
London Tenants Federation 2571 – M27 Ensuring Best Use of Housing Stock 

Would Policy H11 provide a justified and effective approach to ensuring the best use of 

housing stock? In particular: 

a) Would this policy deal with a strategic planning matter? 

b) Would the approach taken to ‘buy to leave’ and short-term holiday accommodation 

be justified?  

c) Overall, would Policy H11 be effective in sustaining London’s existing housing stock 

and would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to deliver the homes Londoners Need?  

We feel that ensuring the best use of housing stock is justified given the identified need for 

additional housing in London.   

However, we are far from convinced that Policy H11 includes the best or most effective way 

of achieving this.  

(i) Given that we have homes in London that are at 300 or more years old, we feel it 
should be reasonable to expect that homes of all tenures are refurbished / reused 
rather than being demolished and rebuilt particularly if they are still structurally 
sound. This at the very least is an environmentally friendly strategy saving much on 

life-time embodied carbon and an important instrument for implementing Policy SI7 
on the Circular Economy.    
 

We support Just Space’s proposal that there should be a presumption in 

favour of re-use of existing buildings over clearance / demolition and 

rebuilding. This should be included as Policy H11D.  
 

(ii) As the data on the loss of social rented homes in estate regeneration shows, we have 

been in an endless cycle of demolishing homes and using precious grant funding to 

support replacement social rented homes rather than delivering new and additional 

homes.  This practice has thus added considerably to the ever-increasing need for 

social rented homes and the number of years it might take to address backlog need.  
 

We are pleased that the Mayor has given tenants the opportunity for a ballot on estate 

regeneration schemes and has developed a good practice guide.  But, to safeguard 

existing stock and to ensure that grant funding is used on addressing newly forming 

and backlog need, strategic policy must stop the ongoing and unnecessary loss of 

existing social rented homes.  
 

We note that on a number of estates, homes that have been demolished also previously 

had public funding spent on them to bring them to decent homes standards.  This is 

not best use of public funding.  

We note that in most instances of proposals for social housing demolition, full 
analyses have not been carried out in respect of whether the existing homes are 
structurally sound and whether there is actually any need for demolition.   
 

As just one example, we highlight the Carpenters Estate in Newham.  An early survey 
was carried out by the council in 2007 which seemed to indicate outrageously high 
costs of refurbishment.  The proposed costs frightened a large number of leaseholders 
into selling up and leaving the estate.  London Tenants Federation who had some 
grant funding through an academic award via Loretta Lees, then Kings College 



London, sought advice on this and were told by ARUPs that this was a very early stage 
estimate of the costing (and thus not dependable). They also advised that the costings 
provided (at around £10m per tower block) were around three times the cost of 
refurbishment of other similar tower blocks.   
 

In 2015, the planning inspector of the LLDC’s Local Plan noted in her report (in 
respect of the Carpenters Estate) – “The LB of Newham states that it has looked at the 
costs of refurbishment and housing improvement to achieve modern standards over 
a number of years [M/18], and it has rehoused a significant percentage of the 
occupiers of the tower blocks within the E15 postcode area. However, there remain 
questions as to whether the assessments of refurbishment schemes are sufficiently 
up-to-date, and whether the most reasonable option for this area in the future has 
been defined.”  
 

Despite challenges at the EiP by members of Carpenters Neighbourhood Forum for an 
up to date assessment of refurbishment, this has never been carried out by Newham 
Council.  
 

There are long-term empty homes on the Carpenters estate, with no justifiable reason 
why they should not be occupied either long- or short-term ‘meanwhile use’.  
 

We note that in a response to a Freedom of Information request to Newham Council, 
we were told that up to 31.03.2014, they had failed to collect some £2,124,428.20 in 
council tax and £7,099,851.00 in rent through leaving homes empty on the estate. 
They justified this by suggesting that ‘it should be borne in mind that a part of the self-
financing settlement with government (in relation to the previous national Housing 
Revenue Account) that the council had identified that the homes on the Carpenters 
Estate had been due for demolition by 2017 and so they were not included in the 
settlement.’  In other words, the council was intent on demolition (with or without 
cause for the homes being demolished) because of its own financial situation.  
 

This is not the only horror story about how decisions are made to demolish social 

rented homes – but adds to our members views that strategic policy must be made to 

support protection of existing s0cial rented homes, where they are structurally sound 

and could be refurbished.   
 

We are unclear as to how these very long-term empty homes on the Carpenters Estate 

have escaped monitoring by the Mayor’s office.  
 

We propose: Add H11 E – Boroughs should protect existing social housing 

in London as a means of securing maximum funding for new and 

additional social rented homes.   
 

To make the most effective use of grant funding, the Mayor will not fund 

estate regeneration schemes that include demolition of social housing 

estates without evidence that this is a better option socially, economically 

and environmentally than refurbishment. 
 

We propose: H11 F Boroughs and the Mayor will require that new homes 

are designed to last for at least 150 years.    
 

(iii) We are unclear about how addressing issues of under-occupied homes might be 

measured. We know that for may years Government has argued that in terms of social 

housing, addressing underoccupancy should be addressed alongside overcrowding – 



as if juggling them around would address need for social housing. This was one of the 

government’s reasons for introducing the bedroom tax. However, there is no evidence 

that this has been achieved and various studies have shown no significant shift of 

social housing tenants moving from larger to smaller homes as a result of the bedroom 

tax. Tenants have found other ways to ensure their rent is covered and thankfully the 

bedroom tax has not been applied to pensioners.   

There is also a question around how we define ‘under-occupied’. For older people 

(regardless of tenure) and indeed for disabled households, having one or two spare 

rooms may not necessarily be a luxury (or constitute under-occupancy), but a 

necessity. For example, in instances of couples potentially needing their own rooms 

and/or needing a room for a carer or family member to stay at times when additional 

support is required.  As we have an increasing older population, with many older 

people wishing to stay in their existing homes, surely this must be properly considered 

in terms of the way we meet the needs of older people versus this issue of ‘under-

occupancy’.  

We propose that the Mayor more clearly define what ‘under-occupancy’ is 

and how any success or otherwise in reducing ‘under-occupancy will be 

measured.  

(iv) Many of our members are concerned that properties are being bought to leave and 

mention luxury blocks of flats where the lights are never on.  We would like to see 

some ongoing monitoring around the effectiveness of the policy.  

 

 

 


