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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY  
 
 
 
On 18 July 2018, the Mayor finally introduced a 
new policy giving estate residents a binding say 
over GLA-funded redevelopment projects that 
include the demolition of their homes.1  
 
This new policy represented a significant victory 
for a long campaign, in which I was involved 
alongside residents on estates across London 
and the current Deputy Mayor for Housing and 
Residential Development, Tom Copley, while he 
was a member of the London Assembly. The 
new funding requirement for a ‘yes’ vote in a 
resident ballot was a real step forward in 
recognising Londoners’ right to shape the 
future of their homes and communities.  
 
The introduction of the resident ballot meant 
that a vote was required for any 
redevelopment scheme which included the 
demolition of social homes and sought GLA 
grant funding. 
 
Data gathered from the GLA and other sources, 
shown in Table 1, shows that every resident 
ballot, bar one, has returned a ‘yes’ vote in 
favour of plans that involve the demolition and 
rebuilding of some or all of the given estate. 
 
However, on its fourth anniversary it is 
appropriate to review how this ballot policy is 
working on the ground and whether the 
guidance and rules surrounding it are sufficient 
to ensure the policy enjoys the confidence of 
Londoners.  
 
Over the past year, I have undertaken a review 
of the policy, looking at examples across 
London, asking questions to the Deputy Mayor, 
councils, other landlords and the Independent 
Bodies who oversee these processes, and 

  
 
gathering evidence and testimonies from 
residents of estates who have approached me 
with concerns about the ballots being 
conducted about the future of their homes.  
 
Importantly, we must not disregard the 
significant numbers of estate residents who do 
want to vote ‘yes’ for plans that involve 
significant demolition, nor should we suggest 
that all ballot results are misrepresentative of 
residents’ wishes.  
 
But, sadly, it is clear from many of the examples 
and testimonies in this summary report that, in 
its current form, many estate residents now 
mistrust the ballot policy. 
 
This is a qualitative research report: it 
documents and analyses experiences and 
testimonies shared by residents themselves. 
 
Many of these findings show that, too often, 
residents’ voices are minimised or erased when 
they are critical of redevelopment options and 
processes, and that residents who voice 
discontent and critique have difficulties in 
raising their objections.  
 
There are two significant issues of redress that 
create a worrying combination. First, there are 
gaps in the process for redress in case of 
problems (since the Independent Body 
conducting ballots is also expected to check 
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and sign off on the process, and the Deputy 
Mayor has deflected complaints raised to him 
back to the Independent Body). And second, 
residents who raise problems at a local level 
are often seen as adversaries2, and not treated 
with respect as valid representatives or critics 
by landlords, who may be swept up in a push 
for a ‘yes’ vote.   
 
In contrast, for this report, my team and I have 
engaged with the testimonies of estate 
residents as data that are vital to gather, 
document and analyse, in order to build a 
comprehensive and nuanced picture of resident 
ballots as they are currently carried out and 
experienced.  
 
The findings presented in this report were 
gathered through recorded audio interviews 
and discussions that I personally carried out 
with my team with residents from Carpenters 
estate in Newham, Broadwater Farm estate in 
Haringey, and Achilles Street estate in 
Lewisham, from January to March 2022.  
 
I have also included written testimony shared 
with me via residents and campaigners from 
Tustin estate in Southwark, Juniper Crescent 
and Gilbeys Yard in Camden, West Kentish 
Town estate in Camden, Cambridge Road 
estate in Kingston and Love Lane estate in 
Haringey.  
 
I have also reviewed and included a number of 
research findings from peer-reviewed academic 
scholarship authored by housing and 
regeneration experts. 
 
 
 

 
 
Accompanying this 
report is a letter 
containing a specific set 
of proposals I have put 
to Deputy Mayor Tom 
Copley for amendments 
and additions to the 
current ballot guidance.3  
 
Four years into this 
landmark policy, it is vital that it is refreshed 
now, so that residents of estates across London 
can have confidence in the process and 
continue to have their views listened to by 
those who currently hold power over their 
homes. 

 
Sian Berry AM 

July 2022 
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Table 1. Completed resident ballots in London in chronological order4,5,6 

Name of 
estate  

Borough Landlord Result Turnout Date of 
ballot 

Homes for 
demolition 

Planning 
reference 

Westhorpe 
Gardens and 
Mills Grove 

Barnet Metropolitan 
Thames Valley 

75% yes 66% Nov 2018 102 18/7495/ 
FUL 
 

Geoffrey Close  Lambeth Riverside 
Housing 
Association 

86% yes 66% Dec 2018 134 20/03257/FUL 
 

High Lane Ealing Ealing Council 90% yes 57% Dec 2018 264 210009OUT 

Pike Close Bromley  Riverside 
Housing 
Association 

82% yes 90% Apr 2019 100 21/03622/FUL
L1 

Teviot Tower 
Hamlets 

Poplar HARCA 86% yes 81% May 2019 535 2022/1303 

Brookhill 
Close 

Greenwich Hyde Housing 
Association  

86% yes 87% May 2019 80 21/4573/EIA 

Douglas Bader 
Park 

Brent  Home Group 75% yes 46% May 2019 271 20/6277/ 
FULL 

South Kilburn 
(various 
phases) 

Brent Brent Council  84% yes 72% Oct 2019 800 18/4920 

Achilles Street Lewisham  Lewisham 
Council  

73% yes 92% Nov 2019 87 Unknown 

Lesnes Estate Bexley Peabody  70% yes 65% Mar 2020 596 20/01732/SC
OPE 

Cambridge 
Road  

Kingston Kingston Council  73% yes 86% Mar 2020 820 20/02942/FUL 

West Kentish 
Town 

Camden Camden Council 93% yes 85% Mar 2020 316 Unknown 

Juniper 
Crescent and 
Gilbeys Yard 

Camden One Housing 60% no 80% Jul 2020 202 2020/2615/P 
 

Avenue Road Waltham 
Forest  

Waltham Forest 
Council 

92% yes 65% Jan 2021 258 2021/0025/P 

Tustin  Southwark Southwark 
Council  

85% yes 32% Mar 2021 298 22/AP/1221 

Wendling Camden Camden Council  75% yes 72% Jul 2021 241 SC/2019/41 

Calverley 
Close 

Beckenham 
& 
Lewisham 

Riverside 
Housing 
Association  

75% yes 80% Aug 2021 150 21/03231/FUL
L1 

Bellamy and 
Byng 

Tower 
Hamlets 

One Housing 
Group 

84% yes 100% Aug 2021 25 PA/20/01065 

Love Lane Haringey  Haringey 
Council  

56% yes 67% Sep 2021 297 PRE/2021/000
4 

Carpenters Newham Newham 
Council  

73% yes 67% Dec 2021 710 Unknown 

Broadwater 
Farm 

Haringey Haringey 
Council  

85% yes 55% Mar 2022 200 PPA/2020/00
12 

  Average ‘yes’: 80% 72% Total: 6486  
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1 PROBLEMS WITH CASTING AND COUNTING VOTES 
 
 
 
My research with resident groups, 
campaigners, independent electoral bodies and 
GLA personnel has uncovered a range of 
concerns with the administration of resident 
ballots during voting periods.  
 
Residents on several estates reported conduct 
that would not be allowed within normal 
democratic elections, only some of which 
appears to be against the published guidance 
for estate ballots.  
 

DOORSTEP BALLOT 

COLLECTIONS 
On the Love Lane estate in Tottenham, 
Haringey, the conduct of the ballot in 
September 2021 prompted numerous residents 
and campaigners to speak out about the 
methods employed to gather votes. This was 
covered widely by local and industry press.7,8  
 
A key issue at Love Lane was the apparent 
occurrence of council officers themselves 
collecting sealed ballots from the hands of 
residents on the door. Correspondence 
between Civica Election Services and campaign 
group Haringey Defend Council Housing shows 
that Civica was aware of the council strategy of 
mobile, door-to-door vote collection, and 
discouraged it as a practice.9 Civica wrote:  
 
“The Council sought our guidance and advice in 
relation to the door-step collection of ballot 
papers by their officers or representatives. We 
advised, in writing, against this practise – 
noting that they should encourage or promote 
the use of the alternative voting channels 
(telephone or online) if accessing a post-box 
was an issue.” 
 

 
 
The practice of council officers collecting ballots 
from voters themselves would compromise 
guaranteed voter anonymity, and also 
appeared to breach section 8.5.9 of the funding 
guidance document, which says:1  
 
“8.5.9.  The GLA is not prescribing the method 
by which eligible residents may cast votes in 
ballots. It is up to IPs to offer an appropriate 
range of ways to vote to encourage eligible 
residents to participate. Where residents are 
invited to cast their votes in a ballot box, such a 
box should be placed in a neutral venue and not 
in the vicinity of any publicity encouraging a 
vote either way.” 
 
This potential breach led to calls for an inquiry 
into the Love Lane ballot in December 2021.10 
However, the request was dismissed in 
February 2022, with Haringey cabinet members 
citing insufficient evidence and resolving, 
instead, to complete an internal ‘lessons learnt 
review’.11  
 
While it was acknowledged that four sealed 
ballots were indeed collected from residents on 
the doorstep, Councillor Ruth Gordon invoked 
Civica as advising that this did not invalidate the 
voting process, suggesting that Civica itself has 
arbitration over ballot conduct.  
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However, three months prior to this, when I 
asked Civica for clarification regarding oversight 
of the ballot conduct at the Carpenters estate, 
Newham, Civica cited the GLA as arbitrator of 
the processes, rules and guidelines that the 
independent electoral body abides by.12  
 
This was again contradicted by the Deputy 
Mayor for Housing and Residential 
Development, Tom Copley, in his response to 
my letter calling for the Carpenters estate 
ballot to be re-run in January 2022.13  In this 
letter, the Deputy Mayor stated:  
 
“[the] independent body is responsible for 
ensuring that ballots are conducted in line with 
the Mayor’s requirement.”14 
 
There is clear confusion as to which institution 
is responsible for the legal oversight of resident 
ballots. New rules and greater transparency 
about accountability and oversight are urgently 
needed.  
 

CONCERNS ABOUT 

CONFIDENCE IN VOTE 

ADMINISTRATION 
On 22 February 2022, I attended a resident 
meeting at the Carpenters Arms in Newham. 
More than 20 residents were present at this 
meeting and with attendees’ consent, the 
discussion was audio recorded.  
 
Attendees of the meeting included freeholders, 
leaseholders, leaseholder landlords, and council 
tenants. Several residents reported a lack of 
transparency or confirmation as to whether 
their votes had been counted.  
 
One resident, Joyce (name changed upon 
request), detailed that she had voted online  
because she did not receive a ballot paper 
through her letterbox before the day of voting. 
 

 
 
After she had submitted her online vote, 
however, she received a message on screen 
explaining that the vote had not gone through.  
 
When she attempted to vote again, she found 
she was unable to. She complained about this 
to Civica and asked for clarity, but Joyce felt 
that she wasn’t taken seriously. 
 
Another meeting attendee, Monika (name 
changed upon request), who voted via text, 
reported receiving no confirmation of receipt of 
her ballot. 
 

“The day of the voting, I voted online, put 
my vote through. It says: ‘Your vote has not 
gone through. Vote again.’ I went to vote 
again. It said: ‘You can’t vote again because 
you’ve already voted. I got on the phone 
and I phoned up CES […] The woman more 
or less was laughing at me, in a way. She 
was taking it as a joke: ‘Oh well that 
happens to many people! You’re not the 
only one it’s happened to!’ So how many 
others had votes that didn’t go through?” 

Joyce, Carpenters estate 
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“If you voted via text message, you did not 
receive anything back saying ‘your vote has 
been received’. No confirmation at all. And 
it’s the same if you voted by email. So how 
can I be sure that actually my vote was 
counted, if I did not receive any 
confirmation? And then how, if someone 
would like to recount the votes, how can 
they prove [the result]? Because obviously 
it’s not transparent.” 

Monika, Carpenters estate 

 
Joyce also detailed issues with postal votes that 
she had gleaned from conversations with her 
neighbours. One of them lived on the estate 
and had been helped by one of her friends to 
post his vote, because he, too, had not received 
a ballot through his letterbox.  
 
Other people that Joyce knew had moved off 
the estate but were eligible to vote through the 
‘Right to Return’ policy for decanted 
residents.15 These voters had expressed their 
intention to vote ‘no’ to proposed demolition. 
However, after voting, they had apparently 
received correspondence from Civica informing 
them that their votes had not been received.  
 
Together with her experience of online voting, 
this cultivated Joyce’s mistrust in the voting 
process, and fostered suspicions that ‘no’ 
voters were being excluded or discriminated 
against.  
 

“These people have voted. They’ve voted by 
post, but they voted ‘no’. So, what I’m 
looking at, what I’m seeing, is that all the 
people – or most of the people that vote 
‘no’ – their votes have been cast aside or 
not accepted when you vote online. Up ‘til 
now, I don’t know if my vote’s accepted. I 
don’t know if it went through!”  

Joyce, Carpenters estate 

 
Another attendee of the meeting, Favour 
(name changed upon request), voiced similar 

concerns about Civica’s handling of the 
Carpenters postal votes. Favour had worked for 
Populo, the investment partner of Newham 
Council in the redevelopment of the estate. She 
therefore had organisational insights into the 
verification process that other attendees did 
not.  
 
Favour explained that because the ballot was 
conducted in the run-up to the festive period, a 
lot of the postal votes apparently did not arrive 
in time to be counted. Favour had heard from 
those who had posted votes that Civica has 
called them and said that they hadn’t received 
a vote. When these residents stated that they 
had in fact voted, Civica had apparently 
informed them that they had not received it 
because of the Christmas period.  
 

“I think there was an issue with that, and 
they said […] (residents) should vote online 
if they’d voted by post, just to make sure 
that the vote had come through, and they 
would disregard the postal vote once they’d 
received it. But it would be really good […] 
(to) verify if that every did happen. I just 
feel that the voting process, it was just up in 
the air. I wouldn’t trust it very much.” 

Favour, Carpenters estate 

 
It is hard to see how the normal verification 
processes that ensure only one vote is cast for 
each resident operated in this ballot where 
people could vote via multiple different 
methods. I have contacted Civica staff and 
asked them to provide details of the 
verification and assurance processes they used 
during the Carpenters estate ballot but have so 
far not received a response.   
 
A key issue in these resident testimonies is that 
a lack of robust oversight, clear verification, 
assurance processes, and some evidence of 
clerical mismanagement, not only fostered 
distrust in the Carpenters estate ballot as a 
process but possibly undermined the 
democratic validity of the ballot itself.  
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Several residents told me they felt that ‘no’ 
votes were not being fairly counted. With 
clearer oversight during the process, levels of 
resident confidence in the ballot process would 
no doubt have been higher.  
 
The stories of resident ‘no’ votes not being 
properly counted or confirmed at Carpenters 
estate are more concerning alongside reports 
of multiple votes being collected from 
individual residents at the Love Lane estate in 
Haringey. Audio recorded testimony gathered 
by campaigning group Haringey Defend Council 
Housing indicates that at least one resident had 
submitted two votes to the same council 
officer. 
 

“They came in here and they asked me 
whether I had voted and I said no […] I 
asked if they are going to move us to a 
house nearby, they said it’s a maisonette, 
the rooms are going to be big, it’s going to 
be far, far better than where we are staying 
here. So I said if that’s the case I will vote 
[…] Then my husband has already voted but 
I have not posted it. So I went in to add my 
vote to it and gave it to her and she took it 
away […] Yes, I gave her two votes that 
day.” 

Anon, Love Lane Estate 

 
Testimonies such as these do not in any way 
evidence a conspiracy to push through a ‘yes’ 
vote, with ‘no’ votes being disregarded. What 
these testimonies do show, however, is that 

residents at Love Lane did not universally 
experience a democratic, above-board, and 
rigorously overseen ballot.  
 
Not only this but this case appears to 
contravene Section 8.4.7 of the GLA Capital 
Funding Guide, which stipulates:  
 
“8.4.7. Eligible residents are entitled to one 
vote per person. Individuals meeting more than 
one of the eligibility criteria must receive only 
one vote.” 
 
Voters need more information about how their 
votes are being counted and confirmed for 
trust in the ballot to be established. The ballot 
rules must be updated, refined and made 
clearer so that possible occurrences such as lost 
or duplicate votes do not occur, and so that if  
they do, there are clear lines of accountability 
and redress for a fair vote to be rerun and 
counted.  
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2 LACK OF CLARITY IN LANDLORD OFFERS 
 
 
 
A recurring theme across the estates I visited 
and consulted for this report has been a lack of 
clarity in Landlord Offer documents. This has 
impeded residents’ capacity to make informed 
choices on their ballot papers.  
 
For example, in my conversations with 
residents at Broadwater Farm estate during the 
voting period, individuals outlined that the 
landlord offer had not fully detailed how their 
homes would be reprovided.  
 
My team’s discussions with temporary 
accommodation residents of Milford Towers 
estate, Lewisham, revealed that no information 
whatsoever had been provided to them about 
housing reprovision, despite the entire estate 
being earmarked for demolition.  
 
The scale of geographical displacement for 
temporary accommodation residents in London 
is vast. As urban geographers Tom Gillespie, 
Kate Hardy and Paul Watt have shown, in 
recent years there has been a doubling of 
relocations of temporary accommodation 
residents outside of London.16 
 
While such residents remain so unrepresented 
within redevelopment processes, including 
resident ballots, they at least require 
comprehensive and clear information as to 
their options when demolition is in the 
pipeline. Jenna, a temporary accommodation 
resident living in Milford Towers, said that 
other insecure tenants were told that:  
 

“The only thing on offer to tenants like us 
was the notice and we were likely to be 
given a couple of months free rent to save 
to be able to leave.”        

 Jenna, Milford Towers 

 
 
A lack of information and clarity about 
relocation and rehousing in Landlord Offer 
documentation was a theme that also arose in 
my discussions with residents of Carpenters 
estate, Newham, meeting attendees voiced 
deep concern about changes that appeared to 
have been made retrospectively to housing 
reprovision details in the Landlord Offer upon 
which the ballot was based.  
 
For example, one meeting participant, Lucia 
(name changed upon request), outlined that 
the Landlord Offer had established that 
displacement would not commence for five 
years, but that this phasing had since been 
brought forward by at least two years. This 
resident’s household were now facing the 
upheaval of leaving their home in the imminent 
future, rather than within the timescale that 
had originally been set out by developers – and 
the timescale that will have informed residents’ 
subsequent voting intentions.  
 
According to Lucia, the Independent Tenant 
and Leaseholder Advisor (ITLA) for the 
Carpenters’ ballot had responded to her 
concerns by stating: “Oh, I always say don’t 
trust the phasing.”  
 
Lucia furthermore mentioned that there had 
been changes in guarantees as to the type of 
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accommodation that would be reprovided if a 
‘yes’ vote for demolition was returned:  
 

“We were promised that, for example, if 
you have a house you’ll get a house. But 
now they’ve said ‘a house or maisonette’. 
And I was always under the impression in 
the meetings that if you have a house you’ll 
get a house, if you have a maisonette you 
get a maisonette.  
 
“Now they’re like, ‘no, no, it’s a house or a 
maisonette.’ So, you might be in a house 
and then get a maisonette. And they’ve said 
very clearly they’re not building as many 
houses as there are freeholders, because 
they are assuming that some people are 
going to leave and they’re expecting 
freeholders to leave.”  

Lucia, Carpenters estate 

 
This practice of changing the guarantees made 
in the Landlord Offer following a returned 
ballot is not only undemocratic but could 
contravene sections 8.7.2 and 8.7.3 of the 
GLA’s own guidelines.17 
 
“8.7.2. Further, the GLA will continue to check 
compliance at key points throughout the 
project. It may terminate a funding allocation 
and/or reclaim any funding paid (plus interest) 
on a project where the RBR applies if in its view: 
 

• the planning permission secured for a 
project materially deviates from the 
proposals set out in the Landlord Offer to 
residents; 

• a progress report to residents highlights that 
a project materially deviates from the 
proposals set out in the Landlord Offer to 
residents; and/or 

• the completed project materially deviates 
from the proposals set out in the Landlord 
Offer to residents. 

8.7.3. Examples of material deviations include, 
but are not limited to, changes to: 

• the right to return for social tenants; 

• the offer to leaseholders and/or freeholders; 

• the scale of demolition and number of units 
to be demolished; 

• the number of new homes; and/or 

• the tenure mix of the new development.” 

 
A lack of clarity and shifting guarantees in 
Landlord Offer documents is also an issue that 
extends beyond housing. At the Cambridge 
Road Estate in Kingston, the Queen Mary 
Community Hall is earmarked for demolition as 
part of redevelopment plans, whereas the 
Landlord Offer conveyed that it would remain 
on the estate as a facility.  
 
Again, residents cannot make informed 
democratic choices on their resident ballot 
papers unless there is oversight regarding the 
commitments made in the documentation that 
will inform residents’ voting intentions. 
 
In other research, conducted by academics Joe 
Beswick and Joe Penny, these kinds of 
ambiguities and lack of clarity in promises 
made by landlords are suspected to be a result 
of policy and regulatory restrictions placed on 
arms-length housing companies and special 
purpose vehicles owned by councils, such as 
Populo Living set up by Newham Council.18   
 
The creation of true new council homes may 
not have been possible through these 
companies, as these would have to be brought 
into the Housing Revenue Account of the 
councils. In addition, the need for arms-length 
companies to remain solvent could mean that 
clarity on tenures and rent levels cannot in fact 
be given when these structures are responsible 
for redevelopment and demolition. 
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3 UNEQUAL CAMPAIGNING OPPORTUNITIES  
 
 
 

EXCESSIVE PUBLICITY FOR 

ONE SIDE 
In February 2022, I visited Broadwater Farm 
estate in Haringey, during the estate’s ballot 
period. There were many posters, signs and 
stickers promoting voting ‘yes’ throughout the 
estate – stickers outside on the ground, adverts 
displayed on boards, pop-up stands and walls 
around the estate, and distributed inside 
buildings on boards and windows.  
 
These signs had been translated into several 
languages, including Polish, Kurdish, Turkish, 
Portuguese and Arabic. Each of these signs 
included the slogan ‘Vote YES for:’ followed by 
a statement about positive outcomes for 
residents, should a ‘yes’ vote be passed. I could 
not find a sign that simply promoted turnout 
and having a say, which did not also heavily 
promote a ‘yes’ vote for the proposed 
demolition plans.  
 
In my subsequent discussions with six members 
of the Tenants and Residents Association (TRA) 
at Broadwater Farm that day, concerns were 
raised about the ‘independent consultation’ of 
residents on the estate, the remit of which 
apparently included these promotional 
materials.  
 
Excessive publicity for a ‘yes’ vote for 
demolition was also evidenced on other estates 
in the verbal communications strategy of 
council and landlord officers on the doorsteps 
of eligible residents. For example, in an official 
script (see image below) for Populo Living 
employees shared with me by an anonymous 
resident at Carpenters estate, the eighth line to 
be pushed on the doorstep reads:  
 
 

  
 
“If most residents vote ‘YES’ we are ready to 
start building a new future for the estate for 
generations to come, all we need is the green 
light from you.” 
 
This script appears to be a promotional, 
canvassing script, explicitly aimed towards 
securing support for the council’s 
redevelopment plans for Carpenters estate.  
 
On a London-wide level, this issue has been 
highlighted in research by urban geographers 
Phil Hubbard and Loretta Lees, whose 
evidence-based policy briefing, Estate renewal 
in London: an assessment of regeneration 
induced displacement, recommends that 
residents should be:19 
 
“presented with unbiased information by the 
local council on the pros and cons of estate 
renewal and the tenurial changes associated 
with it.” 
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SPENDING DISPARITIES 
Freedom of Information (FOI) requests 
submitted in 2021 by the campaign group 
Focus E15 revealed that instances such as these 
were part of a much broader picture of council 
spending on the promotion of a ‘yes’ vote and 
the persuasion of Carpenters estate residents 
to back Newham’s redevelopment plans.  
 
The information released revealed that 
Newham had spent at least £350,000 on 
consultancy services, including events, visual 
promotion and door-knocking with a clear and 
systematic bias towards a ‘yes’ vote.  
 
In January 2022, I followed up on the research 
conducted by Focus E15 by writing a letter to 
the Deputy Mayor for Housing and Residential 
Development, citing the information released 
under FOI and calling for the ballot to be voided 
and re-run owing to such extreme disparities in 
campaign funding – the extent of which is not 
legal in normal elections.  

In subsequent correspondence from the Mayor 
of Newham, Rokhsana Fiaz, I was told that I was 
wrong to single out the Carpenters estate, and 
that my letter to the Deputy Mayor contained 
several ‘factual inaccuracies’ regarding 
Newham’s spending on consultancy services.  

Mayor Fiaz gave the following figures in an 
appendix to her letter to me: 

• “£136,100 was spent on Source Partnership 
– Independent Tenant and Resident Advisors 

• £10,175 was spent on Civica Election 
Services 

• £224,000 was spent on make:good – 
resident consultation and engagement 
consultant 

• £4,400 was spent on Carpenters Estate 
Community Fun Day” 

Having talked extensively to residents on the 
Carpenters estate, it remains unclear to me 
how the figures presented above prove that my 
original intervention was factually inaccurate. 
Rather, it gives clearer information about the 
companies and partners contracted by 
Newham Council to carry out the door-
knocking, promotion, and resident engagement 
that attendees at the meeting I attended were 
deeply unhappy with.  

However, a key point made by Mayor Fiaz must 
be affirmed: this is not an issue that has 
singularly been encountered by residents on 
the Carpenters estate. It appears to be a 
London-wide issue and – moreover – not 
conduct that is prohibited by current GLA rules 
for estate ballots.   

As well as visiting residents at Broadwater Farm 
and Carpenters estates, I also visited residents 
of Achilles Street in Lewisham in March 2022. 
There, I talked to residents about the 2019 
ballot and redevelopment plans.  

An FOI request submitted by resident 
campaigners at Achilles Street in 2019 revealed 
that £30,915.45 had been spent by Lewisham 
Council on a company called Studio Raw. Studio 
Raw is a PR and branding company that was 
hired for one day per week by Lewisham from 
12 June 2019, approximately three months 
before the Achilles Street resident ballot took 
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place. This is a description of the company, 
taken from its website:  

“We are Studio Raw. A design studio that 
explores collaborative, creative and 
experimental solutions within urban 
communities.  
 
“Our projects incorporate elements from a 
variety of disciplines including Branding, 
Graphic Design, Digital and Community 
Engagement. Our dynamic approach to design 
allows us to deliver large scale strategic 
projects seamlessly and cohesively.”  

The Achilles Street residents I spoke to outlined 
that Studio Raw’s activities included ‘bring it to 
the table’ weekly sessions, where information 
was gathered from residents regarding their 
desired redevelopment outcomes and the 
purported benefits of demolition were 
emphasised to attendees over tea and cake. 

Resident campaign group Achilles Street Stop 
and Listen also discovered that, during this 
time, Lewisham Council had misrepresented 
residents’ wishes with a timeline displayed in 
the tenants’ hall in Fenton House.   

This timeline included a statement (see 
photograph above) that all resident doors had 
been knocked on, and that 81 per cent of 
residents spoken to were supportive of the 
council’s proposals to demolish homes and 
businesses at Achilles Street. Countering the 
figure displayed in the tenants’ hall, the Achilles 
Street Stop and Listen website observes that:  

“The facts are that Lewisham (council) knocked 
on the doors of all 87 residents, with a team of 
door knockers over two days, 28 residents 
opened their doors and responded to some 
vague questions about the ‘redevelopment 
proposals’ […] (The figure in the tenants hall) is 
deliberately misleading and raises the question  
of trust, in a Council and a PR company 
employed on their behalf, who seem desperate  
 

 
to promote the demolition of our homes and 
local community.” 
 
Not only did Achilles Street residents tell me 
about their experiences of biased consultation 
outsourced to this PR company, they also 
detailed that their own efforts to counter ‘vote 
yes’ promotional materials were obstructed, 
with anti-demolition posters being removed. I 
spoke to one resident spokesperson for Stop 
and Listen, who recalled:  
 

“We would go out at night and put them up, 
and they’d be down in the morning.” 

Resident, Achilles Street estate 

When this resident asked Lewisham Council 
whether it had issued instructions for anti-
demolition posters to be removed, a member 
of the council’s Strategic Housing Team 
informed her that, while no instruction had 
been given: 

“[…] where unauthorised posters are put up on 
Council buildings, Lewisham Homes may 
remove them as part of their regular 
caretaking duties, particularly if there are 
complaints from other residents.”  

There is no evidence that the anti-demolition 
posters were removed by Lewisham Council, or 
Studio Raw. It is possible, of course, that 
residents who backed the council’s 
redevelopment plans opposed the anti-
demolition messaging created by resident 
campaigners. Indeed, residents on other 
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estates have reported comparable issues that 
suggest this is happening.  

Dominic (name changed upon request), a 
leaseholder on Tustin Estate in Southwark, 
commented: 

“An 'estate representative' spoke out 
against Manor Grove putting up banners 
asking people to save their homes from 
demolition. Someone in fact pulled these 
banners down. But this same [individual] 
was found on a council meeting to discuss 
the plans soon after […] claiming that 
everyone was happy with the plans now, 
and they met everyone's requirement.” 
   Dominic, Tustin estate 

What the statement above and the Achilles 
Street example point to – together with the 
experiences and evidence collected from 
residents at the Broadwater Farm and 
Carpenters estates – is that residents 
fundamentally lack resources to have their own 
ideas, interventions, plans and wishes for their 
estate represented and heard.  

In the words of Deptford-based academic 
researcher Anita Strasser, who has done 
extensive work with residents and businesses 
on Achilles Street:20 

“People simply want regeneration that […] 
considers and includes existing residents in 
more than just box-ticking consultation 
processes.”  

The option available for Achilles Street 
residents comprised weekly sessions with a PR 
company hired by Lewisham Council, the 
landlord with vested interests in proposed 
redevelopment plans for 87 homes and 
associated businesses.  

These sessions thus cannot logically represent 
truly independent consultation. A consultation 
scheme run solely by a residents’ landlord 

inevitably incorporates unbalanced power 
relations and, as the FOI research by Achilles 
Street and Carpenters campaigners shows, also 
involves vast funding disparities.   

REWARDS AND INCENTIVES 

FOR VOTERS 
Jacob, a member of Broadwater Farm Residents 
Association, voiced concerns about the 
community engagement strategies that he 
viewed as forms of voter persuasion.  
 

“We’ve never had so much money spent on 
sweets, bouncy castles, and so-called 
community fun days. This is not a 
consultation.” 

Jacob, Broadwater Farm estate 

 
At the meeting I attended in February with 
residents of the Carpenters estate, there were 
also testimonies shared by attendees regarding 
food that had been purchased for them by the 
council’s investment partner, in the lead-up to 
the resident ballot. For example, Joyce 
recounted being taken to an expensive 
restaurant by a Populo Living employee: 
 

“Populo took me out to lunch! And they 
took me to a restaurant that was posh. And 
because I've got there a bit too late, the 
lady who was in charge […] she paid. It was 
posh. […] We went upstairs. It’s posh up 
there, it’s really nice. Today I went to see if 
could go back up there, they said ‘no, it’s for 
special occasions!’ So you see, that was a 
special occasion!” 

Joyce, Carpenters estate 

 
My research with residents at Juniper Crescent 
and Gilbeys Yard estate in Camden has brought 
up similar issues. For example, one resident 
shared a mass text that had been sent by the 
development consultancy team to estate 
residents in June 2022, inviting them to eat free 
pizza and enjoy free beverages. 
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Highlighting, too, the fact that the investment 
partner, One Housing Group, is funding the 
provision of free food and drink to prospective 
voters in the second Juniper Crescent Resident 
Ballot, is the image below. Both the advertised 
Launch Day and Community Kitchen promotes 
the provision of free food, and the document is 
branded with One Housing’s logo. 
 

 
 
 
 

It is important to note that providing free food 
and drink to voters during democratic election 
periods is strictly prohibited under ‘treating’ 
rules.  
 
Any councillor or council officer would be well 
aware that such incentives are not part of a 
healthy democratic process. 
 

VOTER DATA BEING 

SHARED WITH LANDLORDS 
My research on the ground with London estate 
residents and campaigners also revealed 
several ways in which residents’ voting 
anonymity, including turnout data, has 
potentially been compromised. Again, this kind 
of data sharing between electoral officers and 
candidates in a democratic election would be a 
serious breach of the rules. 
 
At Love Lane estate in Haringey, an FOI request 
uncovered email correspondence between the 
Commercial and Relationship Manager at CES, 
and Haringey Council’s Principal Regeneration 
Manager. 

In one email dated 27 August 2021, Haringey’s 
Principal Regeneration Manager asks the CES 
Commercial and Relationship Manager for an 
individual breakdown of voters, on the basis 
that further engagement will not be ‘bothering 
those who have already voted’. 

  



ESTATE RESIDENT BALLOTS: ARE THEY WORKING WELL? 

17 

On August 31 2021, this voter list is then shared 
via a SharePoint data folder sent by a Civica 
Project Manager:  

 
This correspondence suggests that officers from 
Civica shared turnout details selectively with 
the landlord, Haringey Council, which explicitly 
requested the information on the basis that it 
would guide their subsequent decisions to 
‘engage’ with residents during the resident 
ballot, offering a clear advantage over any 
resident groups who were campaigning for the 
plans to be rejected.  
 
This conduct is further evidenced by the 
manner in which Haringey Council’s Principal 
Regeneration Manager answered an FOI 
request my team submitted in January 2022.  
 
In this request, I asked for: a) the total amount 
of money spent by Haringey Council on 
consultancy services employed during the 
resident ballot at Love Lane estate, and b) a 
breakdown of the materials, activities, services 
and products that this money was spent on. I 
received a response on 25 February 2022 
detailing the following: 
 
“My response is as follows: 
1. The Council spent a total of £7,225.62 on 
consultancy services in relation the (sic.) 
resident ballot on the Love Lane Estate, which 
ran from 13 August to 6 September 2021. 
 
2. The figure referenced above was spent on 
the services of the Independent Body for the 
ballot, Civica Election Services (CES). The role 
of the Independent Body is described in the 

Greater London Authority’s Capital Funding 
Guide Section 8.” 

This FOI response demonstrates that there is a 
considerable lack of clarity as to: a) what 
constitutes a ‘consultancy service’, and b) the 
role of Civica Election Services in running and 
overseeing the vote impartially, as opposed to 
acting as the landlord’s agent and consultant.  

All this suggests there is a need for much 
greater clarity in the GLA Capital Funding Guide 
regarding who and what is the role of the 
‘Independent Body’ in overseeing and 
managing resident ballots, and who or what 
constitutes consultancy on behalf of the 
landlord, promoting a particular outcome.21 
The response from Haringey Council above 
appears to demonstrate a conflation between 
these two roles.  

My conversations with residents at Achilles 
Street brought similar issues to light, regarding 
the sharing of voter lists and a lack of 
impartiality from the Independent Body 
overseeing the election. Lewisham Council 
employed Civica (then known as Electoral 
Reform Services (ERS)) to run the Achilles Street 
resident ballot.  

However, in the words of one resident:  

“The ERS worked closely with Lewisham 
over the course of the Ballot, providing 
regular updates on who had or hadn’t voted 
in the Ballot. This meant that Lewisham 
were able to target residents who hadn’t 
voted with teams of council-paid 
doorknockers, advocating for the 
‘redevelopment’ proposals in the Landlord 
Offer. No one else was party to this 
information and as such it raises questions 
about the impartiality of the ERS in the 
Ballot process, as there is an obvious 
conflict of interest between the ERS as an 
independent adjudicator of the Ballot and 
the ERS as a paid Lewisham subcontractor.” 

Resident, Achilles Street estate 
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FOI requests submitted by Achilles Street 
residents to Lewisham Council regarding the 
sharing of voter data are yet to be answered. 
 
At the Carpenters estate in Newham, we have 
no evidence that this same practice occurred 
but we have anecdotally heard from some 
residents about repeated, apparently targeted, 
visits.  
 

“I had them come to my house three times, 
three times a week, three of them, not one, 
three at a time. Hounded! One day […] I 
said, come and see my house. I turn to him 
and said look, you can’t get me a house like 
this. You know how many years I've spent 
getting this the way it is?” 

Joyce, Carpenters estate 
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4 WHO CAN VOTE? ISSUES WITH BALLOT ELIGIBILITY 
 
 
 
Another key issue arising from my research 
with estate residents has been inconsistency of 
how the ballot voter franchise is applied by 
landlords and Independent Bodies, including 
issues with misunderstood guidance, as well as 
the use of out-of-date data.  
 

INCONSISTENCIES IN 

REGISTERING VOTERS 
Section 8.4.2 of the GLA Capital Funding Guide 
currently lists the following groups as eligible to 
vote in resident ballots:  
 
“• Social tenants (including those with secure, 
assured, flexible or introductory tenancies 
named as a tenant on a tenancy agreement 
dated on or before the date the Landlord Offer 
is published – see from paragraph 8.5.11 for 
further information about the Landlord Offer). 
 
• Resident leaseholders or freeholders who 
have been living in their properties as their only 
or principal home for at least one year prior to 
the date the Landlord Offer is published and are 
named on the lease or freehold title for their 
property.  
 
• Any resident whose principal home is on the 
estate and who has been on the local 
authority’s housing register for at least one 
year prior to the date the Landlord Offer is 
published, irrespective of their current tenure.”  
 
Section 8.4.3 clarifies that the term ‘social 
tenants’: 
 
“includes tenants or leaseholders of affordable 
housing (including intermediate housing) whose 
direct landlord is an Investment Partner (IP), 
regardless of whether the IP is proposing the 
balloted regeneration scheme” 

 
 
But then goes on to say that ‘social tenants’ 
does not include: 
 
“members of a tenant’s/tenants’ or a 
leaseholder’s/leaseholders’ household who are 
listed on the tenancy agreement or lease.”  
 
Confusingly, however, this contradicts the next 
sentence of 8.4.3, which states: 
 
“For the avoidance of doubt, leaseholders living 
in shared ownership properties are considered 
“social tenants”, named as a tenant or 
leaseholder on the tenancy agreement or lease 
respectively.” 
 
My correspondence with estate residents has 
demonstrated that a lack of clarity regarding 
the voter eligibility of intermediate housing (IH) 
tenants has resulted in IH tenants being 
excluded from the second resident ballot at 
Juniper Crescent estate in Camden.  
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IH tenant Eleonora, for example, moved to 
Juniper Crescent in September 2020, shortly 
after an initial resident ballot had resulted in a 
‘no’ vote against proposed redevelopment 
plans that included demolition – the only result 
of its kind in the history of the ballot policy.  
 
Eleonora’s move to the estate was part of a 
larger influx of IH tenants to Juniper Crescent, 
who were filling properties formerly allocated 
to social housing residents.  
 
However, her landlord One Housing Group has 
claimed in writing that IH tenants are excluded 
from the Resident Ballot, citing Section 8.4.2 of 
the GLA Capital Funding Guide.  A Regeneration 
Officer at One Housing stated: 
 
“Intermediate rent tenants hold assured 
shorthold tenancies, so are not eligible to vote, 
unless they are currently on the Camden Council 
Housing register (not the intermediate rent 
register).” 
 
This statement from the Regeneration Officer 
directly conflicts with two points in Section 8 of 
the GLA Capital Funding Guide:  
 
a) that “social tenants” includes assured 
tenancies (8.4.2), and  
 
b) that “social tenants” includes “tenants or 
leaseholders of affordable housing”, where the 
latter incorporates both “low-cost rental 
accommodation or low-cost home ownership 
accommodation” (8.4.3).  
 
 

 

 
 

ERRORS IN REGISTERING 

VOTERS 
Another issue highlighted by residents I spoke 
with for this investigation was councils’ and IP’s 
lack of up-to-date data on the voter eligibility of 
estate residents.  
 
This was voiced especially by attendees of the 
meeting I conducted with Carpenters estate 
residents in February 2022. Here, a theme 
arose regarding residents who were aware of 
their eligibility being asked to prove their 
residency on the estate and their tenure type, 
before being included on the voter list and 
receiving a ballot. For example, Carpenters 
resident Lucia stated the following:  
 

“I think they aren’t using updated data 
because I wasn’t on the ballot list and I 
never received the ballot. So I had to 
actually go to them and ask to be added to 
the list and we had to present documents.  
 
“We had to prove that we lived there, even 
though when it comes to election time, 
they know. For council tax and things, they 
know. We had to present a series of 
documents to prove we lived there and had 
the right to vote.” 

Lucia, Carpenters estate, Newham 

 
This quote from Lucia suggests that errors in 
registering eligible voters can significantly 
reduce residents’ trust in the estate ballot 
process.  
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5 NEXT STEPS  
 
 
 
Winning ballots for estate residents facing 
demolition was a vital step forward in 
enshrining their right to a democratic say in 
redevelopment proposals.  
 
However, in the policy’s current iteration, my 
research – together with that of activists and 
scholars – has shown that there is some 
distrust, alienation and dissatisfaction 
developing among many estate residents who 
have been balloted, and among those whose 
ballots are pending. 
 
The issues outlined in this report suggest that 
changes should be made to these policies, 
processes and their oversight, to ensure that 
residents have a clearer, fairer and more 
meaningful say in estate redevelopment 
schemes. 
 
In summary, the issues exposed here include:  

• a lack of defined spending limits during an 
official ‘election period’ 

• limitations on the ability of residents 
opposed to demolition to make the case 
for a particular voting outcome 

• information about individual resident 
turnout being provided to the proposers 
of demolition 

• paid agents and consultants of the 
promoters of demolition going door to 
door promoting a particular vote (in 
democratic elections, paid canvassing is 
prohibited), and even handling ballots 
themselves 

• concerns about the lack of detail in some 
landlord offer documents 

• a lack of neutral or balanced promotion 
of voting in the ballot, with all official 
material promoting turnout also 
promoting one outcome of the vote 

• confusion and inconsistency in who is 
being made eligible to vote in ballots by 
landlords and Independent Bodies 

• concerns expressed by residents about 
confidence in their votes being recorded, 
and unanswered questions about 
safeguards against multiple votes being 
recorded when a range of different 
methods of voting are available 

• reports of incentives and rewards being 
offered to residents (in democratic 
elections, ‘treating’ voters is prohibited). 

 
To eliminate many of these issues, the rules 
surrounding ballots should be updated and 
refined, and I have set out specific proposals in 
a separate letter to the Deputy Mayor for 
Housing and Residential Development.  
 
In this letter, written alongside and to 
supplement this report, I propose changes to 
the ten-point ballot checklist and short-term 
updates to the GLA capital funding guidance to 
fix these issues, and I hope the Deputy Mayor 
will take action on this quickly.3  
 
It is also vital that residents’ experiences and 
testimonies are respected and taken more 
seriously by landlords and policy-makers, now 
and in future, as sources of data that can 
inform and shape the policies that directly 
affect them.  
 
With a resident ballot policy that has 
strengthened oversight, clearer rules around 
campaigning and ballot conduct, and greater 
transparency and consistency regarding voter 
eligibility, this good policy can become an 
excellent one. 
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WHAT DO YOU THINK? 
 
 
 
I would like to hear more from Londoners about your experiences, and your ideas for improving the 
resident ballot policy.  
 
Please get in touch with me if you have any comments or suggestions.  
 
Sian Berry AM, Green Party member of the London Assembly 
 
E-mail:  Sian.Berry@london.gov.uk 
Address: London Assembly, City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE  
 
Dr Faith Taylor, Research and Support Officer 
Email:  Faith.Taylor@london.gov.uk 
 
Press contacts and more information about Sian Berry AM can be found here: 
www.london.gov.uk/people/assembly/sian-berry/more-about  
 
This report sets out my views as an individual Assembly Member and not the agreed view of the entire 
Assembly. 
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