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Summary of key points: 

 

 Housing associations are committed to, and experts in resident engagement in estate 

regeneration. We therefore support the Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate 

Regeneration and support the proposal that large regeneration schemes which involve 

significant demolition of social homes should have to demonstrate the support of residents 

via a resident ballot, in order to access GLA funding.  

 However the risk of accruing high abortive costs, should residents vote against a scheme, 

could prevent some schemes from starting even where they might have secured resident 

support. To reduce this risk we suggest that:  

o The scope of the resident ballot is restricted to the offer being made to existing 

residents and a commitment to ongoing engagement, with only optional 

inclusion of wider details about the scheme which may be difficult to commit to 

at an early stage.  

o GLA match funding is made available for early development of regeneration 

schemes up until the point of a resident ballot, and subtracted from subsequent 

GLA funding if the resident ballot is successful 

o A resident ballot should only be required where the number of homes to be 

demolished exceeds a percentage threshold of the total number of homes on 

an estate, with further discussion on the appropriate level to set this.  

 We also make other recommendations on the transition arrangements and clawback of 

GLA funding. 

 

Contact: Will Jeffwitz, Policy Officer, will.jeffwitz@housing.org.uk, 0117 952 9921
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1. Overview 

We welcome the opportunity to respond to the Mayor of London’s consultation on requiring resident 

ballots as a condition of receiving GLA funding for some estate regeneration schemes.  

The National Housing Federation is the voice of affordable housing in England. In London, our 

members manage over 450,000 affordable homes, and started building 12,000 homes in 2017.  

Regeneration of existing estates has the potential to provide better quality homes and communities 

for current estate residents and deliver tens of thousands of new homes in London over the next two 

decades. Some of our biggest members plan to deliver at least an additional 14,000 new homes for 

Londoners through 35 estate regeneration schemes up to 2040. 

Commitment to resident engagement and support for resident ballots 

Estate regeneration is intended to benefit existing residents as well as the wider community, and 

therefore the support of current residents is an important prerequisite for a successful regeneration 

scheme. Housing associations are committed to undertaking meaningful and ongoing resident 

engagement to ensure this support, and are acknowledged experts in doing so. We therefore support 

the principles outlined in the Mayor’s recently published Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration.  

Our members’ experience and learning over many years has demonstrated the importance of: 

engaging early and then maintaining that commitment throughout lengthy schemes; ensuring that 

residents are able to provide detailed input and can see tangible changes as a result of their 

feedback; appointing a dedicated team to take responsibility for ongoing engagement; and making 

special efforts to ensure that all residents are able to take part. For example, Catalyst’s 

redevelopment of the Wornington Green estate showed how resident support can be crucial to 

successful regeneration. A strong Residents Steering Group supported the scheme and allayed 

residents’ concerns. There was a full range of pre and post planning engagement with a wide range of 

residents. They informed the design of new homes, and were part of the selection process for the 

construction partner. Catalyst funded a Community Investment Coordinator to lead on community 

consultation. As a result the scheme, with resident involvement at its heart, won the Mayors Housing 

Design award 2015.  

Some schemes led by housing associations already include resident ballots. For example, Southern 

Housing Group’s regeneration of the Market Estate in Islington included a resident ballot which 

showed that more than 80% were in favour. And where a ballot isn’t used, residents’ views and 

support is routinely tracked. For example, A2Dominion’s intensive engagement with residents as part 

of their Stanwell New Start scheme meant that initial resistance was transformed into support ratings 

of 90%.   

As not-for-profit, independent organisations, housing associations undertake the difficult, costly and 

long-term work of estate regeneration where they believe it will benefit an estate’s residents, as well 

as the wider community. Therefore, although there are challenges associated with the implementation 

of resident ballots which we outline below, we support the proposal that access to GLA funding 

for large regeneration schemes which involve significant demolition of social homes should 

be dependent on a positive vote in a resident ballot, as an indicator of resident support for a 

scheme.  
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Impact of resident ballots: financial risk and timing 

A resident ballot helps ensure resident engagement is central to the development of regeneration 

plans, where demolition will cause significant disruption to people’s lives. However, it only provides a 

snapshot of resident sentiment at a point in time, when regeneration schemes can last years or 

decades. 

This means the timing of the ballot is important. Hold a vote too early and there will be insufficient 

detail to allow residents to make an informed decision. But the later a vote is held, the more money 

will have been invested in getting to that point, and the higher the abortive costs if residents vote 

against the scheme and it is scrapped. On larger schemes the costs incurred in reaching a point 

where a substantive offer can be made to residents could reach £1m. 

Therefore even a small risk that a resident ballot might reject the scheme could dissuade landlords 

from investing upfront in its development. This includes schemes which would have delivered 

substantive benefits and secured resident support.  

Recommendations 

In order to reduce the risk landlords face in starting to develop schemes, and therefore increase the 

number of successful regeneration projects, we recommend:  

 The scope of the ballot is restricted to the housing offer being made to existing residents, and 

commitments to ongoing consultation and engagement. The broader elements which fall under the 

‘vision, priorities and objectives’ – number of new homes, tenure mix, demolition and infrastructure 

– should be the subject of extensive and ongoing consultation but not form a mandatory part of the 

resident ballot. This would mean a ballot could be held before some of the more detailed 

specifications have been developed, and with scope for them to change as the scheme evolves 

without invalidating the ballot. Landlords might voluntarily choose to include details such as these 

in an offer where they can, in order to ensure residents’ support.  

 

 Landlords and/or the local authority are able to bid to the GLA for match funding to help bring a 

scheme to the point of a resident ballot. This funding could be spent on planning and consultancy 

fees but not physical works. If successful, this would be subtracted from subsequent GLA funding 

for the overall scheme. 

 

 A resident ballot is only required if the number of homes set to be demolished accounts for more 

than a set percentage of the total number of homes on an estate. We are aware that the G15 are 

proposing this threshold be set at 33%. We do not propose a specific figure, but support the 

principle behind it and suggest further analysis of previous and planned regeneration schemes as 

the basis for arriving at a figure which supports the policy objective.   

In addition, in our answers to the questions below, we recommend that:  

 Clawback of GLA funding is not pursued if deviations from a proposal agreed in a ballot can be 

shown to be unavoidable, unforeseeable when the ballot took place, and undertaken with full 

resident consultation and engagement 

 

 Consideration should be given to exempting schemes which have already incurred costs at the 

time this consultation was launched. This should include schemes which have not yet secured 



 

Page 4 

planning permission, including for subsequent phases of a multiple-phase scheme. We suggest 

these could be treated on a case-by-case basis, with the GLA beginning by working with landlords 

to identify the number and nature of such schemes underway.  

 

2. Responses to questions 

 

2.1 Question 1: Do you agree that the GLA should make resident ballots a funding condition for 

estate regeneration schemes? 

Yes. We support the principle that resident engagement is vital to any successful regeneration 

scheme, which is why it sits at the heart of housing associations’ approach to regeneration. However, 

as the consultation recognises, a resident ballot should only be one component of a much broader, 

ongoing, and in-depth engagement with residents before, during and after a scheme takes place. 

 

2.2 Question 2: Do you agree with the proposed criteria that would trigger the requirement for a 

resident ballot? Why/why not? 

We agree that this should apply to strategic estate regeneration schemes – those involving the 

construction of at least 150 homes - which also involve the demolition of homes owned, or previously 

owned, by a social landlord. However we do not believe the single unit threshold for demolition is 

appropriate. In the extreme, a scheme involving the demolition of one unoccupied social home on a 

large estate to deliver hundreds of new social homes could be abandoned because of the risk in 

carrying out a resident ballot of the entire estate.  

Instead, we suggest that a resident ballot should only be mandatory when the number of social 

homes demolished accounts for more than a set percentage of the total number of social homes on 

an estate. This would ensure that resident ballots are only used when demolition – and the severe 

disruption this causes to existing residents – is a significant component of the scheme. We are aware 

that the G15 have proposed this figure be set at 33%. We do not recommend any specific threshold 

but support the principle behind it. We suggest some analysis of previous and planned regeneration 

schemes is undertaken to understand the likely implications of setting the threshold at different levels.  

 

2.3 Question 3: Do you agree with the proposed scope of resident ballots? Why/why not? 

We agree that a Yes/No ballot requiring a simple majority provides the simplest mechanism for 

providing an indication of residents’ support for a scheme at a particular moment in time. There is an 

argument that presenting a set of options would allow for a more nuanced debate, but on balance we 

think the complexity would make it harder to demonstrate overall resident support for any specific 

proposal.  



 

Page 5 

We recommend that as a minimum the offer document should be required to set out the housing offer 

to all residents on an estate during and after the regeneration scheme. We recommend that details 

about the vision for the scheme – including tenure mix, number of new homes, demolitions and 

infrastructure - should be the subject of ongoing consultation and engagement, and optional for 

inclusion in the offer document to the extent the landlord feels able to commit at the time the ballot 

takes place.  

This would enable the ballot to take place on a set of specific commitments to residents which can 

made early on in a scheme’s development, while maintaining the ability to flex wider details of the 

scheme – in consultation with residents – as it progresses. 

 

2.4 Question 4: Do you agree with the proposed stage in an estate regeneration process at which 

ballots should happen? Why/why not? 

A disadvantage of a resident ballot is that it only provides a snapshot of resident sentiment at a point 

in time, when regeneration schemes can last years or decades and be subject to considerable, 

necessary change. The earlier a ballot takes place the harder it is to commit to specific details of a 

scheme. But the further into the process the ballot takes place, the greater the risk of wasted resource 

should residents vote against the proposal.  

On balance, we agree that a resident ballot should take place relatively early in the development of a 

regeneration scheme in order to promote resident engagement from the very start, and reduce the 

risk of wasted expenditure. This should take place before any substantive physical works have begun, 

and before GLA funding is secured. Beyond this it should be left to the discretion of the landlord as to 

exactly when the ballot takes place, based on how quickly they can present a concrete proposal to 

residents. 

The ballot could be considered a gateway in the development of a project: the point at which residents 

have a formal say on the offer being made to them. This is the basis for our recommendation to 

restrict the mandatory scope of the ballot to the direct offer being made to residents, with other details 

around the wider vision for the estate being at the discretion of the landlord (see response to question 

3).  

 

2.5 Question 5: Do you have any other comments on the threshold, scope and timing of resident 

ballots? 

We recognise the need for the GLA to be able to claw back funding if a scheme deviates materially 

from the one agreed by residents in a ballot, in order to ensure ballots are conducted in good faith,  

their outcomes are honoured, and trust with residents is maintained.  

However the earlier in a process the ballot takes place, the more uncertainty there is over funding and 

finance (including GLA grant). Changes in anticipated funding could have a significant impact on the 

outcome of a lengthy scheme, particularly if delivered in multiple stages. 

Our recommendation to restrict the scope of the ballot (see response to question 3) would reduce the 

likelihood that schemes went on to deviate from what was agreed. 
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Instead, or additionally, we suggest that alongside a clearer definition of what constitutes a ‘material 

deviation’, the GLA should agree not to clawback GLA funding if the landlord can demonstrate to the 

GLA’s satisfaction that:  

1. the original ballot was conducted in good faith and the financial assumptions underpinning it could 

have been considered reasonable at the time 

2. the changes to the scheme were unavoidable due to changes in the funding environment (for 

example the withdrawal or failure to secure public grant, or a significant change in the wider 

housing market), and 

3. the landlord can demonstrate how residents have been kept fully informed and engaged since the 

original ballot, and as proposals have changed, and have had the opportunity to input their views 

throughout 

 

2.6 Question 6: Do you agree with the proposed eligibility criteria for resident ballots? Why/why 

not? 

Yes we agree with the principle that the ballot should include all those who live on the estate who are 

likely to be affected by the process. Therefore we agree that all the groups outlined in the proposal 

should be eligible to vote.  

While we agree in principle with the inclusion of estate residents who have also been on the local 

authority’s housing register for at least one year, we understand there may be administrative 

difficulties in accessing this data for housing associations, and would urge the GLA to explore this 

further. 

 

2.7 Question 7: Do you agree that eligibility criteria should be the same for all schemes? Why/why 

not? 

Yes. In the interests of simplicity the eligibility criteria should be the same for all schemes.  

 

2.8 Question 8: Do you agree with the Mayor’s proposed requirements for implementing ballots? 

Why/why not? 

Yes we agree that ballots should be implemented by a qualified independent body. We agree that a 

simple majority voting in favour of the proposal should be considered a ‘yes’ vote. 

 

2.9 Question 9: Do you have proposals for other potential Mayoral requirements for implementing 

ballots? 

No 
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2.10 Question 10: Do you agree with the proposed exemption where the demolitions are required to 

deliver an infrastructure scheme? Why/why not? 

Yes.  

 

2.11 Question 11: Do you agree with the proposed exemption where the demolitions are required to 

address safety issues? Why/why not? 

Yes. We agree that the safety of residents must be a landlord’s first priority and that where demolition 

is the only option to resolve safety issues it should not be subject to a resident ballot. We also agree 

that this should be decided on a case-by-case basis in consultation with the GLA.  

The final funding condition should make clear the situation for schemes where some of the proposed 

demolition is necessary for safety reasons while some is not. We suggest that again this should be 

considered on a case-by-case basis, where the exemption from a ballot is conditional on a landlord 

showing that the demolition of safe homes is an essential part of a scheme which is necessary for the 

demolition of unsafe homes.  

 

2.12 Question 12: Do you agree with the proposed exemption where a specialist or supported 

housing scheme is being decommissioned by a local authority? Why/why not? 

Yes. This should also apply where it is being decommissioned by a housing association.  

  

2.13 Question 13: Do you have proposals for other potential exemptions to the proposed funding 

condition? 

We suggest that the GLA should retain the ability to waive the need for a resident ballot in exceptional 

circumstances where conducting a ballot would not meet the stated aims of the policy, and subject to 

proof of ongoing engagement and consultation. For example, if occupancy rates are extremely low, 

such that a small number of remaining residents have disproportionate influence over a regeneration 

scheme which would involve the demolition of large numbers of unoccupied homes.  

 

2.14 Question 14: Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements? Why/why not? 

We welcome the three proposed transitional arrangements. They significantly reduce the possibility 

that costs already incurred by landlords will be wasted if a residents ballot is unsuccessful.  

In addition, there will be some schemes which have not yet achieved planning permission but have 

incurred considerable costs. This will include subsequent phases of multi-phase schemes which are 

already in progress where subsequent phases have not yet been granted planning permission. We 

suggest that the GLA should consider waiving the requirement for residents ballots on these 

schemes. A first stage could be to liaise with landlords over the number and nature of these schemes, 
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which may be fairly low, in order to determine the best course of action in each case. The National 

Housing Federation would be happy to support that process.  

In all cases the landlord would be encouraged to undertake a resident ballot in line with the Mayor’s 

Best Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration. 


