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STOCKBRIDGE

.FIASCO

Not long after the Toxteth Riots, Michael Heseltine took a bus load
of businessmen on a tour of Cantril Farm Estate, and challenged them
to come up with ideas and private cash to putintourbanregeneration.

Cantril Farm - renamed S5tockbridge Village - was supposed to
prove that the private sector can rescue rundown council estates.
But it has failed. Instead its a story of how public money has been
used to make private profits. It's an important story for tenants

fighting estate sales.

In April 1983 Cantril Farm Estate - 3000
neglected homes on a overspill estate, 10
miles from Liverpool - were sold offto
Stockbridge Village Trust,a private non-
profit making company with two
associated housing associations.

The plan was to demolish some homes,
refurbish others for sale and rent, sell
'spare' land, sell three tower blocks,
redevelop the central area, improve the
shopping and leisure provision and the
general environmentofthe whole estate.

HIGH FLIERS
The plan was drawn up by:

V ;LI ,?NLK# ex-housing advisor to
Heseltine, and Chairman of Christian
Salvesen Properties. He became Chief
Executive of the Trust.

V -IFRC ;ELNKPHi&% Chief Executive
of Abbey National Building Society and
who went on to be the Chief Executive
of Thamesmead Town Ltd, that other
notorious....failure of the privatised
solution.

V FN 4?SNFC  ,?NN?RP Barratt
Developments Ltd, an early profiteer of
the sale of council estates.

When Cantril Farm Estate was sold off,
Knowsley Borough Council had only
£5.3min their HIP account for all 36,000
council homes. Cantril Farm was one of
the bleakest and most neglected estates
in the area, in urgent need of modern-
isation and rebuilding. Unemployment
was 49%, 80% for young people, with
most people travelling to Liverpool for
work, shopping and leisure.

Instead of Heseltine giving the Council
the money needed to improve the estate
and provide local employment, he
insisted that the private sector could turn
around the estate, where the public
sector had failed. He conveniently forgot
that the council had had massive cuts in
money for council estates.

MULTI-MILLION POUND
DEAL

The estate was sold to the Stockbridge
Village Trust (SVT)for only £7.4m-less
than half the Council's outstanding debt.
Butlater said to be at least £2.4mtoo high,
and some claim ithad a "negative value".
The Government had to write off the
£7 Amstill owing.

SVT borrowed £2m from Barclays Bank
and £3m from Abbey National to buy the
estate.Knowsley has a £2 4mmortgage-

in effect giving up the capital receipts
from selling the estate.

Abbey National agreed to give
mortgages to tenants wanting the right to
buy their homes - at normal rates of
interest whilst Barclays gave SVTa £2m
overdraft. Barratts agreed to buy three
tower blocks and build 600 new homes
for sale, in exchange for getting all the
development and refurbishment con-
tracts.

The SVT capital investment programme
was paid for initially with public grants
(plus a subsidised transfer price), and
later relied on selling off property. The
Revenue Account should have been "self-
financing" i.e. rents income would be
enough to payoff the mortgage
repayments and improvement costs.
Unfortunately this did not work!

TORIES CONTINUALLY USE FLAWED MODEL

The basic financial idea was that an initial public and private investment
in improving the houses and estate would produce higher house prices
and land values, and increased rents, and that SVT would be able to
recoup their investment by selling off vacant homes and development

land, and then re-invest that money in doing up more homes. This is the

model that is repeated -

unsuccessfully -

in Thamesmead; and it is

clearly the financial logic behind HATS
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PLANS FAIL
The Baron/Thornton/Barratt 1984 plan:

® underestimated the costs of
refurbishing the houses — the costs
doubled for the houses and went up six-
fold for the flats in 2 years!

® underestimated the «costs of
transforming the three tower blocks —
Barratts withdrew and KMBC now has to
pay out £2.3m to demolish them.

@ overestimated the number of tenants
that would buy their homes — since
unemployment did not fall, the existing
tenants could not afford to buy.

@ overestimated the potential for owner
occupiers from outside the area to move
in. House prices have plummetted,
leaving people trapped and unable to
sell. Repossessions and moonlight flits
have left the famed private parts of the
estate with boarded up and vandalised
homes.

@ overestimated the number of tenants
that would move off the estate, leaving
empty homes that SVT could sell. They
have only sold one vacant property in
five vyears. Ironically the more
improvements were made to the estate,
the less the tenants wanted to move, and
so SVT did not have the capital receipts
to pay for improvements.

@ overestimated the rent levels. SVT is
a private landlord, and so could only
charge fair rents. But the Rent Officer
would not allow increases in rent. Council
rents inherited from KMBC had been
higher than fair rents in area already.

@® overestimated the value of
development sites. The lack of demand
for homes for sale meant fewer sites sold.
But there was considerable demand for
fair rented homes, but at lower site
values.

They also Tailed to have any contingency
plans for:

® increases in interest rates — 4% in
two years.

@ VAT being charged on improvements,
although Urban Programme money was
used to bail them out.

They had to let 12 of the 14 new shops
rent free to fill them. The Council's
Leisure Centre development cost went
up from £2m to £4m.

Barratts promise to invest in a major
building programme, providing 1110
homes or 32.7% of the total stock was
central to the plan. But there was no
written agreement. By 1986, they had
refused to buy the tower blocks valued
at £1m and only built 126 houses or 3.7%
of the stock. As the DOE Evaluation study
comments “The incentive of sole
contractor status was insufficient to put
aside normal commercial development
criteria”.

By Autumn 1985, only two years into the
five year plan, the Trust was virtually
bankrupt. Abbey National refused any
further mortgages. This meant that even
if Barratts did build, no-one could buy.
Barclays refused any further overdraft.
And the DOE only agreed to any further
money if all development work halted
and proper financial controls were
instituted. The DOE financed a
consultants’ evaluation of Stockbridge
Village whose report “Building a
Community” concluded that “the costings
were too low, that the expected receipts
were too high and the programme timing
too ambitious”.

PRIVATE CASH FAILURE

Far from being a private sector led
regeneration, it has had to be bailed out
with public money! Originally, £30.54m
was to be private money and £19.90m of
public. But by 1987 that had reversed. The
total programme had been cut back to
£45.75m, of which only £18.63 was
private.The rest — £27.12m — was public
money i.e. Urban Programme grants
worth £9.8m, Urban Development Grant
of £6.1m, Housing Corporation grant of
£11.3m. And that does not include the
£2.4m owed to KMBC, the £7.5m written
off on the price and the hidden costs of
the increased homelessness, rehousing
tenants and the officer time setting up
and dealing with the trust.

ALL THISFOR WHAT GAIN?

Improved “Social Mix"? Tom Baron had
blamed the “lack of owner occupiers” for
the absence of the “essential and
community building influence of a
population committed to preserving the
value of their investment”. When SVT
took over Cantril Farm, 94% (3055) of the
3238 households were Council Tenants.
In 1986, half way through the plan, 83.8%
households were council or housing
association tenants compared to 50%
target. Many of the 12.5% RTB owmers
were on shared purchase schemes.
Unemployment has not improved. The
community and leisure facilities remain
sparse.

Tenants were not consulted about any of
these plans. Their needs either for
improved housing, jobs, transport or
community facilities were  not
considered. As the consultants’ report
said tenants were only thought of as
potential “investors” who had to be
persuaded to buy their homes or pay
higher rents. The report continues “the
type of housing improvements were
selected on commercial criteria to
achieve an estate looking more like a
private development” so they did not
offer tenants “alternative improvement
approaches”. Instead they informed
tenants of the plans. “This was an unusual
approach to community involvement, but
it was designed to achieve a particular
purpose: to gain acceptance of
improvements that would encourage
right to buy sales and increased
commitment by tenants to their homes.”

The Trust operates as a private company
with no obligations to the local residents.
Decisions are taken in secret and the
Board — with one tenant representative
— is used to rubberstamp decisions. The
refurbishment work is shoddy and way
behind schedule. As the financial
situation deteriorated, the standard of
repairs modernisation  have
dropped. Pressure to move off the the
estate, and to sell homes and land have
increased.

The Housing Act 88 has learnt the lessons
of Stockbridge Village. SVT finances
relied on higher rents. HATs will have
powers to put up the rents after
improvements, and new landlords will
charge market rents. SVT finances relied
on tenants moving out so their homes
could be sold empty. HATs will have
power to force you out of your home, and
the HAT areas will include blocks that
decanted tenants can be moved into, so
their blocks can be sold off or
demolished.

SVT needed increasing landhouse
values and a bouyant owner occupation
market, which Merseyside did not have.
All the HAT areas are either near the
centre of London and high house price
areas, or near UDCs with increased land
values and skilled jobs.
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CASE UK (the national tenant and trade
union campaign against sale of
estates).

5th Floor

103 Portland Street

Manchester M1 6DF

061-236-5535

SCAT/NALGO
LANDLORD DATABASE
1 Sidney Street

Sheffield 51 4RG

0742-727484

“We are not for Sale — Part 1”
available from SCAT Publications at above
address. Price: £1.50 for temants, £2.50 for
others.

Many other publications available including
Public Service Action which has covered more
privatisation stories from a tenants and trade
union point of view than any other publication!
Price £6.00 for 10 issues.

The Housing Act 1988

(clear detailed guide)

88 Old Street

London EC1

01-253-0808

Price: £2.50 (£1.25 tenants & unwaged)

1988 Housing MHAct explained

(contains the DOE and Housing
Corporation regulations on approval,
voluntary transfer etc.)

Institute of Housing Publications

Units 14-16 Mercia Business Village

Westwood Business Park

Torwood Close

Coventry CV4 BHK

0203-474433

Price: £6.50

National Federation of Housing
Associations

175 Gray's Inn Road

London WC1

01-278-65711

Housing Corporation
James Titckell

Monitoring Division
Housing Corporation HQ
149 Tottenham Court Road
London W1P 0BN
01-387-9466

Shelter

B8 Old Street
London EC1V 9HU
01-253-0202

National Tower Blocks Network
% Community Links

14-18 West Bar Green

Sheffield 51 2DA

0742-723651

National Tenants & Residents

Federation

%o Bill Ficken (Chair)

Doncaster Federation of Tenants Associations
Haywood Room

17 Prince Gate

Waterdale

Doncaster

South Yorkshire

0302-734577

Federation of Black Housing
Organisations

374 Gray’s Inn Road

London WX1X 8BB

01-837-8288

National Federation of
Housing Co-ops

88 Old Street

London EC1V 9HU
01-608-2497

Welsh Tenants Federation
% Edwin Jones

57 Walters Road

Swansea SAl SPZ

0792-469400

Monitoring Database

On Part IV of 1988 Housing Act
London Housing Unit

1st Floor

Berkshire House

168 High Holborn

London WC1

01-379-7076/4384
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