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Councillor Stephen Greenhalgh 
Leader of LB Hammersmith & Fulham 
Room 225 
Hammersmith Town Hall 
Town Hall 
King Street 
London W6 9JU 
 
12 March 2012 
 
Dear Councillor Greenhalgh 
 
Response to consultation by Hammersmith & Fulham Council on whether to 
include the West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates in the Earl’s Court 
redevelopment scheme 
 
Thank you for your letter of 5 March 2012 encouraging us to have our say in the 
Council’s decision on the future of our estates. We attach 615 responses from 
residents, living in about half of all the occupied addresses on the estates, who 
entrusted us to deliver these forms safely to you. 
 
You asked residents “to spend a few moments to write some comments in the boxes 
… this is the time to say what you really think in the boxes provided”. 
 
538 residents aged four to 92 have written their personal thoughts and feelings in the 
boxes and/ or have added pages and pictures. These responses supplement the 
hundreds you have received directly in writing or online. 
 
538 unattributed responses from residents and 20 from neighbours in the wider area 
with handwriting in the boxes can be viewed here: 
https://skydrive.live.com/redir.aspx?cid=88f7df2072574748&resid=88F7DF2072574748!107&pa
rid=88F7DF2072574748!103&authkey=!AKy2sFf3j25WlZE 
 
A huge majority of households on the estates who responded to your consultation has 
voted no to demolition by several factors to one. Indeed, an absolute majority (in 
excess of 55%, perhaps 60% or more) of all households has voted to save the estates. 
Please respect this overwhelming democratic vote and accept the final decision of the 
majority to exclude the estates from the proposed redevelopment. 
 
Many residents have asked questions and made requests of the Council. We expect 
you to honour your commitment “to personally ensure” that residents’ queries are 
answered. You, fellow decision-makers and officers must read, and reply to all the 
responses (including this one), which we would expect you to do anyway before you 
make any decision on whether to sell off, or grant planning permission to demolish, our 
homes.  
 
The Council’s feedback form encouraged residents to identify particular equality 
impacts on them to help it correctly identify the potential impacts of the scheme in its 
draft Equality Impact Analysis. For this reason, we have ordered the forms according to 
gender, age and tenure 
 
Residents’ responses show that the loss of well-loved decent homes, the destruction of 
their familiar environment, and severe disruption to the essential relationships between 
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family members, friends and neighbours, would have a highly negative impact on all 
protected equality groups: 
 
• Children and young people would be separated from friends, neighbours and family 

support networks, interfering with their schooling and undermining their confidence;  
 
• Children and their families, including pregnant and young mothers, who are private 

tenants would be made homeless;  
 
• Disabled people such as those who are blind or have impaired mobility are upset; 

they would be harmed by removal from familiar environments and comfortable well-
adapted homes;  

 
• Vulnerable people and those with mental health challenges are disturbed now by 

the pressure being exerted from the Council; further pressure could worsen their 
conditions and symptoms;  

 
• People with dementia, currently being protected by family and neighbours, could 

suffer fatal consequences from removal;  
 
• Elderly people are deeply worried by the threat of removal from surroundings where 

they feel safe and secure; they would suffer further deterioration to their mental 
wellbeing and physical health if they were separated from neighbours they trust;  

 
• Delicate support networks for ethnic minorities would be damaged. Given the 

obscurity of the Information Pack and other material distributed by the Council, 
people with good English would be disadvantaged, but people with little or no 
English would be disadvantaged even more (it would be like translating Double-
Dutch into Somali or Polish);  

 
• Loss of gardens would hit the youngest and oldest the hardest. You and the 

developer may personally enjoy ownership of several properties or tens of acres of 
land: for many residents, the loss of 10 or 30 square metres of their own outdoor 
door garden/ yard space would be soul-destroying; 

 
• Loss of off-street parking and garages would sorely harm those, especially the 

elderly and disabled, who rely on visiting support from family members and other 
carers. 

 
The thousands of highly negative impacts identified by residents in their responses can 
only be avoided by excluding the estates from the proposed redevelopment. The 
Council’s continued prosecution of the scheme is already causing widespread anxiety, 
stress, depression, anger and defiance.  
 
On humanitarian grounds alone, and considering the sheer number of vulnerable 
people affected adversely now, the Council should decide immediately to exclude the 
estates from the redevelopment proposal. 
 
You have asked us to tell you what we really think: We say: No! No! No! Your high-
handed approach is oppressive and has angered most of our neighbours. It is no 
wonder that so many residents have accused you of being heartless.  
 
We attach to this letter our review of, and response to the Council’s consultation 
process, Information Pack and other documents that you rely on to decide our fate. 
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This proves that there is no evidence or rational basis whatsoever for you deciding to 
force us out and demolish our homes. Rather, the evidence shows you are just doing 
this to get rid of us for political purposes (Annex 1 below), to make money for the 
Council, and to profit your agent of destruction, the developer. 
 
We are more determined and more united than ever to stop demolition. We shall not be 
moved! With the support of the Prime Minister and the Coalition Government, we shall 
transfer our estates into the responsible and caring ownership of our community. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Sally Taylor, Chair of West Kensington TRA 
 
 
 
 
Diana Belshaw, Chair of Gibbs Green TRA 
 
 
 
 
Shirley Wiggins, Chair of West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes
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REVIEW OF CONSULTATION PROCESS AND INFORMATION RELIED ON BY 
HAMMERSMITH & FULHAM COUNCIL TO DECIDE WHETHER TO INCLUDE THE 
WEST KENSINGTON AND GIBBS GREEN ESTATES IN THE EARL’S COURT 
REDEVELOPMENT SCHEME 
 
12 March 2012 
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SECTION 1. THE CONSULTATION PROCESS 
 
1. Summary 
 
Between 30 December and 3 January the Council distributed an ‘Information Pack’ to 
residents giving them until 17 February to respond. By way of a letter dated 3 February 
2012, the Executive Director of Housing and Regeneration extended this to 12 March. 
 
London Council’s advice is that local authority consultation should normally comply 
with the criteria set out in the Government’s Code of Practice on Consultation (2008).  
http://www.bis.gov.uk/files/file47158.pdf 
 
It is apparent from the material set out below, that the consultation process was 
fundamentally flawed because it was improperly and inclusively served, the duration 
was too short, the scope and impact of the proposal lacked clarity, and the relevant 
information was not accessible.  
 
Furthermore, there was a very serious error regarding the Council’s powers and secure 
tenants’ rights when seeking possession for redevelopment. And the Council 
mistakenly asserted residents could pursue stock transfer after it sold the land. (See 
Section 2: Information Pack below.) 
 
The Council’s S105 remedy does not satisfy the requirements for council tenants in the 
borough; the consultation breaches the Council’s own policies. Denying the right to 
vote does not rise to the bar that is expected from relevant guidance and does not 
afford a level of involvement that meets with current practices.  
 
2. Service 
 
The service of the consultation documents was improper and inconclusive 
 
The Information Pack states: “For secure tenants on the estates, this consultation 
process will also satisfy the requirements of section 105 of the Housing Act 1985”. 
 
LBHF’s Tenancy Agreement states: 
 

ii) Any notice including a Notice to Quit or Notice of Seeking Possession which the council 
may serve shall be required under this agreement to serve upon the tenant will be 
properly and conclusively served if: 
ii.i) it is delivered to the premises, or 
ii.ii) it is certified to have been posted to the premises, and in either case 
ii.iii) it is addressed to the tenant by name or to “the tenant” 

 
http://www.lbhf.gov.uk/Images/sample%20tenancy%20agreement_tcm21-115285.pdf 

 
The Council did not address the consultation to the tenant by name or to “the Tenant”.  
Indeed, it did not address the consultation to anybody! Instead, it simply placed the 
covering letter on top of the ‘Information Pack’ so that the words “Dear Resident” 
showed through a window in the envelope. No address or name was added, either to 
the envelope or to the covering letter. 
 
This contravenes the terms of service in the Tenancy Agreement. Therefore, the S105 
notice is improperly served and inconclusive. 
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Some residents said they did not receive the Information Pack. The delivery occurred 
over several days during the New Year holiday period. The Council should provide 
evidence to confirm that it actually delivered all the envelopes to secure tenants and to 
others the Council says it wants to keep informed. Did the Council made direct contact 
with absentee landlords to ensure they were consulted? 
 
The Council will need to comply with the Tenancy Agreement to achieve proper and 
conclusive service, re-serving the consultation, addressing it to the tenant by name or 
to “the Tenant”. 
 
3. Duration 
 
The policy of national Government and London Councils is that consultations should 
last at least 12 weeks and longer for matters of especial impact on the consultees. The 
Government Code states: 
 

Criterion 2 ! Duration of consultation exercises Consultations should normally last 
for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and 
sensible. (CPC 2008) 

 
However, in his letter of 3 February, the Executive Director of Housing and 
Regeneration states: 
 

the Council has not explicitly adopted the Government’s Code of Practice … and so … 
the Council is not bound by it. What is fair and appropriate depends on all the 
circumstances. 

 
The six weeks originally set by the Council was plainly an insufficient and 
unreasonable period for people to consider properly and respond. The Council 
extended the deadline to 10 weeks. However, given the gravity of the impact on 
residents, it is plain that the Council should have granted at least 12 weeks if not three 
or four calendar months. It is difficult to imagine a more important matter affecting 
people’s lives. 
 
The Council’s actions suggest the consultation exercise is being driven by political and 
commercial considerations and timetables rather than by the need to consult people 
properly, ensuring everyone, especially those who are hard to reach. 
 
4. Clarity and scope of impact 
 
The Government’s Code of Practice states: 
 

Criterion 3! Clarity of scope and impact Consultation documents should be clear 
about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the 
expected costs and benefits of the proposals. (CPC 2008) 

 
It is apparent from the information presented in Section 2 (below) that the consultation 
documents are not at all clear about the process, what is proposed, the scope to 
influence and the expected costs and benefits. 
 
There are many instances in the tenant and leaseholder/freeholder ‘offers’ where the 
questions posed are either not answered at all or contain answers that are misleading, 
inadequate or contradictory. (See Section 2: Information Pack.) 
 
5. Accessibility 
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The Government’s Consultation Code of Practice states: 
 

Criterion 4! Accessibility of consultation exercises Consultation exercises should 
be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is 
intended to reach. (CPC 2008) 

 
Essential documents were not accessible to disadvantaged groups 
 
The explanation preceding the feedback form in the Information Pack states: “The 
council has attempted to identify the potential impacts in a ‘draft Equality Impact 
Analysis’, which you can find at www.lbhf.gov.uk/westken. We would welcome any 
comments you have on whether we have correctly identified the potential impacts in 
this document.” 
 
Given there is substantial evidence that disadvantaged groups have much more limited 
access to the internet and so large numbers of people would not be able to obtain the 
information, they would be disadvantaged by the process of consultation itself. The 
Council should have sent a printed copy of the draft EqIA to everyone. 
 
Despite the Council’s emphasis on residents identifying equality impacts, the form itself 
does not include this as one of the questions. 
 
Likewise, page 14 of the Information Pack refers residents to the same webpage for 
the Economic Appraisal. A printed copy should have been distributed to all residents as 
it is the basis for the Council’s decision that the estates should be sold to the developer 
for demolition. 
 
6. Changes to the information and geographical extent of the consultation 
 
During the consultation period, the Council drip-fed confusing snippets of information 
about the CLSA to residents. 
 
Version 3 states: "The developer must build the new homes before demolishing 
existing properties on the estate. Only then will the land be passed to the developer." 
 
Version 2 states: "the developer would have a maximum of five years from the date of 
the Conditional Land Sale Agreement in which to exercise its option to purchase the 
estate land". 
 
Version 1 states: "the land agreement would grant EC Properties the right, for up to five 
years, to purchase the land in phases, on satisfaction of a a number of conditions". 
 
Version 2 also states: The Council anticipates that it will have received the full 
(approximately) £100 million by 2020, although the phases of construction and 
demolition may take considerably longer than that to complete, assuming that all the 
phases proceed as both the Council and the developer intend. 
 
Version 1 states: "The Council hopes to make a final decision in Spring 2012". 
 
Link to Version 3 
 
Link to Version 2 
 
Link to Version 1 
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The letter of 3 February from the Executive Director of Housing and Regeneration 
contradicts the assurances of legally binding guarantees to a new home: “the 
developer will not be legally bound to proceed with each of the subsequent phases”. 
 
Midway through the consultation period, the Council widened the geographical extent 
to cover much of Fulham, provoking a response from the MP for the neighbouring 
constituency to respond supporting demolition. 
  
7. Breaches of statutory duties, policies and guidance 
 
A. The Council failed to comply with S105 (1) and (5) of the Housing Act 1985 

and its remedy does not satisfy requirements in respect of other council 
tenants 

 
Housing Act 1985 
 
1985 CHAPTER 68 PART IV 
SECURE TENANCIES AND RIGHTS OF SECURE TENANTS 
Provision of information and consultation 
105 Consultation on matters of housing management. 
 
(1) A landlord authority shall maintain such arrangements as it considers appropriate to enable 
those of its secure tenants who are likely to be substantially affected by a matter of housing 
management to which this section applies— 
(a) to be informed of the authority’s proposals in respect of the matter, and 
(b) to make their views known to the authority within a specified period; 
and the authority shall, before making any decision on the matter, consider any representations 
made to it in accordance with those arrangements. 
  
(5) A landlord authority shall publish details of the arrangements which it makes under this 
section, and a copy of the documents published under this subsection shall— 
(a) be made available at the authority’s principal office for inspection at all reasonable hours, 
without charge, by members of the public, and 
(b) be given, on payment of a reasonable fee, to any member of the public who asks for 
one. 

 
On 14 October 2011, when asked to supply a copy of its arrangements under S105, 
the Council provided: 
 
http://www.lbhf.gov.uk/Images/RI%20Strategy.Final%20V.4June09_tcm21-123399.pdf 
 
http://www.lbhf.gov.uk/Images/Housing_Strategy_Final_Bookmarked_tcm21-80328.pdf 
 
Neither of these documents makes any reference whatsoever to S105 or to 
arrangements for consultation with residents. 
 
The Council subsequently, on the same date, provided a copy of ‘The Participation 
Compact 2009’. This document makes no reference to Section 105, nor does it set out 
any arrangements for appropriate consultation (with one exception, which it has 
breached - see below), or specify a time period within which secure tenants can make 
their views known. 
 
The Council subsequently published its arrangements for consultation with West 
Kensington & Gibbs Green residents under S105 here 
http://www.lbhf.gov.uk/Images/Earls_Court_Consultation_S105_of_housing_act_tcm21
-167444.pdf 
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However, its remedy in respect of West Kensington & Gibbs Green is not a remedy for 
failing to publish arrangements and not specifying a consultation time period for its 
many thousands of secure tenants under S105, especially given how many other 
council estates are threatened with demolition and sale. 
 
B. The Council has breached its own ‘Compact’ by not consulting with the 

TRAs 
 
The Council’s Participation Compact 2009 states:  
 

On major issues that affect all residents – for example changes in the way residents’ 
homes are managed or to the tenancy agreement, residents will be informed and 
consulted on an individual level and given the opportunity to express their views in 
addition to the consultation carried out formally with resident representatives. 

 
However, the Council has not carried out any formal consultation with resident 
representatives. 
 
Instead, it has set up a ‘Steering Group’ at a cost of more than £38,000 that was 
designed to bypass the existing democratic process and is unelected. 
 
The Council’s ‘Response to representations, Proposed Core Strategy 2010’, dated 
around March 2011, states: 
 

The Council has set up a Residents Steering Group to co-ordinate ongoing discussions 
with residents around key issues such as the Supplementary Planning Document, the 
design of new homes, the phasing plans, and the provision of new social infrastructure. 
This group will continue to operate as a primary point of contact for the Council. (pages 
5&6) 

 
In late January 2012, two of the three founding members of the Steering Group 
resigned, primarily because it had become apparent to them, and was later confirmed 
to all residents by the Executive Director of Housing and Regeneration, that there was 
no legally binding guarantee on the developer in the CLSA to build subsequent phases 
of the development. 
 
The Steering Group is obviously a stooge operation and has no legitimate basis.  
 
C. Statutory Guidance 
 
Given the nature of what is proposed, the Council should have applied the same level 
of consultation as laid down in the Housing Act 1985: Schedule 3A – consultation 
before disposal to private sector landlord, Statutory guidance – paragraph 3: 
requirements as to consultation.  
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/1293538.pdf 
 
The Guidance is explicit about the need to present a clear choice to people on which 
they can make a decision, something this consultation utterly fails to do.  
 
The Council should follow the second as well as the first part of statutory guidance 
above and pose a clear choice in an independently run ballot on whether the estates 
should be sold to the developer for redevelopment or whether they should be 
transferred to a community-based housing association. 
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SECTION 2. THE INFORMATION PACK 
 
1. Background 
 
The Council distributed an Information Pack to residents at the beginning of January 
2012. The pack contained: 
 

• A covering letter from the Director of Housing and Regeneration 
• Notice of drop in sessions 
• Tenant offer 
• Leaseholder/ Freeholder offer 
• West Kensington & Gibbs Green Information Pack 
• Feedback form and envelope 

 
2. Summary 
 
The Information Pack: 
 
• Asks residents whether the Council should sign a land sale agreement which 

neither the residents, nor their Member of Parliament are allowed to see; 
 
• Poses many questions that it does not answer; 
 
• Contains answers so hedged by conditions, unknowns, and obscure and unwritten 

polices as to make them impossible to evaluate; 
 
• Disguises what residents would lose, hides their lack of choice, and obscures the 

increased costs they would face;  
 
• Mistakenly advises tenants it would use CPO powers to force them out, and fails to 

inform tenants about the legal grounds it could use to seek possession of their 
homes; 

 
• Mistakenly asserts that residents could use S34A to take over their estates after the 

land has been sold to the developer; 
 
• Contains so many errors, contradictions and deficiencies as to invalidate the 

consultation. 
 
The LBHF ‘offer’ falls far short of what a landlord who was genuinely interested in the 
welfare of residents would offer. The promises are murky at best, mistaken, 
contradictory or just not explained at worst. Even if they were properly explained 
without all the caveats and unknowns, nearly all of them are measures that the Council 
is legally obliged to take and which would apply to any landlord, including ourselves if 
we took over the estates.  
 
The remainder of the promises, such as offering to throw away household appliances 
because it’s cheaper for the developer to mass supply and fit, are designed to meet the 
convenience of the Council and the developer, rather than the interests of the 
residents.  
 
The Council has not compared this ‘offer’ with that made to residents of other 
regeneration schemes. Therefore, it has no evidence to support its extravagant claims 
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of generosity. Overall, it is apparent that most residents would lose much more than 
they would gain from what is promised. 
 
3. Questions not answered, mistaken or contradictory 
 
3.1 Covering letter from Director of Housing and Regeneration 
 
The covering letter states: 
 

The Council is considering whether to include the West Kensington and Gibbs Green 
estates in wider plans to redevelop the area around Earl’s Court by entering into a so-
called ‘Conditional Land Sale Agreement’. But we want to consult residents before 
making this decision. 

 
The Council has not supplied a copy of the Conditional Land Sale Agreement (CLSA) 
to residents, nor has it provided an Internet link. Instead, the Council maintains that this 
document is commercially confidential, and that neither it, nor the negotiations 
surrounding it can be disclosed (see subsequent letter from Director of Housing and 
Regeneration 3 February 2012).  
 
On 27 February 2012 the Director of Housing and Regeneration wrote to our MP Andy 
Slaughter: 
 

I write with reference to your recent enquiry regarding Nick Johnson’s role at the London 
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. In your enquiry you asked me to provide you with: 

1) The number of days Nick Johnson has worked for LBHF this financial year (2011-
12) and  how much has been paid, in both fees and expenses, either directly to 
Nick Johnson or to Davies Johnson in respect of work done for LBHF. 

 
2) The reason for the extension of his contract. 

 
3) If he is involved with anything other than the Earls Court Regeneration Project 

 
4) In terms of his involvement with the Earls Court Project  : what is his job title; what 

are his areas of responsibility; who does he line manage; does he have an office 
provided by the council or does he work from his own premises;  

 
5) The length of time his current contract has to run and whether it is the council’s 

intention to renew it. 
 
With regards to question 1) LBHF have paid Davies Johnson Ltd  £119,280 inclusive of 
VAT to date in the current financial year (2011-12) for 140 days work. The VAT can be 
reclaimed by the Council and the cost excluding VAT is £99,400. No payments have been 
made directly to Nick Johnson.  
 
With regards questions 2), 3), 4) and 5) the answers to these enquiries are available in the 
publically available Cabinet Member’s Decision “Agreement of a new contract with Davies 
Johnson Ltd to enable the preparation of a conditional land sale agreement for the 
West Kensington and Gibbs Green Estates” made on 24th November 2011. I have 
attached a copy of this report which can also be found on the Council’s website. 

 
http://democracy.lbhf.gov.uk/documents/s14945/CMD%20-‐
%20Appointment%20of%20Davies%20Johnson%20Ltd%20final.pdf 
 
[Bold text is our emphasis] 

 
The CLSA affects residents’ lives and futures fundamentally. It is irrational for the 
Council to consult residents about whether to sign a document, which its keeps secret 
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from them. We expect the Council to disclose the CLSA in full and immediately, 
sending printed copies to all residents. 
 
We object most strongly to the Council trying to use the advance payment for the 
purchase of our estates to pay Nick Johnson to prepare a warrant for the destruction of 
our homes and community. Our MP will be raising this matter with the Council’s 
Auditor. 
 
3.2 Tenant offer 
 
P1 (cover): States: “This is not a legal document but to further help you understand...”.  
 
If it is not a legal document, then it is not binding on the Council.  
 
If it is not a legal document, then it is not a S105 Consultation. 
 
P2: Q2 b) You have a right to move to another Council property in the borough, but 
have to bid for it through CBL. So if your bid is unsuccessful, it’s not a right. Or is it? 
There is no mention here that the Council has been selling family-sized social rented 
homes as they become vacant, or that is has been emptying social rented blocks for 
works, then selling them off, or that it has not approved any new social rented housing 
for several years, or that it is trying to sell off and demolish other council estates. 
 
P2: Q2 c) “Where will I be moved? … Move outside the Borough”. This question is not 
answered. All that is being offered is advice. There is no mention of any help. If a 
tenant cannot access accommodation outside the Borough, because none is available, 
what will happen to them? This option is only likely to be possible for tenants wishing to 
move to areas where the demand for social housing is not high.   
 
P2: Q3 Much is made of the dedicated Rehousing Officer. But there is no guarantee 
that he/ she will not change repeatedly, that he/ she will be effective, or what budget 
he/ she will control (if any), or whether there will be sufficient resources to deal with up 
to 750 decant cases. 
 
P2: Q4 “When will I have to move?”. “At the moment …there is no fixed timetable”. This 
question is not answered. How are residents supposed to make a decision on the basis 
of this information? The developer stated in March 2012 that the timescale for project 
completion is 20 years. 
 
P3: Q9 states: 
 

I like where I live now, what happens if I don’t want to move? 
 
…. If we proceed with the development, it would need to be certain that the Council will 
be able to secure possession of all the homes on the estates. In order to do so the 
Council would consider, if necessary and appropriate, to make use of compulsory 
purchase orders in order to allow the Council to take possession of your home. 
 
This is a legal process that the Council must go through before it can exercise any 
power to take possession of your home. If the Council does choose to use compulsory 
purchase powers, the law gives you a right to object to the use of these powers and any 
order may need to be confirmed by the Secretary of State. 

 
This is plainly wrong as CPO powers relate to leaseholders and freeholders. They do 
not apply to secure tenants.  
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The Council has not indicated whether it intends to use Ground 10 or Ground 10A to 
get possession of tenants’ homes who will not or cannot move. Both require ‘Suitable 
Alternative Accommodation’ which is not explained. Furthermore, the ‘offer’ summaries 
on pages 7 and 8 of the Information Pack make no reference at all to powers or rights 
regarding possession proceedings against secure tenants.  
 
This is a fundamental mistake that prejudices people’s rights. This error means the 
Council has misinformed secure tenants about the statutory grounds it might use in 
proceedings to recover possession of their homes, and it has failed to inform secure 
tenants what legal grounds it could use to force them out of their homes and what their 
rights would be in those circumstances.  
 
P3-4: Q10 The only information that the Council provides for private tenants is: “you 
will not be entitled to take advantage of the contract being offered to council tenants”.  
 
Up to 100 leasehold/ freehold properties are occupied by private tenants, many with 
children. The Council has made no offer to help private tenant households at all. It has 
not even said it will comply with its statutory duties. That is disgraceful. The Council 
should be ashamed of itself for threatening to make so many vulnerable families and 
their children homeless without even making this plain, let alone explaining their duties 
and people’s rights. 
 
The Council offers Housing Association tenants to become council tenants. Elsewhere 
it says they can remain as HA tenants. Which is it, and who decides? If they want to 
remain in their home, will their immediate landlord serve notice on them? What do the 
Housing Associations have to say to their tenants? What are the terms of the leases 
granted by the Council to the Housing Associations, and how do these affect the 
tenants? 
 
P4: Q11 This answer misrepresents the tenant-led transfer option and misrepresents 
the Government’s intention to implement S34A of the Housing Act 1985. 
 

I have heard that the estates may be transferred to the residents. How does this 
affect the proposals for redevelopment? 
 
Some residents who do not want the redevelopment to go ahead have indicated that 
they want to buy the estates themselves under Section 34A of the Housing Act 1985. 
However, the residents cannot use this law to buy the estates until the Government 
takes further steps to enable this to happen. The timescale for this is unknown and it is 
possible that the Government may never do this. If it does then those Council tenants 
may make an application to buy and manage the estates (or parts of them) and at that 
stage the Council would need to consider how best to take forward the redevelopment. 

 
The TRAs’ solicitor informed the Council in July 2011 that residents from two thirds of 
households had joined the new association to take ownership of the estates. 
 
The claim that “it is possible that the Government may never do this” does not reflect 
what the Minister for Decentralisation, Greg Clark MP, told the Leader of LBH&F, 
Councillor Stephen Greenhalgh, on 14 March 2011:  
 

As you point out, the Department will be formally consulting on regulations and statutory 
guidance to English local housing authorities that will grant local authority tenants the 
right to explore a change of landlord and place a new duty on councils to co-operate 
with their tenants, where transfer is the favoured and viable option. 
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At the start of the Consultation in January 2012, we understood that publication of the 
regulations for consultation was imminent. The Council should have contacted the 
relevant CLG official to confirm the position before misrepresenting the Government’s 
stated intention.  
 
P5: Q3 The question is not answered. 
 
P6: Q5 This question is inadequately answered.  Why should anyone lose an 
entitlement just because a Notice Seeking Possession has been served? It could be 
contested, and indeed won.   
 
P6: Q6 This question is inadequately answered.  There is no mention of the supply of 
council homes in other parts of the Borough. The Council does not reveal that it has 
been selling family-sized social rented homes at auction as they become vacant etc. 
(see above). This makes rehousing elsewhere in the Borough almost impossible. Will 
the offer be of a new home on the Seagrave Road site only, or will other options be 
available? 
 
P7: C) The ‘Tenant offer’ does not identify the impact of its proposal on 191 
households living in houses, and whether they would be rehoused in houses, and for 
tenants with secure garage, off-street parking and permit parking within the estate, 
whether they would be offered replacement, whether this would be adjacent to their 
dwelling as at present, and at what cost.  
 

If you have accepted the Contract you will be entitled to compensation for the loss of an 
exclusive off street parking space or exclusive use of a garden, if these are not provided 
in your new or alternative home. The Council will develop its policy regarding such fixed 
level of compensation. 

 
This information is far too patchy and uncertain for the 191 families living in houses to 
be able to properly consider. 
 
P8: Q8 Paragraph two of the answer contradicts paragraph 1. Either you will pay the 
same rent as you pay now, or you will pay the ‘normal rent’ for an equivalent sized 
council property’. Can it really be the case that these are precisely the same? Council 
rents are based on values of homes and new homes are likely to be valued higher than 
existing homes, so the rents are likely to be higher. No indication is given of likely rent 
increases. 
 
P9: Q9 The question is not answered. Service charges for the new homes “will conform 
to the Council’s borough wide policies”. Inevitably for larger blocks there are more 
services that can be charged. A house or un-lifted block will have a low service charge 
compared to a block with larger areas of common parts, and several lifts, entryphone, 
and communal rubbish disposal. The Service Charges will depend on the services 
delivered. What services and to what standard will have a large impact on the cost. 
None of this is explained. 
 
P9: Q10 – This question is inadequately answered.  Council Tax bands on new homes 
are likely to be higher than on existing homes due to the band being based on the 
value.  
 
There is nothing about parking policy or costs for the new development. If there is 
secure parking the costs are often much higher than an estate parking space, or 
garage. Many existing homes have integral garages. This is an area where costs to 
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residents could increase significantly and where hundreds of residents could be 
deprived of amenities they currently enjoy and depend upon for their wellbeing. 
 
3.3 Leaseholder/ freeholder offer 
 
P2: Q3 “Will I be forced to move out?” The answer is obviously yes, using CPO 
powers. But that is not said. 
 
P3: Q5 This answer says that if you do not accept the Council’s offer, the Council will 
take CPO action. If you don’t agree voluntarily, you will lose anything you are not 
legally entitled to. The answer should have made plain: ‘The Council will force you to 
move out’. 
 
P6: Q2  This question is inadequately answered. No mention is made of the fact that 
the Mayor decided the planning application that includes demolition of the estates 
breaches 44 of the policies in the London Plan.   
 
P7: Q3 A) It is not clear what happens if the purchase price is inadequate to buy a 25% 
share, or if the mortgagee will not transfer the mortgage to another property. Later it 
says that in this case: “The Council will work with you to ensure that you are not left 
homeless”, hardly reassuring, yet more than what has been offered to the private 
tenants. 
 
P8: Does not say whether the Council will take away any debts owed by a leaseholder 
such as service charge arrears, Council Tax arrears, and service charge payments that 
have been converted into a charge on the existing property from the payment the 
Council makes to leaseholders or freeholders. 
 
P8: Q2 This question is inadequately answered.  The answer does not provide the 
Effective Date, nor does it indicate when it could be. The Effective Date is completely 
outside of the ability of any individual homeowner to influence. It depends entirely on 
the decision-making process and ability of the Council, central government and the 
developer.   
 
P8: Q3 F) Most of the ‘other compensation’ heads say: “The Council will develop a 
policy to...”. In other words, the amount is unknown. 
 
3.4 West Kensington & Gibbs Green Information Pack 
 
P2: ‘The story so far’ gives a completely one-sided account that fails to mention the 
Tenants & Residents Associations or the evidence for the overwhelming backing of 
residents to transfer the estates into community ownership. 
 
P16: The Council mistakenly asserts that the estates could transfer to residents after 
the land is sold to the developer. 
 

The option for a housing stock transfer 
 
Whilst some residents are enthusiastic about including the estates in the 
comprehensive redevelopment scheme, other residents would like the estates 
transferred to a resident-controlled private registered provider (one of the alternatives 
under Option 1). This would prevent the estates from being included in the 
comprehensive redevelopment scheme. The result would be that overall the 
redevelopment scheme would produce fewer additional homes (including fewer 
additional affordable homes) and would create fewer jobs. The borough would also lose 
out on the other advantages listed under Option 4 above. 
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For these reasons, the Council’s provisional view is that the option of including the 
estates in the wider redevelopment scheme should be pursued first, and a housing 
stock transfer could be better pursued after the benefits of the comprehensive 
redevelopment scheme had been achieved, and residents had moved into their new 
homes.  

 
The second paragraph above is seriously mistaken.  
 
A housing stock transfer involves the transfer of the freehold of council property to a 
registered provider (normally a Housing Association). If the Council signs the CLSA 
and then sells the land to the developer, tenants will not be able to obtain a stock 
transfer to the community as the legislation applies only to local authority council 
estates and not to land owned by private companies.  
 
The Council is trying to mislead residents into thinking they can take over their homes 
after redevelopment. Yet it knows full well that it would be impossible to transfer the 
land after the Council sells the freehold to a third party for redevelopment. 
 
P13: States the final moves to new homes “could be completed within ten years”. 
However, CapCo stated in March 2012 that the build programme for the whole of the 
new development is 20 years. What they did not say was that this depends on 
financing, no big problems in the building stage (such as contamination left over from 
the coal yard), or on the sales at each phase, or the lettings of the shops and offices 
happening, or the many other problems that could delay or scupper the scheme. 
 
4. Questions answered inadequately 
 
4.1 Covering letter from the Director of Housing and Regeneration 
 
Who exactly is this consultation for? If it is for residents in the wider area, how wide is 
that area? (See Section 1: Consultation process above.) This is unclear. 
 
4.2 Tenant offer 
 
P3: Q6 The Council’s ‘offer’ to come round and pack people’s belongings is frankly 
insulting. (See Section 3: Latest draft EqIA below.) 
 
P3: Q7 States: “will ensure you have an assessment to ensure that the correct 
adaptations are provided”. This is a long way short of a guarantee. In any event, 
people already have the adaptations they need, at significant public cost, which they 
don’t want destroyed and thrown away. (See Section 3: Latest draft EqIA below) 
 
P3: Q8 The answer admits that pregnant mothers will be disrupted and implies that 
Council officers will be ready to arrange forcible removal around hospital and delivery 
dates!  (See Section 3: Latest draft EqIA below) 
 
P3-4: Q10 This question is inadequately answered. It is not clear what compensation 
others will be entitled to. It will only be statutory compensation. In many cases, given 
the different types of occupancy, it could be limited to homeloss payment or be zero. 
 
P4: Q11 The answer is erroneous as explained above (P16: West Kensington and 
Gibbs Green Information Pack). 
 



West	  Kensington	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Tenants	  &	  Residents	  Associations	  
West	  Ken	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Community	  Homes	  

	   17	  

P4: Q12 Maintenance of the estate. This answer suggests that LBHF intend only to do 
the absolute minimum. There are many outstanding individual repair requests, the lifts 
in the blocks are inadequately maintained, and there are numerous instances of health 
and safety deficiencies in the tower blocks. There are also cases where the Council 
has failed to carry out Decent Homes work that was previously promised. 
 
P5: Q1 This statement: “the type and size of home you will be allocated” and other 
similar statements reveal to housing experts, but not to residents, that there is no 
choice being offered at all.  
 
Is this actually a one-offer-only policy? Why has the Council not explained this most 
critical point to residents? Who will dictate where residents go? Will they get a choice 
that meets their needs but is balanced with the need of their neighbours? Or will they 
be forced out to somewhere that is dictated by the Council according to its financial 
incentives, and so as to achieve yet greater profits for developer? 
 
New homes will be allocated on Council assessed ‘housing need size’ with one above 
need for under-occupying tenants. What happens to adult children living with their 
parents who want to live on their own? No additional social rented homes are being 
provided in the development, and there is none available elsewhere in the Borough, so 
there is no scope for housing grown up children in homes of their own. Why is none of 
this spelt out? 
 
P5: Q4 Tenants will only be offered one bedroom above their need, whatever they 
occupy now (so a couple aged 50 with no kids would get a 2 bed, a couple with 2 boys 
aged 14 would get a 3 bed, and so on). Note that this does not apply to homeowners 
who are to be offered the same size unit as they have now. Again, there is no mention 
of any choice in what (such as floor level) or where would be allocated. 
 
P5-6: Q5 This question is inadequately answered.  Many “reasons” are given “why you 
may not be offered an alternative home”. If these do apply, will you be intentionally 
homeless? Then what? 
 
P7: Q C) – This question is inadequately answered.  It is very unclear what 
compensation will be offered, if any, for improvements which many residents have 
invested much time, labour and money. The conditions seem likely to be so onerous as 
to exclude fair compensation for residents for most of what they have done. 
 
Compensation for loss of garden or car parking: how much? Why does this section not 
spell out that almost certainly by accepting the ‘Contract’ you will lose your garden, off-
street parking space(s) and garage? Many residents point to this as a brazen example 
of cheating. 
 
Nuisance or inconvenience: there are so many conditions here it is unlikely that 
anything will be paid. 
 
“Some of these benefits will depend on your circumstances”. In other words, you don’t 
know whether or not you will receive them. 
 
“Some compensation – such as …relevant adaptations….will be subject to the 
Council’s policies”. In other words you might not get them, and they might not be as 
good as what you have now. 
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P7: C) This implies you will only be entitled to compensation from a noisy contractor if 
you have accepted the contract. In common law, a contractor would have to 
compensate for nuisance and inconvenience.   
P8: Q2 Mutual Exchange is a right that is guaranteed in statute for all Secure Tenants 
with limited grounds for the landlord to refuse. The answer to the question is 
inadequate as it implies that exchanges are only subject to Council policy. 
 
P8: Q6 This question is inadequately answered. The answer implies the Right to Buy 
might already be suspended, or is likely to be. It suggests that anybody making a RTB 
application now will not have be offered a new home (as existing owners would be). 
The lack of clarity here could severely prejudice anyone considering buying their home. 
 
P10: Q1 Since the ‘independent’ legal experts are dependent on LBHF for a 
recommendation and for payment of their fees, there is little confidence they will be 
independent. The Council decides the reasonable level of fees, which implies the 
resident will have to pick up the balance. 
 
4.3 Leaseholder/ freeholder offer 
 
P2: Q1 Regarding the Rehousing Officer: “the Council will do its best…if staff changes 
prevent this, we will try to ensure that you are introduced to any replacement”. This 
isn’t much of an assurance. 
 
P4: Q7 The answer states: 
 

[The Council] may want to wait and see what the outcome of the application is before it 
bought any more homes on the estates. 
 
This means that, under the Offers, if an application for transfer of the estates or any part 
of them is made under S34A then the Council may suspend our obligation to buy your 
home before we need it for the development. 

 
This implies that if residents make an application to take over under S34A, the Council 
will either suspend its “obligation to buy your home” immediately or “may want to wait 
and see what the outcome of the application is”, a process that could take two to three 
years. 
 
The notion that the Council has an “obligation” to force you out of your home, but that it 
can “suspend” this obligation at will trumps even George Orwell’s most fanciful 
imaginings. 
 
P9: Q3 A) The answer shows that the offer is for a shared equity basis with the 
Council, not a new for old. All that will be offered is a home of the same size in the new 
development, irrespective of what housing need exists.  
 
There is nothing about the terms of the leases in new homes, such as length of lease, 
service charges, ground rent or any other conditions, and whether any new homes will 
be freehold. 
 
P9: Q3 B) The 10% early purchase discount is likely to be a discount on a price inflated 
by 10% or so, which is standard developer practice. There is no mention here that 
prices may go up and down during the sales period, so waiting longer in a falling 
market could be to the advantage of a prospective buyer.  
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The answer does not say whether you will be offered a house if you have a house, or 
whether you would get a flat if you have a flat. 
 
P10: Q4 Did the Council send the Information Pack to non resident homeowners? 
 
P11: Q9 This answer provides no guarantee that a homeowner won’t be made 
homeless, nor advice as to his/her rights should that happen as a consequence of 
redevelopment. 
 
P11: Q10 The Council estimates ground rent will be approximately £250 per year. RTB 
legislation sets RTB ground rent at £10 per year. The Council says it will cap service 
charges for 5 years, but says nothing about how they will increase thereafter, or 
whether the resident would face the full increase that would have accrued over those 
five years. 
 
P12: Q10 Resale of share: the entitlement to pass on the service charge cap once to a 
family member suggests service charges will indeed increase every year and that at 
the end of the five years residents would be hit with a huge increase.  
 
Staircasing seems to be a one-way route to buy a larger share of equity, demonstrating 
the Council’s and the developer’s concern to extract yet more money from low income 
people. There is no indication of any option to ‘staircase’ down. Given how extensively 
the recession is steadily reducing people’s financial resources, it is far more likely 
owners would need to staircase down, but this would only put them in greater hock to 
the developer. Either way, part-ownership could disadvantage residents in many ways 
that are not explained. 
 
4.4 West Kensington and Gibbs Green Information Pack 
 
P7: “The terms of this contract have been negotiated by a residents steering group…” 
This group is unelected and was set up by the Council to bypass the democratically 
accountable tenants and residents associations. It has no authority or mandate to 
negotiate on behalf of residents. (See Section 6 below.) 
 
P8: Service charges for existing resident freeholders will be capped at a maximum of 
£1,000 p.a. Currently, some freeholders pay no estate-wide service charge, while 
others pay less than £1,000. Ffreeholders will face an increase in service charge costs, 
and after five years they will face another major increase. Why has this not been made 
explicit? 
 
P13: The Council states: “Our absolute priority would be to ensure that the community 
and neighbourhood continued to flourish while the new homes were being built around 
it”. This claim is the final false flourish on a preposterous pile of propaganda. 
 
P14-16 Options: The Information Pack fails to present Community Transfer as a stand-
alone option. Yet this must be properly considered before deciding whether to sell the 
estates to a developer or not.   
 
We summarise here (from Table 1 in Section 5 below) how the Community Transfer 
option: 
 

• Increases affordable housing supply while sale to a developer does not. 
 

• Retains existing community links, infrastructure and networks, while sale to a 
developer disrupts these over a period of 20 years. 
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• Provides a housing mix and facilities such as environment, parking, private 
gardens that sits well with the existing needs while sale to a developer 
significantly reduces the proportion of social housing in the area and removes 
facilities. 
 

• Gives tenants the right to individually acquire a stake in their home, preserves 
the position of existing leaseholders and freeholders, and gives a collective 
ownership and control over the West Kensington and Gibbs Green Estates.  
Sell off to a developer provides few of these possibilities. 

 
• Improves the existing infrastructure, rather than dismantling it over a period of 

20 years and replacing community infrastructure that works with the promise of 
something else. 

 
• Builds on existing residents’ skills rather than the possibility of predominantly 

low paid and precarious employment in retail and hospitality proposed with 
redevelopment. 

 
• Provides a less stressful environment in which residents can live, with 

increased control over home and environment, improving health outcomes, 
while sale to a developer and wholesale demolition increases anxiety and 
stress. 

 
• Directs community investment into the issues that are of most importance to the 

existing community, to improve design, transport and security while sale to a 
developer does not. 

 
• Gives residents a direct stake in the public realm, with decision-making power, 

while sale to a developer will not. 
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SECTION 3. DRAFT EQUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS  
 
West Kensington & Gibbs Green/ Earl’s Court Potential Redevelopment Project 
(Available on the Council’s website at 6 March 2012) 
 
1. Summary 
 
The Council’s latest draft Equality Impact Analysis lacks evidence to support its 
assertions, fails to identify many negative impacts and hardly address any of those it 
does identify. It cannot be relied on to support a decision to proceed with the three 
recommendations set out below. 
 
The previous draft of the EqIA that was relied on for the Economic Appraisal and the 
provisional decision in November 2011 to sell the estates is reviewed at Section 6 
below. 
 
2. Approach 
 
The latest version of the Draft Equality Impact Analysis (EqIA) considers the impact of 
three recommendations on people with the protected characteristics. It assesses 
whether the effect is positive, negative or neutral, on people with the characteristics, 
and whether the impact is high, medium or low. In some cases it sets out what action 
LBHF would take to reduce negative impacts, but in many cases it does not. 
 
The document includes a profile of residents living on the estate in pages 10 to 16. 
 
3. Evaluation 
 
An Equalities Impact Assessment must be based on evidence: of who the community 
is that will be affected by proposed policy changes, a clear description of the policy 
proposed, and a thorough evaluation as to how these proposals will affect people with 
the protected characteristics. 
 
4. Policy 
 
The policy assessed is the proposal to enter into a Condition Land Sale Agreement 
(P1). There is no comment on any deadline for this decision, and therefore the point at 
which the Equalities Impact Assessment must be completed. 
 
5. Recommendations 
 
The three recommendations subject to the EqIA are: 
 

1. That the Council grant an option to EC Properties to purchase the West 
Kensington and Gibbs Green estates. 

 
2. That the council approve the early purchase by EC Properties of land formerly 

occupied by Gibbs Green School. This will provide the much needed funds to 
build a new borough wide Secondary autistic school facility in White City, the 
building of which has been stalled due to public sector cuts. 

 
3. That the council approve the sale to EC Properties of land at 11 Farm Lane to 

support the redevelopment. 
 



West	  Kensington	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Tenants	  &	  Residents	  Associations	  
West	  Ken	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Community	  Homes	  

	   22	  

Recommendation 2 contains not just a recommendation, but also the opinion on how 
and why work has stalled on the school in White City. It implies that one ‘area of high 
deprivation’ in the borough is being further deprived to divert resources elsewhere. 
 
Recommendation 3 relates to selling a previously closed supported hostel. There is no 
assessment in the EqIA as to the need for the service it was providing. That decision 
has been made and the building declared ‘surplus to requirements’. The building is 
South of Lillie Road, and is not an integral part of the estate. 
 
Each recommendation is assessed for impact against protected characteristics. The 
assessment includes some commentary on how to reduce negative impacts, but very 
little. 
 
6. Recommendation 1 
 
Age 
 
The estate profile shows a higher than borough average population of young people. 
There is no attempt to assess the impact of the recommendation on young people 
(P3).   
 
Throughout the EqIA there is a commentary on the difficulties some groups will 
disproportionately feel in moving. This deals with the physical activity of packing, 
moving and unpacking. There is no assessment of the psychological effects of losing a 
home. Point (1) includes what the Council intends to do. There are significant 
qualifications, ‘where possible’ residents will be moved in groups. There is no idea of 
how the Council will plan or implement this vague hope. 
 
There is no commentary (P4) on how the Council will reduce the high impact negative 
effect (2A) on the elderly of having to move to a smaller home. 
 
For (2b) the positive impact of moving to a larger home, there is no evaluation as to 
what the level of need is, and whether the build that is proposed will meet the need or 
not. The positive impact cannot be proven without this evidence. 
 
For (3) the assessed positive impact of improved access does not identify whether, and 
to what degree, this is a problem at present. Removing many houses with ground floor 
access and replacing them with higher blocks is likely to exacerbate this problem. 
Another approach to improving access would be to improve pedestrian routes on the 
existing estates and refurbish lifts in the higher blocks. This option is not evaluated. 
 
The number of ground floor access homes, with access to gardens in the existing and 
proposed development is not assessed. Their loss could prove to have a negative 
impact on families with children in particular, and all households that do not get access 
to ground floor homes in the proposed development. 
 
For (4) there is no assessment of whether new jobs would be temporary, or permanent, 
and how they would relate to the skills and employment opportunities for existing 
residents.  Without targeting new employment opportunities towards existing residents, 
this effect is likely to be limited by competition from others outside of the area. The 
impact is not supported by evidence. 
 
Disability 
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For (1) the same impact as for elderly residents is identified (P5). This deals with the 
physical activity of packing, moving and unpacking. There is no assessment of the 
psychological effects of losing a home, nor of the various impacts on people with 
different kinds of disabilities such as impaired vision or mobility.  
 
There are significant possible impacts on the need for service provision changing as a 
result of large population movements, with the need for Occupational Therapists to 
assess significant numbers of new homes, and the need for the Council to provide 
adaptations, most of which have been made or installed already in existing homes. For 
residents with mental health problems, post move adjustment will generate significant 
needs for increased support. There is no assessment of how much may be required, 
whether the resources exist to provide it, and how it would be managed. 
 
For (2) there is no assessment of how many residents with disabilities would move 
from ground floor access to upper floor access homes. 
 
For (3) existing health facilities are very easily accessible for residents on Gibbs Green. 
It is unclear where the residents would be relocated, where the new facilities would be 
relocated, how this provision would be funded, and whether this would be an 
improvement or not. 
 
For (4) the proposal does not evaluate the number of parking spaces needed for 
residents, and their location. Many existing estate residents park their car at their front 
door, or in their own private garage integral to their home. Around 100 houses have off 
street parking for up to three cars. The proposed development does not include parking 
arrangements as accessible as this. Rather than 3:1 they are proposed at 0.4:1 
 
Gender Reassignment 
 
There is no assessment of any impacts (P5). Moving to a new block and being in a 
different community could generate more anxiety related to acceptance by new 
neighbours in this protected characteristic than in other residents. 
 
Marriage and Civil Partnership 
 
There are no impacts identified (P6). 
 
Pregnancy and Maternity 
 
For (1) this deals with the physical activity of packing, moving and unpacking (P6), and 
no other impacts. The ability to move decant dates for heavily pregnant or recently 
delivered mothers does is caveated, ‘where possible’. How it relates to availability of 
accommodation and decant and sale of land dates is unclear. The safety of pregnant 
or recently delivered mothers in blocks that are substantially decanted is not evaluated. 
 
For (2) options other than complete redevelopment are not assessed. The disruption 
during building works over 15-20 years, and the impact of closing pedestrian and 
vehicle routes during that period is not evaluated. There are likely to be 15-20 years of 
negative effects before many benefits may be realised. 
 
Race 
 
For (1) there is a negative impact with no commentary on how to reduce the impact. 
The effect on community, and how BME households on the estate access support 
services, with an evaluation of the impact on those networks is missing. 
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For (2) there is no cross-referencing of race and household size data in the estate 
profile.  Without this the assertion is not based on evidence. The likely effect of making 
significant amounts of private tenants in large homes homeless through the decant 
process is not assessed by race, nor is there any commentary on the resources 
needed to provide for these households, or an assessment of the impact on them. 
 
Religion 
 
There is a negative impact (1) on Muslim households without any commentary on how 
this impact may be reduced (P8). There is no commentary on access to places of 
worship, or services provided by religious groups before and after any land sale. 
 
Sex 
 
The data quoted (P8) is 11 years old. It is likely to be significantly out of date. 
 
There is a negative impact identified (1) without any commentary on reducing the 
impact. 
 
The issue of safety and security in buildings during decant, and in living on a building 
site for up to 20 years is not evaluated. 
 
Sexual Orientation 
 
There is no assessment of any impacts (P8). Moving to a new block and being in a 
different community could generate some anxiety related to acceptance by new 
neighbours more than in other residents. 
 
7. Recommendation 2 
 
For a recommendation that involves selling a school currently used to educate Special 
Needs pupils there are surprisingly few identified impacts (P9).  
 
Inevitably, there will be impacts on children and parents in moving the school from the 
current location and the change in travel needed to and from the schools where 
children are displaced to. These impacts will be greater for children with special need 
and disabilities (and their parents). The ethnic profile of school pupils and the impact 
on relocation could be significant. 
 
As there are few impacts identified, there is no commentary on reducing these impacts. 
 
8. Recommendation 3 
 
There is no reference to whether the impacts identified as part of the decision to 
declare the former sheltered hostel ‘surplus to requirements’ have actions associated 
with them that should be noted and monitored, nor whether the need for the services in 
the hostel have been met elsewhere or through alternative provision.  
 
Supported hostels are designed to provide services to people who have some of the 
protected characteristics set out in an EqIA. There is no evaluation of that in this 
document. 
 
9. Estate Profile 
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The information on the estate residents is based on West Kensington and Gibbs Green 
Estates Profile November 2009. The Council supplied us with a printed version of this 
document dated 2 December 2009. It has declined to supply it electronically and it has 
not made it available on its website or elsewhere. 
 
Much of the information in Section 3 of the EqIA is not referenced, so it is unclear when 
the information was gathered, and therefore how close it is to the current situation.  
 
The property profile (P12), which provides numbers for council, housing association 
and leasehold/freehold properties, is not dated.   
 
Age 
 
The Age profile (P13) is not dated. It shows a higher concentration of children on the 
estate (24%) compared to the Borough. The EqIA does not assess the effect of the 
recommendations on children. The Estates Profile suggests the proportion of children 
on Gibbs Green is increasing, but does not identify the base and over what period this 
may have happened. 
 
The analysis of Council owned properties is based solely on the age of main tenants. 
So in most cases this is likely to be the sole tenant or the first named joint tenant. It 
does not include the other members of the household.  
 
Reliable information of the characteristics of individuals in that community is essential 
for evaluating the effect of policies on groups. The information used by the EqIA is 
partial and therefore subject to bias. The age analysis relates only to 464 Council 
owned properties so it completely omits information on the 58 Housing Association and 
171 Leasehold and Freehold properties. It is information relating only to the main 
tenant, not to the complete household, in Council owned homes, and which omits 30% 
of the households living on the estates. 
 
Disability 
 
The information on P14 describes the number of disabled people in the UK, London, 
the Borough and the Estates. There is no comment on the kind of disabilities that 
estate residents have; whether they are physical, sensory or relate to mental health 
issues.  
 
Without understanding what limiting factors estate residents have, it is impossible to 
identify the impact of proposed policy changes. The effects for someone who is blind 
are different to the effects on someone who is quadriplegic. 
 
Gender Reassignment 
 
There is no information on the existing profile of residents on the estate, or in the 
Borough (P15). Without any information on who the population is, it is impossible to 
assess the impact on West Kensington and Gibbs Green residents of any proposed 
policy change. 
 
Marriage and Civil Partnership 
 
The information provided is in two sentences (P15). The first one contradicts the 
second. 
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The majority of residents on the West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates are married 
(54%), which corresponds with the LBHF average (55%). A considerable proportion of 
residents on the estates are married (25%), which is also consistent with the LBHF 
average of 26%. 

 
Pregnancy and Maternity 
 
The profile identifies teenage pregnancy within the North End Ward as double the 
Borough average (P15). Whether or not this is accurate, there is no assessment of the 
impact of proposed policy change on this protected characteristic.  
 
Race 
 
The information on race is not dated (P15), so it is unclear how current it is. Information 
on Council tenants is incomplete, but it is not explicit what proportion of tenants it 
represents, 25% or 90%. There is no comment about the completeness of information 
on the other members of the household apart from the tenant, nor on the ethnicity of 
Housing Association tenants, leaseholders, freeholders and the tenants they have. 
 
Religion 
 
The information on religion is not dated (P15-16). 
 
Sex 
 
The information on sex (P16) describes the sex profile of London, England and LB HF 
but says nothing about the sex profile of West Kensington and Gibbs Green. 
 
Sexual Orientation 
 
The information on sexual orientation quotes two contrasting sources of information 
presumably national. There is an assertion that these are understatements for London 
(without reference). There is no information on LBHF or Gibbs Green. 
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SECTION 4: ECONOMIC APPRAISAL 
 
Review of Proposed Estates Regeneration - Economic Appraisal by Jones Lang 
Lasalle/ Amion Consulting, November 2011 
 
Prepared by Keith Colley, B.A. (Hons), FRICS, FCIH, Dip. GM, WKGGCH 
Independent Board Member 
 
Background and conclusion 
 
On 7 November 2011, the Leader of the Council and the Cabinet Member for Housing 
made the following decision: 
 

WEST KENSINGTON AND GIBBS GREEN ESTATES 
 
In consultation with residents, the Council has been exploring the potential benefits that 
will arise from the inclusion of the West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates in a 
comprehensive redevelopment scheme with adjacent landowners. 
 
In order to help inform further consultation and the Council’s decision the Council has 
undertaken an Economic Options Appraisal which concludes that the inclusion of the 
estates within the wider comprehensive redevelopment scheme delivers a compelling 
case for providing the optimum benefits for estate residents, the local area and the 
Borough as a whole. 
 
1. To provisionally accept and endorse the conclusions contained within the 
Estates Regeneration Economic Options Appraisal relating to the West Kensington and 
Gibbs Green estates subject to the outcome of further consultation hereby authorised 
with local residents, tenants and leaseholders and any required consents from the 
Secretary of State. 
 
2. To note that the ability for the scheme to be delivered will be contingent on the 
completion of the Conditional Land Sale Agreement, including Tenant and Leaseholder/ 
Freeholder Guarantees, that results in best consideration, and progress reports in that 
regard will be submitted to Cabinet in the usual way. 

 
The Cabinet Members’ report states: 
 

The West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates are now between 30 and 40 years old 
and lie within the North Fulham area, which remains one of the most polarized in the 
borough in terms of social, economic and physical terms. In 2010, the area fell within 
the 20 percent most deprived areas in England as indicated by the Index of Multiple 
Deprivation. 
 
Consequently the Council has been keen to fully explore the rationale for the 
redevelopment of the estates and understand whether the inclusion of the estates in the 
wider redevelopment proposals offers the optimum method for providing replacement 
housing. For this reason the Council instructed Jones Lang Lasalle to prepare an 
economic options appraisal to assess the optimum future proposals for the two estates 
in terms of delivering benefits to the local and wider economy and to inform the 
Council’s future plans and consultation with residents. 

 
The information it presents is drawn from the Economic Options Appraisal (EOA) 
prepared by Jones Lang Lasalle/ Amion Consulting and from the draft Equalities 
Impact Analysis (EqIA) prepared by Council Officers. 
 
The Economic Appraisal is also an accompanying document to the revised Earl’s 
Court/ West Kensington Opportunity Area Joint Supplementary Planning Document, 
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November 2011, which says of the Economic Appraisal: 
 

The initial conclusions are that estate regeneration as part of a wider Earl’s Court 
masterplan development delivers the optimum benefits. LBHF, as landowner and being 
responsible for the estates as housing authority, has accepted and endorsed the 
conclusions contained within the Estates Regeneration Economic Appraisal, subject to 
the outcome of further consultation with local residents and any required consents from 
the Secretary of State. 

 
The Economic Appraisal states: 
 

AMION Consulting, in conjunction with Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL), has been appointed 
to prepare an Economic Appraisal Report to assist the London Borough of 
Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF or the Council) in considering the possible inclusion 
of the West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates within a comprehensive phased 
scheme of regeneration for the Earl’s Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area. 

 
The conclusion we reach at the end of this section is that the Economic Appraisal is 
fundamentally flawed and cannot be relied on as a fair and proper assessment of the 
economic benefits and disbenefits of the options either by LBH&F for informing its 
decision as a landlord and planning authority on whether to include the estates in the 
development, or by the Mayor on whether redevelopment complies with the policies in 
the London Plan. 
 
1. Generally 

Our specific comments are listed following the structure of the report. However, we 
have the following general comments on the entirety of the document: 
 

1) There appears to have been no consultation whatever during its preparation 
with the 760 households living on the estate, including with any of the 
freehold or leasehold owners (including the housing associations which own 
58 properties constructed in the last 10 years).  
 

2) The document contains only minimal data about the estate itself to the 
extent that we cannot even be certain that the authors have ever visited it. 
There is no mention, for example, of the widely different built forms and 
design solutions on the estate, or indeed that there is any difference 
between the West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates, which are simply 
referred to as if they were interchangeable. 
 

3) The document generally lists many subjective opinions masquerading as 
facts. It is written in a semi-formal passive rather than an active style in an 
attempt to give legitimacy (for example, the use of “it is considered that...” 
rather than the more straightforward “we think”). This makes it at times 
difficult to understand. Particularly confusing is the use of the term 
“regeneration” when what is meant is “demolition”. 
 

4) The document does not appear to pay any attention to phasing which of 
course with a massive scheme such as this will have enormous 
implications. In particular there is no attempt to take into account the fact 
that a scheme as large and complex as this is very unlikely to proceed 
smoothly in the current economic climate. The need and availability for 
development finance is neither identified nor risk-assessed, a stunning 
omission for an economic analysis written in the middle of the worst 
financial crisis since the 1930s. 
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5) Throughout it is not clear exactly what is being compared with what, 

possibly because the tables which back up the published data do not 
appear to be available and therefore cannot be interrogated. For example, 
the base data for crime statistics are not referenced, so it is impossible to 
assess whether the estates are high or low in incidents of current crimes, 
and therefore what difference is predicted or expected from the 
redevelopment options. 
 

6) The document contains many unsubstantiated statements. Since these are 
generally not referenced, it is impossible to prove or disprove them. 
However, the lack of an evidence-based approach means, in our view, that 
this document should simply be ignored. 
 

2. Overview 
 

1) Very little comment is made on the condition of the existing estates. The 
document states “the two estates suffer from discontinuous internal roads and 
poor quality open space”. 
 

2) Taking the highway layout first, the current guidance is expressed in the 
DCLG/Department of Transport “Manual for Streets”, published in 2007. This 
runs to some 140 pages and its very length demonstrates that street design is a 
complex subject. However, at no point is there a statement that discontinuous 
streets are in all cases a poor design solution, and indeed many recent private 
estates ‘suffer’ from the same problem.  
 
Broadly, the guidance suggests “A clear distinction can be drawn between 
streets and roads. Roads are essentially highways whose main function is 
accommodating the movement of motor traffic. Streets are typically lined with 
buildings and public spaces, and while movement is still a key function, there 
are several others, of which the place function is the most important….Providing 
for movement along a street is vital, but it should not be considered 
independently of the street’s other functions”. The guidance suggests a place 
and movement matrix, with movement of primary importance on (for example) 
motorways and arterial roads, and place of primary importance on residential 
streets. In this context, discontinuous internal roads can be seen as an asset, 
not a liability. 
 

3) Having said this, it is difficult to see quite what is meant by ‘discontinuous 
roads’. Thaxton Road provides vehicle access from North End Road to Aisgill 
Avenue and the southern part of West Kensington. Mund Steet provides vehicle 
access to the northern part of West Kensington and to Gibbs Green Estate and 
Dieppe Close. There is a set of bollards halfway up Aisgill Avenue, and there is 
a closed iron gate at the junction of Gibbs Green and Beaumont Crescent. 
These are a deliberate ploy to prevent rat-running and joyriding and could be 
reinstated at minimal cost if it was considered desirable for housing 
management reasons (which it is not). In any event, the presence of some 
bollards and a gate is very far from being a rational justification for demolishing 
760 decent homes. 
 

4) The statement concerning ‘poor quality open space’ is a purely subjective one 
not backed up by any evidence whatever – not even photographs of the 
offending areas. However, the estate as a whole betrays little or no obvious 
signs of poor management and disinterest amongst residents. So, for example, 
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there is no discernable graffiti, no evidence of uncollected rubbish or dumped 
cars, play equipment in communal play areas is generally in excellent condition, 
and so on. The areas of open space already act as a useful ‘open lung’, are 
widely used for dog-walking, and provide a habitat for squirrels and birds in a 
dense urban area. Furthermore, children and young people whose activities are 
overlooked from surrounding properties use many of these spaces. 
 

5) The estates do suffer from a lack of private defensible space in some areas, 
and there is some evidence of a lack of external building maintenance to some 
of the blocks. However, the estates are generally in reasonable condition for 
their age and inner London location and indeed are far better than many 
comparable estates. In any event, spaces can be made more defensible as part 
of the wider programme of improvements envisioned by residents, easily and 
for relatively little expenditure. 
 

6) Certainly there is no justification whatsoever for demolishing the estates on the 
grounds of poor physical condition or social disintegration (See testimony from 
Gibbs Green resident below). 
 

7) Generally we think the Economic Appraisal makes the mistake of 
recommending expensive physical solutions to management and maintenance 
problems. In other words, it presupposes that the answer to the problems of a 
deprived community is to demolish the homes they live in. There is a plethora of 
evidence from academic research and from experience that management and 
maintenance problems may simply reoccur in new buildings unless their root 
causes are dealt with. If the poverty of the occupants were to be used as the 
key criterion for deciding whether properties should be demolished, much of the 
country’s housing stock would need to be destroyed! 

Background to regeneration 
 

1) The West Kensington and Gibbs Green estates (‘the estates’ hereinafter) are 
between 40 and 50 years old. As such, given that there has been almost no 
new Council house construction since the mid-1980s, they are likely to be 
amongst the ‘younger’ buildings in the stock of LBHF. This is doubtless one of 
the reasons why, as the report acknowledges, “they remain relatively popular 
with a number of residents”. 
 

2) Whilst it is a statement of the obvious that buildings tend to require more 
maintenance as they get older, the statement that “the management and 
maintenance costs incurred by the Council are expected to increase above that 
for modern Council owned properties” is not backed by any evidence – not 
surprisingly given that there are so few of the latter to act as a comparator. This 
is of course even truer of the 58 housing association homes that are ‘nearly 
new’. Similarly the statement that the “average cost per dwelling of the estate is 
above the average figure for LBHF housing estates” is not substantiated. There 
is no analysis of the costs of management and maintenance improvements in 
any of the options, nor of whether LBHF costs compare favourably (or not) with 
those of other landlords managing similar housing stock. Similarly, the fact 
many millions have been spent on the Decent Homes Programme on the estate 
(including new kitchens and bathrooms, new windows and doors, new roofs, lift 
refurbishment, etc.) is not even mentioned. 
 
The Economic Appraisal seeks to justify demolition on the woolly grounds of 
“design obsolescence resulting from increasing housing standards”. The 
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following testimony, contained in a response (12 December 2011) to the 
revised SPD, is from a leaseholder who lives on the Gibbs Green Estate: 

These 98 flats are extremely well-built, in excellent condition for 50 years old, 
and designed to a very high standard of comfort and convenience. …. 
 
• 65 sq m of space, including a separate kitchen, hall and upstairs landing 

 
• solid concrete and brick construction, good soundproofing 

 
• large windows in all rooms, front and back 

 
• a balcony big enough to seat two people and dry all your washing 

 
• first floor convenience 

 
• 200 metres from West Kensington station 

 
• very close to useful local shops 

 
• no traffic outside front or back, pleasant views 

 
• free parking 

 
• long-established and friendly neighbours 
 
Why on earth should residents of such a high-quality estate agree to have their 
homes demolished? 
 
And has the council, and the Mayor, recognised that these two estates suffered 
no trouble whatever during the summer riots, showing that we do have settled 
and cohesive communities here? 

 
3) Overcrowding is claimed to be slightly above the borough average. Conversely, 

“an assessment by the Council has also shown that there is significant under-
occupancy on the two estates”. However, whilst the term ‘overcrowding’ is 
intuitively easy to understand (though the basis for the data might be suspect), 
‘under-occupancy’ is not defined; nor is it clear where the data comes from. A 
far cheaper alternative scenario, of addressing this problem by incentivising 
older tenants to ‘downsize’ once their children have left home as promoted by 
many local authorities, is not even mentioned. Overcrowding and under-
occupation are a function of the management of properties (including demand 
management) and are not a function of the properties themselves. More 
effective management of the homes is required to solve these problems, not 
demolition. To demolish decent homes on the grounds they are overcrowded 
and under-occupied is plainly irrational.  
 

4) We do not dispute the connection between multiple deprivation and 
unemployment and educational and health outcomes which are well 
established. However, the document then leaps to the conclusion that “there is 
a strong rationale for demolition (our italics) and including the estates within the 
comprehensive regeneration of the Opportunity Area”. How this is expected to 
improve educational attainment, health outcomes, or the quality of life of the 
existing residents is not clear. Conversely, recent academic research on 
outcomes arising from the transfer of council estates to community ownership 
(Ambrose 2010, Satsangi 2011) shows empowerment delivers a range of 
significant wellbeing benefits especially to disadvantaged groups and 
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vulnerable individuals. The existing social capital on the estates is neither 
mentioned nor assessed. Instead the report rehearses statistics that we believe 
are derived from a Council document entitled West Kensington and Gibbs 
Green Estates Profile that was quoted as a source for this information in the 
First Draft SPD and is quoted as the source for the same information in the 
EQIA. Despite several requests, the Council has failed to provide us with a copy 
of this document. 
 

5) It is clearly the intention that the majority of residents will be offered alternative 
accommodation on the Seagrave Road site and presumably the Council’s legal 
advice is that this will satisfy their legal obligation to provide ‘suitable alternative 
accommodation’. However if this does result in a wholesale movement of the 
population on the estates to another site, it is likely that the indices of multiple 
deprivation listed will simply be shifted from one ward/ constituency to another. 
It is also worth recording here that most current residents simply do not want to 
move to Seagrave Road, and that it is apparent they will not be offered 
comparable accommodation (in terms of, for example, gardens, garages or on 
and off street parking spaces). 
 

3. Alternative Options 

Option 1 – The document suggests transfer to a housing association as an 
alternative ‘do nothing’ scenario. However, “it is considered that the estate would 
be unlikely to change physically if this were to happen”. This is not substantiated, 
and, in any event, is contradicted by the vision for the estates published by the 
residents associations in December 2009, which set out a programme of 
improvements that certainly included physical improvements (see below in Section 
5: Appendix 1). Perhaps the key constraint here is “delivering a satisfactory level of 
capital receipt to the Council” – although, of course, we have no idea what that is.  
 
As a consequence, Option 1 lumps together no change of landlord with the 
transformational change to the community and the neighbourhood that would arise 
from transfer to a community-based housing association. 
 
Option 2 – The statement that infill development “was likely to be a less attractive 
proposition” is impossible to evaluate without drawings – however, such a partial 
approach is used widely on regeneration schemes for the obvious reason that large 
estates are rarely homogenous. There are 5 main built forms on the estate: 
 

Ø One and two-bedroom flats in 5 tall blocks of nine, ten and eleven storeys 
(388 homes) 
 

Ø Maisonettes in four and five storey ‘walk-up’ blocks on the Gibbs Green 
estate, mostly of 2 and 3 bedrooms (98 homes) 
 

Ø Maisonette blocks facing directly onto North End Road and Marchbank 
Road (75 homes) 
 

Ø Nearly new housing association stock, mostly 3 and 4 bedroom houses (58 
homes) 

 
Ø Houses built by the Council on the West Kensington estate (141 homes, 30 

of which have been sold freehold) 
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To treat these very different building types as if they were one and the same is 
clearly irrational. Given that there is no indication of what this infill development 
involves we can only conclude that this option has not been seriously considered – 
surely the whole point of an options appraisal. 
 
Neither Options 1 nor 2 reflect the proposals put forward by the residents. 
According to the statements made by their associations, transferring the estates 
into community ownership would deliver significant physical changes, could deliver 
infill development, and might even involve wider redevelopment.  
 
Options 3(a) and 3(B) – Again it is unclear exactly what these two options involve 
since there are no drawings of any kind provided - so we do not know what a 
comprehensive regeneration scheme would look like. Even if one makes the 
simplifying assumption that the dwelling size mix provided would be exactly the 
same as currently (which given the comments about overcrowding and under 
occupation is unlikely), the built form is very unlikely to be the same.  
 

4. Economic benefits 
 

A. Residential Units  
 

1) In the table in 4.2.1, only three tenures appear – local authority, new affordable, 
and private sector. Whilst the first is clear, and does not change in any option, 
the others are not defined. Particularly it is not clear if ‘new affordable’ means 
housing at HCA ‘target’ rents (also known as ‘social rents’), or if the current 
HCA definition of ‘affordable’ is used. The distinction is crucial as ‘new 
affordable’ rents are likely to be at up to 80% of market rents, or to be various 
forms of low cost home ownership, both unlikely to be affordable to people on 
average incomes in the borough. In all options, the number of ‘local authority 
dwellings’ (presumably meaning local authority rented homes at ‘social’ rents) 
remains at 531 (presumably an estimate of the current number) – all other new 
‘affordable’ homes are as described above. 
 

2) What is clear however is that under Options 3a, 3b and 4 the increase in 
residential units is almost entirely private units at market values which are very 
unlikely to be affordable to most current resident of LBHF. 
 

3) If Option 4 were pursued rather than option 1, only another 256 ‘affordable’ 
units would be provided. Indeed, with options 3(a) and 3(b) less ‘affordable’ 
dwellings would be provided as against option 1 (258 rather than 542). Given 
that 531 genuinely affordable homes already exist (and should therefore be set 
aside in terms of calculation of the affordable housing ratio), it is difficult to see 
how any of schemes other than Options 1 and 2 come anywhere near meeting 
the 40% affordable (however defined) housing target in the London Plan.  
 
Option 4 gives a ratio, for example, of 11.3% once the existing 531 units are 
netted off. It is no surprise, therefore, that “The Mayor of London considers that 
LBHF’s Core Submission Strategy (2011) is not in general conformity with the 
London Plan, particularly in relation to its affordable housing policy” (Earls Court 
OA SPD item 6.7), or that Mayor found the planning applications breached six 
his London Plan housing policies. 
 

B. Employment Impacts 
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In terms of employment impacts, the document attempts to calculate how many 
new jobs would be created. The statement that demolishing more or less the entire 
Opportunity Area and building 7,583 new dwellings and large amounts of 
commercial accommodation would create a lot of temporary construction jobs is 
self-evident; and it is possible that at least some of these could go to local residents 
(though residents claim past promises to deliver local jobs through the construction 
of Earl’s Court 2 were not met). What is not clear however is: 
 

Ø What time period this would be over (as there is no information on phasing) 
 

Ø Whether the jobs which would be lost during the development period (which 
could easily be up to 20 years) have been netted off 

 
Ø How this has been related to the expected performance of the London 

economy as a whole in the period 
 

Ø The extent of permanent job losses which would result from the proposals. 
These include thousands of jobs dependent on the Earls Court Exhibition 
Centres, the Lillie Road rail depot, and SMEs such as Rootstein (the 
mannequin manufacturer in Beaumont Avenue). 

In light of this, the figures for permanent employment created are, to say the least, 
highly questionable. To take just one example, the assumed occupancy rates (90% 
for offices, 90% for retail, and 100% for hotels) seem wildly optimistic. 
 

5. Conclusion 

Our conclusion, therefore, is that the Economic Appraisal suffers from: 
 

Ø A lack of detail and evidence for its conclusions, which appear to be based 
on a plethora of subjective opinions masquerading as ‘facts’ 
 

Ø An obvious ignorance of the character of the estates and the published 
aspirations of their occupants 

 
Ø A lack of transparency about how figures are arrived at and a failure to 

properly define ambiguous terms 
 

Ø An irrational justification for demolition based on spurious grounds 
 

Ø A failure to fairly and properly assess the residents’ community transfer 
option  

As a result of these serious deficiencies we think that the Economic Appraisal is 
fundamentally flawed and cannot be relied on as a fair and proper assessment of 
the economic benefits and disbenefits resulting from the options either by LBH&F 
for informing its decision as a landlord and planning authority on whether to include 
the estates in the development, or by the Mayor on whether redevelopment 
complies with the policies in the London Plan. 

 
 
This section was prepared by Keith Colley, B.A. (Hons), FRICS, FCIH, Dip. GM, 
WKGGCH Independent Board Member.
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SECTION 5: ECONOMIC APPRAISAL: EFFECTIVENESS – CONTRIBUTION TO 
SCHEME OBJECTIVES 
 
Alternative consideration of benefits and disbenefits 
 
1. The Options in the Economic Appraisal 
 
The Economic Appraisal identifies five options: 
 

Option 1: Do minimum intervention (reference case) – under this option, LBHF would 
continue to own, manage and maintain the estates, as well as retain the West 
Kensington and Gibbs Green halls. 
 
An alternative scenario under Option 1 would be for the Council to make a stock 
transfer of the estates to a Registered Provider by a competitive process and subject to 
the tenants’ approval. However, it is considered that the estate would be unlikely to 
change physically if this were to happen. Moreover, it is unlikely that a package of 
investment and improvement would be forthcoming at a level which would be 
sufficiently attractive to tenants whilst delivering a satisfactory level of capital receipt to 
the Council; 

 
Option 2: Minimal intervention and infill development – under this option, LBHF would 
again continue to own, manage and maintain the estates, as well as retain the West 
Kensington and Gibbs Green halls. However, opportunities for additional infill 
development and additional disposal of Council land within and adjacent to the estates 
would also be brought forward for development. Consideration was given to larger scale 
partial redevelopment of the estates. However, it was concluded that this was likely to 
be a less attractive proposition, since it would be less efficient, disruptive, only address 
a limited range of issues and fail to realise the full scope of benefits; 
 
Option 3(a): Comprehensive regeneration: standalone estate redevelopment – the 
estates would be comprehensively redeveloped and, in accordance with planning 
requirements, the differentials in levels between the three land ownerships would be 
addressed. This would involve substantial engineering costs; 
 
Option 3(b): Comprehensive regeneration: standalone estate redevelopment – in order 
to test the costs and benefits of the alternative options, a variation of Option 3(a) has 
also been developed, which assumes the existing levels are maintained. This option is 
based on a modest infrastructure budget; and 
 
Option 4: Comprehensive regeneration: wider Earl’s Court redevelopment – under this 
option, redevelopment would be undertaken of the combined LBHF, CapCo and TfL 
land, as part of the comprehensive redevelopment of the Opportunity Area. 

 
Option 1 lumps together no change of landlord with the transformational change to the 
community and the neighbourhood that would arise from transfer to a resident-
controlled housing association. Yet, the Economic Appraisal states: “the estate would 
be unlikely to change physically if this were to happen”. 
 
Option 2 involves the Council retaining the estates and taking up opportunities for infill 
development. 
 
Neither of these Options reflects the proposals put forward by the residents. According 
to the statements made by their associations, the transfer would deliver significant 
physical changes, could deliver infill development, and might even involve wider 
redevelopment (Appendix 1).  
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Consequently, the Economic Appraisal fails properly to assess the benefits of the 
‘alternative scenario’, which is community transfer. But, the report also presents a one-
sided consideration of the Options’ contribution to scheme objectives by failing to 
identify the disbenefits that would arise from redevelopment. 
 
2. Contribution to scheme objectives 
 
The Economic Appraisal states: 
 

In addition to the analysis of economic and wider benefits, the extent to which each 
option would meet the stated policy and scheme objectives has been considered as 
part of the overall assessment of public sector value for money. Option 4 would 
contribute very substantially to achieving these objectives, as outlined in Table 4.6. The 
standalone redevelopment options (Option 3(a)/(b)) would make a significant 
contribution to a number of objectives, but not all. However, Option 1 and Option 2 
would only make a minimal contribution. (4.8) 

 
Table 4.6 is headed “Effectiveness – contribution to scheme objectives”. 
 
3. Alternative consideration 
 
We do not think the contents of this table adequately reflect the benefits and 
disbenefits, so we have prepared the following Table 1 to compare the two most 
important options: community transfer against demolition and redevelopment.  
 
It is apparent that were Table 1 to be used to score the wider economic benefits, the 
results would favour community transfer over demolition and redevelopment. 
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Table 1: Alternative consideration of Effectiveness – contribution to scheme objectives 
 

 Option 1:Community Transfer Option 2: Demolition and redevelopment 
To	  increase	  
supply	  of	  
housing,	  
providing	  
quality	  homes	  
on	  sustainable	  
new	  
developments 

Gradual increase in supply of a mix of owner occupied, 
social rented and ‘affordable’ housing according to decisions 
made by the local community. Carefully designed new 
development infill respects character, and works with 
estates layout. Increase is sustainable as it is by consent, 
does not waste decent assets and release embodied 
carbon, nor place excessive demand on transport and 
utilities. Potential for redevelopment subject to community 
decision on what is needed, what could be achieved and 
how. In line with Government policy on localism and 
devolving planning and development decisions to local 
communities. Incremental development tests the economic 
and environmental sustainability over time without ‘silver 
bullet’ solutions, which risk wiping away what is strong about 
the existing physical and social infrastructure. 

Detrimental to scheme objectives due to: unsustainable ten-fold 
increase in housing in the most densely populated area of the country, 
which is of the wrong type as it is nearly all unaffordable with no 
additional social rented homes; unwarranted demolition of decent 
quality homes and wastage of £15 million of recent public investment; 
gross over-development that is unsustainable in terms of the 
environment, the community and transport; damage to the local, 
regional and national economy through local overload, skewing of 
investment away from the Thames Gateway (spatial priority 1 of the 
London Plan) and the loss of thousands of jobs and £billions of 
commercial income in west London. Very high risks to delivery in any 
economic environment, let alone in current conditions with reduced 
access to mortgage finance for individuals and companies. Access to 
long-term capital funding uncertain, and the development period 
includes risks over a significant period of turbulence. Development and 
delivery period uncertain for a development of this scale. 
Unsustainable due to unacceptable environmental impact. 

To	  create	  clean	  
and	  safe	  
neighbourhoods	  
in	  an	  area	  rich	  
in	  opportunity,	  
where	  most	  
people	  of	  
working	  age	  
work 

Cleaner and safer neighbourhood resulting from resident 
ownership of the housing and closer working with the Police, 
Schools, health services and other local agencies by a 
stakeholder, the community owned landlord, with a long 
term interest in the area. The landlord will deliver a 
programme of repairs and improvement to external and 
internal communal spaces; sensitive infill and expansion of 
community facilities; and estate-based management. 
Opportunities will be enriched through the provision of a 
range of community services that will include supporting 
younger people towards work and by providing access to 
training and employment specifically focused on the needs 
of the local community. More of the benefits are therefore 
retained in the local area. Community owned landlord can 
exercise choice on whether to contract services or employ 
local labour direct, and monitor standards of open space 
maintenance through onsite management and resident 
control. 

Catastrophic impact. Unjustified demolition destroys existing clean, 
safe and well-loved neighbourhood; excessive construction works dirty 
area for over a decade, and phasing and demolition unnecessarily 
creates successive unclean and unsafe areas. No analysis of how 
existing jobs are affected by the proposal for complete demolition and 
redevelopment. Unnecessary demolition makes neighbourhood less 
safe by severely disrupting social networks and family ties, and by 
cramming far too many people who don’t know each other into a small 
area. Removes existing employment opportunities from the exhibition 
venues and others in favour of uncertain opportunities that might arise 
from speculative development. 95% of the new housing would be 
unaffordable to most working people who currently live in the area. 
Long-term new jobs created are predominantly low wage service 
sector jobs in retail and hospitality – the very type of jobs that would be 
needlessly destroyed or displaced by redevelopment of the area. Very 
few workers in the new retail and hospitality sector would be able to 
afford to live nearby, increasing commuting congestion and journey 
times and contributing to carbon emissions. 

To	  provide	  a	  
mix	  of	  housing	  
type,	  size	  and	  
tenure	  to	  
attract	  people	  
on	  a	  range	  of	  
incomes,	  
creating	  mixed	  
and	  balanced	  
communities 

The estates already provide a mix of housing type, size and 
tenure attractive to people on a range of incomes. Sensitive 
infill and improvement to external and internal communal 
spaces will further improve attractiveness of homes and 
neighbourhood. The estates are a mixed and balanced 
community of social rented tenants, private tenants, lodgers, 
leaseholders, freeholders, shared owners and their families. 
There will be homes affordable to local people at the lower 
end of the income scale as well as homes for people with 
higher incomes. Overcrowding and under-occupation will be 
reduced through proper and informed management with 
opportunities for grown up children to be housed within the 
community. This is the only option that provides a stable 
community and builds on the existing social capital, 
strengthening it through opportunities for existing residents 
to stay in the area, as their needs, and those of their families 
change over time. Large number of family houses with 
private gardens retained. Community-owned landlord 
reflects local population’s age, ethnicity, sexuality, and 
gender, and provides services sensitive to its needs. 

Grossly distorts the existing mixed and balanced community from 
77/23 percent social rented/owners to 8/90 percent social rented/ 
owners and high rented. No additional social rented housing, which is 
contrary to London Plan; assumed prices and service charges will be 
way beyond affordable for the vast majority of local people; only those 
with the highest incomes would be attracted to an almost mono-tenure 
high housing cost area; the community would be unmixed and 
unbalanced, failing to provide homes affordable to the vast majority of 
local people. Large residential development will attract buy-to-let and 
foreign investors operating as absentee landlords providing short-term 
rented housing, with the effect that many residents are unlikely to take 
a long-term view and invest in their community. Proposed 
redevelopment would undermine social cohesion and provide infertile 
ground for future growth of social capital. Increase in the proportion of 
flats compared to houses, with limited private space. 

To	  allow	  people	  
to	  acquire	  a	  
stake	  in	  their	  
home 

Leaseholders and freeholders will be allowed to keep the 
individual stakes they have in their homes. Tenants will 
preserve their Right to Buy at prices that will not be 
artificially inflated. Service charges will remain affordable. 
Members of the community landlord (currently residents 
from two thirds of households) will be able to elect their 
neighbours to govern the association and hold their landlord 
to account. This will ensure local people determine the 
association’s strategic direction and that decisions are 
based on local need and made with local consent. 
Community control will boost pride in the area and deliver 
tighter and more informed management of communal areas. 
This is the only option that gives existing residents an 
increased stake in their home and community through a 
landlord that is a membership organization, owned by the 
community. 

Dispossesses all the individual stakes that owners have in their current 
homes through buy-outs and CPOs to aid demolition. Removes the 
democratically accountable stake in their homes residents currently 
hold through public ownership of the land. Disallows residents the 
opportunity to exercise their legal right to a community transfer that 
would give every member of the landlord a real stake in their home 
and their neighbourhood, democratic accountability, control over 
leadership, strategy and management. Denies residents a stake 
through home ownership in the future due to property value inflation 
assumptions that would place homes beyond the price that is 
affordable by tenants, even with the Right to Buy, and notwithstanding 
recent RTB discount increases. The long development period would 
blight existing freehold and leaseholder properties, with the delivery of 
any future large scale development viewed as uncertain by lenders, 
who would then be unwilling to lend for mortgages to buy existing 
homes in the area, and adjoining the area (as has already happened to 
owners in Seagrave Road).  
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To	  ensure	  
development	  is	  
of	  a	  high	  quality	  
design	  and	  
provides	  a	  mix	  
of	  local	  facilities 

Energy efficiency and quality of existing homes will be 
improved. Solutions will be assessed taking account both 
the physical and management options that will deliver the 
aspirations for improved homes. The community is in the 
best position to ensure additional development is of a high 
quality design and provides the mix of facilities needed for 
the neighbourhood. Facilities will include a landlord service 
based in the area within walking distance, new community 
buildings to provide services additional to housing 
management and maintenance. A community hub to attract 
and foster the development of voluntary sector and other 
services that meet the needs of the local community.  
Incremental development under community control will avoid 
risk to design quality of new development and mix of new 
local facilities posed by an oversized redevelopment at the 
mercy of global financial markets. 240 private gardens 
retained. 200 garages retained. 2 Playgrounds, 2 
Community Centres, 2 GP surgeries, a primary school and 
nursery retained and improved.  

Impossible to verify. The developer has not provided sufficient 
information to assess properly the quality and design of the proposed 
main development. Major risk that over-optimistic values assumed by 
the developer won’t be achieved and that, especially given market 
caution over speculative property development, future phases won’t 
attract required investment. In these circumstances, it’s inevitable that 
quality and design would be sacrificed, or the development would fail, 
leaving dereliction and loss of existing local facilities in its wake, or, as 
per Battersea Power Station, would go bust every decade, causing 
needless dislocation and disruption for generations. Large-scale 
developments are more likely to adopt ‘cutting edge’ technology 
without sufficient regard to the long-term maintenance issues. Access 
to the facilities provided is not measured against the current use and 
national importance of the exhibition facilities on site. High-end 
hospitality use will not be accessible for the great majority of people 
living in the area. 240 existing private gardens, 200 garages, 2 
Community Centres and a Primary School and nursery, all purpose-
built, removed.  

To	  improve	  
access	  to	  
employment	  
and	  training	  
opportunities 

Access to employment and training opportunities will be 
improved by: the association delivering community services 
that include opportunities to access employment and 
training; partnership working between the community 
landlord, local employment agencies and employers; rents, 
prices and services charges for homes that are affordable to 
most working people, and will enable them to take up the 
jobs most commonly offered in the area. The choice of a 
community owned landlord to employ direct or contract 
locally gives the opportunity for more employment and 
training opportunities to be retained locally. 

Worsens access to existing direct and indirect employment by: not 
replacing the exhibition venues; relocating the rail depot, which 
provides skilled engineering jobs, some of which may be lost 
altogether; and displacing Rootstein’s and other SME employers in the 
opportunity area. No improvement in access to training opportunities 
arises from demolishing the estates, as such opportunities are already 
available from existing local employers, through existing schemes, or 
could be obtained from any redevelopment adjacent to the estates. 
Residents say that previous employment opportunities promised from 
the EC2 development, never materialised.   

To	  help	  to	  
improve	  
educational	  
attainment	  and	  
health	  
outcomes	  and	  
secure	  low	  
levels	  of	  crime 

Educational attainment will be improved by: a stable 
community environment, greater community cohesion that 
would especially benefit young people; a range of services 
and engagement processes to raise aspirations of younger 
people and assist them to achieve their ambitions. 
Health outcomes for vulnerable people, especially the 
elderly and disabled, will be improved by them being 
supported in their current homes where these meet present 
needs, able to stay on the estates should these change; not 
being worried and stressed that they will be forced out 
against their will; feeling a much greater sense of security 
and ability to influence what happens to them leading to 
increased happiness and improved wellbeing; tailored 
support from a caring landlord. Effective community based 
action to promote and support multi agency working at 
neighbourhood level to prevent, identify and respond to 
crime. Purpose-built Primary School and nursery retained. 
Stability of community and environment reduces disruption, 
makes education easy to access and provides environment 
where improving educational attainment is possible. 

Curtails educational attainment outcomes for local children and young 
adults by: damaging their confidence in believing they can influence 
what happens around them; imposing long-term uncertainty, insecurity 
and disruption to their living and future working environment; removing 
garden space and pride from connection with an historic place. 
Unacceptable adverse impacts on health outcomes for elderly and 
disabled people arising from premature deaths caused by the worry 
and stress from threat of forcible removal, and the dirt, noise and 
disturbance from living in a building site for more than 10 years. 
Detrimental impact resulting from loss of gardens, garages and off-
street parking to accommodate visiting relatives. Disproportionate 
negative impact on ethnic minorities and other disadvantaged groups 
disempowered by imposition of top-down redevelopment. Changing 
road layouts, disruption to local services such as street lighting, a 
constantly changing working and residential population over a period 
of more than ten years and in an ongoing building site provides a fertile 
environment for crime. 

To	  improve	  
transport,	  
accessibility	  and	  
encourage	  
walking	  through	  
areas 

Sustainable increase in dwellings will ensure that transport 
and accessibility is improved through not soaking up future 
public transport capacity increase, thereby enabling people 
who live in, visit or work in the area to benefit from planned 
expansion; avoid worsening local gridlock and delaying A4 
traffic to Heathrow. Improvements sensitive to the character 
of existing built-form will improve safety and attractiveness 
and encourage walking through areas. Houses and lifted 
blocks easily accessible for people with mobility disabilities. 

Unacceptable worsening of transport accessibility through massive 
residential and worker population increase generating unsustainable 
increase in car use that lengthens gridlock periods on roads around 
the site; increases costs to the economy by extending trunk route 
journeys west and to Heathrow; soaks up all projected future public 
transport capacity expansion; and crowds areas with so many people 
as to discourage people walking through. Travel time to work 
increased through provision of low wage jobs, but no commensurate 
rise in accommodation accessible to those in low waged employment. 

To	  increase	  
satisfaction	  
with	  the	  
townscape,	  
public	  realm,	  
environment	  
and	  
management 

Existing high satisfaction with townscape and public realm 
will be increased by preserving well-loved homes that are 
part of people’s heritage and by sensitively developing infill 
homes and amenities determined by the community. Local 
environment transformed through improvements to 
communal areas with community involvement targeted to 
embrace all disadvantaged groups. External Environment 
improved through accountable and responsive estate-based 
management. Much higher levels of satisfaction with 
landlord and greater ability for people to influence their 
surroundings using local knowledge and for the wider good. 
Much greater pride in the area from residents having taken 
control to save their estates. Community owned landlord 
reflects cultural diversity of population in membership and 
decision-making, providing sensitive service delivery 
accessible to residents whose first language is not English. 

Destruction of the culturally rich mix of existing uses, styles and ages 
wrecks a locally familiar and globally admired part of London’s historic 
townscape in favour of over-dense blocks in a canyonesque 
urbanscape overstretching local infrastructure, both exisiting and 
proposed. This change is unacceptable: the general public’s view of 
modern non-locally referenced grossly over-dense development is 
considerably more skeptical than the opinions of architects and their 
paymasters. Replacement with dozens of blocks up to 30 storeys 
would: hugely reduce satisfaction with the townscape; be detrimental 
to the idiosyncratic and diverse heritage of gradual development that is 
the public realm and is easily capable of improvement; present 
unsustainable negative impacts on the environment; would create 
ongoing management costs that would be unaffordable to most people 
in work; and would present a management challenge that is bound to 
fail needs and expectations. 
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SECTION 5: APPENDIX 1 RESIDENTS’ PUBLISHED VISION 
 
On 8 December 2009, the West Kensington & Gibbs Green TRAs published the following vision 
to residents in their newsletter: 
 

How we would improve our homes and community 
 
Everything must be properly examined and set up before we can take over our homes. 
Once satisfactory arrangements are in place, council tenants and leaseholders will be 
able to vote on whether to transfer the estates to a resident-controlled association. This 
is what would happen if we took over our homes: 
 
✓ Our estates would be owned by a community-based landlord, democratically 
controlled by residents. Our association would be run by residents elected annually by 
their neighbours, and managed by professionals. We would not force people to move: 
we, the residents, would decide the future of our homes and community. 
 
✓ We would set up an estate-based management and maintenance service tailored 
to meet individual needs - directly accountable to residents. Staff would be out on the 
estates and patrolling the corridors, taking an active part. Things would be dealt with 
straightaway by people we know, from an office round the corner. 
 
✓ After taking over, we would sort out overcrowding by moving existing tenants to 
bigger homes and by housing their grown-up children - before taking in new tenants. And 
we would provide better choice and help for moving off the estates. 
 
✓ Over time and under the direction of residents, we would transform the corridors, 
stairwells and outside spaces into safe and welcoming entrances; we would improve the 
areas where there is bad behaviour through proper supervision by staff and CCTV, and 
by putting such areas to constructive use. We would keep the concierge staff and give 
the big blocks on West Ken a facelift, making it feel even friendlier to live there. 
 
✓ We would offer secure lift access for the blocks on Gibbs Green, using transparent 
lifts and shafts. There are ways of funding these and other estate-wide improvements that 
would avoid costs falling on leaseholders. 
 
✓ We would improve our community by organising events, activities and opportunities 
for residents and neighbours. Leading by example, we would inspire and influence the 
energy of young people to make our estates a place to feel proud of. We would establish 
our own relationship with the Police by providing homes for Officers so they can live 
among us. 
 
✓ Our rights as tenants and leaseholders would be protected. Council Tenants would 
keep security of tenure and the Right to Buy; the terms of leases would remain 
unchanged; and we would not compulsorily purchase freeholders. We would keep rents 
and service charges affordable by being efficient. All the money collected would be 
spent looking after the estates and improving our community. 

 
The Submission from the West Kensington & Gibbs Green Estates Tenants & 
Residents Associations to the Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government 
and the Housing Minister, 19 January 2010, which was sent to the Council at that time, 
included the following intentions decided by the TRA Committees: 
 

5. We will keep open the opportunity for investment from other landowners that 
could help deliver more affordable rented housing for those in need along with other 
benefits to the wider area. 
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10. Subject to any covenants made on transfer, a tenant led stock transfer would 
not preclude redevelopment: WKCH could enter into agreements with other landowners 
and developers that could lead to an increase in built development. 
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SECTION 6: REVIEW OF ESTATE REGENERATION – ECONOMIC OPTIONS 
APPRAISAL REPORT. EQUALITIES IMPACT ANALYSIS NOVEMBER 2011 
 
NB: The Economic Appraisal by Jones Lang Lasalle/ Amion Consulting is titled 
Economic Options Appraisal in the Cabinet Members’ report and EqIA. Hence, this 
section of the review adopts Economic Options Appraisal (EOA) as the report’s title. 
 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
The decision taken by Hammersmith & Fulham Council’s Cabinet’s on 7 November 
2011 to accept the conclusions of the Economic Options Appraisal (EOA) report 
supporting the proposed demolition and redevelopment of the West Kensington and 
Gibbs Green Estates relies on the findings of the Equalities Impact Analysis (EqIA) 
dated November 2011. 
 
2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
 
The EqIA is not a proper, fair or rational analysis of the equalities impacts of the 
Options that were identified in the Economic Options Appraisal report. 
 
The EqIA’s methodology for assessing the impacts of Options on protected equality 
characteristics is obfuscated from the outset; the key option is omitted; the most 
significant impacts are ignored; the selection of impacts is skewed and those that are 
identified are misconstrued; there are serious discrepancies in the assessments; and 
the scoring is perverse, leading consistently to an analysis that is biased against 
sustainable improvement under Options 1 and 2 and in favour of demolition and 
speculative redevelopment under Options 3(a) and (b) and 4. 
 
These fundamental flaws tend overwhelming to produce an analysis of the impacts of 
the Options on protected equality characteristics that is spurious, which does not reflect 
the true impacts, and which is either irrational, or has been framed to bias the scores in 
favour of a predetermined preference for demolition and redevelopment. 
 
The assessment of the Options’ effects on human rights fails to identify the 
disadvantages faced by minority ethnic people seeking a fair trial; hides the Council’s 
anti-democratic behavior; does not address the Act or identify disbenefits to the 
economy, the environment and the wellbeing of local residents; does not reveal the 
illegitimate motive to gain party electoral advantage; and uses ‘regeneration’ to 
disguise demolition, for which it provides no justification. 
 
The assessment of the effects on children’s rights is invalid as it relies entirely on the 
previous faulty analysis. The sections on the Council’s Community Strategy and Single 
Equality Scheme don’t supply any evidence that demolition would help achieve these 
policies’ objectives. Nor does the EQIA supply any evidence that its preferred outcome 
would help achieve the duties in the Human Rights Act. 
 
It is impossible to verify the social and occupation data that is relied on to justify 
demolition as the Council has failed to provide the Profile, despite several promises. 
 
The description of the Council’s engagement strategy and key messages from 
residents is a travesty of the truth, which studiously ignores the obvious fact that the 
overwhelming majority opposes demolition. The Council’s instigation of a compliant 
client group and its failure to consult through the registered TRAs beaches council 
policy. The action plan fails to reduce adverse impacts. 
 



West	  Kensington	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Tenants	  &	  Residents	  Associations	  
West	  Ken	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Community	  Homes	  

	   42	  

The overwhelming evidence of bias, omission and misrepresentation fatally 
undermines the EqIA’s validity. 
 
The EqIA’s content and conclusions are so profoundly erroneous as to be quite unsafe: 
they cannot be relied upon as an assessment of the impacts of the Options on 
vulnerable and disadvantaged people, let alone for concluding that the best outcome in 
equality or any other terms is the demolition and redevelopment of the West 
Kensington and Gibbs green Estates. 
 
3. ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACTS  
 
A. Obfuscated methodology leading to biased analysis 
 
The EqIA claims to set out “an analysis of the impact of each of the options on the 
protected characteristics, outlining whether the option will have a 
positive/neutral/negative impact and whether it is of low/medium/high relevance to 
equality”.  
 
However, the EqIA repeatedly conflates impacts with rating judgments by including in 
the impacts it outlines statements such as: “Limited impacts”; “Significant positive 
impact”; “Very substantial positive impact”. 
 
The conflation of impacts with their ratings obfuscates the application of the 
methodology to the assessment process and biases the scores against Options 1 and 
2 and in favour of Options 3(a) and (b) and 4. 
 
B. Key missing option and analysis leading to biased scoring 
 
The EQIA claims (on page 1, para 5) that “it assesses the impact of each of the 
identified options” in the EOA report. However, it does not assess the impact of the 
‘alternative scenario’ identified under Option 1 in the EOA report, which is for the 
Council to make a stock transfer of the estates to a Registered Provider, even though 
the EOA report does make an, albeit partial, assessment of this option.  
 
Thus the EqIA has not analysed the equalities impact of the vision, supported by the 
overwhelming majority of residents, which would be realised were the estates to be 
transferred to a community-based housing association. 
 
The omission of the ‘alternative scenario’ biases the analysis and scores against 
Options 1 and 2 and in favour of Options 3 (a) and (b) and 4. 
 
C. Significant positive impacts omitted leading to biased analysis 
 
The EqIA omits all the significant positive impacts that would result from the ‘alternative 
scenario’ under Option 1, which is the stock transfer of the estates into democratically 
accountable community ownership. These include: 
 

• The improvement of the housing and neighbourhood according to the needs 
and wishes, and under the direction of the local community. 

 
• The much greater and more tailored support for vulnerable individuals that 

would be provided through a community landlord. 
 

• The comprehensive range of community services that would be provided by the 
community landlord that would be the most effective means for meeting local 
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needs, especially those of younger people who would benefit from the better 
access educational, training and employment opportunities that a community 
landlord can deliver. 

 
• The major improvement to health, well-being and happiness that community 

ownership provides through people being able to influence for the good what 
happens to their homes and local environment. 

 
• An increase in housing that is environmentally sustainable, meets local needs 

and does not overload local transport and other infrastructure. 
 
The omission of these significant positive impacts biases the analysis and scores 
against Options 1 and 2 and in favour of Options 3 (a) and (b) and 4. 
 
D. Significant negative impacts omitted leading to biased analysis 
 
The EqIA omits all bar one of the significant negative impacts from demolition, 
specifically: 
 

• The stress and worry that demolition and forcible rehousing would have on 
vulnerable people, including the elderly, disabled, pregnant women and young 
mothers; and the very inadequate proposals to mitigate the disruption to family 
ties and social networks and the weakening of social cohesion. 

 
• The stress, worry, noise, disturbance, and dust that would be caused to 

vulnerable people by the redevelopment of their surroundings of a 10-15 year 
period. 

 
• The loss of around 240 private gardens- especially vital for elderly and disabled 

people and for families with young children; and the loss of balconies on Gibbs 
Green. 

 
• The loss of around 200 private garages, many of which are part of the 

dwellings, the loss of around 150 off-street parking spaces attached to the 
dwellings, and the loss of over 200 open-air parking spaces within view of 
dwellings. 

 
• The loss of easily accessible green space and existing community, educational 

and play facilities that are currently available to everyone on the estates. 
 

• The loss of access to existing employment, recruitment and training in the area 
that would be destroyed or displaced in favour of uncertain future employment 
that would not replace existing. 

 
• Disadvantage to minority ethnic residents whose rights are especially 

challenged because English is not their first language. 
 
The omission of these significant negative impacts biases the analysis and scores 
against Options 1 and 2 and in favour of Options 3 (a) and (b) and 4. 
 
E. Misconstrued and erroneous impacts leading to biased analysis 
 
It is evident that the impacts the EqIA does identify are misinformed, misplaced, 
misconstrued and erroneous. Critically: 
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• The EqIA rates the impact on residents’ access to and integration with the wider 

area as negative in Options 1,2, and 3(b), and as positive in Options 3(a) and 4. 
This presupposes that residents’ access to and integration with the wider area 
are low and need significant improvement, which can only be delivered through 
redevelopment.  

 
In fact, residents already have very high access to and integration with the 
wider area. In June 2009, the Council reported the results of its own survey of 
residents, undertaken in December 20008 and January 2009, which found that: 

 
An overwhelming number of residents felt that both estates were very easy to 
navigate and 85% of respondents found getting around within the estates and 79% 
externally to be ‘very easy’. 

 
Many residents said that access to public transport connections was very easy 
from both estates as was access to the surrounding areas. Easy access to public 
transport was voiced by many as one of the most attractive reasons for living in the 
area. 

 
Perversely, the EqIA rates the preservation of the very high access and 
integration residents currently enjoy as negative, and its diminution through 
massive overdevelopment as positive. 

 
• Under ‘Age’, which relates to older people and children, Options 3 (a) and (b) 

and 4 outline “very substantial positive impact” through the creation of new 
social and community facilities, including primary school and nursery provision 
as well as additional children’s play space and new health provision.  
 
But residents already enjoy access to two community centres and two large GP 
practices housed in new purpose-built premises. There is a purpose-built 
primary school on Gibbs Green and a purpose-built nursery on West 
Kensington, both with extensive open areas for play and sports. Also on the 
estates there are two enclosed playgrounds for younger children; two fenced 
football and kick about areas for teenagers; and several large green and open 
areas. Elderly and vulnerable people benefit especially from the support 
provided by the concierge service in the larger blocks.  
 
Under ‘Age’, the relevance to equality is assessed as high. However, under 
‘Disability’ and ‘Pregnancy and maternity’, Options 3 (a) and (b) and 4 outline 
only “significant positive impact through the provision of new social and 
community facilities, including new health provision”. The EqIA rates this impact 
as positive, and assesses its relevance to equality as medium. No rationale is 
supplied to explain this discrepancy. 
 
Inexplicably, therefore, the impact of keeping existing purpose-built functional 
community facilities, including the concierge service, is not identified or rated 
under Options 1 and 2. Perversely, their loss under Options 3(a) and (b) and 4 
is rated positive. The assessment of relevance to equality is applied 
inconsistently. 

 
• Under Options 3 (a) and (b) and 4, the EqIA claims “very substantial positive 

impact” on employment opportunities through the creation of jobs and 
associated recruitment and training programmes.  
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But older and younger people already have high access to jobs, recruitment 
and training. In the Opportunity Area alone, thousands of direct and indirect 
jobs are generated by the Earl’s Court Exhibition Centres, locally and more 
widely; TfL employs hundreds of staff at the Lillie Bridge rail depot and in 
Ashfield House, TfL’s central staff training facility; Rootstein’s, the world’s 
leading manufacturer of lifelike mannequins, provides dozens of jobs; there are 
jobs too in the school on Gibbs Green and yet more are generated in other 
buildings in the Opportunity Area. 

 
Sustaining residents’ high access to these existing thousands of jobs and 
diverse recruitment and training opportunities is not identified or rated under 
Options 1 and 2. Perversely, under Options 3(a) and (b) and 4, their loss in 
favour of highly uncertain replacement, which would not even match existing, is 
rated positive. 

 
• The EqIA identifies providing better access through lifts and level access as a 

positive impact under Options 3(a) and 4. But residents already enjoy access to 
the vast majority of homes via lifts in the higher blocks and level access to the 
houses and ground floor apartments. Indeed many of the new housing 
association homes have specially designed carports for disabled people, the 
loss of which is ignored.  
 
The positive impact of retaining the lifts and level access residents enjoy now 
(including disabled carports) is ignored under Options 1 and 2. Perversely, the 
loss of this access is rated positive under Options 3(a) and (b) and 4.  

 
• The only impact that is rated negative in Options 3(a) and (b) and 4 is 

“disruption” for vulnerable people, including the elderly, disabled and pregnant 
women. The EqIA suggests this can be mitigated through providing “help with 
packing and rehousing”. 

 
The misconstrued impacts irrationally bias or have been skewed to prejudice the 
scores against Options 1 and 2 and in favour of the preferred Options 3(a) and (b) and 
4. The proposed mitigation is inadequate. 
 
F. Perverse assessment leading to biased analysis  
 
Under Options 3(a) and (b) and 4 the EqIA rates ‘disruption’ from rehousing groups 
with the protected characteristics of ‘age’, ‘disability’ and ‘pregnancy and maternity’ as 
negative and assesses their relevance to equality as high, though mitigation is 
proposed through “help with packing and rehousing”. 
 
On any rational expectation, therefore, the impact of ‘no disruption’ from demolition 
should be rated positive and its relevance to equality assessed as high. But, under 
Options 1 and 2 the EqIA rates ‘no disruption’ as neutral and assesses its relevance to 
equality as low.  
 
This perverse assessment biases the scores against Options 1 and 2 and in favour of 
the preferred Options 3(a) and (b) and 4. The proposed mitigation is inadequate. 
 
G. Missing and partial analysis leading to biased analysis 
 
For ‘gender reassignment, ‘marriage and civil partnership’, ‘sex’ and ‘sexual orientation’ 
the EqIA claims that all impacts will be neutral, using ‘N/A’ to fill all the columns that 
rate their impacts and assess their relevance to equality. 
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For ‘race’ and ‘religion/belief (including non-belief)’ the EqIA applies the same ‘N/A’ 
treatment, with one exception. In Option 4, under ‘race’, it outlines the impact that 
“since some race groups are more likely to over-occupy, a needs based allocation 
would benefit these tenants”. It rates this impact as high and assesses its relevance to 
equality as low. Under ‘religion/belief (including non-belief)’, it outlines the impact that 
“opportunities to locate people near a place of worship would be accommodated where 
possible”. It rates this impact as high and assesses its relevance to equality as low. 
 
This is nonsense. The EqIA claims its standard rating and assessment scoring system 
for analysing equality impacts on the protected characteristics for six groups is not 
applicable, except randomly and spuriously in two instances, both of which bias the 
scores against Options 1 and 2 and in favour of Option 4.  
 
4. HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
A. Article 6: Right to a fair trial 
 
No account is taken for the effects of forced repossession on the protected 
characteristic of ‘race’. Tenants and leaseholders, whose first language is not English, 
will be disadvantaged when seeking a fair hearing. 
 
B. Article 8: Respect for your private and family life, home and 

correspondence 
 
The EqIA claims that: “any interference with the residents’ human rights would be 
proportionate to the legitimate aim of regenerating the area”. 
 
This does not address what the Act stipulates, which is that “there shall be no 
interference by a public authority with the exercise of this right, except such as is in 
accordance with the law and is necessary in a democratic society for the economic 
wellbeing of the country”. 
 
It cannot be said that the scheme is in accordance with the law because the exclusivity 
deal to negotiate the sale of the estates to the developer is currently subject to 
proceedings under Judicial Review. 
 
The Council has bypassed the official democratic bodies, which represent the 
overwhelming majority of residents, in favour of a minority group of unelected persons 
not accountable to the residents. 
 
Far from being necessary for the good of the country, redevelopment would harm 
economic wellbeing by removing £Billions of income from the London and national 
economy in favour of the very unsustainable property speculation that has floored so 
many western economies. 
 
The aim is not legitimate since it is driven by the improper motive to gain political party 
electoral advantage through altering the make-up of the electorate (Annex 1: 
Greenhalgh and Moss, Proposals for radical reform of social housing, 11 February 
2009, Conservative Home). 
 
‘Regeneration’ is an Orwellian euphemism for demolition. The homes, the rail depot 
and the exhibition centres are decent, well-loved, and sustainable assets, easily 
capable of sensitive improvement.  
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There is no justification for demolition, and redevelopment is not necessary, except to 
provide an incentive for property speculators to help achieve the public authority’s 
unlawful objective to gain party electoral advantage. Redevelopment is patently 
detrimental to local people, unsustainable for the environment and harmful to the 
economy.  
 
5. CHILDREN’S RIGHTS 
 
The assessment of the impact on children’s rights is invalid as it relies entirely on the 
faulty methodology, content and conclusions outlined in the main part of the analysis 
above. It omits the evidence of how community transfer would help protect and 
enhance children’s rights and opportunities, especially through dedicated and 
expanded educational, training and employment services for younger people. 
 
6. LBHF COMMUNITY STRATEGY 
 
The EqIA does not supply any evidence that demolition and redevelopment would help 
achieve the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategy. It omits evidence that 
community transfer would help achieve these objectives. It makes no reference to 
Government policies to empower local communities to take greater ownership and 
control of their neighbourhoods. 
 
7. LBHF SINGLE EQUALITY SCHEME 
 
The EqIA does not supply any evidence that demolition and redevelopment would help 
achieve the objectives of the Council’s Single Equality Scheme. It omits evidence that 
community transfer would help achieve these objectives. 
 
8. EQUALITIES DUTIES 
 
The EqIA does not supply any evidence that demolition and redevelopment would help 
achieve the duties in the Act. It omits evidence that community transfer would help 
achieve these duties through providing an opportunity for all residents to have a stake 
in their home and a real influence over the future of their neighbourhood. 
 
9. GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
The EqIA stresses that “the information within this section has been taken from the 
West Kensington and Gibbs Green Estates Profile November 2009”. 
 
This same Profile was cited also as the source for social and other occupation data 
provided by the first draft SPD to justify demolition of the estates. The same 
information was used in the second draft SPD in the Housing chapter, though this time 
the Profile was not cited as a source. The Economic Options Appraisal also relies on 
the Profile, though it does not reference it as the source.  
 
(Additionally: the Statement of Consultation supporting the revised SPD states at 9.4: 
“The West Kensington and Gibbs Green Estate Profile produced in July 2010 sets out 
background information on the estates and details the issues arising from the 
engagement process and conclusions from the process as well as background 
information on the participants.”) 
 
Despite repeated requests for the Profile, and repeated promises that it would be 
supplied, the Council has failed to provide it. This is suspicious: without being able to 
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verify the information it contains, this data cannot be relied on to inform the EqIA, the 
SPD or the EOA.  
 
If the Profile is deficient, is partial, or has been falsified in any way, this could further 
render unsafe any decisions that depended on it to assess the economic benefits, the 
equality impacts, and the planning merits that would result from selling off, demolishing 
and redeveloping the estates. 
 
10. ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 
 
To say that this section of the EqIA is a partial representation of the facts would be to 
understate its scale of omission and audacity of misrepresentation: it is a travesty of 
the truth. 
 
The EqIA states: 

 
“The potential inclusion of the estates within the development proposals has been met, 
understandably by a mix of views from estate residents some estates residents are very 
supportive of the inclusion of the estates in the redevelopment proposals, some 
residents are opposed, whilst others want further information before determining their 
views” 

 
However, the evidence, which it fails to mention, does not support this conclusion: 
 

• Between September and December 2009 around 1,000 residents living in 80% 
of the homes signed the petition that called on the Council to:  

 
1. Withdraw the accusation our neighbourhood is “not decent”; 
2. Abandon the plans to demolish, redevelop or intensify our estates; 
3. Guarantee that nobody will be forced to move; 
4. Leave it to us to determine the future of our homes and community. 

 
16% of households could not be contacted and 4% refused to sign. The TRAs 
published this information at the time they served the S34A Notice on the 
Council proposing the transfer of their estates to a community housing 
association. They showed this petition to the Council’s Cabinet on 18 July 2011. 
However, they have not sent, nor will they send the names and address of the 
signatories to the Council because they do not trust them and they have been 
advised by their MP that the Council could misuse this information. The original 
petition sheets are kept on file and are available only for the purposes of 
inspection to verify the signatures and the results. 

 
• On 11 February 2010, some 150 residents attended CapCo’s consultation 

session in the Gibbs Green Hall. According to the report in the Fulham 
Chronicle on 19 February, ‘We won’t be moved from our estate without a fight’, 
one resident explained, “They want to destroy our estates and that’s why we’re 
fighting. Believe me, we’ve got the Dunkirk spirit here”; and another said, “I 
won’t be going anywhere quietly. They can bet on that.” The paper’s editor 
reported: 

 
“Colin, Luke and Jane are three voices among hundreds steeled for a long battle to 
preserve their communities as they are. Under the banner of the West Ken and 
Gibbs Green Tenants’ and Residents Associations (TRAs) they are urging the 
secretary of state for housing to allow them to take control of the estate from the 
council. While they await a legal decision they are planning a long, creative and 
resilient campaign to block the bulldozers, should they come.” 
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• On 28 July, 2011, the TRAs’ Solicitor, Winckworth Sherwood, wrote to the 

Council’s Chief Executive: 
 

“My clients are angry about the Council’s use of money and resources to 
orchestrate a divisive minority campaign to lend credence to its claim that most 
residents favour redevelopment. The associations, who are democratically elected 
and formally recognised by the borough federation, feel it’s a subversion of 
democracy, which brings the Council into disrepute. Certainly, if true, it is not a 
proper purpose for an English local authority.  
 
“I have examined the documentation, and I verify that, so far, residents from two 
thirds of the 763 addresses on the two estates (i.e. all the residential properties 
bounded by the plan attached to your 18 July Cabinet report) have signed forms 
applying to join the new association to take over the estates. These forms state: 
“West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes is dedicated to improving the 
neighbourhood and to saving the estates by transferring them into community 
ownership under resident control”. 
 
It is evident that the overwhelming majority of residents are steadfastly opposed to 
demolition and are determined to use Section 34A of the 1985 Housing Act to take 
over their homes. 
 
…. Further to evidence supplied by my clients, and to the intervention of the 
Financial Services Authority Chairman, Adair, Lord Turner, the Council’s developer 
associate, Capital & Counties recorded: “Inability to reach agreement with adjacent 
landowners (including risk of section 34A of the Housing Act 1985 in relation to the 
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham (LBHF) land in ECOA)” as one of its 
principal risks and uncertainties in its Annual Report and Accounts 2010.” 

 
West Ken & Gibbs Green Community Homes Limited is incorporated as the 
community association to take over the estates; over 600 residents are 
Members; over 100 residents and Members attended the Company’s AGM to 
elect a Board of residents; and the Board has elected Officers and co-opted 
three experts. 

 
The EqIA states: 
 

“In order to engage effectively with the Council and to counter rumour and 
misinformation a group of residents formed the West Kensington and Gibbs Green 
Steering Group. The group has grown and has developed its role in negotiating and 
working with the Council and CapCo in looking at the potential redevelopment scheme. 
The Group has advised the Council on how best to engage and communicate with 
residents, have negotiated Tenant and Leaseholder assurances for all estate residents 
and act as a point of contact for residents.” 

 
The EqIA does not mention the West Kensington & Gibbs Green Tenants & Residents 
Associations, even though these are the officially registered TRAs. The Council’s lack 
of support for the registered TRAs and its instigation of a compliant client group is 
contrary to the Council’s Participation Compact 2009, which states: 
 

“…. all Compact partners will encourage and support T&RAs. These will be 
representative bodies drawn from the residents of council housing and subject to 
registration criteria. 
 
…. Registered T&RAs are the focus of the formal resident and involvement processes 
in Hammersmith and Fulham. They are also the main focus for local consultation at 
estate level for both HFH and the Council.” 
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What rumour and misinformation? Where is the evidence for this assertion? The 
information circulating on the estates was that the council wanted to sell the estates to 
the developer for demolition and redevelopment and that the Leader of the Council had 
said residents would be moved to Seagrave Road. 
 
The EqIA claims “a group of residents formed” the Steering Group. But, the Council’s 
own statements provide overwhelming evidence to the contrary: 
 

“We want to set up a steering group.” (Council newsletter Summer 2010) 
 
“The Council will set up a steering group”. (Council newsletter November 2010) 
 
“The Council has made a commitment … by establishing a residents Steering Group.  
…. Harry Audley, who some of you may know has successfully worked with residents 
and the Council for a number of years as Chair of the White City Tenants and 
Residents Association amongst other roles, has volunteered to act as an independent 
Chair for this meeting.” (18 January 2011, letter from Council to selected residents) 
 
“The Council has set up a residents’ steering group.” (H&F Cllr Harry Phibbs, 11 
February 2011, Conservative Home) 
 
“Residents Steering Group: The Council has set up a residents group.” (Officer briefing 
for H&F Councillors, February 2011) 
 
“The Council has set up a Residents Steering Group to co-ordinate ongoing discussions 
with residents around key issues such as the Supplementary Planning Document, the 
design of new homes, the phasing plans, and the provision of new social infrastructure. 
This group will continue to operate as a primary point of contact for the Council.” 
(Council’s response to comments from TRAs on Proposed Core Strategy 2010) 

 
In March 2010, without the knowledge of, and absent any authorisation from the TRA 
Committees, the Chair and Secretary of West Kensington and the Chair of Gibbs 
Green TRAs accepted an invitation to meet with the Council. At this meeting, they 
agreed to go along with the Council’s plans and to negotiate ‘assurances’ for residents. 
The Council then wrote confirming this arrangement to those three individuals in their 
TRA capacities, even though they had been acting alone, without authorisation, and 
against the TRAs’ policies. The letter was not sent to any Committee Member other 
than the three individuals concerned. 
 
At subsequent TRA Committee meetings, these three TRA Committee Members tried 
to impose the arrangement they had agreed with the Council on the associations. 
However, the majority of Committee Members were not prepared to betray the petition, 
signed by so many residents, and were determined not to break the many resolutions 
agreed unanimously at General Meetings to oppose demolition and to seek community 
transfer. 
 
The three Committee Members lost several votes in Committee; at the beginning of 
May 2010, they resigned from the TRA Committees. It is these three residents who 
were subsequently used by the Council to form the core of the Steering group. Since 
then, the Council has spent at least £38,000 on supporting and organising the Steering 
Group. The developer also supports the Steering Group, attending and hosting its 
meetings.  
 
The Steering Group was born out of a breach of trust by the Council and by these three 
former Committee Members. The Steering Group is unregistered, is unelected, and is 
unaccountable to residents. How many Members does it have? How does it choose its 
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Board? Who are its paymasters? It has no authority to negotiate contracts on behalf all 
residents or to act as a point of contact for estate residents. 
 
In January 2012, two of the three founding members of the Steering Group resigned 
once it became apparent there was no legally binding guarantee on the developer to 
build the subsequent phases. 
 
The EqIA claims: 
 

“The Council has a dedicated West Kensington and Gibbs Green website which is 
updated with all recent information and documents relating to the potential development 
of the project.” 

 
At 12 December 2011, the position on this ‘dedicated website’ was: 
 

• Newsletters post March 2011: Not available. 
 

• Cabinet decision to enter an Exclusivity Agreement (18 July 2011): Not 
available. 

 
• Cabinet report on decision to accept the EOA report and this EqIA (7 November 

2011): Not available. 
 

• Page last updated: 22 August 2011.  
 
11. KEY MESSAGES FROM RESIDENTS 
 
The EQIA states: 
 

“There is a clear mix of views, opinions and aspirations amongst the West Kensington 
and Gibbs Green estates residents about the future of their estates, with some 
residents being supportive of regeneration and the possible benefits it could bring, 
whilst other believe that regeneration of the estates is unnecessary”. 

 
This is a gross misrepresentation of the facts, which are that the overwhelming majority 
of residents, backed by their registered Tenants & Residents Associations are opposed 
to demolition and have formed a company to take over their estates. 
	  
The EqIA’s key messages from residents disproportionately reflect the views of a small 
minority and barely reflect the views of the majority. Their content is obviously partial, 
and designed to support an analysis that favours demolition. 
 
12. REDUCING ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS 
 
The EqIA ignores seven significant negative impacts (set out above). Thus, it makes no 
attempt to mitigate these, and so it fails to reduce their adverse impacts. 
 
The ‘offer-document’ containing the so-called ‘assurances’ the Council claims to have 
negotiated does not offer any significant advantages to residents. On 23 May 2011, the 
TRAs’ Solicitor, Winckworth Sherwood advised: 
 

“The contract does not guarantee that you will be better off. Most of its commitments 
are only undertakings to consider following policies that they may decide in the future, 
and are limited to what the Council can afford at the time. The contract offers less 
compared to standard offers made by other councils in similar circumstances. It tells 
you nothing about where you would go and what choice of offers you might get 
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The contract claims it does not reduce or take away your legal rights. This is untrue, 
since, for example, tenants who sign lose the right to register their rights under the 
Family Law Act 1996; would not be allowed to bring sick relatives to live with them; and 
would not be allowed to keep their fridges, cookers and washing machines. 
 
Any benefits from the contract would depend on your personal circumstances, not now, 
but at some time in the future when the Council tried to make you move. So, before 
signing a legal contract to surrender your tenancy, we advise that you must get 
separate advice from an independent expert in housing law with a duty to advise you 
without any possibility of being influenced by the Council or the developer.  
 
The Council expects you to consider a contract to surrender your tenancy without 
making any arrangements for you to get advice, and that, once you’ve signed, you 
should be advised by someone appointed by the Council. You should not consider 
signing any contract on such a basis. 
  
Anyway, the contract might easily be challenged in court as invalid because it’s 
uncertain the Council has acted reasonably in balancing its duties as a landlord against 
its interests as a developer, and it appears the process for obtaining agreement is open 
to abuse. Therefore, it’s quite possible a judge would decide the contract has no effect.  
 
This contract is a premature and unfair attempt by the Council to persuade you to 
surrender your tenancy and home before it has even decided whether to include the 
estates in the redevelopment, and before a planning application has been submitted. It 
does not offer any guaranteed benefits. Worse still, signing it would weaken your 
position with the Council and stop you taking actions that may well be in your interests 
later on.  
 
In summary, this contract would reduce your legal rights, weaken your negotiating 
position, and take away your freedom to act in your interests and those of your family. 
We advise you in the clearest possible terms: don’t sign this document.” 

 
13. ACTION PLAN 
 
The EqIA’s action plan is woefully inadequate: it does not address the seven negative 
impacts outlined above, especially the loss of so many gardens, garages, green areas 
and the unnecessary distress and worry caused to elderly and vulnerable residents.  
 
The action plan is built on top of a faulty tower of mistaken analysis: consequentially, it 
fails to reduce significant adverse impacts. 
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Annex 1: Greenhalgh and Moss: Proposals for radical reform of social 
housing 

 
Stephen Greenhalgh is leader of Hammersmith and Fulham council and heads up the 
Conservative Councils Innovation Unit, which is tasked with "formulating a bold 
Conservative blueprint for local government".  
 
John Moss is a Chartered Surveyor who has worked in regeneration for over twenty 
years and worked on the Party’s regeneration policy review under Lord Heseltine; he 
contested Hackney South and Shoreditch in 2005. Here they preview their forthcoming 
paper on the reform of social housing. 
 
On the day of the first Opposition social housing debate for three years, we ask here whether 
this is the time to reform social housing. It may not be an issue for the current intake of 
Conservative MPs at this time, but it will become an issue for many new MPs elected from 
target marginals which have far higher levels of social housing. Figures supplied to Greg Hands 
MP from the Commons Library show that shadow housing minister Grant Shapps's seat 
(Welwyn Hatfield) has the highest percentage of social rented housing of any Conservative 
seat. Some key targets have huge percentages: Hammersmith at 36%, Westminster North at 
30% and Birmingham Edgbaston and Battersea both at 29%. 
 
Whilst Conservatives are at a highpoint in local government, we still have a mountain to climb in 
our inner cities. We have no Conservative councillors in Liverpool, Sheffield or Newcastle and 
just one in Manchester. Many inner London boroughs remain either Labour or Liberal 
Democrat-run. Our control of Birmingham relies on what Mike Whitby terms "a rainbow 
coalition" with the Lib-Dems, and in Leeds we rely on the Greens as well. Finally Boris 
Johnson's stunning victory in our capital city was largely a suburban revolt. Why is this? 
 
The current state and levels of social housing in our inner cities may provide part of the answer. 
All our inner cities have relatively high levels of social housing compared to their suburbs.  
 
Today social housing has become welfare housing where both a dependency culture and a 
culture of entitlement predominate. Two thirds of social tenants of working age are unemployed 
and only 22% are in full time employment. 50% of social housing is located in the most deprived 
20% of the country. Competition revolves around drawing welfare support and taking something 
out of the system.  Conservative principles of freedom, self-reliance and personal responsibility 
run counter to this culture. Calling for the state to provide a “hand up instead of a hand out” is 
unlikely to resonate 
 
These figures from London might help explain the consequences of this for the Conservative 
party: 
 
Twenty Boroughs (excluding the City) have less than 25% social housing. Thirteen Councils are 
Conservative controlled, two are run by Conservative minority administrations, there is one 
Conservative/Lib-Dem coalition, three Lib-Dem run and one Lib-Dem/Labour run. 
 
The remaining twelve Boroughs have more than 30% social housing. Eight are Labour 
controlled, one Lib-Dem, two Lib-Dem/Conservative coalitions and just one, Hammersmith & 
Fulham, Conservative run. H&F provides us with a unique opportunity to view the problems of 
social housing from the inside. 
 
Public sector housing is run as a national housing service that fails many of the very people it 
was designed to help and delivers a risible return on assets.  Why has the current social 
housing system not been overhauled? Politics combines the business of persuasion with the art 
of the possible. We understand that it is the risk of a political backlash which has stymied the 
debate over social housing reform. Morrison, Porter and Rachman are three historical figures 
who must shoulder much of the blame for this. 
 
Currently the political debate appears to be simply about the quantity of social housing that 
needs to be built to meet "housing need". The issues have been reduced to a discussion about 



West	  Kensington	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Tenants	  &	  Residents	  Associations	  
West	  Ken	  &	  Gibbs	  Green	  Community	  Homes	  

	   54	  

numbers – numbers which are as nonsensical as proverbial production figures for Soviet tractor 
factories. 
 
However the professional and academic debate is well ahead of the politicians. There is 
considerable appetite for reform amongst those working for Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) 
and amongst council housing officers up and down the country. There is real concern that the 
current social housing system is failing the very people it was designed to help. Social housing 
was meant to help lift people out of the slums. Instead many social housing estates have 
become the very ghettos of multiple social deprivation that they were supposed to replace. This 
is a view not just held by Conservatives. Newham’s Labour elected Mayor, Sir Robin Wales 
recently told a conference that “Many council estates have become what they were fighting in 
the first place – social ghettos.” 
 
The Hills Review was a masterpiece in analysing the problems of social housing. However this 
thoughtful academic ducked pinpointing solutions which would deliver mixed communities that 
incentivise people into employment instead of leaving them in welfare ghettos. Whilst the social 
case for reform is undeniable, the financial case is just as strong. A conservative estimate 
values public sector housing stock at around £300 billion and yet the return to RSLs and 
councils on this capital investment is barely 1%. 
 
So what should we do? Politicians responsible for large swathes of social housing should and 
probably do, make every effort they can to create mixed communities in their most deprived 
areas. However, we also need a brave government to reform public sector housing so that 
councils and RSLs are free to manage their housing assets in a more sensible way based on 
what is right for the local area. 
 
In our pamphlet, we set out in four key principles for the reform of social housing: 
 
1. A duty to house and a duty to help This sets out to define the role of social housing, 
separating the duty to provide physical housing to those who cannot act for themselves through 
age infirmity or disability, from the duty to help those in need but who are able to act on their 
own behalf to secure a suitable home in the market through funding and advice. 
 
2. A right to manage public sector housing  We call for extensive deregulation of the social 
housing sector to allow RSLs to diversify and councils to manage their assets in order to deliver 
mixed and sustainable communities. This will require an end to the prescriptive national 
allocation system for social housing and its replacement with local systems which address local 
problems. Finally we call for a shift from bricks and mortar subsidies - which have buried the 
needs of individual households in the rush for numbers - to personal subsidies that would lead 
to greater individual responsibility and empowerment. 
 
3. A right to buy part of your home  We want innovation and freedom for Councils and RSLs 
to be balanced by stronger rights and greater incentives for residents. There are many ideas out 
there. However, at its core, this policy should feature a ladder into home ownership for social 
tenants through the right to buy part shares in their homes – a right matched with a "buy one get 
one free " discount to extend that ladder of opportunity further down the income scale. 
 
4. A common and consistent tenure  We call for tearing down the Berlin Wall of varying 
tenure and rent levels that operates between the private rented and social rented sectors to 
promote easier understanding and more transparency in management. 
 
There are huge social, economic and financial pay-offs if we reform social housing. The current 
social housing is warehousing poverty in the core of our great cities – cities which need to be 
the very engines of economic growth. With the reform of the social housing system that we 
advocate, social housing would continue to be available to those who cannot house themselves 
and would provide properly for them, but would provide a hand up rather than a hand out to 
people who work hard and play by the rules but who cannot afford to buy market housing or pay 
private sector rents. 
 
More homes would be built but there would be a greater mix of housing types and tenure and 
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mix of people in them. Breaking up the current concentrations of welfare housing in our inner 
cities would see educational outcomes rise, health improve and crime levels drop as 
neighbourhoods thrived once again. A system that puts home ownership or partial home 
ownership at its core would see an increase in personal wealth and encourage greater social 
mobility. 
 
We estimate that these reforms would increase the money available to Councils and RSLs to 
build new homes by £5 billion per annum and yield an additional £75 billion over ten years from 
sales of part shares. That is enough to build 900,000 new homes over ten years, 400,000 more 
than Labour have set out to achieve. The future recycling of that investment through the 
perpetual motion we envisage would continue to provide fund for reinvestment in social housing 
for years to come and wipe out housing debt along the way. 
 
Without radical reform social housing will remain a destination for life for those on welfare rather 
than a launch pad. Financial returns on public sector housing will remain pathetically low and 
public sector housing debt will remain high. Welfare reform is also set to fail without a reform of 
welfare housing. Finally, the rhetoric around localism will ring hollow if a defective national 
system for public sector housing remains in place.  
 
What needs to happen now? First the political debate must move from the quantity of social 
housing built to the quality of the housing environment provided by the state. Then we need a 
bold Conservative government to listen to the housing professionals who are fed up with 
tinkering around the edges and embrace a reform agenda that will contribute hugely to fixing 
our broken society. 
 
Conservative Home, February 11, 2009 in Stephen Greenhalgh and John Moss | 
Permalink 
 
 


