclosed number of years while the new

dwellings are built z is for the greater good as well as their own benefit, the council or

housing association also tells them thag in addition to resupplying their demolished

homes on a likefor-like basisz the new development will contain an additional 50 new

homes for London Living Rent (indicated in yellow), specifically targeted at young

coupl AO OOUET ¢ OiF CcAO 1101 ,1TTATT80 POT PAOOU |
conditions of this new tenure type of affordable housing.

Finally, residents are told thatin order to pay for all this new affordablehousingit is

necessaryto cross-subsidise it with the construction of properties for market rent and

sale. In our hypothetical casethat meansan extra 100 properties, which at this stage

would typically be divided into 50 for market rent (indicated in purple) and 50 for market

sale (ndAAOAA ET Al AAEQ8 4EAO08O0 AAT 6O xEAOA OEI
disbelief, denial, angry resistance, protracted negotiations and final, exhausted
acquiescence.

By the beginning of demolition, however, several long years after the regeneratianas
initiated, things have changed on the estate.h& 70 households on secure social rent
tenures have been reduced to 50 (indicated in red). Many of these tenants, ground down
by the stress of endless consultations and council meetings in which their vogkeare
repeatedly ignored, the insecurity of not knowing what their future will be, or simply not
wanting to live on a construction site for the next 1620 years, will have taken the
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https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/right-to-buy-homes-sold-private-landlords-latest-figures-rent-a8098126.html

AT OTAEI 60 1T E£EAO 1 £ Owkitn thetErdugh oAdut€ild sf i, ofeA h  AE O
losing their secure tenancy as a result and having their rents increased. Indeed, councils

actively encourage tenants to move off the estate long before demolition starts, and

evenzas in the case of the Ebury Bridge estate regeneratigrbefore planning

permission for the new development has been granted. Of the 1,034 secure council

tenants on theHeygateestate, only 45 had returned to the new development by February

2013; 216 were rehoused within the SE17 postcode, while the remaining 773 council

tenants were scattered across the borough and beyond, with some relocated far as

Greenwich.

Tenants Displacement Map: Heygate Estate (35% Campaign)
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Displaced Tenants by Postcode

For the same reaens, the 30 leaseholders on our hypothetical estate have now been
reduced to 15 The other 15 haweAAAADOAA OEA AT O1 AE1 60 T £FEAO
under the threat that the offer was a oneoff and would not be renewed, and purchased a
place elsewhee. However, given the inadequacy of that compensation, this means
properties either on the outskirts of London at best, and often out of the capital
altogether. Again, o the Heygate estate scheme leaseholders ended up in the Outer
London boroughs of Barnet, Enfield, Waltham Forest, Redbridge, Havering, Bromley and
Croydon, with the majority relocating to Bexley. Others ended up outside London
altogether, in Berkshire, Hertfordshire, Essex and Kén While leaseholders on the
Aylesbury estate regeneration scheme have ended up as far away as Leicester,
Warwickshire, Wiltshire and Wales.

OArchitects for Social Housing 2018 15


http://heygatewashome.org/displacement.html#footnote-2
http://35percent.org/2013-06-08-the-heygate-diaspora/
https://southwarknotes.wordpress.com/aylesbury-estate/aylesbury-displacement-maps/

Leaseholders Displacement Map: Heygate Estate (35% Campaign)

Map of Heygate Estate leaseholder displacement
by ward and average property price

Importantly, for our hypothetical scheme, in place of theacated20 council tenancies and
15 leasehold homeg some of which, as we have seen, housed private renterthe empty

homes have now been used to house 35 tenants @ither short-term tenancies or as
property guardianships (indicated in blue tissue paper). This serves four purposes.

First, such tenancies have no rights of tenure, so the tenants can be given one month and
two-weeksonotice respectively, and the councihas no obligation or responsibility for
rehousing them. Indeed, since the changes to legislation in tB@10 Localism Act,
councils can offer even secure council tenants private rental housing in lieu of their
demolished homes. Should the council tenant refuse to take up this offer of rehousing,

xEAOEAO EO EO 11 AAOCAA ET , 11 Adaretothémisnbw AAOOI |
AEOAEAOCAAR OET AA OEA OAT AT 00 EO 1 AGCAIT U AA.
ET T Al AGG68s )OO EO 1TTA T &£ OEA i1 OA O1PI AAOGAT O

former council tenant to have made themselves intentionalljpomeless, the council can
now call in Children and Young People Services to take children away from a homeless
single mother.Newham council, for example, which in the five years between 2012 and
2017 rehoused over 3000 Newham residents outside of the borough, continues to use
this threat against single mothers who have refused relocation to Birmingham,
Manchester or Bradford.
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https://novaramedia.com/2015/05/27/8-key-findings-into-council-administered-social-cleansing-in-london/
https://focuse15.org/

Second, thetemporary D1 AAAT AT O 1T &£ PAT PI A 11 OEAthAil O AE
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estate in Newham to the Sweets Way estate in Barnet, tMarian Court estatein

Hackney, theLoughborough Park estatein Brixton and the Aylesbury estate in
Camberwell, such occupations have acted as a focus for organisation against the

impending demolition of the estate, and councils have learned not to take this risk.

Third, as happened on the Carpenters estate in Newham, tliecomers are usually
selected from outside the area, with no local connections to the existing residents, and
are often selected by the council to include people with a history of criminal, drugelated

or anti-social behaviour. Their relocation onto the state not only damages the reputation
of the community within the neighbourhood, making it conform to the stereotypes about
estates the council uses to justify its demolition, but further encourages lorgtanding
residents to sell up and move away or acceépehousing elsewhere by the council

And fourth, and most importantly, reducing the number of households on secure
OA1T AT AEAO AO OEA OEI A T &£ AAITTIEOETT 1 AAT O OE
the new development. This reduces the number ofeplacement homes for social or
affordable rents that have to be included on the new development, and therefore
increases the number of properties that can be built for shared ownership or market sale.

By the end of the redevelopment, therefore, things havturned out far worse than the
residents could have imagined when they were toldthat their estate was up for
OOACAT AOAOGEI 168

The 70 likefor-like replacement homes secure tenants were promised have been
reduced to a mere 25 homes, and those are not foo@al rent but for London Affordable
Rent (indicated in orange). At best, these will house 25 of the remaining 50 tenant
householdswith secure tenancies But thesewill lose that security and have to come up
with the increased rental and service chargesf ithey want to enact what they were
promised was their Right to Return to the new development.

But what of the other 25 council tenants? Well, under the deliberately deceptive category

i £ OAEAI OAAAT A ET OOET ¢céh OEA OAt ArevideEfor ¢u E
secure tenants have now materialised as London Living Rent (indicated in yellowAs we

saw, this is set at onethird the median income of the borough, which in Lambeth in 2017

was more than oneand-a-half times social rent. Worse still, ths is a Rent to Buy product,

and tenants who enter into the deal are contractually required not only to find the extra

50 per cent rent and service charges, but also to put aside sufficient funds to buy the

property within 10 years8 ) £ OE AU ladethdr@ehan®EAU x EI |
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https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/09/08/regenerating-hackneys-estates-the-dirty-tricks-of-a-dirty-council/
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2015/05/19/guinness-trust-the-loughborough-estate-occupation/

This is what theG OAOT I AT O AAI 1 O OET AAT OEOEOET ¢8 DAI
into home ownership, and is the basis of the housing policies not only of the Conservative

Party, but also of the Labour Party and Liberal Democr@&@ AOOU8 7EAO EOT 80 Al
their policies is where the money required to buy a £650,000 home is meant to come from

for a former council tenant used to paying social rent. In fact, as we shall see, these

properties are only nominally for existing cod AET OAT AT 66h xEI AAT 80
requirements of a London Living Rent tenancy, and are in reality built for middlelass
households that can afford home ownership on these financial terms.

The bulk of the seAAT 1 AA OAZEAEI OAAAIT A thé& he® @& élapraent,d OT OE C
however, is made up of shared ownership properties (indicated in dark grey). On our
hypothetical estate redevelopment these account for 50 of the 250 new properties, a fifth

of the total dwellings, but half of the affordable housing vision. Only 15 of these, at

best, will be taken up by the former leaseholders whose homes have been demolished,

and who will now become assured tenants. The remaining 35 are for new residents
ITTEETC O CAO 11 ,11ATT & Oterinidiwbalvizdave dedhA A A Oh
are the extraordinarily risky and exploitative conditions of a shared ownership deal.

Despite this, with the 25 London Affordable Rent homes (indicated in orange) and the 25
London Living Rent properties (indicated in yellow), the 50 shared ownership properties
together make up 40 per cent of the total new builds. And in Londoalthough it has been
reached with the loss of 70 homes for social rent and 30 leasehold hom#ss percentage
of affordable housingqualifies the new dewelopment for full public funding under the

" OAAOAO |, 11 A Afiordabl&HbmésPrégfadtieQ016-2021.

Finally, what of the other 150 properties, which make up 60 per cent of the new
development? Well, 25 of thesel0 per cent of the totalare for market rent (indicated in
purple), which means threeand-a-half times social rent But the remaining 125
properties, 50 per cent of the entire new development, and tweand-half-times the
number residents were originally promised, are now for private sale (indicated in black).

Bad as this is, however, the reality of our hypothetical estate regeneration is even worse.
This is because of the difference between the tenure of the new dwellings at the end of
redevelopment and their actual use.
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https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/homesforlondoners-affordablehomesprogrammefundingguidance.pdf

First of all, either because of their inability to afford the more than 50 per cent increase
on their rent and service charges, or because of their complete inability to raise the
money necessary to purchase the property, sooner or later 5 of the households in the
London Living Rent properties will be unable to keep up the necessary payments. Under
the GRAOAO , T 1T AT 1T | OOlphdond RikhdRént, Mis mears theirl hbmes
now revert to shared ownership properties.

Of the afbrdable housing provision on the new development, therefore, there are now 25
homes for London Affordable Rent (indicated in orange); 20 for London Living Rent
(indicated in yellow), a reduction of 5; and 55 for shared ownership (indicated in dark
grey), an increase of 5.

The crucial change, however, between the tenure at which the new properties were sold

and the tenure of their use is in the 150 properties for market rent and sale. This is
because the buyers of the properties for private sale are not ling in them. On the first
redevelopment sites of the Woodberry Down and Elephant Park schemes, the bulk of the

PDOi PAOOEAO A& O 1 AOEAO OAI A xAOA 1 AOEAOAA OI
hard to get precise figures on this, as it falls under commaally confidential information

AT A AT OTAET O x1180 OAI Wdodbdrry DdwA55 Rdr ¢&it @ thd OET T h
properties built in phase 1 of the new development were bought by overseas investors,
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https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/renting/london-living-rent#acc-i-47686
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