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1. Introduction
Over the autumn in 2017 we undertook a formal consultation exercise to shape the three leases that
Homes for Lambeth (HfL) will be offering to homeowners who live on estates which will be rebuilt in
the estate regeneration programme. This was the final step in an extended process of engaging with
homeowners on this matter, which flowed from previous engagement around the Key Guarantees. As
committed to in the Key Guarantees, homeowners will be offered various options for acquiring a new
home on their estate; these three leases will help enable implement these options.
This report sets out why and how we undertook this final step in the consultation process. It includes
all the feedback received as part of this step in the consultation process and outlines our response. If
feedback was not relevant to the subject of this consultation it has not been responded to in this
report, but will be passed on to the relevant council officers to deal with. All comments received are
reported in Appendix B.
1.1 Context
Lambeth has a housing crisis. With over 27000 households waiting on our housing list and almost
1800 families in temporary accommodation and average house prices at over half a million pounds we
urgently need to increase the supply of homes, particularly affordable ones, in Lambeth. We are
committed to tackling the housing crisis in the borough by maximising the number of new affordable
homes to make sure residents aren’t priced out of the housing market.
As a part of this commitment, we are rebuilding six estates. To rebuild these estates, we have setup
Homes for Lambeth (HfL). HfL is a new group of companies which will be wholly owned by the
council. It will be able to access money which the council can’t. It will use this money to build homes
at council rent, intermediate rent and market rent levels with options for long tenancies and stable
rents. We need these better homes for existing residents, and more new homes to help tackle
Lambeth’s housing crisis.
1.2 Background
The council has been engaging with homeowners on the six estates undergoing regeneration for
some years. This has included previous consultation around the Key Guarantees, which inevitably
included some consideration of the future leases to be used by HfL. The following link provides
information on the Key Guarantees.
estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/key_guarantees
The Key Guarantees were also subject to an independent review by TPAS, the respected tenant
engagement organisation, in early 2016 and improvements were made to them before the wrap up
consultation was undertaken. You can find more information on TPAS review of the Key Guarantees
on the link below:
estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/reviewing_the_key_guarantees
As part of early conversations around the future leases, homeowners requested that the council
engage independent legal advice to input into the process of developing the new leases.
In developing these new leases, we worked closely with the Independent Advisors (IAs) who we have
provided to residents on each of the six estates in the regeneration programme. The IAs held
workshops with homeowners to find out from them what their concerns and questions were. The IAs
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then identified an independent lawyer to input into and review the draft leases. This all took place
before we started the formal consultation.
You can see our response to the IAs’ work with the independent lawyer on the link below:
estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/leases
1.3 Our proposals
Our Key Guarantees set out our commitments to existing homeowners; identifying what they can
expect from us if they need to move home as a result of our estate regeneration programme. They
include a commitment to enable homeowners to acquire a suitable new home on estates, should they
wish to remain living on their estate. We identified three ways in which resident homeowners would
be able to have full or partial ownership of these new homes:
A: Leasehold – buying a new home outright
B: Zero Rent Shared Ownership - buying a shared ownership new home – where your existing
mortgage can continue or a new mortgage can be obtained
C: With Rent Shared Ownership - buying a shared ownership new home – where your existing
mortgage cannot continue nor can a sufficient new mortgage be obtained
Each of these options requires a different type of lease, where the principle differences between these
leases relate to the different financial arrangements and level of ownership of the homeowner.
To prepare the draft new leases, we used the existing Right To Buy (RTB) leases and wanted to
combine these with best practice within the standard Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) shared
ownership leases - to ensure that the adopted lease is readily accepted by mortgage companies.
Changes have also been made to the clauses contained in the existing RTB lease to ensure that the
new adopted leases are appropriate for the types of new homes that will be built by HfL.
In developing these new leases, we worked closely with the Independent Advisors (IAs) who we have
provided to residents on each of the six estates in the regeneration programme. The IAs held
workshops with homeowners to find out from them what their concerns and questions were. An
independent lawyer was identified by the IAs to prepare a position paper to which we responded
before the start of this final consultation.
This means that before we started this final step in the consultation, residents across the six estates
had already had an opportunity to have their say on the leases. You can see our response to the IAs’
work with the independent lawyer on the link below.
estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/lease
In addition, the Key Guarantees (and the results consultation on how they could be improved in 2016)
were also used to frame the new leases. You can find more information on the Key Guarantees on the
link below:
estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/key_guarantees
As well as being consulted on, the Key Guarantees were also subject to an independent review by
TPAS, the respected tenant engagement organisation, in early 2016. Improvements were made to
them before the wrap up consultation. You can find more information on TPAS review of the Key
Guarantees on the link below:
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estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/reviewing_the_key_guarantees

2. Consultation
2.1 Consultation objectives
Consultation was the final step in the process to ensure that those tenants directly affected
by estate regeneration had an opportunity to influence the preparation of the tenancies that
were to be finally adopted.
We also wanted to help residents generally understand what are complex legal documents
and specifically to understand the differences between 100% ownership and shared
ownership.
No one at Lambeth underestimates the stress that rebuilding an estate could potentially
cause for current residents. We want to give residents living on estates that will be rebuilt
all the information and support that they need to make the best choices about their and
their families' futures.
2.2 Who did we consult?
We consulted all homeowners who live on the following 6 estates:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cressingham Gardens
Knight’s Walk
Westbury
Fenwick
Central Hill
South Lambeth

These estates are all part of the estate regeneration programme.
2.3 When did we consult?
This final consultation ran from the 18 th September 2017 until 3 rd November of the
same year.
2.4 How did we consult homeowners?
We consulted with homeowners via a number of well-established methods which we have used
throughout the estate regeneration programme. Details of this are below:


A launch mailing to all homeowners. This contained:
o A covering letter which contained:
 Background information on the consultation
 Where residents could find information on estate based consultation events and
drop ins where they could talk to a member of the estate regeneration team
 How they could contact their IA
o A summary booklet which contained
 Additional background information
 A summary of the key parts of the leases
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 A response mechanisms for those who wished to respond in writing
 Links to where those who wished to respond online could
A launch email to all homeowners which mirrored the content of the launch covering letter
At least one estate based event which all secure tenants where invited to attend
A webpage on the estate regeneration website which mirrored the content of the launch mailing
to all homeowners. It also contained links to download:
o The consultation booklet
o The 3 draft leases
o Our response: to the independent legal advice
A blog post on the estate regeneration website
A reminder letter which contained:
o Background information on the consultation
o Where residents could find information on estate based consultation events and drop ins
where they could talk to a member of the estate regeneration team
o How they could contact their IA
o Answers to some initial frequently asked questions
A door knocking exercise to encourage homeowners to attend an estate based consultation
event
Several reminders emails

This consultation was one of the first to have posted responses processed by the council's new digital
mail system. Given this, additional measures were taken to provide reassurance that all posted
responses were included in the analysis of the consultation. These additional measures included:




Briefing of those handling incoming mail
Manual checks on the digital mail queue
Manual check of incoming mail.

These additional measures demonstrated that the system was processing mailed response correctly.
All consultation communications documents are included in Appendix A.
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3. Responses
84 people took part in the consultation. In total we received 60 completed questionnaires, either online,
by post / handed in or via attendance at a workshop. A smaller number of other comments were
received by phone and email. All the responses, which total over 700 individual comments, are
appended to this report.
3.1 Summary of results
Homeowners have mixed views; some of the respondents recognise the benefits that some of the
proposed changes to the leases would provide in terms of better estate management. With this kind of
survey, it is arguable that residents who are happy with the proposals are less likely to provide
comments. However, from the feedback it is clear that a number of homeowners feel that the drafts
represent an undesirable reduction in their rights.
The shared ownership options provided through the key guarantees are more much more generous
than required in law, but many homeowners do not view them positively.
Shared owners will face a number of restrictions that they do not currently face as homeowners, such
as the ability to sub-let their homes, restrictions in an ability to borrow additional money and who they
can pass their home to. We are offering these shared ownership options to allow existing residents to
continue to live on their estates and (having regard to the overarching requirement to create balanced
proposals across the project) there are limits to how far we could reasonably meet all the requests
arising from the feedback. However, we have been able to respond positively to a number of these
concerns as summarised in the table below.
3.2 General comments
This table summarises the main feedback received and how this impacts on the lease. A much more
detailed explanation is provided after the table.
We asked
You said
Q1 – subletting for 100% owners
About restricting subletting In general terms, a majority of
and prohibiting ‘holiday’ homeowners are opposed to
lets such as AirBnB
constraints in their rights to sublet.
Specifically on AirBnB there were
mixed views, some for, some
against. The majority are against.
About
subletting
and Other than the general opposition to
whether
you
should constraints on subletting, there were
consider offering to HfL few specific comments. Those that
first to let on your behalf
did comment specifically rejected
the proposal.

When subletting, telling us
who lives in the flats,
names, dates of birth,
gender etc.

Where this point was specifically
responded to, it was felt to be heavy
handed.
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Our response:
On balance we still think that this is a
reasonable restriction that will benefit the
community as a whole. The long lease
will include a comparable ban on lettings
for less than 30 days
We understand these concerns. There
will no longer be a requirement to offer to
HfL. If we are able to make a desirable
offer for letting through HfL, homeowners
would want to use it as an option in any
event, without being required to consider
it.
We will require you to provide us with the
names of who is living there – postGrenfell it has shown us how important it
is that we know who is living in our
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We asked

You said

When sub-letting you
should provide a copy of
the tenancy agreement
and obtain appropriate
insurance

There were few specific comments
about this. Those that did comment
generally felt it was overly onerous.

Q2 – Banning laminate flooring
Whether we should ban Some mixed views, but a majority
laminate flooring
were opposed to this ban
Q3 – Permission to have pets
About
whether
there Mixed views, some homeowners in
should
be
stricter favour, some against.
Those
restrictions
on
pets, against were very opposed to
including requiring written stricter restrictions
permission for dogs. This
would reflect the terms in
the tenancy agreement.

Q5 – ground rent will be £10 / year
This
was
more
for Residents wanted assurances that
information than a specific this would not increase or what
question.
would happen if it’s sold on. Can this
go up when the lease is extended?

Our response:
properties, but we will not be asking for
detailed household information.
There is no longer a requirement to
provide HfL with a copy of the tenancy
agreement. We think it is in everyone’s
interest that there is appropriate
insurance in place in case of accidents
so we will still ask that people subletting
obtain landlord insurance.
The ban on laminate flooring will be
removed from the leases
We’re not going to go as far as the
tenancy agreement, but will expand the
lease clause slightly – “domestic pets
should be kept under control so as to
prevent the Leaseholder from causing
any nuisance to the Landlord or its
tenants or any of them or to any
neighbouring adjoining or adjacent
property or the owner or occupiers
thereof”
We can confirm that the £10 is fixed.
We’ve added in a contractual right to be
able to extend the shared ownership
leases following the same statutory
process as the 100% owned leases

Q6 – on the reserve fund
We wanted to know your
views
about
HfL
implementing a reserve
fund

You were concerned about this, with
funds not being properly protected /
managed
/
with appropriate
oversight.

We think this is a positive approach both
from the perspective of homeowners and
HfL. We will include the clause that
allows us to operate a reserve fund.
Clearly there are concerns so if we do
decide to implement this clause we will
need to be clear about how it will work
and communicate effectively with
homeowners.
We have extended
Schedule 4 to include other parts of the
building and making it clear that these
costs can be recovered by way of sinking
fund.

Q7 – Repair Obligations
About
HfL
being
responsible for windows
and the front door

Mixed view – some supportive
others concerned and prefer to be
responsible themselves

Due to the technical nature of modern
windows and fire safety concerns we’re
keeping as proposed. HfL will be
responsible for windows and doors, we
can confirm that this includes all external
doors

Q8 – Alterations
Page 8 of 74

Consultation Report – Proposed HfL Leases

January 2018

We asked
We’ve strengthened the
lease with regards to
alterations and asked for
views

You said
A third supported the proposals,
others wanted more details about
what was meant by alterations. A
number criticised the proposed time
restrictions.
Q11 – Arbitration for disputes between residents
Should HfL be the arbiter Mixed views, but a majority thought
in
disputes
between there should be independent
residents?
arbitration

Q14 Rent on the un-owned share (shared owners)
This
was
more
for Some homeowners think that the %
information,
to
make should be reduced from 2.75%.
homeowners aware of the Others
found
this
question
clauses that covered this confusing and requested additional
part of the key guarantees information
Q15 Service Charges (shared owners)
This
was
more
for Homeowners
are
generally
information
so unhappy with the clause and think
homeowners are aware of that charges for major works should
the requirement.
be proportionate to the % owned.
Q16 – Protection from losing your home (shared owners)
We wanted to give Some homeowners wanted further
assurances to shared details about the other grounds for
owners
about
their possession under the 1988 Housing
security, under the 1988 Act. Some were happy with the
Housing Act with grounds proposal, others concerned that
8 and 11 removed.
shared owners should have the
same protections as homeowners

Q17 Improvements (shared owners)
The draft lease said A large majority of homeowners
improvements could not opposed this.
be carried out until you
own 100%
Q18 Subletting (shared owners)
We wanted to make A very small number agreed with
homeowners aware that this, but the majority were very
shared owners are not opposed, some cited specific
allowed to sub-let
situations, such as needing to go
and care for elderly relatives, as
examples where it might be
necessary to sub-let.

Q19 – selling / passing on your home (shared ownership)
We wanted to make Homeowners are concerned about
homeowners aware of the HfL’s role when they come to sell
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Our response:
The strengthened provisions around
alterations remain, apart from the
requirement that they are carried out
between 9-5 which has been removed.

We’ve removed the clause. HfL will act
reasonably to try and resolve disputes
but matters can then be referred for
alternative resolution depending on the
circumstances
We have explained more fully what this
means, with a worked example in the
detailed answers which follow this table.

This is a standard approach to shared
ownership leases and we are not
changing it.

We’ve further limited the grounds under
which we could seek possession of a
shared owner. However, we cannot
completely remove our discretion to, for
instance take possession in the case of
serious anti social behaviour. The courts
would need to think it is reasonable to
award possession. The courts would
only award possession in the most
extreme of circumstances.
We have removed this restriction.

The rationale behind the shared
ownership leases is to enable
homeowners to carry on living on their
estates. Shared ownership is not an
option for absentee landlords. This will
still be prohibited under the lease but, we
will develop a policy which allows subletting in exceptional circumstances
(such as looking after an unwell relative).
The lease allows partners and children
(who live at the property) to inherit the
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process of selling their
home, and in what
circumstances they can
pass the lease on to
someone else
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You said
their home. Several were unhappy
about the restrictions on who could
inherit the shared ownership leases

Our response:
lease. We’ve made a minor change to
allow a child to inherit after the lease has
passed once to another partner / parent
in response to a comment raised in the
consultation, but will not be going further
than that. As with sub-letting, we have
created shared ownership options to
enable existing homeowners to remain
living on estates. The terms reflect the
rules for succession to secure tenancies.

Other important points came out through consultation:Comment
Does the new lease allow me to run a business from
my home?
Under the terms of the shared ownership lease can I
borrow additional money?

Why isn’t there a leaseholder on the ‘ownership and
Stewardship panel’?

Our response:
In response to this question we will update the terms,
bringing them in line with the tenancy agreement,
allowing this to happen with written permission
No – you need HfL permission to re-mortgage and
following HCA guidance this wouldn’t normally be
granted for purposes other than staircasing, buying
out another leaseholder or to pay for repairs. This
doesn’t prohibit re-mortgaging to a better rate.
There is a tenant representative on the committee
and an annual business plan update to Cabinet which
will be published in addition to ongoing
communication with residents

Further to a final internal review, to prevent difficulties in the future which we are currently experiencing
from a lack of flexibility in the current RTB lease we have added an additional clause: should it not be
possible to adopt the previously defined method of calculation for all or part of the Service Charge the
Landlord may adopt any reasonable method of ascertaining the amount of Service Charge payable by
the Leaseholder and may adopt different methods in relation to different items of costs or expenses.
Also further to our final review, and to provide greater assurances to homeowners on costs, we have
amended the clauses on management costs from being “not less than 10% of the total Service Charge"
to “10% of the Service Charge”.
Comments which were clearly not relevant to the consultation have not been addressed by this report,
but have been passed on to the relevant teams to follow up on.
3.3 Detailed feedback
Holiday guest
Our proposal:
We are proposing to introduce a clause which prohibits paying holiday guests, such as those booking
through AirBNB. This is because of disruption that such guests can cause to other residents… We are
also considering adding a clause which would require leaseholders to offer the flat to HfL for letting
through its own lettings company before subletting directly by other means. There would be no
obligation to accept HfL’s offer, which would be made at a competitive rate. Anyone subletting must let
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HfL know details (name, age, sex etc.) and provide HfL with a copy of the tenancy agreement and to
obtain necessary landlord insurance.
Homeowner comments:
There were 50 responses to this question. The majority were very opposed to any reduction in their
rights, “none of your business to tell leaseholders who to let their flat to” an often repeated sentiment.
Many residents questioned whether holiday lets were problematic, and pointed out various situations
where they might need to rely on these kinds of lettings such as short term work opportunities, or having
to look after elderly family members. They questioned whether the requirement to provide details on
who was living in the property was reasonable and what purpose it would serve.
A small number of homeowners supported all the proposals. Some of those who were generally
opposed to restrictions, supported the proposed prohibition on AirBnB. There were questions raised
about how HfL would define subletting to ‘holiday guests’. In addition to being generally opposed to the
requirement to consider sub-letting their flats to HfL, some homeowners pointed out that the lack of a
defined time period for HfL to respond could mean that they might be waiting for a long time with their
ability to sub-let delayed unreasonably.
Our response:
On AirBnB, we recognised that there are mixed views here. However, we do view it as a growing issue,
and in particular we are concerned that flats are not turned into de facto hotel rooms in the longer term.
We do not believe that is the kind of environment that most people want to live in. The new lease
includes a clause that prohibits short term lets of less than 30 days. This prohibition relates to subletting the whole of the property rather than taking on board lodgers, which is still allowed.
We will not require leaseholders to offer their flats to HfL before sub-letting. The intention instead is
that if we can make our offer an attractive one, leaseholders will want to use the service in any event.
In terms of providing HfL with details of who you sublet to and a copy of the tenancy agreement, we
note that some homeowners felt these requirements to be excessive. The fire at Grenfell Tower has
shown us how important it can be that we know who is living in our properties from a fire safety point of
view, and we do not think it is an unreasonable request, but we will be limiting this to just names rather
than further details on age etc. We will not require leaseholders to send in a copy of the tenancy
agreement they use to sub-let, but will require leaseholders who are subletting to have appropriate
insurance. In response to other comments, we can confirm that there are no data protection restrictions
from you telling us who you sublet your property to. You will not be required to send a copy of your
insurance when telling us who you are subletting to.
To clarify, these clauses relate to those homeowners who buy their home outright. There are different
rules for shared owners – please see question 18 for further details.

Question on Flooring
Our proposal:
The current RTB lease requires leaseholders to cover floors with suitable material to stop the
transmission of noise. The tenancy agreement is more specific and generally bans the use of laminate
flooring other than on the ground floor. Should laminate flooring also be prohibited for shared ownership
and leasehold flats?
Homeowner comments:
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There were 46 answers to this question.
There was some limited support for restrictions on laying laminate flooring, but the proposal was
generally opposed. A common view was that laminate flooring laid with proper sound insulation is fine.
There were also concerns that if laminate flooring is restricted, it is likely to be because the new buildings
will be inadequately insulated for sound.
Several homeowners raised concerns about allergies associated with carpets, and were not clear what
they would be allowed to lay as flooring
Our response:
We will remove the restriction on laminate flooring. It’s a valid point - homes will be built to a high
standard that includes sound insulation and a quality flooring system. If, in the future leaseholders want
to change the flooring system, this would be considered an ‘alteration’ and need permission. See Q8.
Permission for alterations cannot be unreasonably refused, so provided any laminate flooring
installation was to be carried out in a way that would not disturb other residents it would be allowed.
Question on Pets
Our proposal:
In the current lease, the only restriction is that domestic pets should be kept under control. The tenancy
agreement goes much further, requiring written permission for keeping dogs, and gives details of when
and why permission is unlikely to be granted. Should the lease be updated with the same terms?
Homeowner comments:
There were 47 responses. There were conflicting views to this question with no clear majority, a slightly
higher percentage of homeowners supported tighter restrictions on pets, although those opposed to
restrictions felt more strongly that those in support of them. Several wanted further details on the policy
and the approach to other animals.
Our response::
We do understand the particular concern of existing pet owners. The new leases will not require
leaseholders to require written permission. In response to those that would welcome greater
restrictions, the wording of the lease has been strengthened to allow for more effective management
when there are problems, so we are expanding the clause on pets slightly – “domestic pets should be
kept under control so as to prevent the Leaseholder from causing any nuisance to the Landlord or its
tenants or any of them or to any neighbouring adjoining or adjacent property or the owner or occupiers
thereof”
Question on the Lease Term
Our proposal:
Your new lease term will be for 125 years. Unless you or your current owners have extended your
current lease, your current lease will be 125 minus the number of years since RTB was first exercised.
Do you have any views on this?
Homeowner comments:
Many homeowners were confused what this meant, and concerned if their new leases were to be less
than 125 years as this is what they had been promised.
Our response:
Our apologies this wasn’t more clearly written initially. To confirm, the new leases will all be for 125
years, regardless of how many years are left on your current lease.
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Question on Ground Rent
Our proposal:
Your ground rent remains at £10 / year for the duration of the lease. Do you have any views on this?
Homeowner comments:
Homeowners generally supported this. Some homeowners wanted guarantees about the ground rent
staying at £10 per year in the event the freehold is sold on; what happens to the ground rent when
leases are extended. Some homeowners were unsure what ground rent is.
Our response:
The current lease requires leaseholders to pay ground rent of £10 / year. Ground rent is a very standard
feature of residential leases in the UK. Leases can contain clauses that allow for ground rent to increase
and there have been reports in the press of unscrupulous freeholders abusing the system.
The existing Lambeth leases and the new HfL new leases do not allow for the ground rent to be
increased. Regardless of who owns the freehold, if the lease says the ground rent is £10 / year that’s
what it will be and it cannot change for the duration of the lease.
For lease extensions there is a statutory process to be followed under the Leasehold Reform Housing
and Urban Development Act 1993. Following that process the ground rent reduces to a ‘peppercorn’
i.e. no rent at all. Technically the right to extend your lease only applies if you own 100%, so we’ve
added in a contractual right to extend the shared ownership leases following the same process.
Question on the Reserve Fund
Our proposal:
The new lease allows for the creation of a reserve fund to cover future costs. HfL will be responsible
for making contributions to the reserve fund (and service charges) for void (empty) properties. Do you
have any views on this?
Homeowner comments:
There was some support for the introduction of a reserve fund, but a majority of homeowners were
opposed or requested additional information on how it would operate before being able to make a
judgement. A number of respondents said they did not trust Lambeth / HfL to operate such a fund.
Some specific questions were:- Who holds the money in the reserve fund?
- What happens to the money if HfL goes bankrupt or is taken over or merged back into the
council? All monies should be protected and returned to the homeowner if any change in
circumstances
- Is the money pooled across the estates?
- There should be a cap on how much can be added to the service charges
- How much more money will contributing to this reserve fund mean for me?
- What can I do if I think the money has been wasted?
- What oversight is there about how the money is spent?
- I don’t understand about empty properties
- This sounds like leaseholders will be asked to make contingencies which they may not benefit
from
- What have Lambeth done with the reserve fund over the years
- What would a sinking fund cover?
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Our response:
We think using a reserve fund is a good idea, it is considered to be good practice, and sensible to have
it as an option in the lease. We would follow the RICS Code of practice1, excerpts from which are
pasted in below –
“7.5 Reserve funds [sinking funds] The lease often provides for the landlord to make provision for
future expenditure by way of a ‘reserve fund’, or ‘sinking fund’. You should have regard to the specific
provisions within the lease that may, for example, provide for a general reserve fund(s) for the
replacement of specific components or equipment.
The intention of a reserve fund is to spread the costs of ‘use and occupation’ as evenly as possible
throughout the life of the lease to prevent penalising leaseholders who happen to be in occupation at a
particular moment when major expenditure occurs. Reserve funds can benefit both the landlord and
leaseholder alike by ensuring monies are available when required for major works, cyclical works or
replacing expensive plant. It is, therefore, considered good practice to hold reserve funds where the
leases permit.
7.6 Holding service charge funds in trust. You must hold service charge monies, and any interest
accruing, by way of statutory trusts in accounts established in accordance with section 42 of the
Landlord and Tenant Act 1987. Service charge payments must be kept separate from the landlord and
managing agent’s own money and must only be used to meet the expenses for which they have been
collected. They should be held in either separate client service charge bank accounts for each scheme
you manage, or a universal client service charge bank account for all service charge monies but where
monies for each scheme are separately accountable. If you operate one universal account it is a breach
of trust to allow funds held for one scheme to be used to finance any other scheme. The accounts
should include the name of the client or the property (or both) within the title of the account. You should
not commit expenditure unless you have the funds available to cover the costs in full.”
Until we have a better understanding on the maintenance requirements of the new buildings we can’t
accurately estimate service charges including the reserve fund.
Lambeth has not operated a reserve fund in the past.
The point on empty properties is to confirm that if HfL builds new homes that remain unsold, HfL will be
responsible for covering the cost of making payments to the reserve fund and other service charges for
those flats until they are sold.
Leaseholders may not benefit from the contingencies in so far as works may be carried out after they
have sold and moved on, however, having money in a reserve fund will make your home more highly
valued by prospective buyers. Homes with imminent major works, and no reserve fund, would be more
difficult to sell.
Leaseholders will have the same oversight when the reserve fund is spent as for other spending.
For clarify we have extended Schedule 4 to include other parts of the building and making it clear that
these costs can be recovered by way of sinking fund.
Question on Repair Obligations
Our proposal:
These remain generally the same, although HfL will be responsible for all window repairs and for your
front door. This is because the modern construction of the windows will mean that the replacement of
1

http://www.rics.org/Global/Service_charge_residential_management_code_PGguidance_3rd_edition_2016.pdf
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window glazing would be difficult for individuals. We want HfL to be responsible for front doors for fire
safety reasons. Leaseholders will not be responsible for the maintenance of the ‘heat exchanger’ within
their properties.
Homeowner comments:
40 homeowners responded to this - a quarter of whom were in favour of this proposal. A slightly smaller
proportion were outright opposed to this, with views that council contractors are overpriced and that it
limits homeowners’ options unreasonably.
Our response:
We are keeping the proposals as it is. Modern window systems are sophisticated and it is important
that they are looked after appropriately. It is more cost effective to carry out a planned programme of
window maintenance / replacement all at the same time, particularly if scaffolding is required. From an
aesthetic point of view, it’s important that windows in a block all look the same. The new windows won’t
require any works for a long time and will have a guarantee period.
Landlords can often find it difficult where leaseholders are unwilling to replace front doors to the required
standard. We take fire safety very seriously and it makes sense for this to be HfL’s responsibility.
Not being responsible for certain repairs has the added advantage that it removes the hassle of having
to find and manage contractors, particularly if building maintenance is not something you have much
experience of.
Answers to some specific questions raised not already covered are listed below.
Q: What is a heat exchanger
A: A heat exchanger takes heat from the communal heating system to circulate to individual
properties. Most new flats and homes will have heat supplied through a district heating system.
Q: What about back doors?
A: Back doors are also HfL responsibility.
Q: Are they going to be triple glazed?
A: The exact specification will vary from scheme to scheme, triple glazing more likely in areas next to
busy roads, than as a matter of course. Under the Key Guarantees we’ve committed to involving
residents in the design of the new homes so this is something that can be talked through as part of
that process.
Q: There must be an availability for the leaseholders to obtain competitive quotes for the same work
Q: All leaseholders have certain statutory rights, and there is a consultation process that must be
followed when carrying out major works. If after the consultation process leaseholders are still
unhappy with the cost or quality of works, you can apply to the First Tier Tribunal. We will provide
more detail in the Homeowner’s Handbook.
Q: What exactly has changed? If “generally” the same, specific details are needed
The relevant clauses on repairs are sections 3.1.11-16 and 4.1.3.
Question on Alterations
Our proposal:
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External alterations are prohibited, and the lease has been strengthened about carrying out internal
alterations without permission. Alterations must not be carried out without landlord permission, and
even then only between 9-5 Monday to Friday. Do you have any views on this?
Homeowner comments:
There were 46 responses to this question. About a third agreed / thought it was a good idea. Several
asked what the definition of alteration was, and that their view would depend on that answer. Some
wanted more specific details on how the lease had been strengthened. 6 residents explicitly made
reference to the 9-5 rules as being unreasonable.
Our response:
Firstly, the draft lease didn’t actually prohibit structural alterations, this was an oversight which we have
added in. The lease has been strengthened by adding in the requirement for permission to be sought
for non-structural alterations, a prohibition on external alterations (which would include satellite dishes),
and specifically added the clause “Any alteration carried out by the Tenant without the Landlord's
consent will be a breach of this lease and the Landlord will take necessary enforcement action”.
Potential internal alterations, include the heating system, altering the internal layout and water and
electrical services. It’s not for minor repairs / replacements / decoration etc. The handbook will provide
further details. It is easy to imagine why residents may not wish to live underneath someone carrying
out such alterations without proper consideration. To confirm, permission to carry out internal nonstructural alterations cannot be unreasonably withheld, we have made this explicit in the lease
The 9:00-5:00PM restriction reflects current policy on carrying out alterations – when permission for
alterations is currently granted it comes with the condition that works are carried out between these
hours. However, in response to homeowners concerns we have removed this clause of the lease.
The time taken to respond and the cost associated with making an application for alterations will depend
on the nature of the works. Currently at Lambeth there is a £250 application fee for making structural
alterations.
Question on Insurance
Our proposal:
The lease now clarifies that insurance costs can be calculated based on the numbers of bedrooms.
This mirrors the way that insurance companies apportion costs.
Homeowner comments:
There were a number of observations made about insurance in general terms, there were few
comments on this specific point.
Our response:
To confirm that this does refer to building insurance, rather than contents insurance. We should make
this change as this is the way that insurance companies currently operate.
The proportion of the building insurance cost that leaseholders currently pay is calculated on the number
of bedrooms, although technically the current lease states that it should be according to rateable value.
So we’re not changing how it works, just updating the lease so it reflects what we do.
Answers to some specific questions raised not already covered are listed below.
Q: The insurance premiums are very high compared to private house insurance
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A: Insurance for blocks of flats is more expensive than for houses; premiums reflect the costs of
previous claims.
Q: Poor service received by the sub contractors used by the insurance company
A: This is a management issue, rather than something which can be addressed through the lease.
Q: Can we have an estimate of cost?
A: We cannot provide an estimate of costs at this time.
Q: How will insurance be procured
A: The building insurance will be procured following the normal procurement process, taking advice
from Lambeth’s insurance team.
Question on Property Access
Our proposal:
The new lease still includes the general provision that HfL can access the property within 48 hours with
written notice or without notice in case of emergency. New clauses have been added to allow
emergency access where it is believed that the property is the source of damage to adjoining premises
(eg, flooding). Do you have any views on this?
Homeowner comments:
A majority of respondents supported these clauses. There were a number of specific questions about
how it would be determined if it was an ‘emergency’, who would pay for damages incurred in forcing
entry and other hypothetical situations put forward.
Our response:
The clauses to remain in. In answer to the hypothetical questions, it really depends on the
circumstances, for instance the cause of the leak, and HfL would always need to act in a reasonable
way. Entering a resident’s property is not a decision that HfL would ever take lightly. The new clause
is in schedule 3
“5. The immediate right of access to the Flat in the case of emergency where the Landlord is of the
reasonable belief that the Flat is the source of damage…”
If residents are going away for a period, it’s sensible to have a neighbour / friend or family member with
a key to allow access in case of emergency.
Where there is a need for access but it isn’t an emergency, HfL could not enter the flat after 48 hours,
but could apply to the courts to get an injunction to allow it to do so if access was not provided.
Question on Disputes
Our proposal:
This clause makes HfL responsible for settling disputes between residents (where appropriate). This
reflects the current lease where the council resolves disputes. The independent legal review suggested
that we might consider an independent arbiter but in our view this would be an expensive approach.
Homeowner comments:
There were mixed views, but a majority supported the idea of there being an independent arbiter for
resident disputes. Some respondents were unclear that this related to disputes between residents,
rather than between residents and HfL.
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Our response:
Following further discussion with our legal advisers, who note the independent legal advice that there
can also be problems about clauses referring to automatic arbitration, we propose to keep the lease
silent. We will delete the reference to the role of HfL in these disputes, but not replace it with anything.
HfL would act reasonably to try and resolve disputes between residents who in the event of an
unsatisfactory outcome have the choice between alternative dispute resolution (ie mediation),
arbitration or ultimately court. We can provide further details for how this would work in the handbook.
Question on Permission to Park Trade and other vehicles
Our proposal:
This is currently prohibited in the existing lease, but to bring the terms in line with those in the tenancy
agreement, the lease will be amended to allow the parking of such vehicles subject to permission from
HfL.
Homeowner comments:
This is generally supported. Some homeowners weren’t clear that this related to residents having
permission to park their own trade vehicles. Some raised questions about the planned approach to
parking on estates.
Our response:
We can confirm that this change is going ahead and that it just relates to residents who drive commercial
vehicles. How parking schemes will operate on the new estates will be subject to consultation with
residents as part of the masterplanning process.

Question on Other miscellaneous questions
Our proposal:
The new lease firms up several miscellaneous obligations including:- A requirement to do any works or actions as directed by local or national authority
- Leaseholders cannot allow others to act against the terms of the lease
- Liabilities for costs, expenses etc. have been clarified
- Clarifying the requirement to pay service charges
- Not to permit harassment. including of HfL staff and contractors
- The location plan on the lease will show garden areas and fences
Homeowner comments:
Homeowners raised a number of questions, answers to specifics are provided below.
Q: Why have you added a new clause about having to do works directed by a local or national authority?
It looks like a potential conflict of interest.
A: This was added in response to a comment from the independent legal review and would cover areas
where for instance an Abatement Notice for noise has been served which we view as a positive step,
and we are unclear where the conflict of interest would arise.
Q: There may be difficulties with provisions which make a person responsible for another’s behaviour
A: Any enforcement on this new clause would have to be reasonable, such as an expectation that if you
have people staying with you that they do not cause a nuisance.

Page 18 of 74

Consultation Report – Proposed HfL Leases

January 2018

Q: Homeowners sometimes may need to sublet a room with their property. “Single Occupancy” would
potentially prohibit that in a backhanded fashion.
A: We confirm that you can still have lodgers.
Q: No actual explanation of what you have clarified on costs
A: In response to a comment from the independent legal review we’ve added a general clause, that
says “1.1.9
references to liability include, where the context allows, claims, demands,
proceedings, damages, losses, costs and expenses.”
Q: Was the requirement to pay service charge not clear before?
A: Leaseholders are of course required to pay service charges under the terms of the existing lease,
we added three words to clause 2.1 “the yearly rent of £10.00 and Service Charge to be paid
annually on the 1st of April” as we thought it helpful to provide clarity.
Q: Harassment is already a crime and shouldn’t be included in the lease… especially if HfL is the sole
arbiter.
A: We think this is a reasonable clause. As discussed in Q11 above, HfL will not be the sole arbiter of
resident disputes.
Rent on unowned share
Our proposal:
Where rent is payable, the lease confirms that this is limited to either HfL’s borrowing costs or 2.75%
of the amount borrowed in order to pay off your mortgage, whichever is lower.
This rent charged is fixed at the point you purchase your flat, and will only be varied if you staircase
up, i.e. you buy additional share of your home. Obviously if you have a ‘Zero Rent’ lease, staircasing
has no effect on the rent you pay on the unacquired percentage, which stays at zero.
Homeowner comments:
Some homeowners felt that 2.75% was too high, others asked for clarification on whether the 2.75%
applies to the whole amount or just the amount of the mortgage. Several homeowners found this
question confusing.
Our response:
This is only for people who are unable to port their mortgage across, so rent is payable to cover the
cost of HfL acting as a lender of last resort. This is option C under the key guarantees, please see
estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk/key_guarantees
Specifically it says “You would have to pay a rent for the share retained by HfL, where that rent would
be determined on the basis of the cost to HfL for repaying your current existing mortgage and acting as
lender of last resort; the rent would be converted into a percentage of the value of the share of the
property owned by HfL, up to 2.75%; this would be calculated on the basis of the interest only cost to
HfL”
We confirm that the 2.75% relates to the whole of the unowned share of the property and not just the
capital sum (mortgage) owed to the council or HfL. But as stated above, the actual rent would equate
to the borrowing cost to the council.
We think it is easier to show how this works with an example:
• Value of existing home - £350k (including 10% homeloss payment)
• Current Mortgage - £100k
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Value of new home - £400k
Homeowner is unable to obtain a new mortgage from any bank or lender

In the process of moving to an HfL home, the council/HfL would need to step in and pay off the
homeowner’s current mortgage at £100k. After deducting the mortgage the leaseholder would be able
to put in £250k of equity and therefore able to obtain a 62.5% share of the new property.
The council/HfL would own the remaining 38.5% of the property, equating to £150k. Of that £150k,
£100k equates to the previous mortgage that has been paid off by the council and is owed by the
leaseholder to the council as a new mortgage. If the council were borrowing at 4%, then the interest
cost incurred by the council would be directly passed onto the leaseholder, giving an annual cost of
£4,000 (4% of £100,000 = £4,000). The remaining £50k is effectively provided to the leaseholder for
zero rent.
However, since this is a shared ownership lease, a single rent must be charged for the whole share of
the property owned by the council (the £100k plus the £50k), as opposed to charging a rent for one part
(equating to the mortgage) and a zero rent for the other part. So, the charge of £4,000 noted above
becomes the rent for the whole part owned by the council/HfL being at an initial value of £150k.
The HCA shared ownership rules stipulate that the rent for the full share owned by the council/HfL (i.e.
the £150k) cannot exceed 2.75%. In this case 2.75% would equate to a maximum rent of £4,125. So
the annual rent cannot exceed £4,125, regardless of the rate at which the council is borrowing. In the
scenario above, the actual rent will be £4,000.
If your financial position changes you can staircase up. So, if you’re unable to secure a new mortgage
because you’ve been made recently redundant, once you get back into work and are able to borrow
you can buy additional shares, reducing the rent owed.
We note that several homeowners would prefer that a lower rate be charged but HfL does need to be
able to cover its cost for schemes to be financially viable.
100% of service charges
Our proposal:
Shared owners are responsible for 100% of service charges, regardless of the proportion of the flat that
they own.
Homeowner comments:
Homeowners are generally very opposed to this, and feel that they should only pay for the proportion
they own.
Our response:
We understand that many homeowners feel that this should be charged on a pro rata basis. However,
this is a standard feature of all shared ownership leases, and we are unaware of any shared ownership
housing association lease that reduces the amount of service charges payable on the basis of the
proportion owned. We are not changing this aspect of the lease.
In practice, whilst the leaseholder may own only a share of the property, they will be 100% in occupation
of the property and thereby need to pay their fair share of the cost of maintaining the building and wider
estate.
Protection from losing your home (shared owners)
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Our proposal:
Your agreement is regulated by the Housing Act 1988 and can only be brought to an end in accordance
with the Act. This gives you the protection of Housing Act 1988. So long as you continue to occupy
the property as your only or principal home, HfL can only bring your lease to an end by relying on one
or more grounds in the act. This protection is further strengthened contractually. HfL’s automatic right
to possession in the case of rent arrears, grounds 8 and 11 has been excluded. Possession can only
be granted further to a court order.
Homeowner comments:
Some residents wanted further details on the grounds that possession could be sought. Others
expressed concerns that they would have fewer protections than as homeowners. One specifically
asked why Grounds 10 (rent arrears) 12 (breach of conditions other than rent payments), 13 (the
condition of the home or common areas) and 14 (nuisance behaviour) have not been mentioned.
Our response:
Shared owners have a tenancy on the part that they don’t own. Importantly, the "with rent" shared
ownership lease is an ‘Assured’ tenancy under the Housing Act 1988; and in the "zero rent" lease we
have inserted provisions that replicate the protections in the Act. Possession can only be awarded on
a number of prescribed grounds. In the draft lease we had removed 2 of the statutory grounds relating
to rent arrears (most importantly Ground 8 which courts were required to award possession in the case
of 8 weeks of rent arrears).
Further to feedback received, we have reviewed again whether it is reasonable to restrict our ability to
use other grounds.
Several of the grounds under the Housing Act 1988 are not relevant to this situation - for instance where
those to be used where leases are of a short length (grounds 3 +4) or ground 5 – the home is required
to be occupied by a church minister.
We have excluded all the mandatory grounds for possession. HfL would only ever take repossession
action against either a shared owner or a 100% leaseholder as a last resort. In either case the courts
would have to think that it was reasonable to award possession.
The grounds the lease says we won’t use and the grounds the lease says we will use are listed below:5.3.1 the Landlord will not re-enter the Property under any of the following statutory grounds:
(a)
Ground 1: before the beginning of this Lease the Landlord occupied/or required the Property to
be used as a principal residential home;
(b)
Ground 2: the Property is subject to a mortgage before the beginning of this Lease and the
mortgagee is entitled to exercise a power of sale;
(c)
Ground 6: the Landlord is planning soon to demolish or rebuild the Property or to carry out work
which the Landlord cannot do unless the Property is empty;
(d)
Ground 7A: the Leaseholder or a person residing or visiting has been convicted of a serious
offence which was committed in or nearby the Property or committed against a person who resides in
housing accommodation nearby or against the Landlord or a person employed by the Landlord in
connection with managing the Property;
(e)
Ground 7B: the Leaseholder is disqualified as a result of the Leaseholder's immigration status
from occupying the Property under this Lease;
(f)
Ground 8: the Minimum Rent remains unpaid at least 8 weeks following when the Minimum
Rent fell due;
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(g)
Ground 9: suitable alternative accommodation will be available following an order for
possession;
(h)
Ground 11: if the Minimum Rent is in arrears on the date the proceedings have begun and the
Leaseholder has persistently delayed paying rent;
(i)
Ground 14ZA: the Leaseholder or an adult residing with the Leaseholder has been convicted of
an indictable offence which took place during a riot in the United Kingdom;
(j)
Ground 14A: the Leaseholder's partner has left the Property because of the Leaseholder's
violence or threats of violence against them, or against a member of their family residing with them, and
they are unlikely to return.
5.3.2 the Landlord may ask the court to make a possession order on the following statutory grounds:
(a)
Ground 10: the Minimum Rent is unpaid on the date proceedings for possession have begun
and, except where the court considers it just and equitable to remove the need to serve a notice of
proceedings, the Minimum Rent was also in arrears at the date the notice was served;
(b)
Ground 12: the Leaseholder has broken any of the other Lease conditions;
(c)
Ground 13: the condition of the Property, or any of the communal areas, has worsened because
of any actions, neglect or fault of the Leaseholder or anyone living with the Leaseholder;
(d)
Ground 14: the Leaseholder, a member of the Leaseholder's household or a visitor to the
Property has caused a nuisance, or annoyed anyone or been convicted of using the Property for an
illegal purpose or an offence committed in the locality;
(e)
Ground 17: the Leaseholder or anyone acting together with the Leaseholder or for the
Leaseholder has lied to help the Leaseholder get a lease.
In the draft 100% ownership lease that was sent out for consultation, there were clauses relating to not
using grounds 8 and 11. These grounds are not relevant to 100% ownership leases as so have been
removed.
Improvements
Our proposal:
As a shared owner you must not carry out improvements to the flat without permission until you have
finally staircased to outright ownership. The value of any improvements you make will not be considered
during any valuation for staircasing purposes.
Homeowner comments:
The majority of homeowners are opposed to this.
Our response:
We have removed this restriction. We are keeping in the fact that improvements are not considered for
staircasing purposes, this means that if you do improve the value of your home you will not have to pay
more when buying additional shares as a result.
Subletting
Our proposal:
Shared owners, whether on a ‘with rent’ or ‘zero rent’ lease, cannot sub-let the whole property. Subletting is prohibited by the Housing Act 1988. The HCA model lease prohibits sub-letting. We are
offering shared ownership to allow existing residents to continue living on the estates. If current
leaseholders wish to have the flexibility to sub-let, to allow them to work abroad or for other reasons,
shared ownership is not appropriate and it is recommended that leaseholders look to buy a home
outright on the estate or elsewhere.
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Homeowner comments:
The majority of homeowners are very opposed to this. Some described specific situations, such as
being required to look after an ill relative, where not being able to sub-let would be particularly unfair.
Our response:
Our fundamental stance on this remains the same – we are offering shared ownership (something we’re
not required to do in law) to help people and communities stay living together. In taking up the Key
Guarantee offer to acquire a new home on their estate, existing homeowners will be able to live in
properties that are valued much higher than they might otherwise be able to afford for the remainder of
their lives; it would not be appropriate to enable them to generate additional income from this benefit.
However, we do understand that when homeowners bought their flats, they did so with the reasonable
expectation that they would be able to sub-let them and we feel that there could be exceptional
circumstances where sub-letting can be allowed, such as looking after an elderly relative.
We will develop a policy to give permission in exceptional circumstances. Such a policy is likely to
include restrictions on the time permission can be granted for and that it must not result in a financial
gain.
Selling / passing on your home (shared ownership)
Our proposal:
You need to let HfL know if you want to move. HfL will either buy your share from you or agree for the
home to be sold on the open market. When you die, you will be able to pass on your ‘Zero Rent’ or
‘With rent’ shared ownership lease to your spouse, civil partner or your children who has been living
with you for more than a year at the time of your death.
Homeowner comments:
There were some concerns about HfL’s role in selling your home. Several residents were concerned
about not being able to leave to children or other relatives if they aren’t living with them, or generally
not having the choice to bequeath to whoever they wish. Some wanted confirmation that they are able
to pass on their equity.
Our response:
We can confirm that you can leave any equity to anyone you would like to inherit it when you die. When
we talk about restricting who you can pass it on to, we are talking about them continuing to live in the
property under the same subsidised shared ownership terms (for example, zero rent). This offer under
the Key Guarantees is made to compensate for disruption associated with needing to move to a new
home and confers a significant on-going benefit for the rest of a leaseholder’s life; it would not be
appropriate to provide such benefit into perpetuity.
The operational detail of how it will work practically, timescales etc. is beyond the scope of what a
shared ownership lease should cover, but should HfL wish to take first refusal to buy your shared
ownership home the lease makes it clear that we would need to pay market value.
We are offering shared ownership to allow existing residents to continue living where they live. It
involves a significant amount of subsidy, compared to if HfL sold the homes just to 100% owners and
on that basis we think the restrictions put forward are reasonable. The terms reflect the rules around
the ‘succession’ of social tenancies.
Homeowners raised a number of questions, answers to specifics are provided below.
Q: What happens if I have a daughter at university
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A: There would need to be a decision taken as to where the daughter’s main home was. Ultimately it
would be for the courts to decide if we disagreed.
Q: You have missed out the bit about not being able to pass on again… therefore children will no longer
inherit homes which have passed from one spouse to another
A: This is a valid observation – we’ve altered the terms of the lease to allow passing onto children
following the passing on between spouses / partners
Q: Can I add my son to my lease? My husband has passed away.
A: There would need to be a deed of variation to the lease, and adding anyone would be down to the
discretion of HfL.
Q: What is the definition of family member
A: As per the Housing Act:“the spouse [or civil partner] of that person, or he and that person live together as husband and wife [or
as if they were civil partners],
Children
(b) a relationship of the half-blood shall be treated as a relationship of the whole blood,
(c) the stepchild of a person shall be treated as his child, and
(d) an illegitimate child shall be treated as the legitimate child of his mother and reputed father
Mortgagee Protection
Our proposal:
The new draft lease includes mortgagee protection so that mortgage indemnity insurance is not
required and to encourage banks and building societies to lend to shared owners. Do you have any
views on this?
Homeowner comments:
There were relatively few responses to this question. Those that did respond generally supported
this, others found it confusing.
Our response:
We are sorry that many of you found this point confusing, we included a reference to this to highlight a
difference between your existing lease and new ones and explain why it is there. ‘Mortgagee’ is
another word for the lender in a mortgage, normally a bank or building society. Without this clause
you would find it very difficult / impossible to obtain a mortgage. It offers protection to lenders for the
loan they have made in the event that you default on your payments.
Other questions
Q: Does the lease prohibit running any kind of business?
A: Technically the lease says that flats should be “used solely and exclusively as a self contained
residential flat.” – i.e. you can’t use it for running a business.
Further to your question we are going to alter the lease, to bring it in line with a tenancy agreement
which allows running a business with written permission. This permission will be provided if you can
work from your property without causing a nuisance to anyone else or break any planning or use
regulations.
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Q: On the independent legal advice: You haven’t provided all the legal advice, just Lambeth’s response to the legal advice
 The advice is general advice for the council not for the leaseholders because the majority of points
are made to the detriment of leaseholders. No pro bono independent legal advice is available.
 The independent legal advice states they have not seen a zero rent shared ownership lease. Can
you confirm if legal advice will be paid to respond to the zero rent lease
A: The legal advice was commissioned independently through the independent resident advisors.
Firmer rules can also be seen as being positive to the community overall rather than negative to
individuals with restricted rights. There is a lot of information for residents to read through and we’ve
tried to keep things as concise as possible to make things more digestible. In answer to the final bullet
we didn’t think this was necessary but we asked the independent advisors to go back and get an
independent view. The full legal advice has been issued to those who have asked for it.
Q: I need more time / information
A: A small number of respondents asked that they have some more time to respond, though this was
not a feature of the feedback generally, and we think we have provided a reasonable amount of time.
Leases are complex documents, there is a balance between sending out lots of detail on every point,
and the risk that the most important points then get lost. We also put on drop in sessions on each estate
for people to have an opportunity to talk to their independent advisors and officers. This report also
provides a fuller explanation on specific areas leaseholders have asked for additional information.
Q: What type of financial assessment will the council be doing to make sure residents can afford their
purchase and sustain their housing costs. Given that rent might be payable for the rest of our lives
(whereas a typical mortgage is paid off by retirement) will the council be assessing whether there is
adequate pension to pay the rent?
A: Options are something that homeowners will want to work through with their financial advisors, but
generally assessments are made at a specific point in time, rather than trying to judge what your
financial circumstance may be in some distant point in the future. Those who are now close to
retirement age will typically have their mortgages largely paid off. Shared owners can also be eligible
for help with their rent costs through housing benefit.
Q: What is the position to return to being a council tenant with the council buying back the lease at less
than market value?
A: There is not any provision to allow you to swap your leasehold flat to become a secure tenant. Under
the Key Guarantees there is a commitment that if the other options are unviable that we will work with
you to “to identify what choices you could afford with a view to enable you to remain living on your
estate; this could renting a new home at a level set according to what you can afford”
Q: Why can’t we use the Compulsory Purchase Surveyor firm Sawyer Fielding?
A: They are charging too much. We’ve set a reasonable limit to costs as set out in the “Selling your
home to the council” booklet. Sawyer Fielding’s rates exceed these limits.
Q: In general, where written permission is required, how long will it take?
A: We can’t answer such a broad question at this stage.
Q: Does the shared ownership lease restrict the shared owner’s ability to re-mortgage? Does it mean
that after 2 years I can re-mortgage with a different lender to get a better deal?
A: Effectively, you won’t be able to get a mortgage unless HfL approves it. We wouldn’t restrict you remortgaging to a better rate.
However, as is the standard in the Homes and Community Agency guidance, additional borrowing, on
top of your existing loan is not allowed, other than to staircase, buy out another leaseholder or comply
with the covenants of the lease (e.g. to borrow to cover major works bills).
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This would mean that you are not allowed to borrow against your home to buy a new car, or borrow to
finance a down payment on a second property.
Q: Does that mean I’m better off borrowing additional money now if I want to use if for something else?
A: We can’t advise you on that kind of financial decision, but it is something that is allowed under the
terms of your current lease, that won’t be under the terms of the shared ownership lease.
Q: Could it be clarified what the wording would be that we can show our mortgage companies so we
can get confirmation of whether or not we can get a mortgage for the zero rent shared ownership option?
A: Once you have your mortgage offer in place, HfL will review it and then write to the lender confirming
that it is Ok with them making the loan.

4. Next steps
This report will be considered by the council’s cabinet on the 22 January 2018 when it will agree the
leases.
The decision made by cabinet will be communicated to homeowners living on the 6 estates in the estate
regeneration programme.
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Appendices
Appendix A – Consultation communications

1) Consultation booklet
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2) Example covering letter for consultation booklet
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3) Blog post from estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk
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4) Consultation webpage from estateregeneration.lambeth.gov.uk
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5) Launch email
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6) Reminder email
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7) Final reminder email
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Appendix B – All resident responses
Q1 Subletting (for 100% owners)
These 2 clauses infer too much interference in leaseholders lives. Leaseholders wanting to let
should not have to go through offering the letting to council tenants first, if it is not their wish.,
neither should leaseholders be obliged to provide details of subletting, unless there are problems
with neighbours or the property.
Leasehold properties on the 'new' Westbury Estate will be priced at substantially inflated prices
over the current values. Those leaseholders who are able to afford the purchase of the lease for
a particular property should not be restricted in their potential to sublet their property on a
reasonable time term basis to people of their choice NOT that of the Council's choice. It would
seem the housing need of those now renting from the leaseholder has also had their housing
need met. The addition of new clauses requiring anyone subletting to let HfL know details (name,
age, sex, etc) of those who they are subletting to, to provide HfL with a copy of the tenancy
agreement, and to obtain necessary landlord insurance is far too heavy handed. This addition
would be no more than a vindictive move by a 'big brother' Council.
There is however as good case for the Council to introduce a clause to prohibit AirBnB style
subletting, the very short term holiday let would be completely wrong on the new Westbury estate
for the reasons given.
We will not be subletting our home but do agree homes should not be let out through airbnb etc
This question has many parts to it and thus requiring considerable effort to unpack.
(i) Prohibiting paying holiday guests, e.g. AirBnB
Given that there are other proposed clauses in the leases that would cover the behaviour of
guests, this would be unnecessarily burdensome. Also, how do you determine whether the
subletting is for holiday purposes? For example, would sub-letting to someone that is working in
London might cause the same issues, but they are not excluded.
(ii) Requirement to offer the home for subletting first to HfL.
I object to. this There is no time requirement for Lambeth to respond, thus they could sit on their
decision for literally weeks and months and you would not be able to sublet to anyone else.
(iii) Requirement to disclose all personal details (name, age, sex, etc) of those subletting, provide
a copy of the tenancy agreement and to obtain landlord insurance - Disclosing all personal details
is truly a step too far and raises serious issues around data protection.
I have used Airbnb myself and never had any complaints regarding noise or damage to communal
areas (suitcases abshing into walls?! ridiculous). I also rely on the extra income and therefore
would be opposed to this proposal as it gives me less freedom to manage my own property
The provision re AirB&amp;B is too heavy-handed. It restricts a reasonable freedom, given that
problems occur in a minority of cases, and other means should be used to address the issue. No
other comment
I'm objecting to limit my ability to sub-let my own property.
This does not sound very fair at all. I have elderly parents who are increasingly infirm. I may have
to go and stay with them for long periods to care for them. Currently I could sublet and to a person
of my choice because my current situation is fair and right.
I personally object to Lambeth telling me what I can and can't do with my home
1) Totally agree about the holiday letting prohibition. After all this is a residential area.
2) Not happy about having to jump through more hoops should I wish to let my leasehold property
out. I should be able to engage directly with whomsoever I want, when I want, to let my property
out . Why should I spend my time and energy first approaching the council to find me tenants which will have it's own time period - after which I have the choice to say no and move on. I
understand the intention behind this proposal, but feel it is impractical and will end up costing the
council as well the leaseholder more in terms of work hours and wasted effort
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3) At this time any leaseholder who wishes to let their property out only has to inform the council
about it for the sake of the buildings insurance and record keeping. Why are we now complicating
things more by asking for tenancy agreements, personal information on tenants etc.? This seems
like over-the-top policing to me.
In addition to the comments I have submitted previously on this online form - Sub-letting
instruction in this section and section 18 contradict one another - please clarify
I agree with banning AirBnB type lettings.
I agree you should have a copy of tenancy agreements and proof of up-to-date landlord
insurance. Asking for names etc of tenants seems heavy handed and intrusive but I think you
should be able to ensure that properties are not subject to overcrowding, so subletting should
conform to the same rules that you would allow for council tenancies.
Fine with AirBnB, but I cannot see how other suggestions are going to improve anything, other
than make sure it only and only council tenants who live in the flats ( which will e the case anyway,
based on how things are being managed at the moment). Any such socially isolated communities
become ghettos soon. In the light of current guaranties and policies, it is optimistic and naive to
think that you will have one landlord there.
I am against all three of these proposals - all of them would infringe my ability to act freely. I'd like
the council to have as little influence over my life as possible.
Disagree
I donâ€™t agree
If you own the flat landlords should be allowed to subletting the flat to long and short terms also to
holiday guests
I very strongly disagree with all parts of this proposal and consider the heavy restrictions this
places on leaseholders to be outrageous. I don not want to purchase a home and then have
Lambeth council restrict my uses of it if my life significantly changes and forces me to become
non-resident. I have purchased the lease, I have taken a mortgage to do so and I should be able
to (within reason) determine my best subletting course of action. To restrict paying holiday guests
reduces money coming into the community is these people always spend more locally. To force
me to offer my residence to HfL for subletting first is monopolising the market and increasing
administration. I would flat out refuse to give the council details of my tenants and the tenancy
agreement as I see no good purpose for this proposal!
Things like AirBnB can be an excellent way to gather some extra money by letting a spare room,
for example. A blanket prohibition seems problematic. The same issues that can be caused by
short-term guests can be caused by longer-term tenants in the social housing parts of the estate.
No
Itâ€™s completely unacceptable that HfL are dictating whether we can or cannot sublet our
homes
I am strongly opposed to all three of these proposals. We should have the freedom to sublet as
we please. If these proposals are approved I will be seeking legal advice to challenge them.
Yes, I am not happy with the idea at all. There are particular situations where the owner may need
to subket for a short period of time(eg away for work related issues or family issues fro 3 months)
and it is unlikely to find someone to rent the property for these periods. Arbnb is an option to be
able to pay the mortgage in the event that something happens. It is also the owner repsonsibility
to make sure the ppeople to whom the property is rented is polite and responsible whilst in the
property
No views
The negative impact of airbnb is being misrepresented. The noise, damage to the front door, and
litter, people smoking in corridors is almost exclusively coming from residents, not guests.,
Nuisance caused by subletting should be addressed on a case by case basis, not a blanket ban.
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Leaseholders should have a degree of freedom to responsibility decide how they want to use their
property.
(i) Prohibiting paying holiday guests, e.g. AirBnB
I object to this. My current lease allows me to sublet to Airbnb guests. This would be a more
restrictive arrangement than I have now.
(ii)
Requirement to offer the home for subletting first to HfL.
I object to this. There is no time requirement for Lambeth to respond, thus they could sit on their
decision for literally weeks and months and you would not be able to sublet to anyone else.
(iii)
Requirement to disclose all personal details (name, age, sex, etc) of those subletting,
provide a copy of the tenancy agreement and to obtain landlord insurance
Disclosing all personal details is truly a step too far and raises serious issues around data
protection.
Point 1 - I don't agree why I have to feel like this is not my home being unable to judge for my own
self whether or not to use my space as an AirBnB.
Point 2 - Once again whey would I ask HfL to sublet on my behalf? Because I am incapable of
subletting my own flat? Is this another way of HfL squeezing more money out of my property? As
if the price of my new mortgage is not enough?
Point 3 - Why would I need to let HfL know about the details of the people renting my flat? This is
a data protection issue and disregards once again to my rights as a home owner.
That's a non-sense what you are proposing! That's none of your business to tell leaseholders who
to let their flat. And they don't have to give details of who they are subletting to. what next? Will
you proposing to enter leaseholders properties once a week to check if they are subletting or
not.....get real!
I oppose the introduction of the prohibiting of subletting clause on the grounds that suitcase
damage and excessive noise aren't good enough reasons to introduce such a measure. Suitcases
damaging walls isn't something I've ever known to be a problem at any property whether it's sublet
or not. As for excessive noise, that's a problem that exisits already everywhere I have ever lived some people simply aren't considerate of their neighbours. In fact, as a regular guest at AirBnB
properties, their guest/host review system means that inconsiderate people are banned from using
the service.
As for HfL offering a lettings service, I think this is a very sensible idea, but wouldn't want there to
be any obligations for a home owner - if there were such obligations it would compromise some of
the advantages of being a home owner and I would likely consider moving to a property with less
restrictions.
No I don’t have any questions in this
I agree this is a good idea.
this is very good proposal. however, with regards with the last paragraph of letting HFL know
details of sub let, what are the criterias? because such approval might take long or becomes
onerous and delays the subletting?
I am happy with this.
I don't think holiday guests cause problems. The law already limits how long people can rent out
their homes like that so no need for a more restrictive lease. The other changes in this question
seem fine.
This clause is contradictory - you say that the leaseholder wouldn't be obliged to use HfL lettings
company but they would have to offer the flat to HfL first. The lack of clarity makes it seem that
this is likely to again be a clause that benefits Lambeth and is a loss of rights for current residents.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree
I would like to retain my rights and responsibilities and have the freedom to sublet if I wish
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Existing leaseholders have this right and should maintain this right. No loss of rights. How will
overcrowding of private rented properties be managed re 10 sharing 4 bed?
I would like to keep my existing rights to sub-let
No subletting privately; should be through HfL then can be managed correctly
Names age sex etc. too intrusive. Only names and number of people should be provided
No restrictions on subletting. Should have same rights as before. Should be free to let without
having to give Lambeth first choice. Should not be required to inform HfL of subletting
Ok
If someone subletting yes. Dates, name, age,sex etc. should be noticed but Lambeth can't find
homes for people and have enough to worry about
Where is evidence that AirBnB guests bash suitcases into walls? Or make excessive noise at
night? You haven't distinguished between letting out a spare room and letting out whole property.
There should be a system to manage noise problems and damage to the communal areas
I truly don't think Lambeth care about its residents. They don't listen to us or hear what we have
to say
Clauses that new properties won't be able to lend for short periods AirBNB. I understand that if
someone is using the property for finanical benefits this makes sense, but there are other
leaseholders that may have to use it in the futuer as a one off. If a family problem comes up and I
need to leave london for 2-3 months asking for time off at work, I still will need to pay the
mortgage and this can be an option to help pay these 2-3 momhts. This would be very unfair for
those that we are not planning to as it for an exceptional circumstance can happen to anyone, I
would definitely expect the council to monitor those making profit but not to make this harm to the
rest of leaseholders
There was consensus on the clause which prohibits paying holiday guest
Leaseholders were not in agreement with clause 2 and was not in agreement that this clause be
added to the lease
Leaseholders were not in agreement with clause 3 and wanted clarity as to the clauses that might
be added and reasons why and what additional clauses might be added. There was allowed to
sublet where they owned they owned their property outright
Leaseholders were not in agreement with clause4 and that it was unreasonable regarding the
need to provide details of occupants and obtain insurance when subletting HLF
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause for the following reasons:
If I own my property outright I don’t need permission, with regards to AirBnB if my lender allows
me to sublet what has it got to do with Lambeth
Ridiculous! I have increasingly infirm elderly parents who I may have to live with and could want to
sub-let my property to a person of my choice. This breaches my human rights.
• Subsequently the clause that requires leaseholders to offer their flat to HfL for letting is a cause
for concern? Leaseholders strongly felt that it should be up to the leaseholder to decide whom
they let their property to? They were concerned how long would this process take if they have to
offer it to HfL in the first instance?
Q2 – Flooring. Should laminate flooring also be prohibited for shared ownership and leasehold
flats (as it is for the tenancy agreement)
No problem with ground floor flats and there is costs to be considered.
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Only ground floor flats should be allowed to have 'good quality' laminated or wooden or
uncarpeted floors, noise restriction should be considered for all properties above and below each
other. No floors above ground floor position should be allowed uncarpeted floor covering and
should have extras sound proofing, no leaseholder (or Tenant) should object to this position.
Carpets should be on all upper floors as this prevents transmission of noise
This appears to be very strange in that you appear to be assuming that the build quality of the new
homes will be so poor that noise transmission will be an issue. We were promised that there
would be no noise transmission issues. I can't hear my neighbours now, but you are now saying
that this will be a problem?
I currently have wooden floors because I don't like carpets due to dust allergies, mites and very
hard to keep clean and there is no noise transmission. Thus, I totally object. If noise is an issue,
then rugs or carpet runners should be sufficient, but there should be a dramatic reduction in the
market value of the homes. Also, carpet in bathrooms should be prohibited due to basic hygiene
issues.
Also, being forced to have carpets will negatively affect the value of the home upon resale.
I have no opinion on this. My floor plus my neighbour above are laminate and we have no issues
with noise therefore it seems like an unnecessary rule
High noise insulation standards required in the new properties should make this unnecessary.
Ridiculous. I have a dust mite allergy and cannot have carpets. And as a single mum with limited
disposable income laminate flooring is all I can afford. Even without allergies this breaches my
personal choices and rights. Awful!
Yes, agree on this.
No - hard flooring should not be banned for tenants, shared owners or leaseholders. Instead it
should be specified what underlay etc is required which would meet the requirement to insulate
noise and heat. We have had problems with infestation in the blocks and hard flooring makes it
easier to manage pest management and keep clean. In addition if people have allergies hard
flooring is easier to manage and keep clean. It is possible to get hard flooring with noise insulation
it just needs to be specified from the beginning rather than focusing on laminate flooring
Laminate laid to the correct standards does not transmit noise. It would be better to be specific
and say that it must have suitable guarantees about this. ( If other residents have cause to
complain then you can take action to insist it is removed). Laminate has many health and
environmental benefits over carpet - it is easier to keep clean and free of allergens. Some people
are advised to remove carpet if they are asthmatic or allergic to dust and dust mites so I don't see
how you can insist that residents lay carpet as this might be in contradiction of their doctor's
advice. The new blocks will hopefully be vermin free but should this fail, laminate is again a much
better and more hygienic. option.
Laminate flooring should be banned everywhere nationwide on pure aesthetic considerations.
Current Fenwick estate has gorgeous parquet flooring. I assume it only right to expect something
similar or better on the new estate. It is going to be an improvement, after all!
No it shouldn't. This is utterly ridiculous. Just sound-insulate the floors properly.
No
I donâ€™t agree.
Laminate flooring should be allowed also for hygienic reason. It will be a new building so I am
assume the flats will be well built and isolated to stop the transmission of noise.
I disagree strongly. A noise reducing underlay could be used with laminate flooring and be
perfectly acceptable.
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Laminate flooring has *huge* health benefits over carpeting. it's easier to keep clean, and anyone
with a dust allergy will need something that is easy to keep clean. A requirement on the noise
transmission is more than sufficient - a ban on a particular type of flooring is too specific. Laminate
flooring should not be prohibited.
Yes,do it for all
Consider Allergic people etc before implement
I'm not really clear on what the alternatives are - just carpet? I don't think we should be limited to
just carpet.
no
No views
the rule should allow for laminate to be placed as long as other sound-protection measures are
put in place
Why does HfL seem to admit here that they will not build good quality homes? This is supposedly
a normal clause but something about the need to mention such important feature of the new
builds seems odd.
I thought the new flats will be built to a higher standard with transmission and noise free! Or are
you leaving some of the works to the leaseholder to cough up. in my view the new built won't be
done to the higher standard as promised.
I have no objection to laminate or wooden floors provided they are covered with a soft material
such as a rug
Yes should be prohibited
I have wood oak flooring, with underfloor heating, I'm not sure where this sits in the noise problem,
but I've not had any complaints.
What alternative do you suggest. I suggest new properties are built with enough substantial
flooring and wall insulation to prevent noise problems.
Not everyone wants carpets.
don't agree and considerations should be given during the design and construction of the flat, to
dampen any potential use of laminate flooring. there are existing methods and material which
allow for this. in return the resident or lease holder, will still have the option for laminate flooring
without disrupting others adjacent. also noise considerations should be made for wall and ceiling
insulation not just flooring.
Yes
Only if it is another flat below
This will not affect me as I do not intend to stay in a property that will be inferior to my current
home, on a lease that is not comparable and where I will face greater economic insecurity as I will
no longer be able to afford to own my own home as I do now.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree there should be suitable material on the floor to stop the transmission of noise
I have no problem with flooring, however, there should be adequate underlay to stop noise
I would like to have the option of flooring - as long as underlay is required
wood floor is ok if it is cushioned with underlay to reduce noise
No it should not. Laminate flooring it's a cheaper, easier to maintain and cleaner option than
carpet
Yes, if it reduce the transmission of noise and if a suitable alternative is available which is
reasonably priced
It can be very noisy when cheap versions are used so Ok
Lambeth should build property with good, strong, not cheap materials and insulate the property
well. People should be free to use what they want

Page 39 of 74

Consultation Report – Proposed HfL Leases

January 2018

I would have hopes the construction of new properties would deal with issue of noise transfer and
this clause should not be needed
Lambeth don't care about their resident never have, so I can't agree with your plans
There was consensus that the new lease for leaseholders or Shared owners should not contain a
clause prohibiting the use of laminate flooring.
It was unanimously agreed that it was unreasonable to have a clause in the lease to ban the use
of laminate flooring in the new leases. There was general consensus that the new properties
should meet new building regulations regarding noise transmission and sound proofing levels
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause and leaseholders unanimously felt that the
lease should not prohibit the use of lamination floorings as a suitable floor covering, for the
following reasons:
The transmission of noise can be resolved in the design stage so why it is necessary to put this
restriction in the terms the lease, the issue of noise transmission should be addressed in the
design stage. The design can be tweaked to account for this, it is not costly to address this and if
the properties were adequately built you would not have noise transmission. What assurances can
Lambeth give that the properties will be built to building standards regarding noise transmission.
Timber / tiled floors should be allowed in the new build flats as they will be built to modern building
reglations standards which mitigate noise transfer;
Total nonsense; I have a dust mite allergy and cannot have carpets + laminate flooring is all I can
afford as a single mum
Flooring: on the clause “the tenancy agreement is more specific and generally bans the use of
laminated flooring other than on the ground floor. We propose to do the same in the new lease.”
Leaseholders don’t see why they shouldn’t be allowed to put laminate flooring in their property if
they wish to. The issue that needs to be addressed is the insulation/underlying to reduce the
impact of noise.
Leaseholders also noted the issues with people who can’t have carpet due to allergies, asthma or
other medical reasons and need laminated flooring.
Q3. Should the lease be updated with the same restrictions on pets as the tenancy agreement?
The restriction of pets under control proved to be sufficient so far.
Pets are important to many people but in tightly packed flats that will be the new Westbury estate
the Council should have a say in allowing leaseholders to own pets in the same way as the
Council Tenant.
There should be no changes about keeping domestic pets. This is up to us not the council
I am not a pet owner. But if you are going to put further restrictions on pets, then it must be
applied to ALL pets, not just dogs. Some of the estate dogs are in fact smaller than the cats. Also
cats bring in dead animals, which is not a problem with the current estate design but if you are
planning on a design with communal stairwells then cats will be more of a problem than dogs.
Also what about other types of pets such as hamsters and mice?
No this should not be updated. Just because the freehold is held by Lambeth, if you are a
homeowner (leaseholder) you should have the freedom to have pets as you please without asking
permission. We should assume that residents are responsible enough to keep their pets under
control.
The tenancy agreement should not be the standard. This is overly restrictive Obtaining Lambeth's
permission is not quick or simple.
I object restriction on pets
No! I have owned and paid for my own house for years now. Why are Lambeth dictating whether
or not I can own a dog or not?
Yes, very much agree on this.
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Leaseholders and tenants should have the same restrictions regarding permission to have pets
and managing pet mess and pet behaviour. This will give levers against people who do not look
after their pets, pick up their mess and manage their pet behaviour - the restrictions needs to be
the same for tenants and leaseholder as the space is shared
I agree that keeping of dogs should be monitored so that people are not keeping unreasonable
numbers ( eg more than two) and if they cause a nuisance other residents should be able to
report this and the owner asked to remove them. I hope you would also ban dangerous or
endangered animals - those requiring a special licence..
Dogs make wonderful companions for vulnerable tenants.
Happy for dogs to be banned.
No
It should stay the same, the only restriction is that domestic pets should be kept under control and
not allowed in playing areas
I would decide based on the details of when and why permission is unlikely to be granted.
Add a requirement that any mess left by pets must be cleaned up or collected, any damage
caused is the owner's responsibility.
Yes it should be updated with the same restrictions on pets
Absolutely
I don't have a strong view on this.
no
Yes
no - this is too restrcitive
I dont own pets and I dont know. But also do think that it is wrong to deprive people of owning
pets.
It does not concern me
I would need more information on what qualifies someone to keep a dog in order to comment.
However, dogs require responsible owners so anything to ensure they're not kept by irresponsible
ones is a good idea
Pets restrictions to be kept under control
Pets should be allowed of course. But should be controlled and regulated by the guide lines of the
RSPSA and other organisations.
agree with this proposal
Definitely
No, this is far too restrictive. As long as pets are kept under control there is no issue. It will not feel
like leaseholders actually own the place with this change, it is life they are renting. It's good for
children to grow up with animals and this may prevent that.
This will not affect me as I do not intend to stay in a property that will be inferior to my current
home, on a lease that is not comparable and where I will face greater economic insecurity as I will
no longer be able to afford to own my own home as I do now. But, I think it is ridiculous for any
resident to have to seek permission to own a pet.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
Yes; what is the tenancy agreement on cats
I think to ask permission is a good idea - if they don't stick to rules action should be taken
what about cats
Keep as is; no change
ground floor with garde ok - flats not ideal for dogs. Noise is part of keeping them under control
agreed
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I don't think written permission should be included. Clear guidelines can be included for those
keeping dogs which can deal with residents main concerns
OK
The lease should be for all pets, animals what vet they are registered with where it came from.
Yes to permission, cats, birds, rabbits etc.
This seems very restrictive. If written permission is required, how long would it take?
Lambeth does what it wants all the time. They don't care about us real good people
There was general consensus that the new leases should contain a clause requiring written
permission for keeping pets and giving details when and why permission is unlikely to be granted,
several leaseholders felt the lease should not be updated.
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause, indeed the current lease does not contain
any restrictions, so why is it being put into the new lease, this clause will restrict buying and selling
by pet owners and unfairly impacts on existing homeowners that currently own pets and wish to
return to Central hill, denying them the option to return as current pet owners. Current pet owners
should be allowed to keep their pets and not have to choose between being displaced or having to
put their pets down.
No, I have owned and paid for my own house for years. Who are you to tell me whether or not I
can own a dog. Awful.
Q4. Do you have any views on the lease term?
I have extended my previous lease
The new lease term should be at least 125 years from the date of purchase of the new property,
nothing less would be acceptable.
We agree with 125 year lease
This is a very confusingly worded question, and it begs the question why is it in the document.
Are you trying to hide the fact that you could offer the new homes on a lease with the same
number of years as left on our current lease. And thereby reduce the â€˜market valueâ€™ of the
new home to such a level that we could potentially own 100% rather than have to go into shared
ownership?
no
I do not understand this question fully. You need to provide more information so that I can answer
it properly. Also I would like it noted that as a single mum I do not have access to pro-bono legal
advice and I cannot afford to hire a lawyer.
I am confused by this and require more explanation. I was under the impression that my existing
property will in essence be "purchased from me" by the council. And that the new property will
come with a brand new lease of 125 years from the day I get the lease for the said new property.
Is this not the case? My phone number is 07962 900 400 if someone would be kind enough to
drop me a quick phone call. Many Thanks!
125 years from the date of the grant of the lease needs to be be given to everyone irrespective of
the number of years Right to Buy was first exercised. For some - the property has been been sold
a number of times since Right to Buy and the Leaseholder affected by "regeneration" will go
through enough stress and disruption than having to be concerned with inequity and complexity of
length of lease. Keep it simple - keep it equitable and issue 125 years to all - this is all
complicated enough
I had thought that all new leases would be 125 years full stop. This put us all on an even playing
field and recognises the fact that we will all have been through a lot of disruption by the time the
new estate is completed.
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This is a very confusing text!
Generally, it helps to follow English language rules and capitalise the first word in each new
sentence.
It is not clear why I may need a new lease as well as an old lease. New lease will start from the
day of granting the lead and old lease will be reduced?
THis is not what was promised during the consultation. You have to delivery what you promised
i.e. 125 year from moving in date of the new property.
Yes
Ok
I do not understand " 125 years minus the number of years since the Right to Buy was first
exercised."
No
We were told that all leaseholders will be given a new lease term of 125 years
As it is a new lease I would expect that the lease term should be reset to 125 years.
no
ok
This is a very confusingly worded question, The lease should not be 125 year minus the years
since the right to buy was first exercised. this will be a new property and a new lease so it should
be 125 years. there seems no logic to you linking the new lease to the old lease.
I totally disagree.. My new lease should start at 125 years since your charging me almost double
(Â£450) for my new home.
No comment
Agree with new lease 125 years
Yes.
i strongly believe the lease should be 125 years from the day of moving into the new flat and
discard and previous lease agreement.
The lease should be 125 years from when i buy the new property
No comment
This is a standard lease so it is what I would expect. Nevertheless...This will not affect me as I do
not intend to stay in a property that will be inferior to my current home, on a lease that is not
comparable and where I will face greater economic insecurity as I will no longer be able to afford
to own my own home as I do now.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree with this
I am happy there is an extension
No problem same as now
I'm happy with the 125 years. I became a homeowners in 2004
Same
agreed
The 125 years should not be reduced by the number of years since the right to buy and should
automatically be 125 years
right of freehold should be upheld for exisitng freeholders but no more need be given
Yes, get rid of lease terms
No view
Lambeth will do anything they want, tehey never ask us face to face. It's hard to believe in
Lambeth Council
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As I pointed out on Monday – we were told that all leaseholders will be given a new lease
term of 125 years. This was something that was offered to us all and was well received.
However, again, this document contradicts the earlier offer by saying it will be 125 years
‘minus the number of years since the Right to Buy was first exercised’. Again, you said on
Monday that you think this is incorrect, and that all leaseholders will be given the 125 year
leasehold regardless of when the Right to Buy was exercised, i.e. it will be 125 years minus
nothing. Could you please ensure the document is corrected to reflect this?
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause and there was consensus that that the new
leases as a result of the regeneration should be for term of 125 years.
There was unanimous disagreement with this proposed clause, the key guarantees stated that the
new leases terms would be 125 years from the grant of the lease.
I do not understand this properly. I need more information to answer this question. As a single
mum I cannot find pro-bono advice and I can not afford to pay for it
Lease term: “Your new lease term will be 125 years from the date of grant of the lease. Unless
you or the previous owner have extended your current lease, your current lease will be 125 years
minus the number of years since the Right to Buy was first exercised.” Leaseholders felt this
clause needed to be in plain English, further the group felt it should be straightforward, once you
buy the new property you should be granted 125-year lease regardless of when the Right to Buy
was first exercised.
Q5. Your ground rent remains at £10 / year for the duration of the lease, any views?
OK
Ground rent remains at Â£10 / year for the duration of the lease is acceptable.
Yes
Need to see the detail. Don't trust the council and that they wont try to insert a clause for example
increase ground rent upon a lease extension
I approve of this
What does this mean? Again I need more information to answer this question properly.
Very happy with this.
Can this be capped at Â£10 per year or capped at a specified low limit?
Can it be specified and guaranteed the lease remains with the council and the lease cannot be
sold to another body. There are examples of leases being sold to other parties and the
leaseholders get their ground rent increased to unreasonable amounts. The company owning the
land do not remain accountable and processes are not fair or transparent - it has to be guaranteed
to remain with the council
This needs to be cast iron guaranteed. You need to add a clause stating that in the event of the
freehold being sold on, this will be part of the deal. There are some rogue companies out there
making a fortune out of increasing ground rents and we don't at the moment know for sure who
Lambeth for Homes will be or what will happen next if at any time they fold, fail or otherwise sell
on our leases.
Ok
Yes
Ok
Agreed
Guarantee that the council will remain with the council and will remain at Â£10 not just for the
duration of the lease but beyond.
No
Absolutely
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No view.
no
ok
Are there any instances where this could vary? if so i would not be comfortable with this.
No
Agreed
No comment
Agreed
Yes.
can increase of the money is used to benefit the estate. increase say to 20.
to stay the same
Fine.
See previous answer
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
Yes, I would like the ground rent to be itemised on the service charges list
I am ok with £10; however I would like to know what it covers in more detail
Can HfL change this in future? What will be the process? Itemised on service chage invoices
Am not unhappy with ground rent but want to know what it covers
Itemised billing
agreed
risky, inflation will make this not worth the cost of collection in 100 years time
why do we have to pay for this and still pay for the lease bill and its always so high. For the
rubbish work that gets done on the estate
Does this apply to first floor and above? If not on the ground? What is the money for?
Lambeth will take and take what they want so deeply sad
There was consensus that the ground rent should remain at the current charge of £10.00
There was consensus with this clause
I need more information to answer this question
Ground rent: Leaseholders feel that ground rent should be £10 but should also remain with the
Council and not with HfL. This was due to negative publicity about unscrupulous landlords using
increasing ground rents as a hidden tax on home ownership
Q6. Do you have any views on the creation of a reserve fund
Reserve fund properly managed could be useful
This Reserve fund description needs further explanation, the statement is not clear enough to
comment?
As long as lambeth carry this out we know what they are like
I don't trust the council or its subsidiaries. Many questions unanswered
â€¢ Who holds the money in the reserve fund? Should be an independent organisation
â€¢ What happens to the money if HfL goes bankrupt or is taken over or merged back into the
council? All monies should be protected and returned to the homeowner if any change in
circumstances.
â€¢ Is the money pooled across all the estates and thus might be used to financing works on
other estates? Any pooling should be prohibited and the money should not be used to finance
any works other than those the homeowner is expected to contribute to
â€¢ There should be a cap on how much can be added on to the service charges for the reserve
Page 45 of 74

Consultation Report – Proposed HfL Leases

January 2018

fund, e.g. a % of the day-to-day service charges. For example, shouldn't be allowed of the blue
ask for Â£2k a year for the reserve fund
â€¢ General mistrust of the council and its subsidiaries to manage the money and to spend it
wisely. Concerns around the consultation over the use of the funds.
I object to the creation of a reserve fund
What does this really mean??? I already pay expensive service charges and they do not seem to
be used properly to maintain the estate and properties on it. I would be very interested to know
what income Lambeth Council has earned from Cressingham service charges, rent and council
tax and what they have spent over the past 20 years. I wouldn't be surprised if they have seriously
short changed residents.
I do not understand this
How much more money will contributing to this reserve fund mean for me?
More specific information required on this so leaseholders and shared owners can manage their
finances and make informed decisions about what is and is not affordable. There needs to be a
cap specified, a limit to how much it can be increased over a specific time, notice periods for
changes, Guaranteed processes if appeals need to be made. Itemised accounts. It needs to be
transparent and fair.
I am very unhappy about this and consider it in reasonable. You are charging us up-front for as
yet unknown future repairs/alterations/improvements. What guarantee do I have that such funds
will be handled responsibly? How do I know it will be carefully invested to grow and that you will
obtain the best deals? If I pay into it in good faith ( and because I have no choice), what can I do
if I think it has been wasted or misspent? Who will be accountable to me for my money? This
reminds me of when gas and electricity was first privatised and the companies stated they could
keep up to Â£300 of my money in reserve against future bills - I soon stopped that by switching
my account to a more reasonable company. I wouldn't have that option in this situation would I?
.As a leaseholder I will of course expect to have to contribute towards major works but I believe I
should be charged at the time for specific projects with proper consultation. It is up to me to have
'reserve fund' of my own as a responsible home-owner and if I cannot afford it, I should give up
my property and make other arrangements for housing myself. Saying the council or some as yet
fictitious special company should hold my money 'in case' of future need is infantilising and an
undemocratic imposition.
How is Lambeth going to raise enough money for all the empty homes it will have on the estate?
There will be few (if any) sales for private owners (due to unrealistic prices set by Lambeth,
pending housing crisis, poor history of management). The buildings will be inhabited by a ghetto of
council tenants. Who is going to pay into that fund?
Yes
Ok
I would want to see the details of this prior to agreeing to this proposal.
That sounds like a dangerous thing: this could be used by HfL to gather lots of money from
leaseholders by demanding funds to be paid into the reserve fund, effectively forcing leaseholders
to pay an arbitrary amount of money into a fund over which there is no oversight about how it will
be spent! Considering that the management and repair of the estate so far has been less than
excellent, there's little confidence that HfL will be able to manage such a fund, either the collection
of moneys for it or the spend of the fund, particularly well.
There need to be caps on the amounts of money that leaseholders have to pay into the fund.
There needs to be oversight by the leaseholders to be able to track and manage the collection of
money into the fund so that this is not used as a way to price leaseholders out of their properties,
and the spending of money from the fund so that funds don't get misappropriated.
No
Absolutely
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What limitations/protections would there be on the contributions leaseholders would have to pay?
no
how much additional would this be on top of service charges? Is this pulled across all estates in
Lembeth or be specific to this estate? i feel it should be specific to this estate.
I dont trust HfL have their best interest at heart for the community. So what happens if HfL goes
bust? Who will actually hold the fund? If this goes ahead then it should at least be a percentage of
the day to day service charge cost. Also HfL should be legally restricted from pulling out of the
contract.
Stop leaving properties empties and you won't have to add this "Reserve fund" to the lease.
Where the fund will come from? Are you sure the leaseholder won't contribute? Future cost will be
charged to the leaseholders as usual! So I am not with the idea unless it is funded by HfL.
Not sure of the implications. Need more information
Not sure in this answer
I don't understand empty properties. Surely the leaseholder would be responsible for any service
charges.
I would not pay into this fund.
good idea but more details of the mechanism of the fund is required to see the full picture i.e.
approx. how much is the additional payment? what happens to funds and who control it? does it
get returned if not exhausted ?? etc etc
Sounds good
Sounds be firm limits on this to keep it small, if it really is necessary. I'd rather it not exist.
There is limited detail on this, I would be very worried about Lambeth Council (sorry...HfL) having
control of any more of the public's money when they have so far mismanaged the housing they
already have.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
want clarification on what the fund reserve goes to paying for
I think it’s a good idea - however what will it cover and where will it be held
What will this be used to pay for exactly? Where will this be held? Will we be notified of how much
is left?
Good idea, but where is the money coming from? Would like to know what this fund is kept and
what it contains
Good idea, what will it be spent on, where managed, where money coming from
agreed
Much better than sudden nasty surprises when major works are needed
Why should service charges be aded to contribution to cover future cost for empty properties.
Explain clear to me
This sounds like leaseholdesr will be making contributions for future contingency which they may
not benefit from. The issue of voids should be dealt with by HfL. It is not the responsibility of
leaseholders
What has Lambeth done with the reserve fund over the years. Service charge is a *&$$^^ mess.
There was consensus that the creation of a reserve fund to cover future costs is a good idea,
however the following concerns were raised: regarding the setting up of a reserve fund there was
consensus that as the properties are new builds that a reserve fund should not be necessary for
5-10 years and where a reserve fund was to commence from the outset that it should be a
nominal charge, there was a request that the reserve fund be capped and that the Local authority
clarify whether a guarantee could be given that a reserve fund would be exist for the properties
owned by the Local authority. Leasholders asked for further clarity on how the reserve would
work.
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Further clarity was sought on this clause, the concerns were as follows: who would manage the
money who has a say how the money would be spent
What does this really mean? I already pay hefty service charges but they do not seem to be used
properly to maintain the estate
• Reserve Fund: “The new lease allows for the creation of a reserve fund to cover future costs.”
Although there was some support for the idea behind a sinking fund leaseholders wanted to know
if there be a cap on the sinking fund amount? Also, what a sinking fund would cover?
Q7. Repair obligations – HfL responsible for windows, front doors and the heat exchanger
Sounds reasonable
By taking away the potential of the leaseholder to repair/replace the windows and front door the
leaseholder restrictions become even more of a cost burden.
No doubt the repairs will be done in the future by, as usual, an over priced supplier nominated by
the Council. In the event of repairs etc. on the new estate there must be an availability for the
leaseholder to obtain competitive quotations for the same work.
We agree as long as Lambeth don't change the rules
What do you mean â€œremain generally the sameâ€• ? What exactly has changed, as I don't
trust the council to sneak some small but important change through.
(i) Windows â€“ I object. I want the ability to change the type of glass in my window if I for
example want more privacy, something that might not have been obviously foreseeable from the
plans
(ii) Front doors â€“ I object. The lease should simply stipulate that any front door installed by a
leaseholder must meet a certain level of fire safety.
(iii) â€˜Heat Exchangerâ€™ â€“ We don't currently have these in our problems. Please explain in
more detail what they are and why Lambeth wants control over their maintenance. It has taken
close to 4 years to get a single roof repair done by Lambeth and its contractors, thus I would
prefer to be in control of my own repairs as much as possible
If "generally the same" specific details are needed.
I need more information. Repairs do not stop at doors and windows.
Agree.
As the estate hasn't been designed yet - please design the estate so that leaseholder and shared
owners have the ability to replace their own windows. If we need to replace our windows the
council can then let us know what criteria needs to be met so that we can get quotes
independently. If the criteria is met there is no reason we cannot replace our own windows. It will
be more financially manageable for all.
It does make sense that the front door and the heat exchanger are the responsibility of the council
It makes sense to ensure front doors meet fire-safety regulations - shouldn't this include all doors
to the outside ( including balcony or garden doors?). I am unsure about the windows - this
statement seems a bit random as we don't yet have an agreed design for the new build. I hope
they are going to be triple glazed ( previous owners of my property upgraded the windows to triple
glazing and its very heat-efficient. I would not want leaseholders to be prevented from upgrading
in a similar way if new energy-efficient options become available in the future, though clearly an
alteration of this kind would need to be done with permission.
All is great, except that you need to make sure you allocate enough visitor parking permits for
maintenance. Currently any maintenance - beyond most basic repairs with a drill and a hammer is almost impossible because traders are not allowed to park on the estate. ( not joking!)
â€˜heat exchangerâ€™ need explanation
Yes
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Ok
Agreed
There has been no design yet for any part of the replacement properties - talking about how
difficult it may or may not be to replace windows is vastly premature!
For things like windows and such, there is also the difference between responsibility for something
and the permission to do something. If Lambeth are responsible for windows etc, leaseholders
have to still be able to repair or replace them if that becomes necessary - for example, consider
damage to a window; it is unreasonable to expect leaseholders to have to wait for the council's
repair team to get around to replacing the glass or window.
No
Absolutely
No view
no
ok
What is heat exchanger?
I dont agree with HfL being responsible for my doors. Why? How would I know it is suitable for my
needs? So long as there is a legal requirements that lets me know what I have to comply with
when I am changing my door I dont see why HfL have to butt in in matters that wont concern their
day to day liviing.
We've been here before! Does these windows glazing/heat exchanger comes with a guarantee
(for example 10 years) or are will we be making the same mistake like the one we had with our
recent windows glazing supplier/installer (Lambeth couldn't find the paper work for the
contract/guarantee they had with the double glazing company) and the leaseholder will end up
paying for any future repairs.
If HfL being responsible for doors and windows mean that the owner has no say in the supplier
selection process then I am against this.
Yes I do agree
I will continue to be responsible for all my repairs, and appreciate the maintenance that Lambeth
provide.
good idea
good idea
Seems OK although not sure what the heat exchanger is.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree with this
I agree with the above
What happens if upstairs flat floods flat below and you are in shard ownership? Whose
responsibility? What process with HfL if the flat flooding mine is a tenanted flat or leasehold
what about garden door? Please clarify
Please avoid divided responsibilities they always bring controversy
On one hand you say lambeth is responsible for all windows and door then you say leaseholder
will not be make it clear
Is there a quality standard for how quickly repairs are executed? Will work be post inspected?
Who will be responsible for drainage?
Lambeth has got the cheapest terrible contractors; they laugh at Lambeth and run off with all the
money - bad jobs done
There were a number of concerns raised regarding this clause the concerns are as follows:
There was consensus that HFL be responsible for the repairs
There were was concern that the Local authority does not have a proven track record in relation to
undertaking repair, relating to quality and costs and therefore leaseholders would like to have the
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option to do the repairs themselves in relation to the front doors and windows.
There was also concern about the quality of the replacement windows. There was consensus that
leaseholders should be given the specification to enable them to shop around to obtain the best
cost. It should be noted that leaseholders wish to have the option of the Local authority
undertaking the repair but that leaseholders should retain the option to undertaken the repair
themselves. However it should be noted that as the properties are new that there was an
expectation that the windows and door should be in good working order in excess of 5 years
There was consensus that the leaseholders did not have any information or knowledge relating to
the heat exchangers and they they have requested to be provided with more information.
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause leaseholders wanted to retain the right to
carry out repairs to the windows and the front doors.
I need more information, repairs do not stop at doors and windows
Q8. External alterations are prohibited and the lease has been strengthened about carrying out
internal alterations without permission. Timing limited to 9-5 Monday to Friday
Fairly reasonable requirement
Acceptable.
We agree
Lambeth says it has strengthened the lease with regards to carrying out internal alterations
without permission, but doesnâ€™t say how it is strengthened.
On the two points raised:
(i) You will need to get permission from HfL for any alteration â€“ they donâ€™t say here that it
canâ€™t be reasonably withheld nor what the definition of â€œalterationâ€• is. Also, no mention
whether we will need to pay a fee each time we request permission for an alteration. Also if I
need to do alterations fast due to medical reasons, then there may be a problem if the council is
slow in giving permission.
(ii) If works can only happen between 9am and 5pm Monday to Friday, I will have to take time off
work to oversee any works. This is extremely inconvenient. Given that many residents (like my
direct neighbour) are shift workers limiting to these hours does not help. Hours for works should
be coordinated with the neighbours not stipulated in a lease
Depends on the definittion of internal alteration and how much it strays into reasonable works to
maintain and improve ones home. Also the process for obtaining permission needs to be userfriendly and prompt - how is this guaranteed? In terms of times 8 till 7, and work on Saturday
morning, would be more reasonable
Internal alteration-if not structural- should be allowed.
This is completely ridiculous! I have owned and paid for my house for years and decided on the
alterations on and in it. To have to get permission breaches my rights, appalling.
This makes no sense. What on earth does that mean.
Happy with this.
It needs to be defined what "alterations" means for me to have an opinion on this. I am ok about
there being restrictions on the time alterations are carried out as it can be noisey but 9 - 5 is too
restrictive if it relates to noise it should be 8:00 - 21:00 - if rules are too restrictive it is too difficult
to get trades people to work on the property and keep the properties up to a decent standard.
You should only have to seek permission if it affects health and safety or core contruction of the
house. This needs to be made clearer so people understand the scope and the reason so it is not
just control for the sake of it but only for health and safety and noise reasons. In addition for
alterations which need permission it should be specified the timeframe to get a response from the
council, the process if you do not get a response and whether or not there are administration
charges - if there are specify how much, what for and whether or not there is a cap
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This is not specific enough. I would agree we should not be moving, adding or removing internal
walls, but what about putting up a bookshelf or adding a fitted wardrobe? If people are doing a bit
of d.i.y they are often likely to be doing it at weekends so the Monday-to Friday restriction seems a
bit much, though I agree that reasonable hours of the day should be specified.
As said before, you will have none/few private owners or landlords on the estate, therefore such
restrictions do not really matter.
Personally, I would not want to own a property on an estate with prohibited internal alterations or
timed restrictions.
Agree
Ok
Agreed
"Alterations" is a word that can mean so many different things. What will be considered an
"alteration" that requires permission? repainting a wall? replacing a refrigerator? Restricting the
ability make alterations to only working hours also limits leaseholders' ability to make their own
improvements to a property in a DIY fashion, for example on weekends. This clause is horrible!
No
Internal alteration should be allowed &amp; decorate how peoples want to decorate paint
Furnicher etc
The window of work is discriminatory against people who work weekend and are home Monday to
Friday. I think alterations should be permitted every day and for more hours per day.
no
ok
If i own the property outright i would not expect to have to notify the council to make internal
alterations. i have freedom to make internal alterations on my current lease hold and would expect
to have the freedom to do this on any new lease i hold. unclear what is meant by 'internal
alteration' and the basis upon which Lambeth will decide whether alterations will be granted.
This is vague and I object to this. Permission for ALL repairs however simple? Why should I ask
HfL permission to change my toilet floor or my taps for example? Works between 9-5 Monday to
Friday? Are we talking about repairs? What I cant get time off work? So long as I consult my
neighbours and they have agreed its okey I should see why this has to get more complicated. I'm
changing my taps on Saturday morning. It wont even make a sound and you think I should get
permission for that to make sure its done on a week day?
No comments
It depends on what this covers. Does this include satellite dishes, fencing, decoration and so on?
Yes needs to have permissions
Perfectly acceptable.
agree
i agree
No, leaseholders will not feel like it is really their home with this rule
Again, reducing the rights of leaseholders. Anyway, This will not affect me as I do not intend to
stay in a property that will be inferior to my current home, on a lease that is not comparable and
where I will face greater economic insecurity as I will no longer be able to afford to own my own
home as I do now.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
want more clarification on this
I am happy with this clause
examples of internal alterations - non-structural re fitted wardrobes / cupboards
agreed
I think there should only be a restriction on structural change
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Severe limitation of existing fgreehold wights, not acceptable. Builders work 8-6; any shortening
means extra costs
your workmen are always late or never turn up. Your workmen do such bad internal alteration to
our home
Again, how long will it take to get permission? What is included in this?i.e. bathroom fittings? Nonload bearing walls? Cupboards, kitchen fittings. Very restrictive! If trademan not finished at 5 I
would expect work to be completed not held over to 9 the next days
This hole mess in Lambeth fault at they sat back and did nothing to the rip off contractors
There was general consensus that a clause should be added to include the following:
“Permission will not be unreasonably refused”.
There was agreement that in regards to noisy alterations being carried out between MondayFriday between the hours of 8.00-5.0 however it was felt that it is reasonable to do quiet work upto
7.00pm Monday to Friday and that on Saturdays between 8.00-1.00pm
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause, leaseholders were quite adamant that
unless the proposed works were of a structural nature, then consent for reasonable improvements
should be granted. Regarding the proposed time frame to carry out structural work the following
comments were made: current working practises allow for building works to be undertake 86.00pm Monday to Friday and Saturdays 8.00-1.00pm. In view of the proposed time restrictions
can Lambeth advise if these time scales are being applied to all Lambeth contractors.
Permission should not be charged for by the council or slow to receive;
This is completely ridiculous, I have owned my own home, paid my way and decided on
alterations in it. So you are now telling me that I can't do this?! I think this breaches my rights.
• Alterations: Leaseholders wanted clarification on what constitutes an alteration
Q9. Question about insurance costs being calculated based on the number of bedrooms
We need to see tenders from various insurance companies. The insurance premiums seem too
high currently
The building insurance levied upon leaseholders is currently unfair, it is unlikely to change for the
new estate and will probably remain disproportionately expensive compared to private house
property insurance.
We agree
As an occupant in a 1 bed flat, then no objection on this if it reduces my building insurance costs.
If it increases my building insurance costs, then naturally I object.
I need more information.
Agree with this.
When I have had leaks affecting my property and I have had to make claims on the buildings
insurance the company the council used worked in an insatfisfactory way regarding:
behaviour of the sub contractors they used
standard of the sub contractors work
lack of flexibility regarding method of payment to sub contractors which affected the work on my
home and the duration of the work
with any insurance package there needs to be some flexibility for the leaseholder to also get their
own quotes and get their own choice of trades person paid so the work is completed and to the
right standard. If this is not tightened up sub contractors are not made accountable, leaseholders
and tenants are powerless and shoddy tradespeople profit from public money with no sense of
accountability - there needs to be a complaints system which has a direct affect on contractors,
sub contracters etc etc etc so when a complex job requires project management it can be coordinated, monitored and if standards are not met punitive measures can be carried out - at
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present there does not seem to be any incentive for people to do a good standard of work, get the
job done efficiently and safely or in a co-ordinated way
This makes sense.. Leaseholders are currently penalised by having to pay buildings insurance via
the council - costs seem very high compared to quotes for other properties, and we miss out on
the deals insurance companies offer if you take out buildings and contents insurance together. If
this does anything to lower our costs it would be welcome. If the council can negotiate a better
group deal for us that would be even better.
Ok.
Agree
Ok
I'm unsure about this and would need more information
No
Absolutely
no
ok
The current leases require the building insurance to be recharged back to leaseholders based on
rateable values. The councilâ€™s recent switch to calculating it according to number of
bedrooms is illegal / in breach of our leasehold agreements.
No objection to this.
Is this going to be higher than the recent insurance? No one will want to pay over the top.
Sounds sensible
Not sure in this answer
I disagree. I would insure on the basis of quality.
no views
fine
No comment
We have been overcharged for insurance for many years. This whole process needs to be made
more transparent.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
would like to have some sort of estimate of cost. This is building insurance is it?
I don't understand can you please clarify
We would like an estimate of the cost. Would this building insurance be the council's insurance or
provided by a third party - how will this be procured? How do we get involved?
Would like a clearer picture of how this works? How would this be procured? As a homeowner I'd
like to know
How is this worked out now? What is the difference between the old and new system?
agreed
leaseholders should manage their own insurance, otherwise divided responsibilities again with
inevitable arguments
If that what insurance companies do then make sure lambeth follow as lambeth makes up as they
go along. The insurance company shoujld come out to look at the mess lambeth has course over
the years "Games"
No views
Who would want to work for any Lambeth resident. Lambeth has made it so hard to insure our
homes, they sent in bad rip off contractor to do a terrible repair to our home
Further clarity was sought in terms of the following: using the formulae used by Insurers will it be
a disproportional increase compared to how the |insurance cost is currently calculated.
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In principle the proposed formulae of calculating insurance based on the number of bedrooms
was found to be acceptable there were however a number of concerns:
Leaseholders wanted greater transparency in relation to the landlord claiming insurance for
repairs to the block but not reflecting revised service charge accounts where monies had been
claimed for repairs that had been calculated in the current service charge. Greater transparency
was called for and clarity sought on the systems and checks and measures that would be put in
place to ensure that an audit trails would exist.
I need more information
Q10. Do you have any views on the property access clauses?
What are the other new clauses?
Acceptable.
If this remains as it is now
Don't trust the professionalism of the council or its contractors based on experience. Thus, I
would want there to be "proof" not just a "belief" for the HfL to access my property without any
notice.
Also no details or promises about how HfL will treat my property, my possessions and security if
they break the door / window. For example, if any possessions go missing, will HfL compensate
and how easy / long will the process be to get the compensation?
Property can be access in case of emergency if proved to be source of damage.
I need more information.
Agree with this.
this is ok in theory - it would be good to know if emergency access is needed and the person is
away or not in who is responsible for the cost of access [if a door was broken down eg] who is
responsible for cost and process of securing the property again. Also to specify the process of
getting hold of the leaseholder in an emergency - could the leaseholder nominate a key holder to
prevent council having to break in and causing damage to property - a bit more detail here please
Emergency access makes sense if it is to prevent damage such as flooding. If applying for access
with notice this should have a reason attached - I should be able to challenge your reason for
wanting access to my home and seek redress if you have entered my home without good cause.
Ok.
Agree
Ok
Agreed
No
Absolutely
no
ok
I dont trust HfL and their contractors. How would I know my flat was definitely the cause of a
damage to another property? Will HfL provide me with proof? If things get missing in my flat during
this period will HfL be responsible for my compensation? Because otherwise this clause would be
a breach of my privacy.
No comments
No comments
Yes emergency only

Yes, of course.
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agree 100%
fine
Seems fine
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree with this
I am in agreement with the above
Agree
agreed
emergency access ok; 48 hours not acceptable tenant could be on holiday, in hospital etc. 1
month needed
I have heard Lambeth Councl have the keys to all their propertys. So they can get in when they
want, emergency or not in this time
I do not understand why HfL would access my property if there are no emergency or no damage
to ajoining property.
I have never seen a member of Lambeth in my home in 20 years. Never to check jobs on the
estate when the rip off builder did such terrible work on Cressingham Gardens over the years
In relation to this clause the following questions were raised:
Whats the procedure now for paying for a forced entry
Who determines what is an emergency
What steps will be taken to contact the owner
What steps will be taken if the leaseholder wants further clarity, does it mean that the Local
authority will force entry after 48 hrs. if they cannot contact the leaseholder
What constitutes an emergency
Who will make good after force entry
The following views were noted:
Greater clarity was sought on what is actually deemed as “an emergency” this clause was very
ambiguous. In view of this leaseholders asked that an appendix be put in the lease detailing what
constitutes an emergency and the process/processes to detail with such emergencies.
I would like more information wouldn't the council need hard evidence / proof to access my
property if they suspect damage? You can't just act on a belief
Q11. Disputes and settling between residents
Only an independent arbiter should be considered
The Council should be responsible for settling Council tenant/leaseholder disputes, the Council is
the freeholder and should be the arbiter but not proceed in the usual slow bureaucratic, politically
correct manner but in a strong, positive, decisive way that would not allow lengthy nonsense
arguments to carry on indefinitely.
Lambeth should deal with all disputes
Clearly object to the councilâ€™s proposals and require the use of an independent arbiter.
I think the independent arbiter would be better as otherwise disputes are soley in the hands of HfL
There should be good reasons why the independent legal review proposed an independent
arbiter, which suggests that that advice should be followed.
Disputes should be resolved through independent arbiter.
Agree with this.
I believe it should be an independent organisation - is Leasehold Tribunal Service expensive - more detail needed here for disputes between residents and disputes with residents and HfL
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There surely should be scope for an independent arbiter to be consulted - perhaps it should be
through an appeal system which attracts a fee so that people don't use it without good cause.
Nanny state.
Agree
It should stay as it is
Agreed
HfL may be a suitable venue for settling disputes between residents; but anything outside of that,
including any dispute with HfL themselves, must be settled by an independent and impartial
outside party.
No
Absolutely
My preference would be for an independent arbiter. I would like some more information on costs
for this.
no
ok
i object to the councilâ€™s proposals and require the use of an independent arbiter.
I fully object to this. Independent arbiter should be responsible not HfL.
No comments
No comments
Disputes should be between residents and Lambeth
Let's just hope there aren't any, but I'm happy to leave it with Lambeth.
agree
independent arbiter essential
Residents should have the option of an independent arbiter
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
An escalation process, maybe Lambeth for small issues and an external organisation for more
complicated issues
common stack pipes / drainage pipes issues between tenant and leaseholders sharing one
I am ok with council's involvement
1. If not independent arbiter what process do we have internally to resolve? 2. Need more info on
option of independent arbiter. Sounds like a good idea but undertand cost impacts. Could be
value for money
agreed
Independent arbiter may sometimes be necessary - should be last resort
There is a lot of drug dealer on Cressingham Garden and no one has done anything at all.
Rosolve disputes can't even get in touch with anyone just ring
Lambeth move resident around; they never come out if tthere is problems. All way experience for
who, start to pay for good quality work.
There was consensus that they wished to retain the current procedure and were happy for HFL to
be responsible for settling disputes, and wanted a clause added the following clause added:
“Where and when required have an independent arbiter”
There was unanimous agreement that HFL should not be responsible for settling disputes
between residents the consensus was that disputes should be dealt with by an independent
arbiter.
Some form of ADR is sensible. Bit concerned it might be a long delay if it goes through the
council. Would be a conflict of interest if the council reslove disputes between HfL and
leaseholders, therefore an independent arbiter might be better.
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I need more evidence and information to be able to have an educated view on this
Q12 Permission to park trade and other vehicles (currently prohibited)
We get permits for trade and guests vehicles from the council already how will it be different for
example parking for a window cleaner?
If there is a need for Leaseholders to have reasonable size trade vehicles parked at their home
address because of their business or employment then permission should be granted, subject to
the leaseholder ( or Tenant) not having several vehicles trade or otherwise.
Parking should be for residents only NOT for anyone else
I havenâ€™t been able to check my current lease due to lack of time and lack of legal support to
see if the council is stating the truth in this matter. Personally, I donâ€™t understand why you
need to get permission from Homes to Lambeth to park your vehicle if it happens to be a trade or
company car. Also, I donâ€™t know what they include under â€œother vehiclesâ€•. Obviously,
there will be a parking permit system. However, are you proposing here to enforce a â€œcar
freeâ€• development through the lease like was done on Oval Quarter / Myatts Field North?
Agree.
This is going to be a residential area. I do not want trade vehicles anywhere in the area. There are
going to be little children playing around. Trade parking means workmen possibly moving heavy
items back and forth from these vehicles.
Parking permission system should be equal to leaseholder and tenant. There needs to be a way
too of enabling residents to have access to visitor permits even if they do not have a vehicle so
they can have short stay visitors, short term disabilities, short term trades people to access the
house, short term deliveries - provision needs to be given for parking arrangements even if not car
owner
I don't have strong views about this if all it means is that an individual tenant can park their taxi or
works van if that is their sole vehicle. I would n't be keen on fleets of commercial vehicles
cluttering up the estate.
Ok.
Agree
Ok
Agreed
No
Absolutely
no
ok
What does this even mean? What will actually change? Besides if there is the regular parking
permission then I dont see why HfL is trying to complicate a simple matter. Why cant a trader or
company car be allowed to park?
No comments
Sounds sensible, though it would be useful to know how parking will be policed
Donâ€™t know
I think it's one of the great benefits that trade and domestic parking is un-restricted.
It means help and access for so many residents, I am passionate about this.
totally disagree and strongly against any trade parking and also other vehicles. the parking should
be for resident only. also no work is allowed in the parking areas.
Against
Don't mind
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I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree with this
permissions should be the same
we should have the same rights and responsibilities as secure tenants
as long as not blocking anything and not directly outside windows = blocking light from windows.
Needs to be well managed and clearly marked up
agreed
as long as there is enough parking space for the residence, I have no concerns about parking
being used for other vehicles
Present voucher system for trade and visitors works well (if enforced) why bring in bureaucracy?
There should be permit for leaseholder that say builder wokring here. Or visitor coming here. As
we do have family, friends, Dr, etc. vehicles should be allowed permission
I currently use a scratch card for plumbers and other trades who work in my property. Is this going
to change
Lambeth will do what they want when they want. We don't have a choice
General consensus that this clause remain as is
There was consensus with this clause
At the moment it is very impractical to get temporary passes for visitors (we have to take a day off
work to go to council offices). Can an online, quicker process be implemented?;
I have been told on other regeneration estates that residents are not allowed to park on site. Can I
have more information???
Q13. Miscellaneous, firming up obligations
We need to get VALUE FOR MONEY for payment for service chargers. Currently we are severely
short-changed
All seems reasonable.
A weird collection of obligations which beg the question as to what the council is trying to sneak
through the consultation? Need legal advice.
(i) Works as directed by local or national authority â€“ I donâ€™t know why this one is here, I
need legal advice. On the face, it looks a potential conflict of interest where Lambeth is the local
authority and also the shareholder in HfL.
(ii) Leaseholders cannot allow others to act against the terms of the lease â€“ Who are the
â€œothersâ€•? What happens if you donâ€™t know the â€œothersâ€ and hence canâ€™t
influence their actions. For example, if you accidentally buzz someone in thinking that they are
someone else and then they do something in contravention to your lease, will you be held
responsible?
(iii) No actual explanation by council what they have clarified in terms of the costs.
(iv) Was the requirement to pay service charges not clear before?
(v) â€œNot to or permit any form of harassment or intimidation of any other person including
HfLâ€™s staff and contractorsâ€ â€“ I strenuously object. Harassment is already a crime and
dealt with under different legislation, and doesnâ€™t need to be in the lease. There is also a
clear conflict of interest if HfL becomes also the sole arbiter of what is deemed harassment or
intimidation as per one of the previous questions.
There may be significant difficulties with provisions which make a person responsible for another's
behaviour, and the drafting of these provisions is important - this is not provided in the question.
I do not understand this point.
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This is a question that requires a lot more information to answer it properly. Again I would need
legal advice to do justice to the question, but oops! I'm a single mum with very little money and
cannot afford a lawyer. I think you are breaching my human righrs.
Agree with this.
Make wording as clear simple and explicit as possible
The previously proposed lease prohibited running any kind of business - has this become part of
the new lease? I have a small private practice as a counselling supervisor and I use this as my
office address for tax purposes as well as having one or two visitors a week for a consultation..
The income from this is vital to me, but it is too small a business to warrant renting separate
premises. Surely there should be a distinction between this type of home enterprise and a
business that in some ways imposes on and disrupts the neighbours and neighbourhood.
Ok
Agree
Ok
Homeowners sometimes may need to sublet a room within their property. "Single Occupancy"
would potentially prohibit that in a backhanded fashion. Clarify that a resident leaseholder may still
have flatmates, i.e., sublet rooms within their property.
No
Absolutely
My strong view is that the flat should NOT only be for single occupancy
no
Once again dont know why HfL is trying to confuse people here. The above is simply a matter of a
common law is it not.
No comments
No comments
Yes agree
I would agree all of this.
I need to see further details of this proposal or clarifications before commenting. please provide
more details
I agree wih this
Agree with the single occupancy rule. Not enough detail to content on others. Service charge
comment is particularly confusing.
Re clause: "Clarifying that the flat is for single occupancy â€“ i.e. not split up for different
households" - does this mean leaseholders will not be able to have lodgers? Again, this makes the
leases inferior compared to other leasehold properties in London and a loss of rights.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I am in agreement
this should remain the same
Agree. Process for reporting harassment / intimidation
agreed
Ok
Clarifying service charge; liabilities for cost expenses? Make sure your staff checks the work done
We don't have a choice who are these contractor and staff no one is ever at the desk or answre
the phone
Consensus that this clause remain as is
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1. How far does the Local authority get involved in the lives of residences
2. How will it be enforced
3. Greater clarity was required as to what constitutes a breach
4. A requirement to do any works or actions this was ambiguous and greater clarity was required
in relation to the proposed policy and procedure for this
5. Leaseholders cannot allow others to act against the terms of the lease this was ambiguous
6. Not to or permit any form of harassment or intimidation of any other person including Lambeth
staff and contractors, this was deemed to be an inappropriate clause to added to the lease
There is just not enough information to answer to answer questions properly. Is this deliberate?
Confuse people and then just do what you want anyway?
Q14. Rent on unowned share
N/A
Any Leaseholder in the position of having to pay rent and perhaps a mortgage must be given advice
to ensure that the cost and payments are perfectly understood.
This question is extremely confusing and badly worded.
Having a quick look at the new lease, it would appear that if you canâ€™t port or get a new
mortgage and thus forced into the shared ownership with rent option, then you have pay
â€œrentâ€• not just on the part equivalent to the value of your old mortgage, but on the entire
market value gap (ie unacquired portion) For example, say you
â€¢ currently have a Â£100k mortgage,
â€¢ the buy-out price for your existing home is Â£250k (therefore equity left after mortgage paid is
Â£150k),
â€¢ the market value of the new home is Â£450k and
â€¢ you will not be able to get a new mortgage if your home is demolished and thus forced into the
shared ownership with rent option.
Then according to the council it appears I will have to pay rent of 2.75% x (Â£450k - Â£150k) =
2.75% x Â£300k and not 2.75% x Â£100k.
Also note, I will be paying rent for the rest of my life unless I can staircase up to 100% (which is
itself a moving target and typically the market value keeps going up), whereas currently my
mortgage would be paid off completely by the time I retire.
Don't understand
As a single mum and school teacher (key worker) I bought my house in 2002 when houses and
mortgage deposits were affordable. If the plan goes ahead to demolish my home I would be in a
much worse financial situation were I to move into a new property on the estate ( that's if I can port
my mortgage in the first place). I currently own my own home, why would I want to pay more
monthly rent/ mortgage and not even be the sole owner. Do you think I was born yesterday???
Appalling breach of my human rights.
Agree with this.
no comments
Ok
Ok
Ok
No
Absolutely
This is very confusing and will have to seek independent legal advice because something about this
sounds that if I cant get the new asking price and I God forbid have to go into shared ownership I
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would paying â€œrentâ€• not just on the part equivalent to the value of my old mortgage, but on
the entire market value gap.
No comments
No comments
Donâ€™t have any view on yhis
Not applicable, no comment.
no views
OK
Fine
N/A - I will not be going for this option as it would be very expensive and make me financially
insecure.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
agree
n/a
Happy I have no rent to pay
agreed
No
Why have these silly un-owned share; own or don't council always want to get a share of everything
Lambeth will do what they want when they want they have no heart they don't live around here
There was unanimous objection, the following objections were raised:
The leaseholders did not agree that the cost should be 2.75% arising from the regeneration of the
estate and therefore it should be 0%, in the event the borrowing costs should be capped at 0.5%
There was unanimous disagreement on this clause with the following comments being noted:
The rent of 2.75 could be restrictive as it might not be affordable
2.75% in addition to paying service charge was deemed to be unfair and therefore should be 0%.
The percentage should be less the more you staircase
Clarity was sought on this regarding staircasing
I don't understand this. I am a single mum and cannot affodr a lawyer to help me - heeelp!!!!
Q15. Service charge – shared owners are responsible for 100% of service charges
Leaseholders currently own ALL of their property/lease regardless of any obligation to a Bank of
Building society who may have a charge over the property but do not have any ownership
accreditation. The new properties on Westbury will be of such value that many leaseholders may
have to enter a shared ownership situation with the Council The very fact that the Council will
actually own a part of the lease should mean that the Council have an obligation as a leaseholder to
pay a portion of the service charge.
No if shared ownership both parties should pay the same amount
Object to this, because why should leaseholders pay 100% of service charges if they donâ€™t own
100% of the home. Even more onerous if one also has to pay rent. Service charges cover the
external costs e.g. block repairs, estate repairs and cleaning. It does NOT cover the costs of
maintaining homes internally. Therefore, even if the home was empty these costs would be
incurred and thus not dependent upon my occupancy in the home. Therefore, service charges
should reflect the proportion ownership in the flat. HfL / council also benefits from their part
ownership through the future sale of the home and thus should contribute to the upkeep of the
home.
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My issue with the new lease is that the service charges will exceed what I am currently paying
which is already an exorbitant amount
This appears to be illogical, in that service charges not only provide amenity for the resident in the
present but also preserve the asset for the owners into the future. Therefore with shared ownership
there should be an apportionment, not 100%.
So you wouldn't even own a new property outright, but you still pay 100% of the service charge. Do
you think I am stupid!?!?!
that seems unfair
Agree with this.
It needs to be clarified what is categorised under "service charge" and what is under the "reserve
fund" so people can understand whether or not this is an affordable option for them and can plan for
unexpected costs
It doesn't seem very fair but I know it is pretty standard in these situations
Goodness, this will make it crazy expensive for many poor souls who still hope to live on the estate!
Yes
Should be calculated according to share
No
Service charges should be apply according to percentage of ownership
I object to this. Why would I who may end up in shared ownership situation be responsible to pay
100% of the service charge?
I don't agree. Yes they live in it but It should be a proportion because they don't own 100%.
No comments
Yes I do
The leaseholder is responsible, surely.
no views because don't understand this point! can you please clarify?
No proportion should be taken into account
No comment
This is ridiculous and I completely disagree. Lambeth are making money from leaseholders - and
this is just one example of that.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
agree
I cannot respond to this as I do not know how they will be apportioned, please clarify
no views
Agreement. 1. How are you dividing up the service charge. 2. How transparent will the service
charging be? How do we know what you've spent on? Accountability.
agreed
given they are paying rent on their unowned share, they should only be resopnsible for their
proportion share of the service charge
no
what does this mean, 100% of service charges. When you are building the property so there should
not be anything else to do. No I don't want this we pay neough for what a broken down estate.
Jokes.
This seems fair enough with regard to estate cleaning, communal electricity. However for repairs
such as roof, gutters, drains etc. it does not seem fair
Lambeth will do what they want getting people into more mess. This rubbish shared ownership is
100% bad.
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There was unanimous disagreement the following comments were noted:
“It is unfair if I don’t own 100% of the property why am I paying 100% for major works and that the
landlord should contribute to the proportion of their ownership.
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause, Leaseholders would like this clause amended
to: the percentage service charge liability to be amended to the percentage share you own.
So I don't even own a new property out right but still have to pay 100% service charges, why? I
currently own and pay for the whole of my house and pay service charges. The current situation is
better.
Q16. Housing Act 1988 protection from losing your home
Acceptable as far as the description goes but how many people will know the details of the Housing
Act 1988?
A proper legal opinion is needed on this one. But my basic understanding is that to get possession
a court order would already be needed, so the council is not promising anything additional to what is
currently law.
My understanding is that as a shared ownership resident, I will no longer be homeowner but rather
a mere tenant with less rights than the secure council tenants
Looking at the list of grounds in the Housing Act 1988 mentioned by the council, there are some
very worrying omissions in this consultation document.
Why has the council not mentioned ground 10, which is also relating to rent arrears.
Why haven't the following grounds been mentioned?
Ground 12Â â€“ This ground covers tenantâ€™s in breach of their contractual (lease or tenancy)
agreement conditions, other than rent payments.
Ground 13Â â€“ This ground covers waste, neglect or default concerning damage to the
tenantâ€™s accommodation or common parts. This ground also covers the acts of sub-tenants,
lodgers, tenants family or visitors.
Ground 14Â â€“ The landlord can seek possession where a tenant, sub-tenant, lodger or visitor is
causing a nuisance to neighbours or is using the property for illegal or immoral purposes. The
ground also covers cases of domestic violence where one partner has left and is unlikely to return.
I am extremely concerned over what the council is proposing to my rights and do feel like there is a
breach of my human rights. We require truly independent legal advice on this matter.
Shared ownership residents should have the legal status / protections of leaseholders. The legal
basis is different from a tenancy.
I NEED MUCH MORE INFORMATION TO ANSWER THIS QUESTION PROPERLY. Needless to
say it sounds like a much worse situation than my current one.
Agree with this.
Clear simple and explicit wording please
no comments
Ok
No
Absolutely
this comment is in relation to point number 15: I object to this, because why should leaseholders
pay 100% of service charges if they donâ€™t own 100% of the home. Even more onerous if you
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also have to pay rent. Service charges cover the external costs e.g. block repairs, estate repairs
and cleaning. It does NOT cover the costs of maintaining your homes internally. Therefore, even if
the home was empty these costs would be incurred and thus not dependent upon my occupancy in
the home.
point 16: we require proper legal advise before we can formally respond to this.
I would need a legal opinion on this. I may not have full ownership instead shared ownership. This
could mean that HfL can excuse my French screw me over as I maybe seen as a tenant rather than
a home owner.
No comments
Yes agree
I would only answer this question with the help of a solicitor.
Please could you send me a copy of this questionaire.
don't understand this point. please clarify?
I agree
No comment
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I am happy that Lambeth are deleting these clauses
great idea that these clauses are ommited
Agree
agreed
no
What about the mess up by Lambeth calling the pot black. Housing act you Lambeth left property
empty for years. And let people run up thousands of rent bills before you did anything we need to
take you to court
no view
This does not make since Lambeth lie to us all the time I don't know who what to believe
There was consensus with this clause
Further clarification is requested, what does the act say, what is the protection that the Housing Act
1988 provides, what are the grounds for possession.
We understand we will have a long lease under the shared ownership without rent, therefore can
you please explain how the Housing Act 1988 will apply to us.
I need much more information to answer this question, nevertheless it sounds like a worse idea
Q17. Restriction on Improvements
As a shared owner with the Council/HfL there should be an agreement to improve the property, but
as the Council/HfL will not, it seems, pay any proportion of service charge why should the
leaseholder have to kowtow to Lambeth to effect improvements?
We have never carried out improvements unlike others we could name
I object. By my reading of this (again question not clear), you canâ€™t do things like install a new
kitchen without permission unless you own 100% of your flat or have staircased up to 100%. If you
get one officer being difficult or less than competent they could demand that you pay the increasing
market value gap (initially probably around Â£150k+) before you are allowed to update your kitchen.
Given that most shared ownerships do not achieve 100% ownership because of the large value
gap, then I might be in a situation where I might not be allowed to install a new kitchen or bathroom
for the rest of my life.
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I am opposed to this. It may be years and years until I can pay off the remaining amount of a shared
ownership and would want to be able to make improvements to my home in the meantime. The clue
is in the word - improvement. It will only improve the flat.
This impedes a reasonable freedom and is too restrictive, especially in the absence of a clear and
prompt process for obtaining permission.
This does not sound very good at all. I am a single mum/ key worker/ artist and I own and pay for
my home and choose the improvements I make. What you are proposing is that you demolish my
home that I 100% own and pay for, offer me a share a new home which is going to cost me more
and then tell me what improvements I can and cannot make. I would say this is a breach of my
human rights.
Agree with this.
Please specify what is an "improvement" and what is an "alteration" If I am a 99 per cent shared
owner please specify what exactly I would need permission to do before I do it and what process I
need to follow - same questions as the - section 8
Define improvements. Does this mean major works like new kitchen/bathroom or much smaller
things like fitted shelving?
Did it not say previously that no alterations will be allowed without prior consent?
This is hugely discouraging for people to look after the homes. I would not wish to be in a position of
shared ownership.
Ok
I think this is a bit harsh
Home improvement should be allowed to all home owners regardless of tenancy
improvements see earlier comments on alterations
What does this mean? If I am in a shared ownership does that mean I can not change my kitchen or
sink or cracked floor? This is unclear.
What do you mean no improvements! If someone decide to upgrade his kitchen, they won't be able
to do it until they staircase to outright ownership which can be many years away!
Yes agree
I am not a shared owner. I would only consider this question with my solicitor. I do not understand
'staircasing'.
I had already improved my property to the highest standards, before you announced your
regeneration programme.
disagree, any improvement should be taken into consideration
improvements should be considered in valuation
No content
Most leaseholders will not be able to afford outright ownership. Therefore this is again a loss of
rights and there is no rationale given..
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I am Ok with this, as long as it is not a complicated process and I get a response within a
reasonable period
I would like to keep my rights as they are. I should not be penalised because of regeneration, the
change is not my choice
What do you mean by improvements? Fitted wardrobes? Ie structural vs cosmetic. WE should be
able to make improvements as we do now as a shared owner without owning 100% (for 100%
homeowners now - continuation of rights as they are now)
agreed
grounds for restrictions need to be considered elsewhere
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no
what do you want for people to live in a box without doing anything, no pictures not flooring, no
painting walls, what I hate shared owner, what does it mean
I disagree! This is bizarre. If I had to get permission how long would it take, where is the line
between improvement and "decorating"
We pay a hell of a price for improvements. Have you seen the pass improvement, 15 year old child
could do better, Lambeth should be ashamed
There was consensus with this clause
There was unanimous disagreement with this clause; leaseholders views were that they should
have the right to undertake internal works and that only works of a structural nature should require
consent.
This does not sound very good at all. I currently own and pay for my own house. This breaches my
rights ridiculous
Q18. Shared owner sub letting
Acceptable.
Subletting should NOT be allowed as you do not know who us living in the property
Thanks for making it clear that I cannot return to the estate if I wanted to. You are breaching my
human rights here. I will at some stage have to look after my mother in her old age. And as a
single parent, subletting my home will be the only income to support myself and my child during this
period. As I cannot afford to pay an extra Â£150k+ to return to 100% ownership of a 1 bed flat,
you have now made it abundantly clear through this consultation that I will have to leave London
permanently if I want to be able to look after my mother in future.
Your key guarantees and options are a joke.
I am opposed to this.
This does not allow for people needing to go away for a limited reasonable period of time then to
return.
Currently I own and pay for my home and could sub-let it if I need to. What you are proposing is to
knock it down offer me a smaller more rubbish property probably without a garden, charge me more
to own less of it and then if I have to work away or look after my elderly parents I couldn't even sublet it easily. I would say this is a breach of my human rights. Appalling.
This is outrageous. I currently own the entirety of my flat. I am being forced to rebuy it at a higher
price then I can afford and am now being told what I can and cannot do.
Does this mean that, if after the purchase, my family or work situation changes and I have to move
out of the estate, I will have to leave the property empty and cannot legally let it out? Letting the
property out when due to work reasons for example, I have to relocate elsewhere temporarily for the
short or medium term, will help me pay the mortgage on the property. Is this not going to be
possible.
It makes sense you cannot let the whole property considering the situation. It needs to be specified
if "rent a room" scheme would be authorised for shared owners - so it is explicit what is and is not
an affordable option as people's situation change e.g. children leave home
I agree with this. I would prefer the estate to be owner occupiers and council tenants only.
This is a really scary and ignorant paragraph! What this promoted is called social cleansing. It is
going to be a ghetto there. In 10 years time we will be asking children to avoid the area.
you have to allow people the flexibility to manage their resources how they think best. You'll limit
people's life changes if you don't let them let their own flats.
Ok
No
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Leaseholders should be allowed to let the property regardless of a home outright with rent or zero
rent
Sub-letting should be allowed. You are "offering" shared ownership because you are forcing us to
move into a more expensive home. I currently have a mortgage for my entire flat so you're not doing
me any favours offering me a proportion of another flat.
see earlier comments on subletting.
This is simply outright ridiculous. If I am in a shared ownership deal and I for whatever reason need
to be away from my home for a few weeks or months, how am I not allowed to cover my costs while
I am away? Because if I am reading correctly this is what you are saying. Everything about this
clause is violation of our simple rights as home owners. So my views are loud and clear - I OBJECT
TO THIS!
This is ridiculous! How can you not have flexibility on this one?
Yes agree
As a leaseholder I would expect to be able to sub-let should I want to. With all the regulations in
force etc.
As I'm not a share owner perhaps this does not affect me. Only my solicitor could answer this.
disagree, the hero rent share ownership should be given the option to sub let
i agree
No comment
Another example of why the claim that leaseholders are welcome back onto the estate is false.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I agree
This is not what we were told by your advisers at the rep meeting that we can rent our own
properties, it is impossible financially for us homeownersto buy our own homes outright on the
estate where our current homes will perhaps reah just the 50~% of the value of the new homes. It
is impossible!! On our current lease, as homeowners, we are allowed to sub-let the ehole property;
that is a right that should be maintained for the existing homeowners on the estate, we are making
lots of compromise for lambeth council. Lambeth council should protect our rights. If when I am old I
want to go nd reture somwhere else and use the rent of my property as a pension I should be able
to do so
consider restricting the time period for subletting the property
no
Lambeth have no idea who is in their property who is letting sub-letting whatever Lambeth are not
Gods. You make up as you go along. Make great homes not paper home's.
This seems very inflexible! It is not possible to predict what might happen in the future and whether
someone may need to sub let
Lambeth wants every penny from us, so they make up lots of plans change things over and over it's
not funny
There are two sections entitled ‘sub-letting’ which are contradictory. The first points out that
HfL may introduce a clause which would required leaseholders wishing to
sublet their properties to firstly offer it to HfL. The second section (18) then
says subletting is prohibited(!).
As I pointed out on Monday – it’s completely unacceptable that HfL are
dictating whether we can or cannot sublet our homes (should we choose to at some point in
the future) especially under the circumstances we’ve been forced to endure for the past few
months i.e. continued uncertainly and stress about the status of our home. You told me on
Monday that point 18 was probably incorrect and actually should not have been included in
the document. Could you please confirm that this is the case, and if so, can the document be
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amended asap? Given the deadline for feedback is 3 November I think it’s crucial that this
matter is resolved by the end of this week.
There was unanimous disagreement on the following basis:
It was stated that it is unfair and that a clause needed to be added as follows: subject to permission
and permission will not be unreasonable withheld. Currently there is a right in the lease to sublet
There was unanimous disagreement on this clause the following comments were made:
Currently as leaseholders there are no restrictions and the lease allows for subletting
We currently own 100%, leaseholders feel that they should be put back in the position they are in
“like for like” and that they should not be forced to buy as a shared ownership option.
Leaseholders want it to be noted that they strongly object to this prohibitive clause and that it is
contrary to the Key guarantees given to leaseholders.
• 18 Subletting - Shared Ownership with zero rent should still have option to sublet (with council
permission) as that is an existing right as a leaseholder. My main concern is the subletting situation
for shared ownership without rent because from the beginning I was told that we would have the
same rights as we do with a long leasehold.
oh, so I can currently sub-let and I currently can afford my house, because you want to knock it
down and offer me a really rubbish deal
19. Selling / passing on your shared ownership property
No agreement should be required for sale of the property on the open market
Selling and moving on as described seems a normal situation; passing the property on to
immediate close relations is a little more contentious so people need to understand why the lease
with â€˜Zero Rentâ€™ or â€˜With- Rentâ€™ shared ownership is not able to be passed on at any
time.
As long as we can pass on to family
I object to both parts of this statement. You are trying to make things difficult for homeowners and
add time and barriers to selling the home.
Also, how dare you add the clause that the person to inherit the lease must have been living with
me for more than a year at the time of my death. This will mean that my child will never be allowed
to leave home for any reason at all in case I die all of a sudden. This home is her security for the
future, as well as mine in my old age. She is of the generation that will never afford a home of her
own and now you want to remove her security or require that she stays put even if it means
disadvantaging her future prospects.
I am worried that HfL will be able to affect the price I would get for my home if selling
I NEED MORE INFORMATION. THIS SOUNDS DODGY. I have a daughter who wants to go to
University etc. and it is only right that she should inherit our home. VERY VERY WORRYING.
Agree with this.
If HfL buy your share will this be on "open market" prices - how would this be worked out?
Future proof this and include what happens if a person leave home to someone who they have not
lived with in a will or what happens if the person who has inherited the share dies - who can they
pass it on to. Process and clarity regarding this bit to ensure not discriminating against people who
have chosen not to marry, reproduce or live with their partner in a "conventional" lifestyle. A person
should not miss out just because they have not followed a conventional lifestyle
HfL must offer a market price and if they don't you must have the option to go to the open market.
This should be subject to timescales so that the process is achieved in a timely manner and allows
you to move when you wish or need to and not be held up by bureaucratic delay. Your list of
people I can pass the shared ownership to seem arbitrary and possibly discriminatory. Maybe the
person I am closest to and reliant on/reliable for is a friend, a sibling, a cousin, niece or nephew, or
grandchild and not simply a partner or child. You are dictating my 'family' life. If someone else has
been living with me for a year why should I not pass my shared ownership to them?
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And if they have not lived for a year, will Lambeth repossess the property and shoot all the
survivors?
This implies that shared ownership is not any kind of ownership at all. Usually, private possessions
can be transferred to the family/friends/etc. regardless of their residential status.
Would it not make sense to make things less misleading and call this arrangement "shared
guaranteed rent".
Ok
When selling a shared-ownership property, HfL *must not* be able to block the sale of the property
on the open market if HfL are not able to meet the open-market price.
The really problematic part here, though, is the inheritance one. This clause appears to try to restrict
significantly who can inherit the property - and in ways that are *hugely* discriminatory.
There are many people who have relationships without being married or civil partners, but where a
will exists, the partner can still be used to pass inheritance to them. This clause would prevent this.
There are also people who, even if they are married, live separately from their spouse. This lease
would prevent inheritance in that case.
Generally, putting a clause about inheritance into the lease makes the lease entirely inflexible
regarding any change to inheritance legislation, for whatever reason.
The clause also says nothing about what would happen if the only heirs available are not within the
lease's "permitted" classes; one reading of this clause might be that the property simply reverts to
HfL, which would be an absolutely ludicrous result!
Overall, this clause would also open HfL to great risk of litigation, whenever a shared-ownership
leaseholder dies and the designated heirs don't fit into HfL's extremely limited permitted classes.
This clause really is completely unacceptable, for reasons of discrimination if nothing else, and
needs to go.
This seems reasonable,so I agree with it
Absolutely
How does Lambeth come to a decision on whether to agree for the home to be sold on the open
market? This should always be available - not at the whim of some HfL official.
strongly disagree with this point.
I don't understand what you are telling me here.
No comments
Yes agree
Apologies, but again, only a solicitor could answer this question.
agree
Children should be exempt do not have to have been living with me
Good
You have missed out the bit about not being able to pass on again...therefore children will no longer
inherit homes which have passed from one spouse to another. I completely disagree with this and it
is another reason I would not consider taking on a leasehold property on the new estate.
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
No views
want to make sure that I can pass down the equity we own in the shared ownership lease
I would be happy with that
Agree
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agreed
no
Lambeth never has any money. When and how will the do this by back shares, never heard of this
ever.
If HfL buys the share from me how is price negotiated? What is turn around time? I have no
dependents so if I die it becomes part of my estate: how is price determined.
1. Can my son be added to the new lease because my husband has passed away? 2. Can I add
anyone to the lease in my place
Lambeth will do what they want
This clause was agreed with the following clause to be added:
The lease should enable the estate to purchase 100% of the property. Family members should be
included. There is a view that leaseholders should have the same rights for assignment and
succession as currently exists
Leaseholders asked for greater clarity on the following:
What is the process and what would be the timescales via the HFL buy back or sale, timescales
must be reasonable, if HFL were buying the property clarification was being sought as to the
valuation process.
In addition what is the definition of family member, leaseholders wanted
Co-habitees to have the same rights, how do you prove that you have been residing at the property
for a year, further clarification is required.
This is appauling, I am a single mum with a daughter who wants to go to uni so now are you saying
she might not inherit my house
Assignment of the lease: Leaseholders felt that the restrictions on whom the leaseholder could
assign a lease to in the event of their demise was restrictive and potentially discriminatory to some.
Leaseholders noted that some people choose not to marry or go into a civil partnership nor have the
person they regard as their partner live with them but would still choose to bequeath the lease to
that person in the event of their death. The proposed lease does not recognise this scenario
20. Mortgagee protection
This needs to expanded and explained in further details.
I don't understand this. Need further information and access to truly independent legal advice.
I NEED MORE INFORMATION. Please note I am a single mum and cannot afford legal advice.
VERY WORRYING.
Agree with this.
no comment
Banks are concerned about negative equity.. At the moment there are no signs of your shared
ownership flats being a lucrative investment opportunity.
Ok
This is good
Absolutely
we require further legal advice before we provide Our response: to this as the question is unclear.
Big words used here to once again confuse us. I will personally have to find legal advice on what
this actually means.
What extra costs for the leaseholders? What If the leaseholder don't want it or cannot afford it?
Yes agree
I applaud any measure that helps .
agree
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agree
Good
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
None whatsoever
I think it is a good idea
supported
agreed
no
Lambeth do not do as they say so really not sure about this
Not give more to Lambeth
There was consensus to this clause
There was consensus on this clause
I need more information and legal advice which currently I cannot afford = single mum
21. Other comments
1. No pro bono independent legal advice is available. Â Personally I have asked both the
Leaseholder Advisory Services and the Leasehold Knowledge Partnership, and neither have been
able to help.Â
2. The so-called â€œindependent legal adviceâ€• provided by the council is not the complete legal
advice but rather only Lambethâ€™s response to the legal advice. Â Also, if you read through it, it
reads as if it is general advice for the council not for the leaseholders, because the majority of the
points made by the lawyers are to the detriment of the leaseholders.
3. Â Insufficient time provided by the consultation to do a proper analysis of all the leases and to
understand all the legislation and law around leasehold. You have expected us to compare 3 new
leases with (i) our current lease (ii) the current lease that you have used and (iii) the HCA lease.
4. Why is there no homeowner represented on the Ownership and Stewardship panel? Has the
council consulted on the governance of the Homes of Lambeth? The Lambeth Scrutiny committee
has not referred any decision back to cabinet in a decade, so why does the council think this is a
good governance structure for Homes of Lambeth?
5. According to government link on shared ownership provided by the council:
* it states â€œApplicants must be able to afford their purchase and sustain their housing costsâ€•.
What type of financial assessment will the council be doing of the current residents? Given that rent
might be payable for the rest of our lives (whereas a typical mortgage is paid off by retirement), will
the council be assessing whether there is adequate pension to pay the rent? Is there a minimum
income level required as with most other shared ownership developments?
* will you be checking the applicantâ€™s immigration status. How will you be doing this and how
does Brexit play into this?
6. Unfair options as there is discrimination against homeowners who have taken out mortgages in
the past to improve their homes. If they canâ€™t get a new mortgage then they are forced into
shared ownership with rent. But in comparison a homeowner who has not improved their home and
are mortgage free could take up the shared ownership with zero option even though their % of
ownership will be less.
I feel the new lease gives shared owners and full owners much less freedom with their new home
and I think it should be revised
MUCH MORE INFORMATION IS NEEDED SO THAT LEASEHOLDERS CAN ANSWER
PROPERLY.
This process is VERY VERY UPSETTING AND STRESSFUL. I HAVE BEEN TO THE DOCTORS
SEVERAL TIMES ABOUT IT. I BELIEVE IT IS A SERIOUS BREACH OF MY HUMAN RIGHTS.
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1) Would be MUCH more helpful if the IT team making this survey could provide a "progress bar" to
show me how many questions are left to answer. I'm not sure if I've got one more question after this
one or another ten.
2) A way to go back and change answers would be nice. Right now, if I click "Next Question" by
mistake, there is no way to go back, review and edit my response before finally clicking submit.
It is hugely disappointing and concerning to see Thst the new estate is being planned as a ghetto.
An imperative on social cleansing is disturbing. With only council tenants left on the estate the
estate is likely to turn into a disaster - especially with drugs being a considerable issue in the area
already.
I had another couple of thoughts, and would have amended my comments if I could, but I was
unable to step back to previous answers, so:
8) Alterations
the clause specifies that the leaseholder must get permission to make alterations. The clause
should also specify that HfL may not charge (more than a particular amount of) money for getting
that permission.
19) Selling / passing on shared-ownership property
The clause should specify that HfL must reply to a request to sell the property in a timely manner,
say, within 10 working days; otherwise, HfL could (deliberately or recklessly) endanger a potential
sale of a property. If there has been no reply, the leaseholder must be granted implicit permission.
I do not have any comments
Where I have asked questions I expect responses by email.
NO other than I dont agree with most of what is about to be proposed and dont trust HfL any more
than I trust Lambeth Council.
No donâ€™t have it
No.
none at this moment. however, It would be appreciated if HFL keep the leaseholders informed of
these changes and views and also allow for reasonable time for any further comments, as it
progress.
Na
I do not understand the full implications of this and I would need longer than a week to gain
professional legal advice.
I feel forced into the change - I would even consider becoming a secure tenant again if possible
washing on the balcony; dirty buildings; TV dishes on each property
No
Hope for answers before asking more
agreed
no
I have so many copy of new lease how do I know it's not going to change again. As no one trust
Lambeth that's so sad
In general, where written permission is required, how long will it take?
I still don't believe there is going to be a regeneration on Cressingham Gardens estate. There has
being a lot of leaflets, lets say lots of whispers meeting with no concrete evidence from Lambeth.
How many times are we going to get these green booklets? How do I know what's really going on?
There are so many different groups of stop the regeneration who do we trust as Lambeth has let us
down over the years. Lambeth has caused all the problems on the estate with cheap bad workmen.
Address this first tell us that you got this wrong. I can't agree to anything that lambeth does as I
have lived here for over 20 years and no one from lambeth has ever helped me. The staff were
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rude, I have paid so much to the leasehold department, not sure for what. What is affordable. As a
leaseholder where do I stand if there is a regeneration. I am so unhappy I don't know who to trust
I don't understand any of these booklets, over the years they come, charging for themselves
I would like to provide my feedback in regards to the council's position "does the shared ownership
lease restrict the shared owner's ability to remotgage their home on the percentage they own after
they have moved into their new home? For example if tey own 75% of their new home on a zerorent basis, and after 2 years of living in their new home they wish to re-mortgage then to borrow
money for other purposes does the lease restrict this activity at all. I am not very clear about it.
Does it mean that if after 2 years I want to remortgage with another lender to have a better fixed
term paymeny I can't? What do you mean to borrow for other purposes? If I am not allowed to
remortgage my property as usually is done after the fixed term period (2 years usually) ends up I
think it is completely non-sense, unfair and I would even say illegal for a leaseholder's rights. How
come a person is going to afford to pay the mortgage when it is switched over to a variable rate that
can be way too much? If you could explain please
I find the booklet adequately informative, however I am very concerned about the alleged
unwillingness of Lambeth Council to engage in a constructive discussion and relatipnship with the
compulsory purchase surveyor firm chosen by many leaseholders on the estate, Sawyer Fielding.
This breakdown in communication does not reassure me in the slightest the independent valuation
process of my flat (bought in 2015) will be fair and to mutual advantage. I sincerely home the
process with evolve and improve in later stages
I am a leaseholder on the south lambeth estate, which is part of the council's regeneration
programme. What is the position to return to being a council tenant with the council buying back the
lease at less than market value?
Could it be clarified what the wording would be that we can show our mortgage companies so we
can get confirmation of whether or not we can get a mortgage for the zero rent shared ownership
option. Some residents have mentioned they have been informed that if they get a mortgage they
will then not be able to remortgage so will not have the flexibility to remortgage later to negotiate
more affordable deals
Thankyou for holding such an informative discussion on Wednesday, to work through the terms of
the new leases. I don't have a specific point to add, as you ensured all points were covered and
the options were thoroughly explored.
However, I would just like to say, as was said on Wednesday, that I feel the terms are too stringent
and Lambeth seems to be intent on exercising complete control, without ensuring that the
relationship between Leaseholder and Landlord is fair and balanced to ensure that there is give and
take. There is very little mention of the services that will be provided, or indeed a sense that
Lambeth is committed to providing value for money. Instead, the lease is a list of rules for the
Leaseholder.
Like it or not, there is a difference between renting and owning, and most people buy their homes
expecting a greater level of autonomy than they had when they rented. Indeed, why would anyone
struggle to raise deposits, enter into a mortgage arrangement to buy a home, if they weren't going
to have more say over how they use that home? Moreover, when you buy a home, you regard it as
an investment. The existing leaseholders on this estate bought their homes in order to provide
security for their families. Through no fault of their own, they will go from having 100% ownership to
a shared ownership arrangement, reduced autonomy to the point that they are really no better off
than tenants, and no longer able to enjoy the privileges of being a home owner..
I would never buy a property on the new estate under the terms Lambeth are offering.
on page 3 of the ‘Your New Lease’ booklet it describes the ‘Ownership & Stewardship’ panel will be
made up of 4 cabinet members and a tenant. This should be a tenant and a leaseholder for equal
representative.
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The leaseholders felt it was very very important to have more frequent meetings to clarify the leases
and for clarity at the stages of the draft.
It should be strongly noted that it really is not acceptable that you are only able to contribute to the
consultation process via the internet, what if you do not have access to a computer
“The Independent Advisors legal advice document produced by Lewis Silkin states that they had not
seen a zero rent shared ownership lease. Can you confirm if legal advice will be paid for to respond
to the zero rent shared ownership leases which was not provided to Lewis Silkin?”
absolutely appauling total breach of my human rights. This is a nastly little "consultation" where
there is not enough information to answer questions perfectly is this done on purpose
• Residents raised concerns that they are experiencing difficulties selling their property and
Lambeth isn’t making them an offer. This process is taking a long time, although not a comment on
the new lease it gives an indication of how current leaseholders are feeling about the potential
regeneration.
• When we explained the three new leases – one for those able to buy 100%, a shared ownership
lease for those unable to afford 100% of property with zero rent and a third shared ownership lease
with rent, leaseholders were concerned about moving from their current lease which is 100% theirs
to a shared ownership model with either rent or zero rent, it is clear that this is a significant step and
concern for leaseholders intending to stay.
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