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SE London Sub Regional Strategy Support Study

Introduction

The study is based on a total of 527,706 households in SE London (Bexley, Bromley, Greenwich, Lewisham and Southwark) – i.e. 17% of all London’s households. As well as full reports and summary versions for London and each of London’s 5 sub regions, local authorities and sub regions have been provided with the data from the survey to allow the possibility of further analysis. The study was carried out by Fordham Associates on behalf of the GLA and the London sub regions.

The data used is that generated by individual borough housing needs surveys. Where data does not exist for individual boroughs it has been generated by factor analysis based for example on Census information. It is planned that the data will be updated on an annual basis to incorporate new borough level housing needs surveys.

The study does not provide an estimate of need for affordable housing in SE London – instead it provides a relative view of housing need by ethnicity and special needs as well as reviews patterns of mobility and migration.

The study therefore complements existing borough surveys as well as the GLA’s London Housing Requirements Study (2004).

This summary sets out some of the main or more noteworthy findings of the study, identifies gaps in information that may merit future research or analysis, and proposes the main policy implications.

Tenure mix

There is a smaller private rented sector in SE London than London as a whole. However the Council housing sector is above the London average despite 2 out of 5 boroughs having no Council housing.

	                                         Tenure by sub-region

	Sub-region
	Owner-occupied
	Owner-occupied
	Council
	RSL
	Private rented
	Total

	
	(no mortgage)
	(with mortgage)
	
	
	
	

	East
	20%
	34%
	19%
	12%
	15%
	100%

	South East
	22%
	36%
	18%
	12%
	12%
	100%

	South West
	23%
	38%
	12%
	8%
	18%
	100%

	West
	26%
	34%
	11%
	10%
	19%
	100%

	North
	21%
	30%
	17%
	9%
	23%
	100%

	London
	22%
	35%
	15%
	10%
	18%
	100%


Special Needs

The distribution of special needs groups across London does not suggest that any remarkable variations occur at sub regional level, though the apparent presence in SE London of 24% of London’s households with learning disabilities is high compared to the figure of 17% of all London’s households.

	Distribution by special needs group – proportions

	Special needs group
	Sub-region

	
	East
	SE
	SW
	West
	North
	Total

	Frail elderly
	21%
	15%
	21%
	24%
	19%
	100%

	Physically disabled
	22%
	18%
	18%
	23%
	20%
	100%

	Learning disability
	22%
	24%
	23%
	13%
	18%
	100%

	Mental health problem
	22%
	20%
	18%
	20%
	20%
	100%

	Severe sensory disability
	20%
	19%
	18%
	27%
	16%
	100%

	Other
	14%
	18%
	37%
	15%
	16%
	100%

	All special needs households
	21%
	18%
	19%
	22%
	20%
	100%


In SE London:

Special needs households and housing need

· The study identifies 34% of households in “net housing need” being special needs households. 

· 31% (21,922) of special needs households live in unsuitable accommodation (compared to 16% of the total population). Of these the largest single element (7,628) is due to access or mobility difficulties

· There is a consistent picture of special needs households being in greater levels of housing need than the rest of the population. Special needs households are less able to afford market housing in order to meet their housing needs than rest of the population but a significant proportion of housing need within special needs groups can be met in situ.

Physical disability

· 8% of all housing need is from households that include somebody with a physical disability
· Over half the special needs households on housing waiting lists are within the physically disabled category.
· Relocation or redesign of bath or shower is required by 20,000 households - including the 38% of the special needs households living in unsuitable accommodation.

Frail elderly

· 43.1% of frail elderly households are owner occupiers without mortgages. Only 3.5% are on waiting lists for housing. They have high levels of satisfaction with their current housing and environment.

Ethnicity

The ethnic profile of SE London is not typical of London as a whole. In particular SE London has relatively fewer Asian households and relatively more Black African households:

	Distribution by ethnic group
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethnic group
	East
	SE
	SW
	West
	North
	Total

	White – British
	62%
	75%
	70%
	55%
	60%
	64%

	White - Irish
	2%
	3%
	3%
	5%
	4%
	4%

	White – Other
	8%
	6%
	8%
	10%
	16%
	10%

	Mixed – White & Black Caribbean
	1%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	0%
	1%

	Mixed – White & Asian
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	0%
	0%

	Mixed – Other
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	0%
	0%

	Asian or Asian British - Indian
	4%
	2%
	2%
	10%
	3%
	4%

	Asian or Asian British - Pakistani
	3%
	0%
	1%
	2%
	1%
	1%

	Asian or Asian British - Bangladeshi
	4%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	1%

	Asian or Asian British - Other
	2%
	1%
	2%
	3%
	2%
	2%

	Black or Black British - Caribbean
	6%
	5%
	5%
	5%
	4%
	5%

	Black or Black British – African
	5%
	5%
	4%
	3%
	4%
	4%

	Black or Black British – Other
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%

	Any other ethnic group - Chinese
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%

	Any other ethnic group - other
	1%
	1%
	1%
	2%
	1%
	1%

	All households
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	All non White British
	38.2%
	25.2%
	30.0%
	44.7%
	39.5%
	35.8%


SE London contains 17% of all London’s households, but in terms of particular BME groups it contains the following proportions of London’s overall population:

Black African

22%

Black Caribbean
17%

Chinese

14%
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Bangladeshi

  4%

Pakistani

  3%

The report highlights Black Africans as the Black & Minority Ethnic Group that is relatively larger in SE London than the rest of London but for which there is a consistent picture of housing need e.g.:

· It is the group of which the highest proportion is in unsuitable housing (35% compared to overall SE London proportion of 16%)

· 27% of Black African households are overcrowded (13.5% Black Caribbean and 6% all SE London households).

· The number of households under occupying (usually in the private sector) exceeds the number of households that are overcrowded (usually in the Council or RSL sector) for all groups except Black African.

· It is the group with the lowest average (mean) income levels – though the Black Caribbean group has the lowest median income levels (and the highest proportion of any group with an annual income of less than £10,000).

· It is also the group with the lowest levels of equity and the lowest levels of savings.

In practice the differences in ethnic profiles is far greater within the sub region than between sub regions. This applies to most sub regions since they combine inner city areas with outer suburban areas. The data on ethnicity is probably at its most useful when it is applied to an analysis of other issues (e.g. overcrowding, reasons for moving, etc. etc.)

Overcrowding and under occupation

Levels of overcrowding and under occupation by tenure: 

	
	SE London
	
	All London
	

	
	Over-crowded
	Under-occupied
	Over-crowded
	Under-occupied

	Owner-occupied (no mortgage)
	1.3%
	57.8%
	2.1%
	48.7%

	Owner-occupied (with mortgage)
	2.4%
	29.7%
	4.6%
	26.0%

	Council
	14.7%
	11.2%
	12.6%
	9.7%

	RSL
	9.6%
	9.1%
	11.2%
	5.6%

	Private rented
	7.6%
	8.3%
	9.4%
	7.5%


Across all tenures the number of under occupying households greatly exceeds the number of households that are overcrowded. Most of the under occupying households are in the owner occupied sector and generally it is unrealistic to make any connection whatsoever between these households and the possible relief of overcrowding in the Council or RSL sectors.

In the SE London owner occupied sector 35.7% of households are under occupying and only 2.3% are over crowded. However in the Council and RSL sectors 8% of households are under occupying and 9.1% are overcrowded.

The level of over crowding – and under occupation – in council homes is above the London average and is in fact the highest of all London sub regions. In all other sectors overcrowding is less and under occupation is greater than the London average.

· Over 30% of overcrowded households intend to move now.

· 33% of over crowded households don’t intend to move. 

· Of the 87,075 (15.9%) households categorized as being in ‘housing need’, the largest category (21,170) is due to “home too small”. 

· “Home too small” is the main reason given by Black African households for being in housing need. (For White British the main reason given is “harassment”).

· Previous “home too small” is behind 34% of actual moves but there is little variation according to ethnicity. The desire to move due to “home too small” is cited mainly by Black households and social rented tenants.

Sizes of homes needed

The requirement for different sizes of homes is expressed in a number of different ways and care should be taken in adopting any one single table as definitive. In particular it is difficult to adequately take account of both the level and availability of existing supply. 

The provision of new larger homes tends to have more impact – e.g. a new home may relieve overcrowding in one household whilst indirectly providing a new home for another household. It is hoped that the impact of provision of certain numbers of new larger family homes can be modeled from the data provided.

In SE London over 50% of existing homes have 3 or more bedrooms:

	Dwelling size by sub-region

	 
	Number of bedrooms

	Sub-region
	One
	Two
	Three
	Four or more
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	

	East
	20%
	30%
	41%
	9%
	100%

	South East
	18%
	30%
	38%
	14%
	100%

	South West
	19%
	30%
	36%
	15%
	100%

	West
	21%
	29%
	39%
	11%
	100%

	North
	27%
	33%
	29%
	11%
	100%

	All (London) households
	21%
	30%
	37%
	12%
	100%


According to the study the dwelling sizes required by households only able to afford social housing are:

1 beds – 41%; 2 beds – 30%; 3 beds – 21%; 4 beds – 9%

…and the dwelling sizes required by all households in need are:

1 beds – 45%; 2 beds – 29%; 3 beds – 15%; 4 beds – 10%

These figures take no account of existing supply. The study proposes a net housing requirement based on subtracting the sizes of dwellings that would be freed up by social tenants moving from the total requirement:

1 beds – 517; 2 beds – 234; 3 beds – 670; 4 (and larger) beds - 888

Migration and mobility

The study offers some of the most comprehensive information so far generated about migration and mobility. It suggests that those with the greatest housing need and lowest incomes are generally those who have moved, or intend to move, the least distance. Further analysis of reasons for moving and intending to move could shed further light on the ‘drivers’ of mobility.

· Black households are the most likely to have moved within borough.

· White Other is the ethnic category for which the greatest percentage has lived abroad before living in SE London. 

· Southwark has far greater in migration from other sub regions (especially South West) than the other 4 boroughs do.

· There is very limited mobility between SE and E London, despite their proximity.

· 74.1% LA tenants intend to stay in same borough but move within 5 years.

· 47.7% of LA tenants moved over 10 years ago (cf. 37% RSL; 13.5% private rented). 16.4% want to move now.

· 82.6% Black African households intend to stay within borough (cf. 41.4% White British)

· 74.5% over crowded household intend to stay within borough (cf. 34% under occupiers).

· Council tenants are the least mobile part of the population. The relatively high numbers of Black and overcrowded households that are in Council accommodation may help account for some of the apparent lack of mobility of Black and overcrowded households.

· More Southwark households intend to move abroad than move to elsewhere in SE London.

· There are different patterns for the previous location of SE London residents and for the intended location of those planning to move. A large proportion of residents of SE London previously lived at a different address within borough or sub region (e.g. over 75% in Greenwich and Bexley). However a smaller proportion of residents intend that their next move will be within borough or sub region. Households may appear to ‘come in from one direction and go out in another’.

· The broad pattern of mobility within SE London is reflected in other sub regions of London and suggests that the current housing sub regions are a good representation of the areas that residents are generally moving or aspiring to move within. For example the pattern of moving from Southwark towards the outer suburbs bordering Kent is similar to that in East London of moving from inner boroughs to those bordering Essex.

Intermediate housing

The study concludes that 24.3% of all households, but 31.9% of households in need, can afford intermediate housing.

A relatively large proportion of households able to afford intermediate housing are currently living in the private rented sector. 

Gaps

The reports produced by Fordham, though extensive, ultimately only give an indication of the uses to which the data set can be put. Further analysis has already been proposed to:

· Model the impact of different levels of new supply of larger family homes.

· Model the affordability of intermediate housing by comparing to lowest market costs in the entire sub region rather than by borough.

· Further analysis of the needs and profile of frail elderly owner occupiers.

There are some areas that the data set in the Sub Regional Support Studies does not cover but which are of strategic importance. These are areas that are also generally not covered by borough housing needs surveys or the London Housing Requirements Study:

·  A more detailed breakdown of ethnic categories. For example the Black African category is thought to include groups such as Nigerians and Somalis who may in fact have very different housing needs. In order to have a better understanding of the diversity of communities in SE London – and to be able to propose suitable responses – we need to have a more detailed breakdown than the relatively broad Census categories.

· Any connection between housing need and stock condition. 

Policy implications

The SE London Housing Strategy 2006-2010 as well as individual borough Housing Strategies and the London Housing Strategy offer the opportunity of responding to the following:

· Overcrowding in council homes should be treated as a priority. Greater efforts and new initiatives to address under occupation on council homes may make a contribution to this.

· The relatively high levels of housing need in BME communities, but especially the Black African community, can be accounted for by a number of circumstances. These circumstances include economic factors such as lower income and equity that may be beyond the scope of purely housing interventions. However overcrowding is a disproportionately serious problem for BME communities, especially the Black African community, and though clearly a challenging problem it is within the scope of a housing intervention. Tackling overcrowding in SE London would therefore make a very significant contribution to reducing the relative disadvantage of BME households.

· For many people with special needs, especially mobility problems, housing need could be solved by in situ solutions. This suggests an expansion or reconfiguration of current programmes charged with delivering adaptations and improvements to the homes of vulnerable or disabled residents. Such programmes may be relevant to the Health and Safety Rating System when details are announced later in 2005 but they currently do not readily align themselves with programmes designed to meet the Government’s current targets and definitions for Decent Homes.

· Patterns of mobility throughout London are such that the current (Housing) sub regional groupings can be said to be the best basis for investment in new affordable housing and any resultant mobility between boroughs. Facilitating mobility for people unable to afford market housing within sub regions is more likely to meet demand than schemes that are based on longer moves.

· The proportion of SE London households able to afford intermediate housing is relatively modest (though greater than some other sub regions). Care should be taken to ensure that new supply of intermediate housing does not become disproportionately large compared to social rented housing. The 70:30 tenure split proposed by the London Plan and adopted by most boroughs would seem to be ‘about right’. Alternatively efforts need to be made to make intermediate housing affordable to a greater proportion of the population.

Dave Shiress. June 2005.
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