
 

South East London 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009:   

Qualitative Consultation 

 

 

 

 

 

DRAFT: April 2010 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Chapter 1: The Study Context 

 

  
Page 2 

 
  

 

 

Opinion Research Services  The Strand, Swansea SA1 1AF 

Nigel Moore 

Jonathan Lee   Chris Broughton  · ·   Hugo Marchant ·  Catherine Nock ·  Lucas Daly 

enquiries 01792 535300  ·  info@ors.org.uk  ·  www.ors.org.uk 

 © Copyright April 2010 

 

  

 

South East London Housing Partnership,  6 Stopford Road, London SE17 3BP 
Dave Shiress (SE London Housing Partnership Co-ordinator) 
Dave.Shiress@southwark.gov.uk 
enquiries 020.7525.7725 
 
 

  

mailto:info@ors.org.uk
http://www.ors.org.uk/
http://images.google.co.uk/imgres?imgurl=http://www.selondonhousing.org/graphics/header_04.gif&imgrefurl=http://www.selondonhousing.org/Category.asp?cat=555&usg=__tCQch5Y0j9VI77qExkcDA3uzwbA=&h=37&w=195&sz=4&hl=en&start=12&um=1&tbnid=L-grkpK3c-fkKM:&tbnh=20&tbnw=104&prev=/images?q=selhp&hl=en&cr=countryUK|countryGB&sa=N&um=1


Contents 

Section 1: Stakeholder Consultation ....................................................................................................... 5 

Introduction ........................................................................................................................................... 5 

{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΥ {ƻǳǘƘ 9ŀǎǘ [ƻƴŘƻƴ [ŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎΩ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ...................................................................................... 7 

Introduction ........................................................................................................................................... 7 

Private Sector Landlords Letting to Tenants from Local Housing Registers.......................................... 7 

The role of the Local Authority in Supporting the Private Rented Sector............................................. 8 

Section 3: Economic Development ........................................................................................................ 11 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 11 

Migration ............................................................................................................................................. 11 

Employment ........................................................................................................................................ 11 

Transport ............................................................................................................................................. 12 

Low Income Residents ......................................................................................................................... 12 

New Housing Development ................................................................................................................. 12 

Looking into the Future ....................................................................................................................... 13 

Section 4: Stakeholder Views - Housing Providers ................................................................................. 15 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 15 

Registered Social Landlords (RSL) ........................................................................................................ 15 

Strategy ............................................................................................................................................... 15 

Housing requirements of specific household groups .......................................................................... 16 

South East London ............................................................................................................................... 16 

Current market impact ........................................................................................................................ 17 

Landbanking ........................................................................................................................................ 17 

Financial issues .................................................................................................................................... 18 

Housing Corporation ........................................................................................................................... 18 

Thames Gateway ................................................................................................................................. 19 

SEL Local Authorities ........................................................................................................................... 19 

The Housing Corporation .................................................................................................................... 19 

Private sector developers .................................................................................................................... 20 

Financial institutions ........................................................................................................................... 23 

Future Trends ...................................................................................................................................... 23 

Conclusions .......................................................................................................................................... 24 



Chapter 5: Vulnerable Adults  

 

  
Page 4 

 
  

Section 5: Older People and Vulnerable Adults ...................................................................................... 25 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 25 

Strategic Policy Aims ........................................................................................................................... 25 

Section 6: Vulnerable Adults ................................................................................................................. 31 

People with Mental Health Issues in South East London .................................................................... 35 

Section 7: Students and Vulnerable Young People ................................................................................. 37 

Students............................................................................................................................................... 37 

 

 



Chapter 1: Stakeholder Consultation 

 

  
Page 5 

 
  

Section 1: Stakeholder Consultation 

Introduction 

1.1 Opinion Research Services (ORS) was commissioned by the local authorities in South East 

London to undertake a comprehensive and integrated Strategic Housing Market Assessment for 

the sub-region.  The local authorities involved in the project are Bexley, Bromley, Greenwich, 

Lewisham and Southwark.   

1.2 The research was based on the analysis of 7,250 interviews conducted with households in each 

of the boroughs in June 2007 and November 2008 (the Household Survey, which primarily 

underwrote the housing needs and requirement modelling) coupled with secondary data. 

Figure 1 
Overview of the Document Structure for the South East London Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009 

 

1.3 This document covers the stakeholder engagement for the study and forms part of the technical 

appendix..  Other documents available include:  

Á A report which focuses upon the key findings and potential policy conclusions of the 

study; 

Á Studies of the circumstances and housing requirements of particular groups of the 

population including, older persons, people with support needs, families, Black and 

Minority Ethnic groups, migrant workers, key workers, Low Cost Home Ownership, 

intermediate housing, the private rented sector, low earners, and students; 

Á An executive summary designed to be accessible to all; 

Á Individual reports for each of the five boroughs involved in the study.  

South East London Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009

Reports

Technical ReportxCore Data Report Executive Summary
Individual LA 

reports
Report of Key 

Findings
Sub-group reports
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Section 2: South East London LandlordsΩ {ǳǊǾŜȅ 

Introduction 

2.1 In order to gain an insight into local housing issues, as perceived by key stakeholders, Opinion 

Research Services held a forum in May 2008 for local landlords and letting agents in South East 

London, through which a survey was carried out. In total there were 54 respondents, of which 

the majority (80%) were individual private landlords, 17% represented a letting agent and 4% 

were corporate landlords (in partnership with others).  

2.2  Most of the landlords/agents have properties in only one of the South East London boroughs 

(although some own properties across South East London and South London) and own between 

1 and 5 properties in any one borough. However 3% own 50 or more properties in any one 

borough. Almost half of respondents have been letting properties for 5 or more years. 

2.3 The overall objective of this stakeholder ŜǾŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ explore local 

housing issues in the private rented sector, gaining an understanding of the housing market that 

might not otherwise be attained. The findings of the open ended questions within the survey are 

presented below. 

Private Sector Landlords Letting to Tenants from Local Housing Registers 

2.4 As part of the South East London [ŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǘƘŜ 

boroughs could take to encourage landlords to accept applicants from local housing registers; 

there was a wide range of responses with widespread agreement on several issues. 

2.5 Around a quarter of the landlords who responded felt that they would need more assurance and 

a guarantee that that they would receive rent payments in full and on time - some had either 

had bad experiences in the past where rent had not been received (sometimes having to wait 

around 8 weeks) or anticipated that rent problems with tenants from the housing register were 

more likely than those not in receipt of housing benefit. It was suggested that rent should be 

paid in advance, that there should be a one month deposit guarantee and faster payment 

processing. 

2.6 There were particular worries from many of the landlords that if (as is current practice) housing 

benefit is paid to the tenant, it might be spent before rent was paid to them. The landlords felt 

they would be much more likely to accept applicants from local housing registers if the housing 

benefit was paid directly to them. Particularly in the case of the tenant going into arrears, they 

would want a guarantee that the housing benefit would be paid directly to them. Payment of 

rent monthly rather than every four weeks was also considered more favourable so that it was in 

line with everything else. 
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2.7 The level of rent was also a worry. Several of the landlords stated that they felt rents should be 

at market level and housing benefit increased to cover this. It was felt by some that they were 

subsidising council tenants and were worried that they would lose money if they rented their 

properties at social rent levels. On more than one occasion, landlords who have had previous 

experience with social rent tenants complained of times when rent had not been paid and they 

had had difficulty sorting out financial issues both with the individual tenants and the local 

council. These past experiences have discouraged private sector landlords from future lettings in 

the social sector. 

2.8 In general it appeared that tenants from the local housing register had a bad reputation amongst 

the private sector landlords. Many landlords anticipated problems, not only with the payment of 

rent, but with the suitability of the tenant for the property and the neighbourhood they would 

be moving into. It was suggested more than once that tenants should be vetted by the council 

for eligibility for housing benefit, references and credit history, and suitability for the property. 

2.9 It was also anticipated by some of the landlords that tenants from local housing registers would 

be more likely to cause damage to the property, make unauthorised adaptations or misuse the 

property. Therefore receiving help with repairs both practically and financially would encourage 

private landlords to rent in the social sector. It was also suggested by some that an in-between 

agency (such as a council housing officer) would be welcomed to liaise with landlords and 

tenants when there were problems and be available for support to landlords.  

2.10 Incentive payments to landlords were also proposed as a means of encouragement and the 

Greenwich Council HACTRAC scheme was mentioned as an example of a good scheme that was 

already in place. Similarly guarantees of longer leases and higher returns on investment/value 

would also serve favourably.  

2.11 It was also clear that many of the landlords were unaware of or confused by current practices 

and regulations with regard to letting to tenants on the local housing register. Suggestions for 

help from the boroughs included more general information, advice and communication; help 

with language barriers; easier to understand paperwork; regular updates on any changes; and a 

register kept by the council of landlords who accept housing benefit tenants. 

The role of the Local Authority in Supporting the Private Rented Sector 

2.12 The landlords were also asked whether they saw a role for local authorities in supporting the 

private rented sector and what sort of support would be helpful. The vast majority of landlords 

felt strongly that the local authority did have a role to play and again many suggestions were 

made. 

2.13 Guarantees of rent payments and rent levels were again top of the list of priorities for many. 

Some form of financial support from the local authority and help in understanding the risks 

involved, as well as advice on how to deal with the non-payment of rent were suggested. 

2.14 The financial repercussions of carrying out repairs and ensuring homes are brought up to the 

Decent Homes standard are also a concern for some landlords and they would welcome both 

advice and financial support for this purpose. For example advice on selecting preferred 

repairers and suppliers would reduce problems such as sub-standard work or landlords being 
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ΨǊƛǇǇŜŘ ƻŦŦΩΦ hǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ given include grants to help with meeting lifetime homes standards 

and interest free loans for carrying out repairs.  

2.15 Many felt that general advice and support from the local authorities would be helpful. Providing 

information through the council website was suggested, but in particular a good relationship 

between the borough and the landlords (and tenants) was seen as very important and it was 

also felt that they should be more open with regards to discussing matters with agents and 

individual landlords. A dedicated Housing Benefit team with potential to build relationships with 

landlords would also be welcomed with one landlord mentioning having experiences of being 

treated badly in the past. 

2.16 In addition to more direct contact and liaison with the local authorities, several landlords also 

suggested that they would like to be informed of and involved in more forums and networking 

information events so that they can obtain the most up-to-date information about regulations 

and know where they can get extra information or advice and support, particularly if they are 

having problems with tenants. It was also felt that membership to landlord associations should 

be promoted.  
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Section 3: Economic Development 

Introduction 

3.1 In January 2009 an economic development stakeholder meeting was held, within which 

participants were given a presentation of initial study findings and then engaged in discussions 

around these findings and in particular economic development in the sub-region. There were 

representatives from Lewisham, Southwark, Bexley and Bromley present.  

3.2 Key points that arose from the discussions are presented below. 

Migration 

3.3 Migration patterns show movement from inner to Outer boroughs in South East London. It was 

generally considered that this phenomenon was being driven by families moving out of inner 

London to find more suitable housing when their situation changes as there is a much larger 

stock of family housing available in the outer boroughs.  

3.4 Schools were also thought to be an important contributory factor. In particular it was mentioned 

that there was a lack of secondary school places in Lewisham and so families send their children 

outwards and the whole family often have to move just to secure a place at the school.   

3.5 International migrants were also mentioned. It was thought that international migrants initially 

moved into the inner city, however once they have become established and found work they too 

often move outwards as their situation changes. 

3.6 However, despite the general movement outwards it was suggested that the reverse was 

occurring for younger individuals. There is a shortage of 20-30 year olds in Bromley because they 

ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŦƛƴƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜΦ In Bexley, the lack 

of transport links to places of work were considered to be a driving force for younger individuals 

moving to more central locations. 

Employment 

3.7 It was stressed that it will be vital to consider where jobs are in the future and was mentioned 

that the mayor is now taking a more polycentric approach, looking at many different areas. 

3.8 The effects of the economic downturn have already been seen in South East London. 

Stakeholders spoke of an increase in unemployment in the south of Bexley where the 

commuters are and also on the Eastern side but it was considered that this was connected more 

with self employment of construction workers, therefore it appears that the borough has been 

affected by a loss in both the employed and self employed sectors. 
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3.9 It was also reported that Bromley was one of the most affected areas by the recession and the 

borough is still trying to understand the reasoning behind this.  It was thought that one problem 

was that over the last twenty years a substantial amount of employment land has been used for 

housing development so there is now a need to create more land. Although land value has 

decreased, finding suitable land was still considered to be a problem and the need for stronger 

planning policies was stressed. 

3.10 A survey was carried out by LB Bromley which showed (surprisingly) that a substantial number of 

people from other boroughs are working in Bromley town centre although 60% oŦ .ǊƻƳƭŜȅΩǎ 

residents live and work in Bromley.  In fact, southern Lewisham is actually closer to the centre of 

Bromley town than East Bromley is which could explain the high numbers. 

3.11 In Bexley 75% of jobs are filled by local people but jobs are quite low paid, with the average 

wage still below the London average. It was reported that the number of jobs per hectare was 

going down and that there are a lot of shift workers (approximately 5,500 jobs in the area). It 

was also thought that Bexley lost 2,500 jobs when Barclays Bank took over Woolwich Building 

Society. 

Transport 

3.12 Bad transport links were also seen to have a negative effect on economic development. 

Stakeholders spoke of bad orbital transport links in London making it very difficult to get to 

neighbouring boroughs, with the transport system only really good for getting into central 

London. Therefore an improvement in transport links was seen as vital, however, it was thought 

that Greenwich has been the main beneficiary of recent transport developments. 

Low Income Residents 

3.13 It was reported by the stakeholders that the lower income residents in South East London were 

mostly resident in the north of the sub-region. Figures show that 60% of Lewisham residents 

leave the borough for work, usually in retail and the public sector. The lower income residents 

were thought to live where there is social housing provided and work locally.  Interestingly, in 

Southwark the council estates are walking distance from the city but yet there is still very high 

unemployment possibly because the residents perceive it is not close. 

3.14 New housing development can have the effect of changing the economic status of an area. One 

example given was new housing that has been built in Deptford serving Canary Warf, which has 

brought in new people with more money. However there is a divide between the existing 

population and those who are coming in, they are also not doing much to contribute to the 

economy as they leave and spend their money outside of the borough. There were reports of 

particular problems where the migrant population have come in and taken the ΨpoorerΩ housing 

to start out but then moved on to another borough. 

New Housing Development 

3.15 It is thought that Lewisham is making a significant impact in getting the right combination of 

housing types in order to meet the housing needs of those in the area. Reportedly, numerous 

redevelopment schemes occurring are intended for housing and where some schemes are 
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switching to 100% social housing due to the economic downturn as many people have no equity 

or means to borrow. 

3.16 Bromley has ǊŜǎƛǎǘŜŘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜŀŦȅ ƎǊŜŜƴ ŀǎǇŜŎǘΩ 

that is one of the main reasons for many for moving to the borough. The aspiration in Bromley is 

to get higher skilled jobs locally in an attempt to save the community before redeveloping 

housing. 

3.17 Choice of housing was considered by the stakeholders to be a lot more about location rather 

ǘƘŀƴ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘly 

low level private rent housing stock. For example, while there is a lot of new private rented stock 

in Peckham it was reported that not many high earners are moving into the area; instead it is 

Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŎŀƴΩǘ access social housing. 

Looking into the Future 

3.18 The rising level of university fees was mentioned as something that could potentially influence 

housing need - the greater cost may be an incentive for students to stay at home and go to a 

university nearby, which might affect the type of housing needed to reflect this. There are 

several universities in the area including London Southbank University, Goldsmiths University of 

London, Ravensbourne College, Trinity College London, and The University of Greenwich; the 

latter of which has grown significantly and caters greatly for local people. 

3.19 Looking at specific areas of South East London there were reports that there is an particular 

impetus for change in Deptford, for example investments, news schools and apartments to 

encourage new businesses to start up. The borough of Greenwich is also gradually changing and 

improving, particularly with regards to entertainment. The 02 Arena in Greenwich provides a lot 

of jobs but in the lower paid service industry, however it does provide somewhere to go rather 

than into central London so offers competition and makes the area a more attractive place to 

live. 
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Section 4: Stakeholder Views - Housing Providers 

Introduction 

4.1 A series of structured interviews were held to consider current contextual information regarding 

market intelligence and policy, including delivery mechanisms and how these may be shaped in 

the short and medium term. The structured interviews included: 

Á A sample of registered social landlords active in the sub region 

Á The Housing Corporation 

Á A sample of private sector developers 

Á Financial institutions who fund affordable housing 

Registered Social Landlords (RSL) 

4.2 The RSL sample included a range of types, from medium sized community based organisations 

with 4,000 homes to larger players active in several regions with up to 60,000 homes. Several 

are sector leaders with major development programmes. The interviews were held with a mix of 

Development Directors and Chief Executives.  

Strategy 

4.3 The interviews highlighted a range of issues regarding RSL strategic approach to housing market 

in South East London (SEL): 

Á Strategic awareness in RSLs is highly developed: The changes brought about in the RSL 

sector in the past 20 years mean they all now have highly developed commercial 

sensitivity attuned to market and this is reflected in development strategies. 

Á All RSLs have a medium term development strategy: this is for up to 5 years usually with 

an annual review: These are attuned to, but not aligned with, regional and sub regional 

housing strategies. The RSLs highlighted capacity issues about engaging with strategies 

at all levels and the risk to delivery that full engagement would mean.  

Á Strategies adopt a mix of spatial and thematic approaches: these are based on market 

knowledge, their organisational philosophy and wider strategic awareness. All RSLs had 

aligned as far as possible with key messages from housing enablers, for example, for 

family sized affordable homes.  

Á South East London features strongly in development strategies: SEL remains a key 

development area and a range of spatial and thematic approaches to meet sub regional 

needs are undertaken. Considerable focus was in place to support cross regional 

strategic initiatives such as Thames Gateway.  

Á Strategy adopts a range of development approaches: RSLs use a mix of lead developer 

and partnership approaches to deliver housing schemes. This includes joint ventures and 
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strategic relationships with the private sector, as well as schemes led by the RSLs 

themselves. 

Á Strategies included a wide product range: affordable housing, low cost home ownership, 

intermediate tenures, key worker, supported housing and outright sale all feature in 

strategies. This approach aids delivery and enables RSLs to develop large, complex 

schemes, requiring cross subsidy, as well as smaller sites. 

Á Scheme Standards: the RSLs are committed to raising standards in the new homes they 

build to reflect changing environmental standards and household requirements. 

Á The current market is having an impact on strategy: The impact of slowing sales rates in 

particular is influencing RSL activity. However, the strategic approaches adopted have 

positioned RSLs well to continue to develop during the current period and into the 

medium term.  

 

Housing requirements of specific household groups 

4.4 There is considerable understanding of the needs of specific groups among RSLs and these play a 

key role in their strategies: 

Á Housing for families: all RSLs are committed to maximising family homes of 3 bedrooms 

or more and most have a requirement for a specific proportion of their programme to 

target this group.  

Á Supported housing: new pipeline provision is limited given RSL concerns over revenue 

funding and the long term viability of such schemes. Several RSLs noted the 

demographic issue regarding future housing needs for older people and are interested in 

exploring options further in this market segment. 

Á Intermediate tenures: all RSLs are actively considering or delivering intermediate tenure 

options; mainly, this is low cost home ownership and intermediate rent, especially 

where these give opportunities to cross subsidise schemes. Key worker accommodation 

feature in some pipelines although RSLs report a mixed history with these types of 

schemes. 

Á Implications of weakening market for intermediate tenures: RSLs are actively looking at 

ΨǘŜƴǳǊŜ ǎǿŀǇǎΩ ǿƘŜƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ŜΦƎΦ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ 

intermediate rent. Comment was made about the weak demand and modest returns 

from intermediate rent to date. 

Á In house demand: RSLs report they have significant backlogs of demand from their own 

tenants, especially for family housing.  

 

South East London 

4.5 There were some observations about the South East London sub region:  

Á South East London features strongly in RSL activity and aspirations: For some, it forms a 

ŎƻǊŜ ΨƘŜŀǊǘƭŀƴŘΩ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŘƻΦ  

Á London context: South East London exhibits similar housing and development issues 

with other areas of London. 
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Á S106 schemes: the market downturn has adversely affected delivery via this method and 

a marked slowdown has been noted.  

Á Sub regional partners: local authorities exhibit different characteristics and 

requirements and this can inhibit sub regional approaches to development. 

Á Stock rationalisation: RSLs report they have stock rationalisation in their strategies but 

no specific plans for SEL. 

 

Current market impact 

4.6 All RSLs have noted the current market downturn and have adjusted their short term activity. 

However, longer term strategies are still sustainable and have not changed markedly at this 

time:   

Á Risk management: RSLs have a range of tenures under development and are looking to 

manage a spread in their risk. Boards are taking a more proactive stance in risk aspects.  

Á Market sale homes: Schemes involving shared ownership or outright sale are under 

pressure and new approaches including conversion to rent or intermediate rent are 

being considered. No cash-flow issues are reported so far. 

Á Flagship regeneration schemes: these are often s106 based and dependent on sales to 

cross subsidise ς market evidence suggests activity is slowing rapidly. 

Á Landbanks: these are helping ensure RSL new home supply continues even in a difficult 

market and is likely to remain so for some time. 

Á Lead developer approach: Taking a lead developer approach (rather than s106) is 

advantageous giving RSLs more control of the development process.  

Á Customer demand: Shared Ownership values and customer interest are holding up ς the 

key issue for buyers is getting mortgage funding.  

Á Land values: these are reported as weakening which may create new development 

opportunities. 

Á Grant rates: RSLs report continued downward pressure on grant rates in the current 

market may compromise future medium term delivery. 

Á Developers: several strategic relationships exist with developers. Where these are true 

partnerships, it is likely that these will be sustained through the current market. 

Á Developer approaches: RSLs report large numbers of approaches from developers 

offering sites and schemes. Softening scheme and land values means this is likely to 

continue and there may be opportunities for acquisition. However, all RSLs noted their 

concerns over quality, location and mix which would inform their decisions to acquire or 

not. 

4.7 Overall, RSLs are managing their development pipeline creatively and this should mean delivery 

continues in the current market, albeit at possibly lower completion rates.  

Landbanking 

4.8 Land availability is recognised as key to ensuring future deliverability. RSLs have begun actively 

landbanking during the past decade, and this supply chain makes a positive contribution to 

deliverability. In SEL, the main issues surrounding landbanking are: 
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Á Landbanks held: c.£0.2bn landbank is held by the RSLs interviewed: this is not exclusively 

in the SEL area, but significant amounts of it are.   

Á Landbank facility: c.£0.5bn facility is available to the RSLs interviewed for landbanking 

activity. Again, this not exclusively for SEL but gives an idea of the scale of RSL potential. 

The availability of such facilities to drawdown at the present time may be an issue. 

Á Market values are weakening: this offers future opportunities for land acquisition by 

RSLs. 

Á Fall in land bank values: Where RSL landbank values fall, the consensus is to take a 

strategic view and retain land for the longer term.  

Financial issues 

4.9 RSLs were asked to comment on their present financial status and how the current market may 

affect their activity. Key issues were: 

Á funding facilities: All RSL reported  substantial financial loan facilities which should last 

them some years yet. Several had refinanced relatively recently. Anecdotally, RSLs 

reported stories of RSLs experiencing difficulties when drawing cash down from facilities 

though none in the study had been directly affected. 

Á improving asset values; value gains over the last 10 years has significantly helped 

development and loan capacity. 

Housing Corporation 

4.10 Current relationships with the Housing Corporation are good and all RSLs noted their shared 

goals of delivering affordable housing supply. The current market impact on delivery and cash 

spend for the Corporation was also noted. The key issues identified in terms of deliverability 

included:   

Á change in relationship between Housing Corporation and RSLs: the changes of the past 

ten years (particularly private sector competition for grant and the commercial 

pressures introduced by lower grant rates) have made RSLs more commercial in 

approach, although not in philosophy. This has altered their culture in terms of criteria 

applied to new opportunities that emerge. 

Á the current £200m package: given the changed relationship, RSLs noted that they were 

risk averse in bidding, and had concerns around quality, grant rates and capacity. 

Á Programme delivery for 2008/08 is under pressure: this is being actively managed and 

market factors are impacting considerably. S106 schemes are at particular risk. 

Á Tension now between grant rates and deliverability: the downward pressure on rates 

has affected scheme viability and consequent delivery. Much of this relates to increased 

costs for improved build standards. RSLs noted that, in a rising market, this could be 

accommodated, but, in a declining market, was a drag on delivery. Effectively, there is a 

need to balance the requirement for delivery against the needs for efficiency and lower 

grant rates. 
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Á Regular Market Engagement (RME): all RSLs found RME unsatisfactory given its 

infrequency and focus on driving down grant rates. The approach is now evolving with 

move to ongoing engagement which could enable speedier allocation decision making.  

Thames Gateway 

4.11 Those RSLs active in Thames Gateway noted a range of issues in bringing schemes forward: 

Á bureaucracy: there are a large number of bodies involved in shaping delivery and 

engaging with them to bring schemes forward is challenging. 

Á flagship sites: these tend to be competitive and many RSLs find better opportunities 

elsewhere. 

Á strategic complexity: there are a range of strategies and players making the overall 

strategic approach unclear.  

Á current market: there is a slowing market for new schemes but existing schemes are 

holding up well, although shared ownership sales are hampered by customer difficulty in 

accessing mortgage funding. 

Á Infrastructure: slow delivery of necessary infrastructure to support residential 

development is still an issue and influences RSL decisions to invest. 

SEL Local Authorities 

4.12 RSLs report good relationships with the SEL authorities and expressed empathy with the 

challenges the authorities are facing. However, RSLs noted several avenues where delivery could 

be enhanced by addressing some key issues: 

Á Resources: a more proactive and longer term solution to staff skills retention would be 

helpful. Currently, turnover and low levels of resource act as a brake on planning and 

housing enabling functions in some boroughs.   

Á Member engagement: members could be more consistently engaged with the enabling 

and planning processes in order to speed up delivery. Placing housing enabling closer to 

ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ΨƘŜŀǊǘōŜŀǘΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŜƭǇΦ   

Á Build standard requirements: any increasing requirements in the current market risk 

compromising delivery.  

Á Sub regional policies: developing cross authority policies (for example, on s106 

agreements) would help in bringing schemes forward. 

Á Consistency in planning decisions: again, enhancing consistency in decision making 

would aid deliverability.  

The Housing Corporation 

4.13 Overall, the Corporation is realigning its investment approach to reflect changed market 

conditions, although current programmes appear to be on course. 

Strategically, the Corporation is adhering to its agreed investment approach: 

Á strategic approach: investment priorities for south east London reflect the various 

strategies at local, sub regional and regional levels (Mayors Housing Strategy, the 

London Plan, sub regional strategy and local authority strategies etc) 
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Á key strategic priorities: these reflect the priorities set by local authorities and RSLs and 

include larger rented homes, intermediate tenures 

Á bid assessments: RSLs bids are evaluated against strategies and 3 other key criteria 

(deliverability, value for money and quality and standards) 

Á spatial and thematic issues: these are considered in investment decisions, with targets 

set particularly for supported housing  

4.14 The current market has had some impact on the CorporationΩs approach: 

Á Delivery: The CorporationΩs programme is reported to be on course to deliver with no 

issues so far  

Á Programme: Some mixed tenure schemes involving shared ownership and/or sales are 

acknowledged to have some difficulties but this does not impact so far on overall 

delivery 

Á New initiatives: The Corporation is developing a number of new initiatives to sustain 

delivery through the current market ς ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƴŜǿ ΨǊŜƴǘ ǘƻ ōǳȅΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

scheme conversion (say, from SO to intermediate rent) where this boosts deliverability 

Á Credit crunch: RSLs report difficulty in achieving sales values and applicant mortgage 

issues for SO and build for sale schemes 

Á Encouraging delivery: Developers are being asked to discuss potential schemes which 

could be brought forward in a variety of ways 

Á RSL capacity: this is being scrutinised at a national level and views are being taken on RSL 

capacity for existing development and forward schemes 

4.15 South East London exhibits some specific issues from the Corporations investment perspective: 

Á higher value areas appear to be holding up in the current market 

Á inner London boroughs in SEL (e.g. Lewisham, Southwark, Greenwich) exhibit 

acknowledged issues around deprivation and regeneration and the risks this presents in 

the current market.  

Á Methods to support Inner London strategic sites which are Ψŀǘ ǊƛǎƪΩ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΥ 

the Corporation is considering whether forward funding of schemes beyond the current 

3 year programme is viable  

Á .ǊƻƳƭŜȅ ƛǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨƻǳǘŜǊΩ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ōƻǊƻǳƎƘ 

Private sector developers 

4.16 Overall, developers interviewed suggest that they are still active in the SEL market, albeit with a 

stronger approach to risk given market circumstances. 

4.17 Developers advise that they are still interested in all forms of development but that the current 

market has seen them either shift to a focus on high value development (which is still relatively 

buoyant) or to not seek new schemes.  

4.18 Strategic approaches varied with some adopting a spatial focus while others were more 

opportunistic. One developer highlighted that their strategy is more about maintaining a balance 

between business streams and products rather than geography.   
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4.19 There were mixed views regarding other strategies, especially those in the public sector: 

Á Developers have regard to existing strategies to a point, however, they are more likely 

to take account of planning policies. 

Á Regional and local strategies are used as part of internal processes for assessing 

opportunities. 

Á Most developers do not interact at sub-regional level in SE London, instead focusing on 

individual authorities.  

Á Comments were made that SE London is perceived to have a more co-ordinated 

approach than other sub regions.  

Á The impact of other strategies is acknowledged when dealing with specific policies that 

have been agreed at sub-regional level: for example, affordability targets, wheelchair 

standards. One observation was made that SE London boroughs tend to stick with these, 

whereas other London boroughs deviate more easily from agreed sub regional policies 

(although this was seen to be largely as a response to political change). 

4.20 The current London market has had considerable impact on developer activity: 

Á Developers are showing more selectivity about sites . 

Á In current market, some developers have scaled back their acquisition programme and 

have focussed on delivery . 

Á Some report that they are not looking at anything new for 2008/9, although they have 

targets for 2009/10. 

Á Opportunities have reduced quite considerably in some areas: landowners have scaled 

back quite a bit or are not transacting even when they received offers. Private 

landowners have become slower to act.  

Á Current market activity is focused on only building out at rate they can sell ς capacity is 

effectively restricted by the level of selling. 

4.21 There were some interesting observations regarding the current land market in SEL itself: 

Á Developers report that they are being offered more sites in the current market but not 

yet at the right price.  

Á ±ƛŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǾŜƴŘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŘƧǳǎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ 

are willing to sell at lower price, but public sector has been slower to respond. 

Á Landbanking activity has been common in the past but not in the current market. 

Á Some developers have switched focus to strategic sites where they can defer or manage 

risk more effectively. 

4.22 Intermediate tenure products were strongly endorsed by some interviewees: 

Á The Intermediate market is part of developersΩ current product range and is seen as a 

continuing housing option. 

Á One interviewee described intermediate tenure as currently their most attractive 

product (they have a range of schemes, including Homebuy and First Time Buyers 

initiative) and they now try to ensure some intermediate products on every scheme. 
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4.23 Finance has become more difficult given the market changes ς comments were made that if 

schemes do not proceed it will be because of finance rather than developer plans. Effectively, 

the market is not allowing transactions to proceed. One developer, however, reported they have 

ƴƻ ōƻǊǊƻǿƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΣ ǎƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ see any particular problem. 

4.24 Relationships with the Housing Corporation were varied but generally positive and with the 

potential to expand in the future: 

Á Relationships: Some developers enjoy very good relationships with the Corporation. This 

involves regular meetings with them at different levels depending on issues and 

geography to discuss schemes. 

Á Funding: Although no developer interviewed is currently receiving funding from the 

/ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ  ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōƛŘ for funding 

but will consider doing so in the future. On organisation has set up a subsidiary that 

could develop affordable housing for RSLs. 

4.25 Interviews highlighted several issues regarding RSLs and the relationships between them and 

developers: 

Á Slowdown in RSL activity: Observation was made that RSL development activity has 

ΨƎƻƴŜ ǉǳƛŜǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƎǊƻǿƴ ŎŀǳǘƛƻǳǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎΣ 

relationships were going well, and developers intended to maintain and strengthen 

relationships. 

Á RSL/Developer partnerships: Several developers have formal and informal partnerships 

with RSLs some of which have been cultivated over the long term. One developer 

reported partnerships with 12 RSLs. 

Á ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎΥ {ƻƳŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛnk that 

partnerships with RSLs have improved the technical aspects of their development. 

Á New initiatives and vehicles with RSLs are beginning to emerge: joint ventures especially 

were reported.  

Á Green build standards: Developers report they are delivering improved environmental 

ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ w{[ǎ ς they have 

adapted to take account of HC standards, etc. Mention was made of the prohibitive 

costs of delivering these standards in the current market. 

4.26 Several views were given regarding Thames Gateway: 

Á High number of different agencies: developers felt that there were too many agencies 

and there is confusion over who is doing what and what each agencies powers are. 

Developers tended to prefer to deal with LAs rather than with strategic agencies.  

Á LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΥ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƘƛŎƪŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƎƎΩ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ 

infrastructure ς ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ōǳǘ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƛǎƴΩǘΦ 

Á Poor co-ordination London: The London element of TG was noted as being much less co-

ordinated than the out of London (e.g. Kent) part. In London, developers commented on 

the seeming fragmented approach by LAs, although noting that some were more 

forward thinking than others.  
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Á Absence of leadership: Developers were looking for the GLA to refocus policy. It was 

noted that the SEEDA role in Kent was very effective, until they lost their funding. 

4.27 There were a range of views and opinions on local authorities in South East London:  

Á Concerns over planning administration: generally developers are looking for the 

planning service to improve. There was frustration over the changes in officers and the 

lack of experience of some staff, especially at junior levels. Developers recognise also 

the political dynamic to the process and noted high profile opposition on a number of 

their schemes. 

Á S106 negotiations: developers noted that these can be convoluted, protracted and 

ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŀƴŘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ǊŜƭŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

approach ǿƻƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ 

Á Relationships generally: interviewees noted a positive experience of working with SE 

London LAs. They see these as a long term relationship and feel each party understands 

the other. One comment was made that they were better than working with central 

London LAs.  

Á Co-ordination and leadership: one developer reported that the SEL co-ordinator is good 

but more needs to be done to co-ordinate HAs and developers working together, 

especially in the current market. Both HAs and Developers are aiming to deliver 

affordable housing and perhaps the co-ordinator role can help to improve this process. 

Financial institutions 

4.28 hǳǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŦǳƴŘŜǊǎ Ƙŀǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƭƛǉǳƛŘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎǊŜŘƛǘ ŎǊǳƴŎƘΩ 

is of considerable concern ς it is affecting lending at both at the corporate and individual levels. 

This has implications for both refinancing of RSL facilities and new stock transfer funding. 

4.29 Funder views have changed considerably, especially in the last three months. For example, any 

transfer funding prospectus issued today would experience:  

Á Limited number of interested lenders: the number of active stock transfer lenders has 

ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ пΣ ǿƛǘƘ н ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ΨǎŜŎƻƴŘΩ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ 

Á (A recent proposed Stock Transfer (not In South East London) received only one bid, and 

that from a consortium) . 

Á Margins set higher: say, at an average of 1.25%, starting at perhaps 1.00% for a two year 

period and rising to 1.30 or even 1.50%. 

Á All loan covenants set tighter than previously. 

Á Due to the pressure on funding availability, individual banks will likely limit their 

maximum exposure to c.£50m: the implications say, for a medium Stock Transfer, is that 

there will need to be a consortium bid. 

Future Trends 

4.30 Funders do not expect the market ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊ Ǝƻ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƻƭŘ Řŀȅǎέ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ w{[s could be 

offered discounted margins, but most predict a slight easing within 12 months. There appear to 

be two opposing factors which will be driving the level at which margins are offered: 
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Á Most people expect the confidence to come back slowly in the inter-bank market which 

will lead to a reduction on the cost of funds. 

4.31 Offsetting that, there are concerns that: 

Á RSLs will and are being exposed by the downturn in the housing market, especially those 

with large shared ownership and outright sale programmes. 

Á The change in the regulation of the sector (with the new HCA and TSA) will lead to 

relaxation of controls which could lose the confidence of the banking community. 

4.32 However, there are early signs that the higher margins may attract banks back into the RSLsΩ 

funding market. For instance: 

Á Some key historic players will definitely return to the sector and be part of, if not the 

leaders, in a more competitive market within the next 9 months.  

Á Other European and smaller UK institutions may also enter the market, supporting the 

main players, by the middle of 2009. 

Conclusions 

Á Stock Transfer Market: Transfers will still be funded, but prospective RSLs will need to 

actively seek funding rather than simply putting out a Prospectus and an invitation to a 

Stock Tour.  

Á RSL funding generally: most banks are taking any opportunity to change terms. There is 

evidence that simple requests, such as a RSLs asking for longer availability periods, leads 

to discussion to renegotiate margins. There have been cases where the Bank has even 

recommended full drawdown whether or not the RSL needs the money to avoid 

renegotiations.  

Á The reduction in RSL sales activity: whether they are shared ownership or outright Sale, 

the downturn is putting a strain on RSLs cash resources and, in particular, cash driven 

covenants. Any request for relaxation or amendments is being used as a means to 

achieve higher margins for funders. The clear message is that unless a RSL has a fully 

committed, and secured facility, the funding costs of any increase is going to be 

substantially higher. 
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Section 5: Older People and Vulnerable Adults 

Introduction 

5.1 The study brief considers the needs of older people with support needs and vulnerable adults, 

including those people with a physical disability or sensory impairment, people with a learning 

disability and people with a mental health issue. 

Strategic Policy Aims 

5.2 The strategic direction for all services for older people with support needs and vulnerable adults 

(people with mental health issues, people with a learning difficulty, people with physical 

disabilities or sensory impairment) across the south east London sub-region is clear and in line 

with national policy ς it is to move away from institutional forms of care, whenever possible, and 

to provide services which support people living independently for as long as possible.   

5.3 Planning for the housing and support needs of vulnerable people is a complex task in an 

environment of changing needs, expectations and financial pressures.  However the strategic 

direction should lead to more personalised choice and a wider range of housing and support 

options for people, including support that is tenure neutral.  (The national policy context for 

health and social care is set out in some detail in many of the strategic documents reviewed and 

this work has not been duplicated here.) 

5.4 Alongside these changes are plans to increase the use of individual budgets, which enable 

people to purchase their own care packages and increase the use of aids and adaptations and 

assistive technology to support people in maintaining their independence for longer.  

5.5 Concern was voiced by some commissioners about the over reliance on the policy of developing 

self-contained accommodation, which is supported by the Housing Corporation.  This 

development needs to be balanced with the fact that some people benefit from more communal 

living arrangements to minimise social isolation.   

5.6 The speed at which these changes are being implemented varies across the sub-region and there 

are still uncertainties about the impact on services and housing need of developments such as 

the more widespread use of individual budgets.  For example, all boroughs have been working to 

bring back clients who have been placed out-of-borough and re-house them more locally.  

However, individual budgets may change this pattern as users decide they want to stay out-of-

borough, near the networks they have built up during the time they have lived there.  

5.7 The groups with support needs are only a small, though in some cases a growing section of the 

whole population.  In many cases the complexity of those needing care is increasing as care 

agencies concentrate on those people with most needs.  
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5.8 In addition to those older people with support needs, national policymakers are concerned 

about meeting the future needs of all older people, given the ageing population and particularly 

ǘƘŜ ǊŀǇƛŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊ урΩǎ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ   

5.9 Planned action now and in the near future, which addresses housing and sustainable living 

issues may increase the number of older people who are able to live independently for longer.  

This would reduce the need for expensive social and health care support, while at the same time 

ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ  

General Issues Identified by Consultation that Apply to a Range of Vulnerable Client Groups  

Homelessness 

5.10 Boroughs have become more focused on prevention of homelessness and do now deal with 

non-priority groups, such as the single homeless, offering financial assistance to support placing 

people in the private rented sector.  However in general there are few options for single 

homeless people.  

5.11 There has been a growth in the numbers of people placed in temporary accommodation and 

these placements are for longer periods than previously.  Often this accommodation is in areas 

which are not suitable for housing vulnerable people. 

5.12 Front line officers indicated that the profile of people presenting as homeless or seeking advice 

because of concerns about homelessness had started to chaƴƎŜ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŎǊŜŘƛǘ ŎǊǳƴŎƘΩΦ 

5.13 Buy-to-let landlords, defaulting on mortgage payments, are making tenants homeless as their 

houses are sold or repossessed.  For example, Southwark had 12 people presenting as homeless 

because of this situation in June 2008.   

5.14 A protocol has been developed by the South East London boroughs about the use of the private 

rented sector to meet housing needs, which includes an agreement on cross borough 

placements using the private rented sector for PSL or rent deposit schemes. 

Move-on Accommodation 

5.15 There is a real dearth of move-on accommodation for people who have been in supported 

housing, which contributes to some people being inappropriately housed and others not 

receiving the support they need.   

5.16 There are difficulties with vulnerable groups accessing private rented sector housing and several 

of the authorities have incentive schemes, including rent deposit schemes, to increase the 

likelihood of landlords accepting such people.   

5.17 For example, Greenwich has recently set up a scheme to place people leaving supported 

accommodation and moving into the private rented sector.  This provides incentives to landlords 

to assist vulnerable adults by providing support for six months for the individual to settle and 

rent guarantees for the landlord.   
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5.18 Move-on accommodation for young people leaving care or at risk of homelessness in Greenwich 

is a significant issue as this group do not attract Housing Benefit.  Shared housing solutions are 

thought to be one way forward to address the needs of this group of young people.  

5.19 Bromley has an allocation of 12 units of social rented housing per annum, which can be used as 

move-on accommodation. 

5.20 In some cases there is a need for independent living solutions, but with floating support.  There 

is a jointly commissioned sub-regional pilot to provide move-on from supported housing 

schemes into the private rented sector. 

Difficulties of Present Funding Regime 

5.21 Commissioners and front line workers noted that there were perverse financial incentives in the 

current funding regimes which made it very difficult for vulnerable clients to live in benefit 

assisted, private sector housing and be employed.  This is because the rates of pay for the types 

of employment that some of these people might get would not be sufficient to enable them to 

maintain the rent payments.   

5.22 There were suggestions that some of these vulnerable groups would be better and more safely 

housed in cheaper, social rented housing where they might also be able to maintain some form 

of employment.  

5.23 Changes in the Housing Benefit (HB) rules from April 2008, which means that the Local Housing 

Allowance (LHA) is paid direct to the tenant, has made some landlords reluctant to take on more 

vulnerable tenants as  they think they might default on rent payments.  Front line workers 

expressed concerns that this might lead to clients trapped in a revolving door of placement in 

accommodation, defaulting on the rent, eviction and return to homelessness.  

5.24 In exceptional cases it is possible to get Housing Benefit/LHA paid directly to the landlord with 

intervention by the housing department ς this is done regularly in Greenwich and Southwark.  

Several boroughs have HB officers working within the housing department, who are seen as 

critical in solving tenancy problems fast and speeding up payments of HB.  Officers considered 

that it might be possible to develop a standard letter and protocol to address this issue in a more 

coordinated way across the sub-region. 

Older People with Support Needs in South East London 

5.25 The information in this section is based on quantitative data analysis, discussions with strategic 

commissioners of services and front line officers in the South East London sub-region and a 

review of the following documents: 

¶ Bromley Local Area Agreement 2008 -11. 

¶ Bromley Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (Draft) 2008. 

¶ .ǊƻƳƭŜȅ hƭŘŜǊ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ς Needs Assessment 2008. 

¶ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ /ƘƻƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ hƭŘŜǊ tŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ .ǊƻƳƭŜȅΥ hƭŘŜǊ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ нллу-13. 

¶ Supporting People Strategy for Bromley 2005-10. 

¶ !ŘǳƭǘǎΩ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΥ LƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ .ŜǘǘŜǊ /ŀǊŜΣ IƛƎƘŜǊ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ό.ŜȄƭŜȅύΦ 
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¶ Older and Wiser: A Strategy for Older People in Bexley. 

¶ Bexley Supporting People Partnership: Five Year Strategy 2005-10. 

¶ Greenwich Local Area Agreement Targets 2008. 

¶ Greenwich Joint Strategic Needs Assessment. 

¶ Greenwich Community Health and Social Care for Older People Joint Commissioning 

Strategy 2007-10. 

¶ Greenwich Supporting People Strategy 2005-10. 

¶ Southwark Local Area Agreement Indicators 2008-11. 

¶ Southwark Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 2008 (Executive Summary). 

¶ {ƻǳǘƘǿŀǊƪΩǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ hƭŘŜǊ tŜƻǇƭŜ нллс-2010. 

¶ Southwark Supporting People Five Year Strategy 2005-10. 

¶ Southwark PCT Commissioning Strategy Plan 2007/8-2011/12. 

¶ Lewisham Joint Strategic Needs Assessment. 

 
5.26 There is differential growth of the older population across the sub-region but all areas will see a 

growth in the numbers of those over 75.  This is important as it is this age group and above that 

makes most call on both social care and health support services. 

5.27 There are 161,800 people aged 65 and over in the sub-region (2008) and predictions suggest 

that by 2025 this figure will have grown to 197,300 people (POPPI projections).   

5.28 At present the population of older people in the sub-region is largely white but the older 

population from the BME community is predicted to grow much faster.  Commissioners drew 

attention to the need to develop more culturally sensitive services to meet the needs of this 

section of the population.   

5.29 Across the sub region there are 4,129 in residential and nursing care funded by social care 

(POPPI data for 2008 based on 2006/7 returns).  If the intention is to move from residential care 

to more home based support then a proportion of these people will need to be accommodated 

and the year on year entry to residential and nursing homes will need to be diverted to more 

appropriate accommodation and/or support.  

5.30 This is based on the Oxford Brookes model for estimating extra care housing units in place of 

residential and some nursing care and assumes a 60% diversion of new cases away from 

residential care and a 20% diversion from nursing care.    
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Figure 2 
Care for Older People over 65 in 2008 (Source: POPPI 2006/07) 

  Bexley Bromley Greenwich Lewisham Southwark 
 

      
Population over 65 
(projection) 

35,700 50,600 25,900 24,800 24,800 

      
Numbers helped to live at 
home 

3,606 4,858 2,150 1,910 2,678 

      
Intensive home care 257 739 536 563 704 
      
Residential and nursing 
care purchased by SS 
 

698 789 841 742 1,059 

      

 
5.31 There is an over-provision of poor quality sheltered accommodation in Bexley which does not 

meet the needs of local people and is currently being reviewed.  The take-up of sheltered 

accommodation by people from the BME communities is very low and more culturally sensitive 

provision needs to be developed. 

5.32 Bromley has both the highest total number of people over 65 year olds and the highest number 

of over 85 year olds in the sub region (and in London).  The planned model of care is to reduce 

the reliance on residential care and concentrate support in nursing care and extra care units.  

Support for specialist dementia care is still to be worked out.  

5.33 The current social care funded provision is for 479 people in residential care, 277 in nursing 

homes and 180 in extra care schemes.  There are 2,900 people aged over 55 in sheltered housing 

in Bromley (2007) including those who are funded through Supporting People and those who are 

owner occupiers.  Home services are provided to 1400 users (Quoted in Independence and 

Choice for Older People in Bromley). 

5.34 .ǊƻƳƭŜȅΩǎ нллр ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

nursing care increased the emphasis on developing options other than residential care for older 

people.  This included developing extra care units and more support for independent living.   

5.35 Admissions to residential and nursing homes are relatively low and some of the people in 

residential care will be transferred shortly to the 140 newly developed extra care units.  

Currently there are 188 extra care units in the Borough but some of these are at the end of their 

life and will need to be decommissioned, so there will still be a shortfall of extra care provision. 

5.36 A review of the sheltered accommodation is underway, which may indicate a remodelling of 

some schemes into extra care housing. 

5.37 There are a high number of owner occupiers and managers said that there was often a 

reluctance to move on from housing that was no longer appropriate.  This makes trying to 

manage the market extremely difficult.  Independence and Choice for Older People stated that 

more support needed to be provided for this group to help them manage their home, including 

advice on maintaining their properties. 
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5.38 In Greenwich social care funds support 402 older people in permanent residential care and 233 

in nursing care (2005-6 data from the JSNA).  Approximately 2,000 older people live at home 

with a package of support. 

5.39 ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άȅƻǳƴƎŜǊέ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ сл ŀƴŘ тр ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǎƛƎƴificantly 

by 9% to 25,431 by 2011 (Draft Joint Commissioning Strategy, Community Health and Social Care 

for Older People).  It is thought essential that Greenwich develops preventative services for 

άȅƻǳƴƎŜǊέ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ the reliance on residential care 

and the aim is to eliminate the use of residential care on a permanent basis unless re-ablement 

is not possible. 

5.40 Greenwich has an over-provision of sheltered housing, with 1,600 units provided by Supporting 

People funding and 400 other units.  These need to be remodelled or decommissioned as they 

are under-utilised.  However, at present, the plans to decommission are not being implemented 

and this is likely to have an impact on any further developments to provide extra care units, 

which were going to be funded by the reduction in sheltered accommodation.   

5.41 No extra care provision is currently available, but 100 extra care units are due to be developed 

by the end of 2008 and sites have been identified for a further 250 units to be built by 2016.  At 

least one of the schemes will be for older people with dementia.  There are also active schemes 

to promote people moving into smaller properties. 

5.42 Lewisham is also following the route of expanding nursing care and extra care housing and 

keeping people independent in their own homes.  The importance of having a good aids and 

adaptations service to enable this to happen was emphasised.   

5.43 Lewisham has only a small quantity of sheltered housing and 135 units of extra care housing.  

The JSNA maintained that the need for extra care housing could be relatively small due to the 

increase in people maintained independently at home and the increasing frailty of people 

άŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎŀǊŜΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǳǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊέΦ 

5.44 Southwark has a good supply of sheltered accommodation and recent work has demonstrated 

the differences between those in council and RSL supported accommodation, with council 

services being more expensive than comparable private sector ones.  A review is currently 

underway and will report by the beginning of 2009. 
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Section 6: Vulnerable Adults  
 
Vulnerable Adults  
 
6.1 The information in this section is based on discussions with strategic commissioners of services 

and front line officers in the South East London sub-region a review of the following documents: 

Á Housing Strategy for People with a Learning Disability (Bexley) 2003. 
Á Strategy for Mental Health Services in Bromley 2008-11 (Draft). 

Á Towards a Strategy for Older People with Mental Health problems in Bromley 2005-10. 

Á Greenwich Mental Health and Wellbeing Strategy for Adults 2006-11. 

Á Greenwich Learning Disabilities Strategy for Adults 2007-12. 

Á Building Health into the Future: Report on Health Inequalities in Greenwich 2008. 

Á Homelessness Strategy in Greenwich 2003-8. 

 
6.2 The increase in the use of individual budgets may have a profound effect on the commissioning 

of care for vulnerable groups.  Local authorities may act more as enablers to support an 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǳǎing and location of care, rather than as commissioners of services for 

groups of people. 

6.3 Some of the changes anticipated with the more widespread use of individual budgets, signalled 

in the discussions with commissioners included:  

Á More people arranging the purchase of care in their own homes, which in turn might lead to 

people needing more space to accommodate live-in carers.   

Á Individuals being supported to move out of the local authority area to find less expensive 

housing or be close to services, friends or family.   

Á The modification of policy on trying to repatriate people placed out of borough, which might 

be overturned by individuals wanting to stay in an area, where they might have lived for 

some time. 

Á Less control by local authorities over the contracting process balanced by a continued need 

to safeguard vulnerable individuals in their choice of carers and services. 

 

People with a Physical Disability or Sensory Impairment in South East London 
 
6.4 Front line workers identified a current scarcity of adapted housing in all sectors, and a lack of 

knowledge of available accommodation in other boroughs.  This intelligence could be shared to 

maximise occupancy for those in most need.   

6.5 Tenants with a disability often find that private sector landlords are unwilling to adapt properties 

or that the costs associated with this are too high.  Some boroughs do have adaptation grant 
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schemes to work with tenants in the private sector.  On the other hand, RSLs will incorporate 

accessible elements into new buildings. 

6.6 Bromley identified a need for more age appropriate supported accommodation.  There was a 

general dearth of wheelchair accessible general needs housing, with currently 32 families on the 

housing waiting list for this kind of accommodation. 

6.7 Supporting People in Greenwich funded 51 units of accommodation based support for people 

with a physical or sensory disability in 2004 and across the Borough 52 new units of wheelchair 

accessible accommodation became available. 

6.8 {ƻǳǘƘǿŀǊƪΩǎ {t {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ррл ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ оΣнлл 

moderately disabled people in the Borough and that households with special needs were more 

likely to live in unsuitable accommodation.   

6.9 The priorities for the Strategy for this group were to provide more flexible floating support.  

People with a Learning Disability in South East London 

6.10 The population of adults with a moderate or severe learning difficulty is predicted to rise by 

about 600 over the period to 2025 in the sub-region.  This is the group which is most likely to 

need support services, both housing related and floating support.     

6.11 There are a minimum of 2605 adults with a learning disability on the registers of the South East 

London boroughs and approximately 4000 people with moderate or severe learning disabilities 

in the general population (note: figures for Lewisham were not available at this time).  Current 

predictions suggest that the number of people with a severe learning disability is likely to 

increase by 1% per annum. 

Figure 3 
Estimated Number of People with a learning Disability by Borough  (Source: Bromley JSNA 2008, Bexley Strategy for People with a 
Learning Disability 2003, Greenwich Strategy for People with a Learning Disability 2007, Southwark JSNA 2008) 

  Bexley Bromley Greenwich Lewisham Southwark 
 

Estimated numbers of 
those with moderate ς 
severe learning disabilities - 1,366 1,119 - 607-809 
Estimated numbers of 
those with mild learning 
disabilities - - 4,474 - 5,287 
Number of Adults with a 
learning disability on 
Council register 

620 (Including 
children) 800 733 - 452 
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Figure 4 Populations aged 18-64 predicted to have a moderate or severe learning disability ς PANSI projections 

  2008 2010 2015 2020 2025 
 

Bexley 760 768 777 787 800 
Bromley 1,022 1,030 1,039 1,060 1,079 
Greenwich 823 838 863 887 912 
Lewisham 991 1,008 1,040 1,066 1,090 
Southwark 1,109 1,150 1,224 1,273 1,314 
      

Totals 4,705 4,794 4,943 5,073 5,195 

 

Figure 5 
Populations aged 65 and over predicted to have a moderate or severe learning disability ς adapted from POPPI projections 

  2008 2010 2015 2020 2025 
 

Bexley 109 111 114 125 135 
Bromley 152 155 159 172 185 
Greenwich 78 79 81 88 95 
Lewisham 76 76 76 82 92 
Southwark 75 74 75 83 95 
      

Totals 490 495 505 550 602 

 

6.12 The Southwark JSNA estimates that there are 607-809 people with moderate or severe learning 

disabilities and 5287 adults with mild learning disabilities.  In 2006 there were 452 adults on the 

/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ  DǊŜŜƴǿƛŎƘ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǎǳƎƎest that there are 

1119 people with moderate, severe or profound learning disabilities and 4474 with some level of 

learning disability.  There are currently 733 adults on the register for people with a learning 

disability.  In Bromley the estimate is that there are 1366 people over 16 with a learning 

disability and 800 adults (18-64) receive services from the Council.  620 clients (adults and 

children) are known to the service in Bexley. 

6.13 All boroughs had made estimates of the numbers of people with a learning disability who would 

need some form of housing over the next five or more years and were clear about the vision for 

services.  Plans to move people out of residential care into more appropriate housing or bring 

people back to live in the borough, are already underway.  However the implementation of 

these plans is often problematic and the use of individual budgets may well change the 

expectations and aspirations of people with a learning disability about where they want to live 

and in what sort of accommodation. 

6.14 People with a learning disability are living longer, which in turn means that they may develop co-

morbidities associated with old age, such as dementia and physical frailty.  This compounds the 

complexity of decision making about the support and housing services they need as well as 

possibly increasing the cost of care. 

6.15 Commissioners said that carers have different expectations to those held previously about the 

sort of accommodation that they would like to see their relatives in and the range of options 

needs to be flexible, to provide choice for users.  For example, more young people as they leave 

school want and expect to live independently.   
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6.16 Bexley has a 10 year strategy to improve the accommodation choices of people with a learning 

disability.  There are currently 145 people in residential accommodation and 75 living outside 

the borough, mostly in Kent.  In 2002 there were 518 people aged 17+ on the register.  54% of 

these people lived in the community, 26% lived in managed homes, 12% lived outside Bexley 

and 5% lived in other accommodation.  Projections in the strategy up to 2004 suggested that 78 

people would need accommodation, to live apart from relatives.  

6.17 Bromley still has 63 people living in NHS accommodation and a higher reliance on out-of-

borough placements than other boroughs in the sub-region.  These people are being prioritised 

for re-housing over the next eighteen months, which will put pressure on suitable local housing 

stock.  10-12 people from out-of-borough are being placed in local accommodation each year.   

6.18 Work has shown that 25 young people a year will need independent accommodation over the 

next five years and in addition there are about 10 people a year, who need to move away from 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻƳŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǊŜǊǎΩ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀre no longer able to look after them full time.  In total 

this means that 35 people a year will need housing, some with support and some without. 

6.19 There is an attempt to remodel present services while managing the growth in the service 

overall to deal with larger numbers of people who need support.  The Borough has been working 

with RSLs to provide general needs housing and units for people with a learning disability on the 

same site.   

6.20 Greenwich had 733 people with moderate or severe learning difficulties on the register in 2004 

of which 252 lived in residential or nursing care homes, 41 in an adult placement scheme, 320 

with their families and 125 independently in their own homes (Supporting People Strategy but 

2007 LD Strategy cites same number on the register). 

6.21 Southwark estimates that there will be an increase in people with a learning disability from the 

current 1076 to 1480 by 2028 (Southwark Learning Disabilities Services Health and Social Care 

Board paper 16.10.2008).  In addition, the numbers of people with a learning disability over 60 

will increase by 30% between 2008-2025 from 696 to 907 (ibid using POPPI data ς from baseline 

figures for all adults with a learning disability).  Although not all these people will need housing, 

nevertheless there is pressure on the service both from projected future growth and present 

unmet needs.   

6.22 There are currently 300 in residential accommodation and 150 in out-of-borough placements.  

The increases in funding are not enough to meet the levels of need and Southwark is considering 

ŀ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǊŜŘŜǎƛƎƴΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎŀǊŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŎŀǊŜ ǘƻ ŀ 

variety of supported living arrangements.  Officers voiced concerns that the current, large scale 

regeneration programme in the Borough, which aims to re-house a sizeable section of the 

population, will overlook the needs of this vulnerable group. 

6.23 The remodelling of services is being made more difficult by the present financial difficulties in 

the housing market.  For example, in Bromley there was a very poor response from RSLs to a 

tender for 24 extra care housing units, with funding from the Department of Health.  In addition, 

officers reported that financial packages, which use partnerships with RSLs to buy property and 

Housing Benefit to cover the rent, were not working. 
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People with Mental Health Issues in South East London 

6.24 The general strategic direction for services to people with mental health problems is to reduce 

residential care and increase the number of people who live independently with support.  

However this is dependent on the provision of a range of alternatives to meet the care needs of 

these people.  In turn the development of alternatives is reliant on disinvestment in the current 

care arrangements for funding. 

6.25 In Bexley the Supporting People Strategy estimated that 150 people needed housing related 

support at any one time (2004).  The community referral service noted that almost twice as 

many people enter the mental health system from the north of the borough compared to the 

south.   

6.26 The SP Strategy identified the need to provide support to retain accommodation at admission to 

hospital and options on discharge.  Development of more floating support services to prevent 

institutional care was also highlighted. 

6.27 In Bromley the overall rate of mental ill health is not high compared to neighbouring boroughs.  

Nevertheless there are about 4,000 people known to the mental health secondary service 

because of the severity or long term nature of their mental health problem.  Among older 

people, aged 65 and over, 3,892 were predicted to have dementia in 2008, growing to 5,238 by 

2025. 

6.28 Services in Bromley are moving away from providing residential care for those people with the 

most complex mental health needs to providing support to people in their own homes.   

6.29 In Greenwich the JSNA estimates there are 2,300 people with dementia.  The POPPI data 

predicts 1,982 of people aged 65 and over in 2008, growing to 2,353 in 2025. 

6.30 The mental health strategy for Greenwich expects an additional 282 people with severe mental 

illness between 2001 and 2016 and a further 208 up to 2026.  There are significantly higher 

needs for services for this group of people than in neighbouring boroughs (50% higher needs per 

head of population quoted in Supporting People Strategy). 

6.31 As there is good Supporting People funded accommodation in Lewisham for people with a 

mental health problem, the area has become a net importer of people with mental health issues 

from other areas. 

6.32 There is good information about people who are at higher risk because of their mental health 

problem in the Lewisham area and a clear pathway for how they should move through the 

system from high level support to more independence. 

6.33 However, there is less information about those people with, for example, personality disorders 

or medium to severe depression, who may not meet the high thresholds for social care or acute 

care, but nevertheless need support.  More work needs to be undertaken to determine the 

number of people in this group, who might benefit from supported housing. 
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6.34 Mental health clients are being housed in the private rented sector when possible, with 

associated support.  However, access to the private rented sector remains difficult for this group 

of people. 

6.35 There is also a group of older people who live independently, but because of their illness have 

been engaged with mental health services all their lives.  These people are now developing age 

related frailty and may have physical support needs, which have to be addressed alongside their 

mental health issues. 

6.36 The assumption in the past has been that people need supported housing, but future 

developments might include a move to use general needs housing with floating support. 

6.37 The prevalence of mental ill health is significantly higher than the national average in Southwark.  

The 2006 GP data shows 2423 residents with severe long term mental health problems have 

regular follow-up.  The JSNA reported that Southwark has higher rates of hospital admissions to 

general psychiatry than nationally and that the wider needs of people with mental health 

problems, including housing and accommodation based support, needed to be addressed to 

reduce reliance on acute or institutional care.  Appropriate support is also important to prevent 

the progression of illness particularly for people with moderate mental health illness. 

6.38 The expected prevalence of dementia in Southwark is approximately 1,847 cases (603 men and 

1,244 women).   

6.39 Supporting People in Southwark aims to develop more self-contained cluster models of longer 

stay and permanent accommodation.  It uses Supporting People and social care pooled budgets 

to fund high support accommodation schemes. 
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Section 7: Students and Vulnerable Young People  

Students 

7.1 London has approximately 251,515 full time students, more than any other area of the UK.  

(Kings Sturge UK Student Accommodation Market 2008) 

Figure 6 
Source: HESA figures quoted by Kings Sturge 2007 

Institution Total FT students University owned 

accommodation 

University occupied 

accommodation 

Provision of beds (%) 

Trinity College of Music 725 0 163 23% 

University of 

Greenwich 

14,320 1,919 350 16% 

University of the Arts 

(all) 

12,345 1,750 615 14% 

London South Bank 11,075 1,396 0 13% 

Ravensbourne 1,110 100 0 9% 

University of London 

(incl Goldsmiths) 

89,070 21,482 1,913 26% 

 

7.2 Kings Sturge maintains that there is a strong demand for student accommodation in London, 

partly demonstrated by the developers who are planning large schemes in the City. 

7.3 There are a variety of providers of student accommodation: 

Á University managed halls of residence. 

Á Specialist providers, such as UNITE. 

Á Cooperative arrangements between university and other providers eg. university with 

housing association, Places for People. 

Á Private rented sector. 

All of these models can be found in the sub-region. 

7.4 The following information is derived from questionnaires sent to the further education 

establishments based in the south east London sub region, follow-up discussion with senior 

personnel and comments from front line workers in the boroughs. 
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7.5 Southwark has the largest student population in the sub-region with approximately 35,500 from 

the three higher education institutions located in the Borough - London South Bank University, 

Camberwell School of Arts (part of London University of the Arts) and the London School of 

Communication (ibid).  In addition, there are a large number of other students who seek 

accommodation here either in the private rented sector or in student halls of residence.  For 

example, Kings College, London and the London School of Economics both have student 

accommodation based in the borough, housing approximately 2,560 students. 

7.6 Greenwich has a significant student population based in the Borough, with 24,843 students 

(17,804 are full time) attending the University of Greenwich, around 900 students at the Trinity 

Laban Conservatoire of Music and Dance and the Ravensbourne College of Design and 

Communications moving from Bromley to Greenwich Peninsular in 2010, with a projected 1,350 

full time students.   

7.7 Greenwich University accommodates 2,390 students either in directly managed accommodation 

or provided by private sector providers.  At present Ravensbourne only houses 96 of its current 

1285 students.  However, there are unconfirmed plans to accommodate a higher number of 

students in the future, but the move will still put more pressure on the private rented sector in 

the Greenwich area and beyond.  

7.8 Opal Property provides 970 studio bedsits and cluster flats at the McMillan Student Village in 

Greenwich, housing students not only from Greenwich University, but also from the London 

Metropolitan University and other educational institutions. 

7.9 There are no plans to extend the amount of accommodation presently provided by the 

University of Greenwich as there is no perceived difficulty with students finding accommodation.  

However there are concerns about the affordability of accommodation in the private rented 

sector. 

7.10 Goldsmiths, University of London, with 7,964 students (6,311 full time) is based in Lewisham.  

The university provides 987 bed spaces in six buildings and is considering replacing a 

decommissioned building with 300-350 new bed spaces.  Information provided suggests that 

students want to live in halls of residence because of the personal security this offers and 

provision of accommodation for at least first year students is an important part of attracting 

students to the university in an increasingly competitive market.   

7.11 If 300-350 new bed spaces are developed, then the university might consider closing the 135 

bedded accommodation in Brockley, which is some way from the main campus and 

consequently not as popular a choice with students.  However, given the pressure on places 

closure may not be a viable solution. 

7.12 The Camberwell College of Arts (University of the Arts), which is based in Southwark houses 260 

students in the UNITE provided accommodation at Ewen Henderson Court. 

7.13 Although there is specialist student accommodation, there is still a significant proportion seeking 

private rented housing.  Front line workers suggested that students were attractive tenants for 

landlords because they were short term, paid good rents and had fewer issues with repairs.  

Experience suggested that few students presented to housing departments with problems 
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because of the high quality of accommodation services provided by the universities. Those 

boroughs which had significant student populations agreed that students did fill housing that 

could otherwise be used by families ς ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜƭȅ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŦƻǊ 

ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΦέ 

Accommodation and Support for Young People in Transition 

 
7.14 The transition from child to adult services is often difficult and needs to be planned for, whether 

those young people have mental health problems, a learning disability or are vulnerable young 

people at risk of homelessness.   

7.15 These groups often have complex and enduring needs.  For example Lewisham have 10-12 

young people a year who need housing in accessible and spacious housing to accommodate 

wheelchairs and hoists.   

7.16 Supported People in Southwark is evolving into a service for people with more complex support 

needs who will need long term support.  In 2008 there are 30 people with these needs, who may 

need lifetime support.  

7.17 There is already some sub-regional planning for very specialist services, but it was indicated that 

more collaboration to provide for these groups with complex needs, would probably be 

beneficial. 

Vulnerable Young People in South East London 

7.18 Supporting People managers and front line workers recognised a real problem with single 

homeless young people as there are very few options for this group.  The South East London 

IƻǳǎƛƴƎ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΩǎ IƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ŀǘ ƛǘǎ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƛƴ нллу ƻƴ ȅƻǳǘƘ 

homelessness recognised the importance of widening the range of housing options for both 

parents and children to prevent youth homelessness.   

7.19 Front line officers highlighted the lack of consistent, high quality provision for young people 

across the sub-region and the recent rises in the use of temporary accommodation, due in part 

to family break-up.  They stressed the need to ensure that temporary accommodation was 

located in safe places for this group of tenants.   

7.20 Greenwich, with high teenage conception rates (56.5 per 1000 under 18 conceptions, 2006), has 

a significant problem with supporting teenage parents.  Supporting People identified 303 

teenage mothers and the current 10 units of supported accommodation is half the number that 

is needed in the borough.  Attempts to identify buildings for refurbishment have not been 

successful to date aƴŘ ǊŜƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

provide clusters of flats is now being considered.  Twenty units of accommodation will still not 

satisfy the full need for this group of young people. 

 

 


