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1

Executive Summary

1.1

Introduction
As part of their estate regeneration programme, Lambeth Council have been
engaging with residents on Central Hill estate to gain their views on how Lambeth
can best improve the quality of housing for existing residents and build new homes
for local people in need.
Following this engagement, the Council reviewed a number of proposals to achieve
these aims including:
•

Refurbishment

•

Infill and refurbishment

•

Partial rebuilding

•

A proposal from Architects for Social Housing (ASH)

•

Full rebuilding

The Council concluded that full rebuilding is the only practical option that will deliver
good quality homes for current tenants and homeowners; more homes for local
people; and provide value for money.
However, before it made a final decision on this, Lambeth wanted to get resident
opinion on this option and the other proposals that it had considered. A resident
consultation to gather these opinions was launched on 15 October 2016. The Council
produced The future of the Central Hill Estate booklet to ensure residents had the
necessary information to take part in this process delivered this to the 460 properties
on the estate. The consultation ended on 14 November 2016.
The Campaign Company (TCC) were commissioned to conduct door surveys to gain
impartial feedback from residents and also to provide an independent analysis of the
feedback received through this consultation. This report summarises that analysis.

1.2

Response
307 feedback forms were submitted as part of this consultation. 68% were from
council tenants; 25% were from resident and non-resident leaseholders and
freeholders and 7% were from private tenants living on the estate.
No responses were received in other formats (for example, e-mails and letters).
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1.3

Findings
The feedback forms asked residents to give their views on:
•

The Council’s recommended option to fully rebuild the estate

•

The situation if no rebuilding were to take place

•

The proposals that had previously been considered

The forms also sought feedback on how residents felt about living on the estate so
that the Council good better understand the features that were important to
residents.
Feelings about proposed changes
70% of respondents felt ‘very well’ or ‘fairly well’ informed about the changes with
the newsletter being cited as the most popular channel of information (77% of
respondents said they had seen it).
When asked to what extent they supported or opposed the proposed full rebuilding
of the estate, there were key differences of opinion by tenure:
•

55% of council tenants supported this proposal (with 37% strongly
supporting) and 34% of council tenants opposed it (with 24% strongly
opposing it).

•

In terms of homeowners (ie resident or non-resident freeholders and
leaseholders), 31% of them supported the proposal to fully rebuild the estate
(with 14% strongly supporting) and 51% opposed this proposal (with 42%
strongly opposing it).

•

For private tenants, 35% supported the proposal (with 15% strongly
supporting) while 50% opposed this (with 40% strongly opposing).

Of those who supported the proposals, the majority cited getting better and
improved homes as the main benefit. Some also stated this would be an opportunity
to make the wider estate more attractive and fix some of the problems (such as the
pathways).
The main concerns cited by those opposed to the changes were the disruptive impact
both on individuals (especially those who had lived there a long time) and the wider
community. Many of those opposed to the proposal could not see any personal
benefit from the changes.
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In addition, tenants raised concerns about losing their secure tenancy and their right
to buy. Homeowners raised concerns about the fairness of the package being offered
to them, and the impact on the value of their home (both now and in the long-term).
Many, whether they supported or opposed the proposal, requested more information
about the personal impact on them. Similarly, another view that was expressed across
the board, was that whatever decision was made there needed to be quick action and
regular communications to reduce the uncertainty that currently exists about the
future of the estate.
Feelings about ‘no rebuilding’

The future of the Central Hill Estate consultation booklet explained that if full
rebuilding does not happen, then homes on the estate would remain as they are.
When asked to what extent they supported or opposed the proposed no rebuilding
on the estate, there were also key differences of opinion by tenure:
•

34% of council tenants supported this proposal (with 21% strongly
supporting) and 46% of council tenants opposed it (with 31% strongly
opposing it).

•

52% of homeowners (ie resident or non-resident freeholders and
leaseholders) supported the no rebuilding option (with 32% strongly
supporting) and 26% opposed this proposal (with 14% strongly opposing it).

•

For private tenants, 35% supported the proposal (with 15% strongly
supporting) while 50% opposed this (with 40% strongly opposing). This is the
same as their position for the full rebuilding option.

Many qualified their responses to this question by stating that they would want to see
routine improvements (eg regarding leaky roofs and pathways).
Reasons for supporting this option reflected some of the concerns raised by full
rebuilding: this would be less disruptive for individuals and the community. Many felt
that there would still need to be an element of refurbishment though, externally and
in some cases internally, to address some of the problems that existed (eg mould,
pathways, etc).
Feelings about the previous proposals
People were asked to comment on the previous proposals that the Council had
considered. Many people felt that refurbishment was an option that should have
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been more fully considered. They felt this would have given the benefits (ie improved
homes) with less disruption.
There were mixed comments on infilling and the ASH proposal. Some people’s
concerns about infilling also reflected their concerns about the current proposals
which was an anxiety about new homes being built in the existing space and the
potential social impact of over-crowding.
Some did not understand why these previous proposals were not being consulted on.
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2

Overview of the consultation
This report provides an independent analysis of responses received during the resident
consultation of the future of Central Hill Estate which took place in autumn 2016.

2.1

Background to the consultation
Lambeth Council agreed to deliver an estates regeneration programme in 2014 that
aimed to improve housing standards in Lambeth and meet the growing demand for
council housing and housing in general across the borough.
As part of this programme, the Council has been working with and engaging
residents on Central Hill to gain their views on how the Council can best improve the
quality of housing for existing residents and build new homes for local families in
need.
Following this engagement with Central Hill residents, the Council reviewed a number
of proposals to achieve these aims including:
•

Refurbishment

•

Infill and refurbishment

•

Partial rebuilding

•

A proposal from Architects for Social Housing (ASH)

•

Full rebuilding

The Council concluded that full rebuilding is the only practical option that will deliver
good quality homes for current tenants and homeowners; more homes for local
people; and provide value for money.
However, before it made a final decision on this, Lambeth wanted to get resident
opinion on this option and launched a public consultation on 15 October 2016. The
consultation ended on 14 November. Cabinet will make a final decision on changes
on 12 December 2016.

2.2

The consultation process
Lambeth Council produced a consultation booklet The future of the Central Hill Estate
which outlined its proposals for change and rationale for not taking forward the other
options. This booklet was delivered to every household on the estate, was available
on the Council website for non-resident owners and others to access, and additional
copies were available at the Regeneration Office on the estate (the Resource Centre,
4 High Limes).
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Residents were invited to have their say on these issues in the following ways:
•

Completing a feedback form with independent researchers at two exhibitions
(on 15 October and 18th October)

•

Responding to the form via a door-step interview with independent
researchers

•

Completing feedback forms at drop-in sessions at the Regeneration Office on
the estate

•

Completing a feedback form and returning by Freepost or dropping off in a
sealed box in the Regeneration Office

•

By ringing or e-mailing a dedicated Estate Regeneration contact (details
available on the consultation booklet)

Non-resident free-holders and leaseholders were sent copies of the survey to return by
Freepost.
People who wanted to complete the response form in another language were able to
contact the Regeneration Office (numbers published on the website, letters and the
consultation booklet) to provide their responses through an interpreter.

2.3

Collecting and analysing the consultation responses
The Campaign Company (TCC)1 was commissioned by Lambeth Council to provide an
independent analysis of the consultation responses. This report sets out the findings
from this analysis.
TCC also conducted the door-step research. Field researchers, all trained to Market
Research Society standards, knocked on every door of the estate at least once and up to
eight times in some instances during the four-week consultation period. They conducted
their research on different days and at different times to maximise consultation
response. If a resident was not at home, ‘Sorry we missed you’ out cards were left at the
household. No more than two were left at each unanswered residence during the
consultation.
Feedback forms completed though the door-knocking, at the exhibitions and other
channels were collated and stored securely by TCC for analysis. A copy of the feedback
form is included in Appendix A.

1

TCC is a partner member of the Market Research Society and a partner organisation of the
Consultation Institute.
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The form contained closed and open questions. In some instances, respondents did not
answer every question so the base number for each question varies and is stated in the
report for each question.
In places, percentages may not add up to 100 per cent. This is due to rounding or
questions allowing multiple responses. Where questions have allowed multiple
responses this is clearly stated.
Open questions and free text responses were analysed using qualitative analysis
software (NVIvo). This allows all text comments to be coded to categorise and group
together similar responses and identify the key themes.
The analysis in this report has been presented thematically based on the question topic.
A number of verbatim comments are included to illustrate and highlight key issues that
were raised. These are included in the report in italics. It is important to remember that
the views expressed in these verbatim comments do not always represent the views of
the group as a whole, although in each case the verbatim is representative of, at least, a
small number of respondents.
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3
3.1

Findings
Responses
307 feedback forms were completed and submitted during the consultation period.
There are 460 properties on Central Hill Estate of which approximately 12 were void
at the start of the consultation.
14 forms were from more than one household suggesting an approximate 65%
household response rate.
39 of these feedback forms were self-completed and returned by Freepost, returned
to field researchers or to the Regeneration Office. 268 were completed face-to-face
with field researchers.
Respondents were asked their tenure type. Figure 1 shows the profile of responses by
tenure. This shows that 68% of respondents were council tenants (this reflects the
proportion of council tenants across the estate which is 70%). 25% of responses
were from freeholders and leaseholders and the remainder from private tenants.
Figure 1: Tenure of respondents

Tenant of the Council

68%

Leaseholder living on the Estate

22%

Fig. 1: Survey respondents, by housing register
Freeholder living on the Estate

1%

Fig. 2: Survey respondents, by 'responding as'
Leaseholder / Freeholder not living on the Estate

2%

Private tenant

7%

Source: TCC, Nov 2016: Base - 307
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Figure 2 shows the length of residency on the estate of the respondents. 30% have
been living on the estate for four years or less and one in five have been there for
over 25 years. Over a third (37%) have been there for more than sixteen years.
Figure 2: Length of residency on Central Hill (%)

22.8%

21.8%

16.9%

15.6%
13.4%
9.1%

0.3%
Less than 2
years

2-4 years

5-10 years

11-15 years

Source: TCC 2016: Base: 307

16-25 years

More than 25
years

Did not say

Monitoring data was also collected, in line with Lambeth Council practice, and this is
shown in Appendix 2. The main statistically different responses are on the basis of
tenure, rather than any other socio-demographic criteria, and these are reported,
when relevant, in the remainder of the report.
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3.2

Awareness of changes
Levels of awareness around the changes are fairly high with 70% of respondents
stating they feel ‘very well’ or ‘fairly well’ informed about the proposed changes.
Figure 3: How informed do you feel about the proposed changes? )%)
44%

26%

25%

4%

Very well
informed

Fairly well
informed

Not very well
informed

Not at all
informed

2%

1%

Don't know

Did not say

Source: TCC 2016; Base: 307

This is reflective of the level of engagement there has been over the past few years
and the importance of the issue being discussed.
Figure 4 shows the activities / channels which the Council or Independent Advisers
had organised which people have taken part in or seen.
Figure 4: Engagement channels used (more than one could be ticked)

77%
59%
47%

53%

48%

9%

Public
meeting/exhibition

Drop-in session

Survey

Newsletter

FAQ leaflet

Other

Source: TCC 2016; Base 286
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Newsletters followed by public forums are the most popularly cited engagement
channel.

3.3

Feelings towards proposed changes
Respondents were asked to what extent they supported or opposed the proposed
changes for full rebuilding of the estate. Figure 5 below shows the responses by
tenure.

Figure 5: How do you feel about the full rebuilding of the estate? (% by tenure) NB: Actuals for each group
shown by the tenure name.

Strongly support
Oppose to some extent
Did not say

Support to some extent
Strongly oppose

Tenant of the Council (210)
Leaseholder living on the Estate (68)

37%
12%

Freeholder living on the Estate (4)
Leaseholder / Freeholder not living on the Estate (5)
Private tenant (20)

Neither support nor oppose
Don't know

16%

18%
16%

9%

50%
20%
15%

8% 10%

1%
3%

25%

25%

20%

10% 10%

40%

Source: TCC 2016; Base: 307

This shows that there are clear differences by of opinion towards these proposals by
tenure type:
•

55% of council tenants supported this proposal (with 37% strongly
supporting) and 34% of council tenants opposed it (with 24% strongly
opposing it).

•

In terms of homeowners (ie resident or non-resident freeholders and
leaseholders), 31% of them supported the proposal to fully rebuild the estate
(with 14% strongly supporting) and 51% opposed this proposal (with 42%
strongly opposing it).

•

For private tenants, 35% supported the proposal (with 15% strongly
supporting) while 50% opposed this (with 40% strongly opposing).
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20%
5%

Respondents were also asked to provide more detailed comment on how they felt about
the proposals for full rebuilding of the estate that were outlined in the consultation
booklet including what benefits it could bring as well as any concerns they may have
had towards them. There were a number of benefits and concerns raised which also
reflected the extent to which people supported or opposed the proposed changes.
The main benefits that were raised focused on the improvements to people’s own
homes that would come about if full rebuilding went ahead. Some saw this as an
opportunity to improve their current living conditions and address issues such as damp,
mould and asbestos which also impacted on their health. Some were excited about the
prospect of having better quality housing, fit for purpose accommodation, more space
and ‘brand new homes’.
Many also felt that this was an opportunity to improve some of the features on the
estate as whole for example the cracked pathways, making the long stairs less
dangerous, making the place feel less ‘old and grey’ and providing more areas for
young children to play. Some also felt that this was an opportunity to improve the value
of the estate and surrounding areas.
There were also a small number who saw this as an opportunity to move off the estate
and closer to family and friends.
The main concerns raised focused on the disruptive impact both on individuals
(especially those who had lived there a long time) and the wider community. Many of
those opposed to the proposals could not see any personal benefit from the changes.
Much anger and frustration was expressed about the potential disruption and upheaval
of the full rebuilding proposal especially since there appeared to be no available
information, at this stage, to allay some of their practical concerns such as how long it
would take, where would people be relocated to, and what type of property they would
end up with. There were a few ‘not for me at my age’ type comments from older
residents anxious about the potential disruption and whether they would personally
benefit from any of the changes, if rebuilding did take place over a long period of time.
Many were also worried that they would end up with smaller homes, lose some of the
features in their current property that they valued, for example gardens, balcony space,
good views. Many also felt that they had invested a lot of time, money and energy into
their property and were upset at the prospect of losing this.
Another significant anxiety, expressed across the board, was the worry that people
might lose out financially because there were no guarantees that rent or service charges
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would not be increased and that ultimately the cost of regeneration might be met
through increased council tax.
Homeowners were particularly concerned about the impact on the value of their home
(both now and in the long-term) and were keen for clarity on when and how their
properties would be valued. Some were also concerned about the fairness of the
package that was on offer to them and many were worried that they would no longer
be owning 100% of their homes. Concerns raised specifically by tenants included
anxiety about losing their secure tenancy and their right to buy. A small number of
tenants and homeowners, wanted information about Homes for Lambeth and its
governance and wanted reassurances that they would not lose out on any of the rights
or key guarantees that they were entitled to at present.
There were also concerns raised about the impact on the wider estate and community
of the full rebuild option. These included anxieties about the place becoming overcrowded and unsafe and other features of the estate being lost such as its green space.
Some felt that the fact that this could increase the value of properties would make this
an unaffordable area for social housing tenants including current tenants who might be
‘priced-out’ of the area.
Many, whether they supported or opposed the proposals, requested more information
about the personal impact on them. Similarly, another view that was expressed across
the board, was that whatever decision was made there needed to be quick action and
regular communications to reduce the uncertainty that currently exists about the future
of the estate.

3.4

Feelings towards no rebuilding
Respondents were asked to what extent they supported or opposed the alternative to
the full rebuilding option, namely no rebuilding and keeping homes as they are. Figure 6
below shows the responses by tenure.
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Figure 6: How do you feel about no rebuilding on the estate? (% by tenure) NB: Actuals for each group shown
by the tenure name.
Strongly support

Support to some extent

Neither support nor oppose

Oppose to some extent

Strongly oppose

Don't know

Did not say

Tenant of the Council (210)

21%

13%

13%

15%

31%

4%
2%

34%

Leaseholder living on the Estate (68)
Freeholder living on the Estate (4)
Leaseholder / Freeholder not living on the Estate (5)
Private tenant (20)

19%

25%

25%

20%
15%

40%
20%

10% 10%

19%

13%

25%

13% 1%
25%

20%

20%

40%

Source: TCC 2016; Base: 307

When asked to what extent they supported or opposed the proposed no rebuilding on
the estate, there were also key differences of opinion by tenure:
•

34% of council tenants supported this proposal (with 21% strongly supporting)
and 46% of council tenants opposed it (with 31% strongly opposing it).

•

52% of homeowners (ie resident or non-resident freeholders and leaseholders)
supported the no rebuilding option (with 32% strongly supporting) and 26%
opposed this proposal (with 14% strongly opposing it).

•

For private tenants, 35% supported the proposal (with 15% strongly
supporting) while 50% opposed this (with 40% strongly opposing). This is the
same as their position for the full rebuilding option.

Respondents were also asked to provide more detailed comment on how they felt about
keeping homes as they are and no rebuilding of the estate including benefits of this
option as well as any concerns they may have had towards them.
Residents felt that the main benefit of this option was that it would be less disruptive,
more secure and it would keep the community together and intact. These reflected the
concerns raised by the full rebuilding proposals.
Many respondents did qualify this by saying that they would still want to see some
improvements including fixing leaking roofs, damp and mould issues in properties
addressed, roads and pathways maintained.
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5%

There were many who expressed concern about this option who were adamant that
leaving things as they are was not viable. A number of tenants and resident leaseholders
stated that they would have to leave if there was no rebuilding on the estate because
their homes either did not fit their current needs or were not fit for purpose.
Others felt that if no change happened now then an opportunity to improve the wider
estate would be missed.
A small number also felt that if no change were to take place now, then deterioration
would continue and the issue of fully rebuilding would have to be addressed again in
the near future. This was countered by the view of a small number of others who felt
that the Council needed to be more proactive in inspecting and maintaining the upkeep
of both Central Hill homes and the estate.

3.5

Feelings towards previous proposals
The future of the Central Hill Estate consultation booklet described the proposals that
the Council had previously considered but had ruled out in favour of full rebuilding and
the reasons why these were not being taken forward. These proposals included:
• Refurbishment
• Infill and refurbishment
• Partial rebuilding
• A proposal from Architects for Social Housing (ASH)
People were given the opportunity to comment on these proposals and on the Council’s
decision not to progress them.
Many of those who ‘strongly supported’ the full rebuilding option felt that the Council
had been right not to progress on these since these would not necessarily lead to the
high quality improvements they felt were needed across the estate in the long-term.
Many, however, also felt that refurbishment was an option that should have been more
fully considered. They felt this would have given them the benefits they wanted (ie
improved homes) with less disruption to residents over time.
There were mixed comments on infilling, partial rebuilding and the ASH proposal. Some
people’s concerns about infilling also reflected their concerns about the current
proposals which was an anxiety about new homes being built in the existing space and
the potential social impact of over-crowding.
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Partial rebuilding was favoured by those who recognised that some homes definitely
needed improving (especially properties with known ongoing damp and mould issues)
but who did not want to lose the character of the overall estate. Others, however, felt
that this was only a short-term solution.
Those who were familiar with the ASH proposal thought that it might have been a
workable solution while a small number of others felt that it was not viable.
Some did not understand why these previous proposals were not being consulted on
and wanted to better understand why the Council had not taken them forward.

3.6

Feelings about Central Hill
People were asked what they most liked about living on the estate and what could be
improved. Figure 7 shows what people liked most (people were able to tick more than
one response so percentages will not equal 100).
Figure 7: What do you most like about living on the estate? (%)

The location / area is good

55%

Community / people networks

38%

Facilities

16%

Good transport connections

38%

It's where I have always lived

6%

My home
Don't know

31%
1%

Other

58%

TCC 2016: Base 298

The most commonly mentioned responses praised the location and accessibility of
Central Hill and the community and people who lived there. The most commonly
mentioned ‘other’ responses were about the access to green and open space, the peace
and quiet on the estate and the views.
When asked what could be improved about the estate, comments ranged from
‘nothing’ to ‘everything’ with the significant majority of comments focussed on
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improvements in shared areas such as repairing pathways, improving lighting and
having more areas for children to play in.

3.7

Other issues
People were asked if they had any other comments about the issues raised on the
consultation. Of those who responded to this, the most frequently mentioned response
was clarity about timings and next steps for this. There was a plea by a number of
people for a decision to be made and communicated quickly.
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Appendix 1: Feedback form
A copy of the questions in the consultation feedback form is included below.
Lambeth Central Hill Estate Feedback Form
Lambeth Council wants everyone living on our estates to have a good quality home to
live in. As you may be aware, it has been working with residents on the estate to work
out what’s best for Central Hill. The consultation on the future of the estate has now
started and the council is very keen to hear your views. We would appreciate if you
could share your views by completing this feedback form.
This consultation closes on 14th November 2016. Please ensure you have
submitted your response by this date.
More information can be found in ‘The future of the Central Hill Estate’ booklet
which has been sent to your home.
1. First, please indicate how this feedback form is being completed?
Self-completed. I
am filling this form
in myself
2. Are you a:
Tenant of the Council
Leaseholder / Freeholder
not living on the Estate

Dictated. An
interviewer is filling
in this form as I
dictate

Other (please
state):

Leaseholder living on the
Estate

Freeholder living on the
Estate

Private tenant

Other (please state)

3. How long have you lived in Central Hill?
Less than 2 years

2-4 years

5-10 years

16-25 years

More than 25 years

11-15 years

4. What do you most like about living on the estate? [tick all that apply]
The location / area is
good

Community / people
networks

Facilities

It is where I have
always lived

My home

Don’t know
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5. In your view, what could be better about the estate?

6. How informed do you feel about the proposed changes at the moment?
Very well
informed

Fairly well
informed

Not very well
informed

Not at all informed

Don’t know

7. Have you taken part in or seen any of the following which the Council or
Independent Advisers have organised? Tick all that apply.
Public meeting or exhibition Drop-in session at the estate
office

Answered a survey

Newsletter

Other (please state)

Frequently Asked
Questions leaflet

THE CHANGES THAT ARE BEING PROPOSED
Having spoken to residents over the past year and considered all the available
possibilities, the council believes that fully rebuilding the estate is the only practical
option. These are the other proposals that have been considered:
•
•
•
•

Refurbishment
Infill
Partial rebuilding
Architects for Social Housing (ASH) proposal
Details on these proposals and the reasons they have not been taken forward are in
the booklet sent to your home.
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8. Do you have any comments to make on any of these proposals or on the council’s
decision not to progress them?

‘The future of the Central Hill Estate’ booklet sets out the council’s proposal – full
rebuilding of the estate and what the position would be if the rebuilding does not go
ahead. We want to understand how you feel about this.
Full rebuilding of the estate
Detailed information on this proposal can be found in the booklet.
9. How do you feel about this? What benefits could it bring? What concerns do you have?
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No rebuilding
Detailed information on what will happen if the rebuilding does not go ahead can be found in the
booklet.
10. How do you feel about this? What benefits could it bring? What concerns do you have?

11. Please indicate how you feel about
A) Full rebuilding of the estate
Strongly
Support to
Neither
support
some
support nor
extent
oppose

Oppose to
some
extent

Strongly
oppose

Don’t know

B) No rebuilding
Strongly
Support to
support
some
extent

Oppose to
some
extent

Strongly
oppose

Don’t know

Neither
support nor
oppose
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12. Do you have any other comments?
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Questions about you
Finally, we have a few questions about you; these are so we have a record of the different
people we have heard from via the feedback form. Like your other responses, your answers will
be anonymous
13) How many people live in your house permanently?
a) Over 18
0
1
2
3
b) Under 18
0
1
2
3

14) What is your ethnicity?
White or White British
British (English, Scottish,
Irish
Welsh, Northern Irish)

Gypsy or Irish
Traveller

4

5+

4

5+

Polish

Portuguese

Any other White background (please state)
Mixed or multiple ethnic groups
White and Black Caribbean
White and Black African

White and Asian

Any other Mixed / Multiple ethnic background (please state)
Asian or Asian British
Indian
Pakistani

Bangladeshi

Chinese

Any other Asian background (please state)
Black / African / Caribbean / Black British
Caribbean background

African Somalian

Any other African or Black (please state)
Other ethnic group
Arab

Prefer not to say

Any other ethnic group (please state)
15) Is English the main language spoken in your household?
Yes
No
If ‘No’: What is the main language spoken?
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16) A) Do you have a long term illness, disability or infirmity?
Yes
No

Prefer not to say

B) If yes, how is this affected by your housing?

C) If you would like to give more information about a long term illness, disability
or infirmity, please do so here:

Thank you for taking the time to complete the feedback form. For more information about this
consultation, please visit http://estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/central_hill
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Appendix 2: Profile of respondents
A summary profile of the 307 people who responded to the consultation is shown
below. [NB: the base number described the number of people who responded to each
question].
Respondents by tenure
Figure 8: Tenure of respondents

Tenant of the Council

68%

Leaseholder living on the Estate

22%

Fig. 3: Survey respondents, by housing register
Freeholder living on the Estate

1%

Leaseholder / Freeholder not living on the Estate

2%

Private tenant

7%

Source: TCC, Nov 2016: Base - 307

Respondents by length of residency on Central Hill
Figure 9: Length of residency on Central Hill (%)

22.8%

21.8%

16.9%

15.6%
13.4%
9.1%

0.3%
Less than 2
years

2-4 years

5-10 years

11-15 years

Source: TCC 2016: Base: 307

values first

16-25 years

More than 25
years

Did not say
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Lambeth monitoring information

The data collected below is in line with the information asked as part of Lambeth
Council’s monitoring policy.

How many people live in your house permanently?
294 people answered this question. 39% had at least one person under 18 years of age
living in the home.
People aged over 18 living permanently in home
Number of
0
1
2
people
%
45%
34%
People aged under 18 living permanent in home
Number of
0
1
2
people
%
61%
17%
10%

3

4

5+

13%

6%

2%

3

4

5+

10%

1.5%

0.5%

What is your ethnicity?
292 people answered this question. Their responses are below:
Ethnicity

Totals

White or White British

British (English, Scottish, Welsh, Northern Irish)

107

Irish

3

Polish

3

Portuguese

20

Other white background

14

Mixed or multiple ethnic groups

White and Black Caribbean

11

White and Black African

2

White and Asian

2

Any other mixed / multiple ethnic background

4

values first
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Ethnicity

Totals

Asian or Asian British

Indian

4

Any other Asian background

6

Black / African / Caribbean / Black British

Caribbean background

50

African background

19

African Somalian

1

Black British

16

Any other African or Black background

13

Other ethnic group

Arab

2

Any other ethnic group

12

Prefer not to say

2

Do you have a long-term illness, disability or infirmity?
294 people answered this question and 108 (37%) said they had a long-term illness, disability
or infirmity. People with asthma or other chest illnesses said they were particularly affected by
their housing environment especially by the mould and / or damp.

values first
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