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	The first evictions are shortly to take place at Park Village students estate which is the proposed site of the Olympic Village at Clays Lane, Stratford, E15. Students have been given notice to quit for June 19th by the University of East London as the LDA requires vacant possesion of the site by the end of July even though no decision has yet been made on the 2012 Olympics. 

In the event that London gets the Olympics the LDA says it will demolish the estate within six months. Why? The neighbouring Housing Co-operative which will also form part of the Olympic Village site is not expected to be cleared until 2007. So is the LDA going to start building on half the site in 2006?

If London doesn't get the Games then the LDA says it will let out the estate through an agent, which could even be the University! So why the rush to get vacant possession now?

This is a perfectly good estate. There are students who need somewhere to live as the University doesn't have enough housing for its students so come the autumn there are going to be students looking for housing in the private sector. The LDA says it is not discussing any of these issues with the University. Why not? Hardly a case of joined up government.

Although exams will have ended by the time NTQs expire some students will still be doing exhibitions as part of their year's work. Students will only have a few days after the end of their exams to find new accommodation having lived with the stress of the NTQs during this the most stressful time of their academic life. It is hard to see why these notices had to be issued at this time. It seems an extraordinary way for an academic institution and a public body to behave.

The LDA has already managed to alienate a considerable number of businesses in the area over its failure to work with them over relocation plans. It took over six months to organise a survey of the residents of Clays Lane Housing Co-operative (the other half of the Olympic Village). It first promised to carry out the survey in the winter of 2004. It was finally done at the end of the summer. In its original statements it said residents would receive housing 'as good as, if not better than' they had. In the summary of the survey this was changed to 'at least as good as in so far as is reasonably practicable'. No further information has been received by residents as to what will happen to them and an information search revealed that no work has been done on finding sites for rehousing them even though according to the LDA's own time plan this should have happened during the winter of 2005. 

As the people most affected by the Games you might expect the LDA to pay most attention to the needs of those to be displaced. Yet no public meetings were held at the Co-operative until just before a series of public meetings were held in Stratford in December 2003 and after other communities further away from the site were visitied.

The public relations team told Clays Lane residents their estate would be demolished even if the Olympics didn't come. This was the message to the media as well. Thus Clays Lane is not being demolished because of the Olympics. This is untrue. There are no alternative plans to develop the Clays Lane site. This is confirmed by enquiries to Newham Planning and and an infomation search of the LDA.

When the Olympic team came to Clays Lane they spent a long time outlining the marvellous changes which would come over the area. It had to be pointed out that this was irrelevant to those attending as they would no be living there to enjoy them. They were more interested in knowing where they were going, a point on which the LDA was lacking in answere. In the public meetings held in Stratford in December 2003 those attending were told of the high standards of construction, energy conservation, etc, that would be applied to the Games. It is unclear whether those who will lose their homes will benefit from these high standards as no legally binding promises have been made and they may be rehoused outside the Games area. 

Of course, the students weren't included in any of these discussions and will not benefit from any of these wonderful plans. The position of the students was raised in meetings with LDA staff and in planning objections. However, no attention was paid to these concerns. On the contrary they've been told to leave even before London knows whether it has won the Games. As far as this reporter is aware this story remains unreported in any print media, including the local press. 

 


jolympics – 24/05/2005
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	In their desperation to evict their own students the University of East London has deployed some unsavoury methods. Initially the housing department said it would change all the locks on the estate and charge the students the cost. It has now implicitly acknowledged this would have been illegal as they written a follow-up letter saying they will take overstayers to court and seek possession orders. They have now claimed that the University is handing over the estate on June 20th, one day after the notice to quit expires. This is not true. The London Development Agency says it will not take over the estate until the end of July. The University is insisting students move now even though they are in the middle of exams, final year exams in many cases! Education! education! education! 


jolympics – 21/06/2005
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	message

	First, I have corrected the first posting as students had finished their exams by the time the NTQs expired. There are students who are still involved in academic work as part of their final year's work as the NTQs expire. There are postgraduates, many of them foreign, who are continuing with their courses which do not conform to normal terms. Students who wished to continue to live on the estate, as many do each summer, have had to live with the stress of the NTQs while doing their exams and have had only a few days after finishing exams to find somewhere else to live. The University has offered two weeks accommodation on other sites for those with nowhere to go. 

The University has claimed that its withdrawal is part of a long term strategy. However, it has been saying it would leave for years and hadn't left. It has failed to build new accommodation as part of this 'strategy' so apparently its strategy is to leave without making alterbative arrangements for its students for next year. In saying this it also denies the withdrawal is in response to the Olympics. However, it is in response to the demand for vacant possession by the LDA which wants the site for the Olympic Village even though it doesn't know whether it will be needed until July 6th when the Olympic decision is to be made.

The University has also said the accommodation at Park Village is not up to standard which begs the question why they stayed there so long, didn't upgrade the accommodation or build new housing. It is unclear what is wrong with the housing. It appears to be in good shape and students I know have not complained. In addition the LDA has said it will let this 'substandard' estate if London does not get the Olympics.

They also claim students didn't want to live at Park Village yet students I know have no desire to go to other University sites and are leaving to rent rooms or flats elsewhere or are applying to Clays Lane's Co-operative estate next door.

The Notices to Quit have now expired. In three weeks London will discover whether it has won the Olympics. On July 6th the LDA may find it has to re-let this housing estate having insisted on removing its existing population. It said it would adopt the highest standards in its dealings with local populations. I guess these are its highest standards.


jolympics – 07/07/2005
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	So now London has won the 2012 Olympics! Park Village's student population has, almost, gone. There are few overstayers and, as yet, no squatters although some houses have been broken into. 

One student, who had finished his finals a few days before the NTQs expired and who had to contribute to an exhibition during the week after, had to hurriedly look for new accommodation. He made arrangements to sign a contract for a flat in the second week after the expiry of the NTQs and told the housing officer. However, she insisted he had to move out anyway. When he complied and asked if he could put his belongings in a University common room while he went to collect his car from a garage where it was being repaired, she threatened to call the police and he was obliged to put them in the street! He and a friend then had to sleep on a friend's floor for a couple of nights and move his belongings twice in three days.

The UEL and the LDA insist everything has been done above board, proper notice was given, students knew their contracts would end on 19th June and, shucks, what was there to complain about! Surely it was reasonable to require students to get out and look for housing while they were revising for or taking exams?

They continue to insist that students didn't want to live at Park Village. Both the UEL and the LDA have made much of the fact that Park Village was only 70% full. However, this reporter has been told by students that they liked living at Park Village. Indeed, the University promoted its Docklands housing which meant Park Village was treated as an overflow site. Park Village residents also reported that students don't like living at Docklands because the rooms are small, the area is noisy because it is next to the City of London airport and there are few facilities nearby. This reporter was told students prefer to move out of Docklands once they can find alternative accommodation. 

The LDA, of course, continues to insist that the requirement for vacant possession of the estate at the end of July had nothing to do with the clearance of the estate. The LDA failed to consider the students as a local community who should be treated with care and high standards as they promised in their bid. The UEL will not have sufficient housing for its students next year. The bidders failed to even mention the loss of the estate as a housing resource, whether for students or anyone else, in their Olympic planning application. Not that Newham or the other planning authorities were greatly interested. They had all declared their support for the bid and application even before they were made known. 

The LDA will now, no doubt, claim vindication of their decision to seek vacant possession even before the Olympics decision was known.

So we now come to the next act in this sorry saga, the demolition of the estate, which is scheduled to happen before Christmas 2005. The Co-operative part of the Olympic Village site will not be available for construction until at least 2007. Park Village is a perfectly sound estate and there are people in housing need, notably the recently evicted student population. But can a change of heart and policy be expected? 

This reporter wrote or emailed a number of people about this matter before the NTQs expired, some at the end of April and the beginning of May. They include the local MP, who was written to twice and failed to acknowledge the correspondence; the local GLA member, who responded by repeatedly arguing the UEL/LDA case, accused this reporter of not answering already answered points and who then disappeared; the Mayor, whose officials replied repeating the party line and information contained in letters sent to the Mayor; the Director of the LDA, who was written to twice and failed to respond in any form. The LDA failed for three weeks to identify which LDA staff member was in charge of the transfer of the estate to the LDA. The information was only gained through a series of 'phone calls after emails failed to elicit an informative answer. 

Positive assistance was received from two GLA members, one Green and one Liberal Democrat. The Conservatives failed to respond while UKIP replied but was then never heard from again. 

Emails were sent and 'phone calls were made to a considerble number of well known national and local media organisations, both print and broadcasting. Only one, The Newham Recorder, has published a story as far as this reporter is aware.

Next to face the tender mercies of the LDA are the residents of the Co-operative estate at Clays Lane. 

Oh to be an athlete and have people moved just so that you don't have to walk for more than fifteen minutes to your event!


John Sato-Harrington, 08/07/2005

	forumexport

	message

	dear readers

you should check with john lynn chair of Clays Lane housing Cooperative j.lynn@cooptel.net  They have been forced (despite fighting tooth and nail) to hand over their houses and millions of assets to Peabody an undemocratic housing charity. 95% of their members were against it but the Housing corporation has used every trick in the book to railroad it through.

they assume they will be booted out so the plans can go through. 450 single poeple homeless, but who cares the rich will end with some nice apartments after the games. 

I'm told there is nothing new in this, the ordinary people displaced by the Barcelona olympics suffered the same fate.

We all wanted Paris to win. 

The fight is not over, the issue will be raised at the cooperative party congress in Bradford on Sep 9-11 we hope to get the coops 29 MPs on the case and fight for this coop.

From the friends of Clays lane Housing Coop


Elifaz100, 04/08/2005
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	message

	hello, im a student at uel on the docklands campus and untill last week lived on the park village campus as i felt the docklands halls to small. i was taken to court on the 25th of july along with 2 other students who had decided to stay on although i was the only one who decided to turn up. the judge/magistrate wanted to let me stay on for a few more weeks but was told if he allowed me to stay on after the 31st of july the universirt would not be able to hand over vacant possession of park village and would be liable for a quarter of a years rent (nearly a quarter of a million pounds). the judge therefore decided i should move out before 31st of july. what was interesting though is that the lda didn't ask for vacant possession before 31st of july. uel had the lease untill the of july 2006! but had an option to terminate the lease after the 31 april if they gave 3 months notice which they did. the reason for this decision is they had controlled the site rent free since 2004 and the rent was set to rise to nearly a million pounds pet annum on the 1st august 2005. uel also tried to hit me with costs od nearly a thousand pounds which the judge threw out asking me to pay just 100 pounds. uel again looking out for their students.


Jolympics, 19/08/2005
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	message

	Elifaz' reply is very interesting. I have since heard that the LDA has had a change of heart and is now leaving the Park Village estate standing. The information that it was going to be demolished was supplied by Guy Thornett of the LDA who was not prepared to consider leaving the estate standing in early June when I spoke to him. It has now been handed over to Peabody, in the form of the Community Based Housing Association, the arm of Peabody which has taken over the Co-operative next door. The estate will be used to house homeless and other people, which is good news and was urged on the LDA at the start of this argument. However, it would have been possible for the LDA to have allowed those students in need to have stayed on while this was being thought over. It is unclear how long the estate will continue to exist. Co-operative residents are being urged to leave by or during 2007. However, the freezer plant at Clays Lane, which also occupies part of the Olympic Village site, will not close till 2009, according to its manager.

Elifaz' comments raise some other points. He confirms, as other students have told me, that  students preferred to live at Park Village rather than Docklands. The UEL has claimed, along with the LDA and the Mayor, that students didn't want to live there. The UEL was insistent that students had to leave by 19th June and that the estate would be handed over on 20th June. This is confirmed to be false. He also says that the UEL would have been liable for a huge rise in rent. Who would this have been payable to? After all the LDA was only just taking over. Why were the LDA so keen on vacant possession and why weren't they discussing the future of the estate and the students who were still there with the UEL? Have they discussed any of this with the CBHA? If the estate was going to be demolished the 19th June deadline and rushed evictions were entirely unnecessary as there would be plenty of time to move those people on. If, as has now occurred, the LDA changed its mind and didn't demolish the estate then the tenancies could have been transferred to the new landlord or the overstayers removed by that landlord. Either way the decision to issue NTQs to students during their exams could have been avoided.

In fact there is still one student living on the estate, so if what the UEL says is true they have already been hit with the extra rent charges! The question is do I believe them? They told students the locks would be changed which would have been an illegal act and they lied about the date of the handover in a letter to students so I don't know why I should believe them on this. If the LDA could change its mind on the future of the estate then I think it entirely possible any rent rises or extensions could have been renegotiated, if they ever existed in the first place. The question still remains as to why the LDA was so keen to get vacant possession and why it hadn't thought more carefully about what to do with the estate and its student residents?


Bergshamra, 21/08/2005
	forumexport

	message

	I am a UEL graduate of 2003. 

Park Village was NEVER a desirable location for students and students who do are just jumping on a Human Rights band wagon. We are not talking about the evictions of orphanages or retirement homes, these are all students with plenty of time to find a great alternative for the same or better type of accommodation.  

Its mentioned here within this topic that some students disliked the noisy Docklands campus with its proximity to the city airport. I lived on the Docklands campus and my bedroom looked right out towards the city airport. The noise of the airport never was a problem, with the curved design of the buildings, heavily glazed windows and so on. The flight paths were busiest 8-10am and 4-6pm when students should be in class or at work anyway!! I'm not sure whats a nicer environment, a high rise bunch of flats in the middle of a brownfield site looking out across train tracks and car junk yards or a waterside student flat with on site facilities, moments from lecture rooms, 24 hours library and train station?! Park Village provided a room to live in and a bus stop. 

On numerous occasions I use to hear students from Park Village moan that they were placed there in the first place, it was a tower block in the middle of nowhere surrounded in wasteland?!?! the University would locate students to residents such as Docklands and other UEL sites who had chosen UEL as their first or second choice of University, it appears a large chunk or those placed at Park Village was through clearing so they didnt actually plan to go to UEL in the first place.   

I also can confidently that probably 99.9% of exams at UEL are finished in April and May so the claim that students were being evicted amidst the heat of exams is a real straw grabber. I also recall that the tenancy agreements for all Halls of Residences for the University ended in the same time these evictions are taking place so alternative living arrangements for the students is on the cards anyway. 

I am not denying corporate greed may be involved but at the same time that Park Village ceases to exist the university is completing more Docklands residents for students. 

Lastly, if anything Park Village was seen as a good hide away tucked away in those wastelands for all sorts of dealings and transactions.. think on... 


 


Jolympics, 11/10/2005
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	message

	Berqshamra's opinion has been contradicted by many students I have spoken to. However, I am sure many others would agree with his point of view. There must be advantages to living next to to your place of study. Of course, as pointed out earlier, many of those living at Park Village studied in Stratford making it more convenient for them than the Docklands site. The alternative point of view has been presented by students who also lived at Docklands and who moved to Park Village. I met students who worked on the Docklands campus who preferred to live at Park Village even though it was some distance away. He claims Park Village is in a wilderness. Many of us who live in the same neighbourhood find the nearby open space a desirable facility. The Park Village estate is now lying empty at a time when the UEL has failed to build alternative housing pushing students on to the private market. This was completely unnecessary. The UEL employed some unpleasant tactics to remove its students and the LDA didn't need vacant possession. The fact that the LDA has decided to relet the estate is proof of this. At the moment a planning application has been made to allow the two tower blocks to be leased to a private company to let out to private tenants and for the houses to be let to homeless families. Presumably no private company would get involved if the estate was so undesirable. The new Community Based Housing Association (Peabody) management which is now running the Co-operative estate and will be responsible for housing the homeless faimilies were unaware of the LDA's original intention to demolish the Park Village estate. The point about the NTQs was that they were sent out while students were taking their exams. Those who were intending to stay in London were most certainly put under pressure as the NTQs ran out just after those exams ended. They were immediately threatened with eviction even if they were still involved in academic work, like exhibitions.

The LDA has finally visited Clays Lane to discuss 'relocation'. It has one housing officer, has no-one based at Clays Lane, is refusing to release questionnaires taken in its own survey last year to the Housing Association now responsible for the Clays Lane Co-operative estate, has changed the criterion governing the quality of accommodation it promised and has moved the closure date forward to 2007 even though other parts of the site will not be cleared till 2009. The LDA had set out to demoralise residents at the start in December 2003 by claiming the estate was going to be demolished whether or not the Olympics came even though there were no concrete developments plans at that time. Residents had heard nothing from the LDA for a year prior to this meeting despite promises to keep them informed. Little seems to have been done in the interim. In September 2005 residents received an alarming demand for information relating to compulsory purchase which threatened them with fines and criminal prosecution if they didn't respond. The LDA said it had to go through the legal forms of the compulsory purchase process implying this was a formality failing to point out that the orders have no legal status until after the enquiry to be held in the summer of 2006 is complete. They want people to start moving before then. The LDA representative was unhappy when asked whether residents would be sent notices of the right to object to the compulsory purchase orders and the relocation strategy which will both be presented this Autumn. Alarming statements were made saying there would be 'winners and losers' in the process and that people could not expect to get flats as large as the ones they have at present as they aren't being built like that any more. Most residents are housed in shared accommodation, houses with four, six or ten bedrooms, so it could be said they will be better off if they are given a flat. However, many like living in shared accommodation and may find it difficult to find similar housing as few if any Housing Associations/Councils provide such accommodation.

The original survey was carried out on the basis that residents would get 'as good as or better than' what they have and took into account tangible and intangible benefits of living at Clays Lane, such as collective heating/low bills, nearby open space, transport links, community facilities, community relationships and friendships, diversity of the community, free parking, low rents, etc. The criterion has now been changed to 'at least as good as... in so far as it is practicable' and a new survey does not refer to many of the points in the original. The LDA is refusing to hand over the individual questionnaires to the new Community Based Housing Association management (the arm of Peabody now in charge of the estate) claiming they are 'confidential'! The survey was commissioned by the LDA and information was willingly provided by those residents who participated (not all did) on an individual basis to help assess their future needs. The LDA is now trying to devolve as much responsibility as possible for the relocation onto the CBHA management which has produced a new, much less comprehensive questionnaire. Many residents have failed/refused to fill it in.

No concrete information of what housing is available or how the LDA will accommodate the desire of many residents to move in large or small groups, as originally promised, has been provided. The latter will almost certainly require that residents are offered new build accommodation which will take time to construct. Yet no information on this was available and the LDA wants to limit the time available for the relocation to less than two years! The LDA has failed to follow up on promises that residents could have an input into the design of their new homes, one of the many promises made at consultation meetings held in Stratford in December 2003. Of course, many residents have no desire to move. Questions of compensation remain to be sorted out. Residents were also unhappy about the lack of clear information about the valuation of the estate when it was transferred from the Co-operative to Peabody Trust and what has happened to the funds involved.

The question remains as to why the Clays Lane estates need to be demolished anyway. The Olympic Village will occupy a part of the neighbouring Stratford City site which is being redeveloped as part of the Channel Tunnel project. This site had already received planning permission so the Olympic bidders asked for part of that development to be modified to incorporate the Village. The question arises as to why other parts of the Stratford City site couldn't have been modified for the purpose of building the Village. There is plenty of space on that site to accommodate the whole Olympic Village. This was even admitted by the designer of the Olympic site when he came to address residents in February 2004. He said the principal obstacle was the presence of a railway line which presented a security problem in terms of connecting the sites on either side of the line. This sounds rather improbable. The Olympic site will stretch over a large area. There are several railway lines and roads as well as rivers and canals crossing the site. It will include land bridges and other large structures to facilitate communication. The idea that one railway line should pose such an insuperable problem is bizarre. If it is possible to modify one part of this very large site then there is no reason why more of the site could not be modified. After the Olympics the modified site will be developed to comply with the original planning application. This could be done to the remainder of the site.

Apparently the Queen was recently given a tour of the main Olympic site. It is unlikely this included a tour of the estates to be demolished or even any information about this aspect of the project. Lord Coe and others are never seen here. The LDA Chief Executive failed to respond to or even acknowledge correspondence on the Park Village estate. The IOC inspection team were driven past in February 2005 and the roads and pavements, which for three years have been covered in dust from the neighbouring Skanska site where earth from the Channel Tunnel has been deposited, were hosed down for their momentary drive by! Since then they have returned to their previous uncared for state!


28/10/2005, jolympics
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	Now we hear the LDA plans to demolish the Park Village estate after all!


02/11/2005, Krista
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	message

	My name is Krista Cartlidge, I am a finalist at Loughborough university and am writing my dissertation on the London 2012 Olympic Games. I am looking to investigate what local peoples reactions to the games are, the affects that will take place and alter the lives of people within the area, and any general feelings or opinions on the way the situation has been handled by the games committee. Please feel free to contact me via my email or on this forum if you are interested in having your opinions heard. Thank you for your time. Krista 


07/11/2005, jolympics
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	message

	Clays Lane residents held their first demonstration to express their unhappiness at their treatment by the London Development Agency and the Community Based Housing Association, which is now managing the estate following the transfer from Clays Lane Housing Co-operative at the start of August. Over thirty residents picketed the Stratford Circus theatre in Stratford, East London, where the BBC was recording Question Time. Once the recording had finished Edwina Currie, former Conservative Minister and one of the panellists, came out to talk to us and provided useful advice on how to organise our campaign. She was followed by Jackie Smith, Education Minister, who took some notes and asked who our MP was. We wait to hear more from her. Finally, David Dimbleby, the show's host came out and chatted for a while. He informed us that Question Time did not want to get tangled up in particular campaigns so we would not have been able to get on to the programme if the makers were aware of the fact that we had a particular grievance to air! Other panellists, including the Liberal Democrat representative, were not so brave!

The demonstration has led to the first Press coverage of Clays Lane's situation. One local paper, the Stratford Guardian, put our story on the front page. Another local paper, the Newham Recorder, put us on page 27! Always interesting to compare news values. 

A row has broken out between the LDA and local developers, Stratford City, who are annoyed the LDA is insisting on placing compulsory purchase orders on land from their site which is to be used for the Athletes' (Olympic) Village, which will also occupy Clays Lane. Stratford City has gone so far as to say its development is the 'real prize' in Stratford, not the Olympics! Even the Mayor of Newham has got involved, criticizing the LDA and stating 'The Olympic and Paralympic Games have the power to enhance these (Stratford City) benefits substantially, but, handled badly, they could have the reverse effect'! (my exclamation). He goes on 'It underlines the need for much closer engagement with the East London boroughs who will bear the brunt of these decisions' and continues 'it is vital that the aspirations of local people and local businesses are not forgotten.' There has been a long running argument between the LDA and the businesses to be displaced by the Olympics. Another group to be offended are the cyclists Eastway Cycle Track, next to Clays Lane and our wild open space, which were told it would be given land locally to replace the land taken by the Olympics. They have now been told they will have to move to Enfield, in North London.

CBHA has just sent us a newsletter, one of those glossy self-satisfied productions, which informs its readers that 'many' Clays residents 'are happy to move' now they know the decision has been made and we will be out by July 2007. 'Many' Clays Lane residents have reacted badly to this publication. CBHA has apparently won some award for its performance. CBHA is supposed to be a 'tenant-led' Housing Association (their description) 'involving tenants, improving lives.' The above mentioned publication appears to be a staff production. There is an advice column but no other apparent tenant involvement. Clays Lane residents have been given no information on how to get involved in the Association, which has tenant representation on its Board. No-one from the Board has attended any meetings to welcome Clays Lane residents into the Association and the Arrears Officer has started sending letters to people who have arrears of around £50! The same newsletter refers to two tenants who have been evicted for arrears running into thousands of pounds! It was a CBHA staff member who told us there would be 'winners and losers' and not to expect to get flats as large as the ones some of us have now as they don't build them that size any more. The naive among us might expect 'tenant-led' to mean the Association would come and listen to its tenants and then represent their interests and concerns in dealings with other agencies. 

CBHA is in the process of, and may have completed, signing an agreement with the LDA to handle the implementation of our 'decanting', as the newsletter describes it. So it has a financial interest in the process. Peabody, its parent, also has a financial interest as it has inherited the assets of the Co-operative. The takeover occurred after the Olympic decision was made so land values will have risen by that time, although as the land is held under a lease to a social landlord this will limit any gain. Nevertheless, Peabody may be able to raise money against the new value and of course will be compensated under the Compusory Purchase Order. Questions have already been raised about the value placed on the estate by the Housing Corporation as CBHA mentioned a figure of £6million at one of the meetings in September while some people here think there was an earlier valuation of £11million. The Planning permission on the site allows for a later return of existing residents should they wish once the Olympics is over so a question also arises as to who will inherit the land should that return occur.

Extraordinarily, CBHA was born out of a local housing project which involved rehousing or 'relocating' tenants, a scheme which caused great distress and annoyance to many of them and which they refused to co-operate with. CBHA seems to have learnt nothing from this experience. It has a member of staff whose job title is 'continuous improvement officer' or something like it. This person told Clays Lane tenants that the questionnaires which they had provided for the LDA in August/September 2004 could not be released by the LDA to CBHA because they were 'confidential'. Confidential to whom? The information provided was described in a letter from the LDA as being 'invaluable' in helping to assess our housing needs. Now it is 'confidential' and 'out of date'. Even though she was told at an earlier meeting we were entirely happy for this information to be released and there was nothing confidential about it as we had willingly provided the information to assist in our rehousing and CBHA were acting as agents of the LDA, she continued to provide this 'explanation' in later meetings! At least she lived up to half her title in continuing to provide this bureaucratic excuse of an answer. 

CBHA's 'tenant-led' newsletter also said the first moves of residents would occur in January 2006! This despite the fact that tenants are not receiving any independent advice, as required under the Planning permission. The Planning permission also requires the publication of a 'Relocation Strategy' which will not be presented till December. The time allowed for objections and the decision on the 'Strategy' will not be complete until February at the earliest. The Compulsory Purchase Orders will not be legal until after the enquiry which starts in the summer of 2006 and which could go on for some time, particularly if businesses and developers are unhappy.

GLA members and the MP for West Ham have been approached to ask whether the Mayor of London, Mr Livingstone, is aware of the problems with the LDA and also to query the decisions regarding the Park Village estate. Fences are being put up around that estate, presumably in preparation for demolition. Signatures for a petition are being collected, regular meetings are being held and contacts are being made with other groups in the area.


06/12/2005, jolympics
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	The Mayor, Ken Livingstone, has responded to questions regarding Park Village and Clays Lane. Regarding Park Village the official line is that CBHA, the housing association involved, said it would only be able to rent the estate for less than a year and this was 'uneconomic'. This is reminiscent of the argument that the estate was cleared by the UEL in line with its long term plans and this had nothing to do with the Olympics or the LDA, despite the fact that the LDA had insisted on vacant possession. Nothing is ever down to the LDA.

The argument is that getting planning permission to change the letting from student accommodation to homeless families and key workers, getting third party consents, demolishing the buildings and preparing the site will take so long that it will be impossible to rent out the estate. The estate was handed over to the LDA at the end of July 2005 and the site will not be needed for construction until the end of 2008 meaning the LDA will have been in possession of this perfectly habitable estate for three and half years before any construction takes place. Yet it is claimed less than one of those three and a half years will be available for letting. Fascinating!

The fence has now been in place for several weeks with no sign of demolition occurring yet. It encloses a large pile of rubbish which has been flytipped in a car park. The LDA was informed of this and the attendant problem of rats a few days ago but nothing has yet been done to remove it. The rubbish has been there for weeks. Also enclosed is a public phone box which the LDA failed to relocate and now outside the fence, but earlier also enclosed, is a post box. The LDA also failed to relocate this for the use of the neighbouring residents on the former Co-op estate.  

Regarding Clays Lane (former Co-op estate) the Mayor has said he is committed to 'residents being given a range of rehousing options that is expected to lead to an improvement in their current accommodation'. He goes on to say the LDA anticipates the alternative housing being sought will be 'an improvement compared to residents' current housing, in terms of quality, space, standards and amenities'. Interesting stuff! However, he defends the LDA against 'allegations' of failure. Of course the LDA have already altered the formula for our move and said we'll only get accommodation 'at least as good as' what we have 'in so far as is reasonably practicable' and they are still justifying the refusal to release the original questionnaires on the grounds of confidentiality. They claim there is no difference in the two formulas. Interestingly they are claiming the questionnaires belong to Fluid, the company which carried out the survey, which is an extraordinary argument as Fluid were the LDA's agents. The LDA spent a considerable part of its first newsletter justifying itself on these two issues. But then it's the same point again. It's not down to the LDA. There's always somone else in the way! Apparently Fluid may also be to blame for any 'misunderstandings' about the formula as well as they may have changed it without the LDA's knowledge!

The LDA has apparently had problems with finding us land for a new build estate to move to and the site (still unnamed but believed to be in Silvertown) earmarked for a community/Tenant Managed Co-op move is now deemed too contaminated and unsuitable. This could pose something of a problem as there doesn't seem to be any other land lined up at this time. The timetable for our move is mid-2007 so that could be tight. The alliance of housing associations and councils met for the first time about a week ago so we remain entirely unclear as to what options are available to us. Around 60 out of about 430 residents have still not filled in the new survey, some because no advice is available, some because the options aren't clear, some because they already gave information for the orignal survey which has been binned and are not inclined to go throught the process again with a less comprehensive survey. The new survey fails to consider all the expectations of residents in terms of group/community moves and CBHA has only just become aware of the fact that there are people who are looking to move as a community but not necessarily as part of a Co-op, which may require more land than was originally thought necessary. This information was in the original questionnaires, now discarded. The LDA had almost a year from the completion of the Fluid survey in September 2004 and the decision in July 2005 to carry out research into the availability of land and to get councils and HAs thinking about the needs of residents as well as to look into possible building systems for us to do some work on as part of our right to have an access to design but appears to have done nothing. Instead they decided to bin the research (in the form of the 2004 personal questionnaires) they had done and start again with a new much less comprehensive survey!

The LDA has also refused us the same legal assistance as has been given to the businesses at Marshgate. They say this may be allowed once the ITLA (see below) is up and running but they don't anticipate us needing individual legal advice. Our legal advice (from one of the solicitors involved at Marshgate, who is extremely dismissive of ITLAs) is that we have a right to the same assistance as the businesses are receiving now that the CPOs have been issued. This point has been made to the LDA but no response has been given. He claims the businesses Liaison Advisor was an attempt to deprive the businesses of proper legal advice and was ineffective in representing businesses. We have recently been served with Compulsory Purchase Orders but many people didn't receive them as they were out when they were delivered and a signature was required. Many have still not received them and some weren't even aware they had been sent as the post office notes didn't specify what documents had not been delivered. The LDA has refused to extend the objections period which runs out on 15th December.

The LDA is supposed to produce a relocation strategy in December but that hasn't appeared yet and neither has there been any consultation with us on the strategy. Newham's Development Control Committee made a request that we should be 'properly' consulted on the strategy, but nothing has happened on that front.

We are also about to get an Independent Tenants Liaison Advisor service. This is meant to be a tenant's friend. We understand these are usually appointed by the tenants but on this occasion the LDA and CBHA have two members on the selection panel to one tenant. Moreover, the advice to be provided will be 'confidential' rather than 'impartial' and the LDA and CBHA are named as the clients. It is unclear who exactly has the right to fire the ITLA as the only comment on this is that one month's notice can be give by either party. Given that the LDA and CBHA are described as the clients it would seem reasonable to assume they will have the power to fire.

Our relationship with CBHA has also become clearer. We were led to believe by the CBHA newsletter that we were a new area in the CBHA family. However, when we asked whether we could be represented on the CBHA tenant led board we were told no as we are only managed by CBHA and are Peabody tenants. The local CBHA housing team were also taken by surprise as they had assumed we were part of CBHA. 

The Travellers at Clays Lane are also unhappy because they have been told they have to go to a place called Jenkins Lane in Beckton, part of a cinema car park next to an A13 flyover near a sewage works. 

I am told Newham have just provided a briefing to local unions which didn't mention residents at Clays Lane and suggested the whole area was empty! But Newham say they know nothing about this! Costs of the Olympic swimming pool have apparently risen sharply. The Games' organisers denied a report in the Observer about rapidly rising costs but if previous experience (the Dome, Wembley, the Scottish Parliament and the bankrupt Channel Tunnel, also passing through Stratford) is anything to go by the report will probably turn out to be true.

Mr Pinsentt, the four time gold medal rower, was recently to be seen on BBC tv chatting to Beijng residents who were being evicted to make way for their Games, in circumstances infinitely worse than those of Clays Lane residents. He hasn't replied to an email telling him a little about our situation and asking why the IOC doesn't say anything about these evictions. Steve Redgrave, his former rowing partner, was also taciturn about our situation when emailed some time ago. But then we are being moved to make sure athletes don't have to walk for more than fifteen minutes to their events for a few weeks, an important human right for them so what right do we have to complain?


24/12/2005, jolympics

	forumexport

	message

	So, according to a Greek member of the IOC London won the 2012 Olympics because a wrong vote was recorded. If this is true Clays Lane will be demolished because someone couldn't manage to press the right button! 

Some progress. After some discussion it has been agreed the ITLA will be appointed by a panel of four tenants and two representatives from the LDA and CBHA. The original idea was for the appointment to be made by two representatives from the LDA and CBHA and one tenant. After objections a panel of three from each side was proposed by CBHA/LDA with the tenants having a casting vote. Research on the internet failed to show any methods of appointment which followed this model. It's also unclear how CBHA reconciles its claim to be 'tenant led' with proposals to lead such a panel!

After months of refusing to shift the LDA has now decided to release questionnaires from the Fluid survey. 

Some steps in another direction. CBHA put out an information sheet which said there was a 'previous unfair distribution of space' on the estate, presumably referring to the fact that some residents have flats and others live in shared houses. One of the arguments has been about the size of flats we will receive. The idea behind the unfair distribution of space is that those with flats do not deserve to get flats as large as the ones they have. The sheet also declared some residents appeared to have a 'hidden agenda' and that the Olympics was not an opportunity for 'profiteering'. This seems to refer to those who might want to buy a house. The sheet goes on to ask whether these people would have thought about buying a house if the Olympics hadn't come along. Actually some of them might have, but even if they hadn't what's wrong with making plans along these lines when you are forced to move? In answer to another question residents were told the majority of residents understood the LDA was not acting in bad faith when it refused to release the Fluid questionnaires. It's unclear whether a poll was taken of residents' views on this point and what relevance this would have anyway! When responding to the question 'Can we trust the LDA?' residents were told 'Yes, because you want to and because you can'. The LDA may be on the way to achieving cult status! CBHA are continuing to tell residents they are in rent arrears when they aren't and has failed to send out quarterly rent statements as required under our tenancy agreement. Apparently there was a fire in Peabody's communications centre and confusion between Peabody and CBHA is being blamed in part for these failures. 

The LDA deny any knowledge of the info sheet and have decided there is a need for a clearer chain of command. The LDA also deny they had any part in the statement there will be 'winners and losers', although an LDA member of staff was present when the statement was made. Still we can only hope!

Some confusion exists regarding purpose built accommodation and residents' access to design. No land has been identified and it seems the latest proposal is to take over estates being built or being planned by RSLs. If such estates are already planned then it is difficult to see how residents will get a say in the design. Also if plans have already been drawn up then the size of flats and other facilities will already have been decided. The original idea of a Scandinavian prefabricated estate seems to have taken a back seat and the hopes of energy saving, etc, doesn't seem to be high on the agenda.

The LDA is sticking to its timetable even though this allows them a year and a half to prepare the site for construction between mid 2007 (when residents are expected to be moved) and the end of 2008. Clays Lane is a landfill site which apparently provides the justification for this length of time. Of course we've been living on this landfill site for some twenty-five years and no-one thought to clean it up for us. But then we aren't athletes who will be staiying here for a couple of weeks!

One misapprehension on our part is the understanding that the businesses also had an advisory service to match the ITLA. In fact it seems the advisory service was an LDA staff operation and not an outside independent service. The LDA has stated residents are entitled to legal advice for their relocation and has also agreed residents should not have to apply for such legal advice through the ITLA but can approach the LDA directly after they have dealt with the ITLA but have not found satisfaction. It remains unclear exactly what legal advice the ITLA will provide as the consultants do not necessarily have lawyers in their organisations. Extra legal advice is apparently not covered under the ITLA budget.

Residents presented twenty-five letters of objection to the Government Office for London in a last minute delivery. An unknown number of other letters were sent in separately. A photographer took a photograph of those delivering the letters outside the office in front of the office sign. However, when an attempt was made to take a photograph of the delivery inside the building they were told that was not allowed as it was a breach of security. It was not allowed for the building to be identified in a photograph! How a photograph taken in the entrance lobby would enable al Qaeda to identify the GOL building or indeed why al Qaeda or some such organisation would be relying on such a photograph to enable them to identify the GOL is unclear. The staff failed to answer the question. The fact that photographs of the exterior and the sign of the building were already lodged in the digital camera was concealed from the GOL staff in case security were called to wrestle the camera out of the photographer's grasp. Later when the GOL website was checked it was found to contain a picture of the building plastered across the front page! An email to the GOL on this point has not received a reply. 

The pile of rubbish in the Park Village car park has still not been relocated and three wheelie bins are still located in the road and they and others behind the fence are also still full of rubbish.

Happy Christmas!


21/01/2006, Corneilius

	forumexport

	message

	I live in Social Housing, albeit in Harrow, away from the Olympics Site.

Slightly off topic, but not ... so here goes. The olympics is a fraud of massive proportions, it always has been. Here's a good article on the issue ....

http://www.dissidentvoice.org/Aug04/Petersen0829.htm

There are two things I do know. It is sad, yet true, that many organisations and individuals, including some Social Housing Groups, change the way they are doing things when the land value goes up, cos they can smell the dosh, their behaviour changes ..... and utimately the dosh then becomes more important than the people.

Point two is that Land Value is about wealth and manipulating 'ordianary' people, and it too is a rip-off. Most of the built-up and is owned by less than 5% of the population - so while 95% of mortgage holders own their house, they don't own the land the houses stand on. Typical freehold last 25 - 99 years. House prices rise because of the land value, not the cost of the labour, bricks and mortar. Who gets the real value? The people who arrange the finance, that's who.

So some research into who actually owns the land in Stratford, follow the money and bingo! 

It's early days yet, and the discussion, concerning the students above, is just the tip of the iceberg, just the beginning. 

On another note, I have written song about the olympics, called 'olympics and war', and it kinda touches on the issue, though it's more focussed on the propaganda than the money. 

http://www.mp3unsigned.com/Showmp3.asp?mp3id=15051&aid=7366

It's free download, I feel music should be free, really ... in fact that's why I live in Social Housing, as I feel that all housing ought to be a community resource, for the people. I hope you enjoy it, and I hope that the olympics does not happen the way they (the wealthy) plan it. I hope stratford rise up above the money grabbing, and fights the good fight. If it does, if London does and creates a community olympics then that will be worth while, dont ya think?


17/02/2006, jolympics

	forumexport

	message

	The LDA has now apparently decided it needs to hold a 'truth session' to establish exactly what it has promised tenants! They're the one making the promises.....


05/03/2006 – Toydestroyer

	forumexport

	message

	Anything promised by the LDA is a bit suspect...............


27/06/2006, jolympics
	forumexport

	message

	It's been a while and this site is difficult to access so I've been concentrating on other things, like the CPO Inquiry.

In November 2003 the LDA told us Clays Lane was going to be demilished whether or not the Olympics came to London. However, in evidence from Jason Prior of EDAW it appears there was no commission to plan for such a non-Olympic demolition until the summer of 2004. Still it persuaded many, including the media, that the demolition of our estate was going to happen anyway so I guess the LDA achieved its purpose of distracting attention from the destruction of our community. According to Mr Prior the non-Olympic plan was abandoned later as unviable.

Also in Mr Prior's evidence it transpired that the LDA was supposed to consider 'the disruption to Clays Lane residents' when considering where to site the Athletes' Village. However, they have produced no evidence that they did this and there is no reference to this elsewhere in his evidence. It did consider the question of the inconvenience to athletes if they had to walk too far, which was a reason for ruling out another site. So one site was excluded because athletes would have to walk a little bit too much for a couple of weeks but no assessment was made of the inconvenience to residents who would be forced to move out of homes they had occupied for up to twenty-five years. 

The LDA was asked to show what preparations it had made to rehouse residents as a community prior to October 2005 but couldn't produce any information on the subject. It only produced the first information on sites which might be suitable for a community move in March 2006. That site belonged to the LDA! It took six months for the LDA to locate it after starting its search in the autumn of 2005. Actually it wasn't suitable anyway. 

It also had no idea how to respond to the question what Legacy benefits it expected Clays Lane residents would receive. In fact it said the quesiton was 'unclear'. Actually the whole programme is supposed to be about benefits so it is difficult to understand what is unclear about the question.

The LDA has consistently rubbished our present amenities. During the CPO Inquiry Mr Prior said no-one would refer to residents living next to Victoria Park as experiencing the Park as a barrrier, yet Mr Prior describes the open space next to Clays Lane as 'isolating' us! When discussing our amenities it was pointed out that the Mayor had promised us an 'improvement' in our amenities. An LDA officer said 'well he's a politician'. Another LDA officer told a resident 'if you want a fight that's ok with me'.  

Residents won an extension before the CPO inquiry after attending a roundtable session and their solicitors are instructing an expert witness to challenge the demolition of the estate. Usually legal aid is not granted for representation at CPO Inquiries. Perhaps McLIbel may have helped persuade the authorities to reconsider in our case.

The LDA have double counted the housing to be gained from the Olympics. They claimed 9000 houses would result. However, up to 3000 were already being built on the Stratford City site so they would would have been built anyway. The housing to be built at Clays Lane as part of the Athletes' Village has now been moved to the location suggested by residents in February 2004 and famously declared unsuitable for security reasons connected to a railway line. 

The Olympic Masterplan has undergone two revisions. In the first revision the broadcasting centre was moved next to Clays Lane. It was declared this was a suitable location because it was central to the site. Now it has been moved to the periphery! Presumably that is also a sutable location because it is on the periphery. Various sports facilities have been moved around. For a while part of Clays Lane was to have been used for paralympic tennis. Apparently paralympic tennis can't be played on grass at Wimbledon, although this is contradicted by other opinion. Now that has been moved away. Clays Lane is now the site of ancillary services for feeding athletes, with a road and some other sports facilities at one end. It's hard to be precise as no-one has explained exactly what is where to us. When the first revision occurred we were told the changes did not affect Clays Lane, even though the site had changed use. No-one thiought this might affect our rights to object. 

Residents have been moving out. Rents, bills and other charges are considerably higher, many double what residents are now paying, some even higher. One 'vulnerable' tenant has moved into a property more than three times as expensive and on a shorthold tenancy. When asked whether this was acceptable both the LDA and CBHA have said it's a matter of freedom of choice. 

Our landlords, Peabody Trust, have insisted on charging tenants a higher level of new tenant rents even though they have received a very large sum of money from Clays Lane Housing Co-operative's bank account, somewhere around £1.7million and possibly more and will also benefit form the compulsory purchase on the estate. We are told Peabody can put up our rents in August so we'll have to see if they want to make a bit more money out of us as we are moved out of our homes!

For those wanting to make group moves the LDA has only just started to survey the demand for this kind of move. Of course, some residents who were planning such a move have already given up and left. The LDA knew there was a demand for this kind of move. The Fluid survey extrapolated the demand at over 200 people. The LDA then refused to use the individual information from the survey and set in place the CBHA survey which didn't ask the question. The LDA is claiming the Fluid survey was only a general survey even though the survey itself says it was done to establish individual rehousing needs. The LDA then acknowledged in December 2005 that it needed to do a new survey but did nothing about it until just recently. In the meantime LDA staff claimed there was no evidence of a demand for group moves, even though they had the Fluid survey which told them there was. Of course the LDA had already claimed we were going to have to move even if the Olympics didn't come so it would have seemed sensible to prepare for that eventuality anyway, except they didn't. And of course it now seems there never was a plan to move us if the Olympics didn't happen.

The LDA also says our site represents a high risk to human health and requires extensive decontamination. In fact they have set aside 18 months for the task, the same amount of time as has been allocated to our relocation. They have been asked to produce the evidence of this high risk but have failed to do so. There is no evidence of serious health problems among residents caused by contamination of the site. No-one has ever shown any interest in our health and the problem of contamination before so their present concern is quite touching. 

We have heard next to nothing from Newham Council or our MP. Contact was made with the Mayor of Newham before Christmas 2005 and he expressed an interest in visiting as did our MP. Neither has been near the place.

Likewise the media in general. The BBC has a documentary crew working here but apart from that we barely feature. A journalist was heard to say this was a story about people but the people don't actually feature. Inside Housing published a picture of a resident asking questions of Lord Coe but failed to mention he was a resident or even mention Clays Lane estate. 

It seems the Olympic Legacy is a very uncertain prospect. Lord Coe, in his evidence, said no-one could be sure what the situation would be like in 2012 when the Legacy programme would get under way and Mr Prior said Legacy benefits were 'unquantifiable@ when asked how much each job to be created be the Olympics would cost. A variety of academic studies now question the value of these mega events and the supposed legacies they are supposed to bring. One thing which is common to all is eviction of poorer residents and higher rents and land values in the cities where these events occur. The LDA has used indices of social deprivation to justify the Olympic programme. However, one likely result of the programme is migration into the Stratford area by skilled people which will certainly alter those indices but probably not for the existing local population which may receive little real benefit and may even be forced out. Mr Prior was very keen on telling us about the benefits of a programme in Manchester he was involved with. However, it seems that while unemployment in Manchester went down at the end of the 1990s so also did levels of employment. Migration out of Manchester and migration into certain parts of Manchester appear to explain these contradictory phenomena. It was put to Mr Prior that longer term or piecemeal regeneration, which was anticipated to happen anyway by planners, would be less brutal and less likely to lead to the displacement of existing residents and businesses than the mega event of the Olympics. Indeed Stratford is already undergoing extraordinary change and even has a Porsche showroom, if that is considered desirable, whereas only fifteen years ago companies like Marks and Spencer were pulling out saying Stratford was a hopeless case. The reality is Stratford is going to experience regeneration whatever and was chosen to host the Olympics precisely because of what it had to offer not the other way round. The regeneration justification has been tagged on. Interestingly the Mayor of London, who had been so easily dismissed on another occasion was wheeled out as a stern critic who had to be convinced of the regeneration argument. 

The LDA is now seriously hostile to the Stratford City development which it openly describes as next to being a disaster! Yet in its own evidence it describes this development as vital to its own plans, calls it as a metropolitan project to serve the whole of London and has sited its Athletes' Village on that site. In their evidence at the roundtable, which in the public domain on the persona associates CPO Inquiry website the LDA were astonishingly dismissive of the Stratford City project. The Mayor of Newham put out a statement in the autumn of 2005 expressing his concern at the damage the Olympics could do to the Stratford City project and how this could damage the prospects for regeneration of the area. Who knows who has damaged who in this saga.

In the roundtable the question was raised as to whether the LDA had ever considered not demolishing Clays Lane. The Inspector himself put the point in summing up an earlier question. The amazed looks from the LDA witnesses showed this idea had never been seriously considered. Actully there is plenty of land available to make this unnecessary, there were alternative sites which the LDA had considered and later revisions resulted in the importation of new facilities next to Clays Lane which could have been left elsewhere. Facilities have even been moved away from Clays Lane to Stratford City freeing up space. Lord Coe acknowledged facilities could have been put in other parts of London or even other cities which would have left space free for Clays Lane to be left alone. 

A variety of important people, including the Mayor of London and Mr Higgins, CE of the Olympic Delivery Authority, have refused to meet with residents while Lord Coe said he would but has not been heard from since. Contact was made with Tessa Jowell but she referred matters to a civil servant. A request has also been sent to the IOC but apparently without response. Hundreds of thousands have been evicted in Beijing without apparent protest from the IOC which had promised the Olympics would bring improvements in human rights and the IOC would protest it it didn't. Well...

Our neighbouring estate, Park Village, which started this story is still standing. The students could have continued living there for a further year or it could have been used to house homeless families. The LDA claimed they needed the estate for May 2006. Why is not clear. The estate is not part of the landfill site so does not need remediation and will not be needed for construction until the end of 2008. May has now passed and nothing has happened anyway. What a waste! No-one seems to find this at all peculiar and Newham seems completely unconcerned at the loss of this housing asset.

Finally, to sum up the bizarre situation we find ourselves in, the LDA was supposed to put in place a relocation strategy, along with a variety of other measures like a properly functioning alliance of housing associations to rehouse us. It has indeed produced its strategy and this was meant to be approved in March. However, local authorities as well as me, objected to the strategy, particularly at the lack of effective monitoring. So the strategy was taken away for 'reworkiing'. The LDA claimed the planners were happy with the strategy. The planners told me they were not, three times. However, the strategy, with its inadequate (actually non-existent) monitoring  remains active. The LDA has not put in place any monitoring because the strategy has not been agreed. The planners do not agree with it because of the inadequate monitoring. The planners do not reject the strategy despite the lack of agreement meaning the inadequate strategy remains in force... and so on. And if monitoring was to be put in place, who would be doing the monitoring? Why, the same planners who fail to force the LDA to put in place effective monitoring!

Our local authority, Newham, have still not agreed to give residents priority for rehousing, but are bargaining with the LDA to get two units for every resident they finally get round to rehousing, and the alliance of housing associations seems to exist in name only.

Plus ca change...


02/10/2006, Galliano

	forumexport

	message

	Have just been reading this post with disbelief on my face. I am currently working at the Clays Lane site prior to it's demolition. I can't believe anyone used to live there, it is an unmitigated dump in the middle of a traveller site and industrial wasteland.

To the comedy 'journalist' what time do exams finnish? I seem to remember from my time at university (though thankfully not the UEL) that we were all wrapped up by late spring.

There are no facilities to hand, if i had turned up there on day one as a fresher i would have taken a gap year and gone through clearing to a proper university with proper accomodation. The LDa have done you all the biggest favour, its a flea invested pit that thankfully will soon be rubble.


26/10/2006

	forumexport

	message

	Hi Galleano!

First, read the report and you will see the issue is not that students were evicted in term time it is that they were served notices to quit during this stressful time when exams are held and those who usually stay on during the summer (believe it or not a fair number did this without any compulsion) then had a week or so to organise new housing. Exams are spread out during this period with some students still doing them close to the date when the NTQs expired. Some students were still doing exhibitions after the NTQs expired. It was entirely unnecessary to press for students to leave in such a rush as the estate wasn't needed for any other purpose.

Second, this 'comedy journalist' lives at Clays Lane and is unclear what 'industrial wasteland' you are referring to. Apart from a freezer plant on the south west periphery of the neighbourhood there is no industry at Clays Lane. The neighbouring rail lands are in the process of being developed as the Stratford City which will create new housing and other facilities. This 'comedian' put forward the proposal that the rail land next to Clays Lane be developed for housing, a proposal acccepted by Newham, which would have brought residents all kinds of benefits. The other 'wasteland' is a semi wild open space and cycle track which residents enjoy walking on. There is also a travellers' site. 

Third, many students, from all over the world, have enjoyed living at Park Village, next to Clays Lane, and at Clays Lane. There may be fleas there now after more than a year's dereliction but there weren't any when the place was occupied. The student accommodation had a gym and communal facilities like most of its kind as well as free transport to other university sites and shopping centres, etc. Your opinion of our amenities and the amenities we would have enjoyed when new developments are completed differs from that of many who live here who do not wish to move. I, personally, have lived here for fifteen and a half years and have no desire to move. That is not to say others are not happy to go. This is simply a record of what has been said and done by the LDA in its project to remove us. 

Fourth, students at Park Village were not rehoused, they were dumped on the private property market as UEL did not have new accommodation ready in time. For all of its poor quality in your eyes the estate could have been used for another year instead of lying derelict prior to demolition. It has now been empty for well over a year and is not needed for construction until the end of 2008, more than two years away. Even allowing for preparation the site will have been abandoned for around two and half years.

Enjoy your time at Park Village!


26/10/2006, jolympics

	forumexport

	message

	The CPO inquiry into the compulsory purchase of the Clays Lane estate, along with other sites, ended in early August. A group of Clays Lane residents, represented by a barrister, Richard Wald, solicitors Irwin Mitchell and an expert witness, Eric Goemans, argued that it was unnecessary to demolish the estate. The LDA had had the opportunity to remove the estate from the Olympic Park on several occasions when they had redesigned it. Instead new facilities had been moved into the Clays Lane sector making this impossible. The LDA had removed nearly all the housing for the Olympic Village from Clays Lane, decided to locate new sports facilities like a fencing hall and paralympic tennis, which were left out of the Park earlier, in this sector. At one point they had also moved the broadcasting centre to the south west of Clays Lane saying it was critical it was in a central location and then moved it to a site on the western periphery of the Park!

The LDA had attended the earlier roundtable session and had dealt with Clays Lane residents on the basis of the January proposals. In fact it had already prepared a new set of proposals which were released just as this roundtable was ending meaning the whole argument had been overtaken! No mention was made of this new set of proposals or even the fact that they were about to be released.

The decision on the granting of the CPO will rest with Ms Kelly, the minister for communiities. The inspector's report will be sent for her consideration.

An LDA witness claimed the change in promises, 'accommodation at least as good as in so far as is reasonably practicable' instead of 'accommodation at least as good as if not better', represented 'clarification'. He also claimed 'equivalence' did not include housing costs, none of the promises included housing costs and that the original Fluid survey was not intended to discover 'individual' needs while the survey report itself said this was its 'primary' purpose. 

He and counsel claimed that only one person on the estate, one of the Clays Lane witnesses at the Inquiry, was concerned about the promise 'accommodation at least as good as if not better'. Nobody else had any concern about this. The same LDA witness had claimed in written evidence that the Fluid survey showed only a very small percentage of residents thought it was important to live near open space. He acknowledged under cross examination that while one question did produce this answer it had asked residents for 'additional' information they wished to supply. Another question asked what was important to them about where they lived and around three quarters had said to be near open space was either very important or important to them.

It was pointed out that the LDA had failed to meet any of its own timeline commitments, had failed to carry out a survey of those wanting to move as part of a community until June 2006, a year before the planned closure of the estate, or to find land to enable an estate or estates to be built in time to prevent residents having to move twice, despite claiming to be doing so. Most residents would be considerably worse off, some paying two or even three times more than their present costs. 

The Residential Relocation Strategy, required under the planning permission to be approved before any development can begin, has still not been approved. Despite this it is 'in force' and the planning authorities, while expressing concern about it particularly in relation to monitoring which is not happening, do nothing to oblige its improvement. Planning controls have now been vested in the ODA, (Olympic Delivery Authority). It is conceivable this strategy will not be approved until the relocation is completed! The LDA apparently intends to submit it for approval when new permissions are sought for changes of use, even though the strategy was part of an earlier application. 

New planning consents will apparently be needed as the original consent at Clays Lane was for housing. Those residents who are still here will have the opportunity to object although whether there is any point in participatiing in such a process is questionable. The new facilities include so called 'back of house' facilities for the Olympic Village (medical, eating, rubbish collection), bit of a ring road and hockey facilities. The LDA claimed there was no change as the site was still part of the Olympic Village, even though some of the site could not be described as having any relationship with the Village. Its January newsletter had made no mention of any changes nor had it provided any information except to say the changes put forward them did not affect Clays Lane.

Changes are about to be made to the neighbouring Eastway Cycle Track and environs at this moment but residents have not been informed even though these proposals have been submitted to the ODA for approval.

A rehousing policy has recently been presented by CBHA which makes no reference to the promises made to residents and fails to refer even to equivalence with their present accommodation. Attempts to insert the promises or reference to the quality of amenities are met with a blank, even hostile, refusal.

Progress is being made on one small group move which involves a new build project, although time is pressing. Temporary housing for those involved remains an issue.

Newham only granted decant status to residents at the beginning of August after bargaining with the LDA over nomination rights to future properties. Residents had been repeatedly told this was sorted out only to be refused bidding rights by Newham. 

After months of argument Peabody finally agreed that tenants should be charged a lower old tenant rate rather than the new tenant rate they had insisted on and also backed down on the issue of the rights of immigrants to be rehoused under their assured tenancies after legal advice was presented to the effect that Peabody had this obligation. CBHA had been telling various kinds of immigrants they did not have rights to be rehoused. Even then the circulation of the advice to tenants was prevented. Recently tenants in some houses found new deadbolt locks were being put on their front doors by CBHA with no warning or consultation.

A storm blew up in the media over the discovery that radioactive thorium had apparently been dumped on the Eastway rubbish tip, which now includes Clays Lane, the Cycle Track and the allotments. No-one knows where this material is. It is not dangerous unless ingested, probably as dust, which poses a problem for the remediation of the site. The LDA had made much of the decontamination benefits of the programme and designated the area 'high risk to human health' which they later said merely meant there was a high risk of discovering material which was dangerous to human health. Residents have asked for evidence that such material was present and what surveys had been done to establish whether residents had suffered health effects fo living on this landfill site. When this story broke the LDA withdrew any evidence about contamination at Clays Lane as grounds for compulsory purchase. Plainly a small amount of contamination is desirable from their point of view, but not too much!

The media suddenly showed an interest in Clays Lane. Even Inside Housing rang up. However, they continued to show no interest in the housing issues. The Inside Housing reporter promised to ring back to discuss the relocation programme but has never done so.
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	The saga of the relocation strategy continues. Apparently it never existed!

The relocation strategy is supposed to protect residents by forbidding development until all the residents are properly rehoused. The strategy was, in fact, pretty feeble. However, even the local authorities were apparently unimpressed with the provisions for 'monitoring and control'. They refused to approve the strategy on these grounds. Of course, no monitoring has been put in place, according to the LDA because the strategy has not been approved. But then it hasn't been approved because of the lack of monitoring and......zzzzz! Catch 22.

The local authorities did nothing to force the LDA to gain approval for the strategy but even so they told us it was in force as all the LDA was obliged to do was present a strategy. In other words the LDA could have upgraded the monitoring proposals at any time, even after we had all been relocated and then gained approval. Who knows which planet these people live on! Well, Earth actually! So no surprise there!

However, after noting that the LDA was starting to do some work nearby I asked how they were allowed to do this without an approved relocation strategy? I wasn't exactly expecting anything very exciting to happen as the planners have never shown much interest in their own powers or even their own planning permissions where we are concerned. So I was ready for some further bluster about the wretched thing being in force and ready for approval or some such stuff.

But the answer was quite a shocker. There was no relocation strategy. It had never existed!

Apparently, when the LDA submitted its revised proposals in January 2006 the original planning permissions lapsed and along with them the requirement for a relocation strategy!

Extraordinarily the strategy was presented at just about the same time as these revisions so it died as soon as it was born. However, even more weirdly the local authorities had continued to consult on the strategy even after these revisions were issued so effectively we were being consulted on a dead strategy, even if no-one seems to have noticed its demise. They had also said they were unhappy with its provisions although they appear not to have been in a position to require changes as there was no longer a requirement on the LDA to present a strategy. Then we were told this moribund document was in force when in fact it wasn't. 

A further twist is it seems there is no planning permission for the Olympics. This remains unclear as we were under the impression the original permission included a right to alter the plans. However, that would imply there is an overarching permission. But that would mean there is a requirement to gain approval for a relocation strategy as the existence of a planning permission would include the need for a relocation strategy. My head is beginning to ache.

Either way the objective of the Grampian conditions, which apply to relocations, is that residents facing relocation should be protected. But in our case there is no protection as the Grampian conditions are not being applied in the absence of a strategy. So people are being moved to make way for the Olympics in the absence of a planning permission or any protection during their relocation.

Now the LDA is to present a new set of plans in January 2007. Will it present a new strategy, a year after the relocation has started? It is unlikely the permission will be granted for some months meaning the relocation really will be over by the time the strategy comes into force or is approved, assuming satisfactory monitoring is proposed. 

You just couldn't make it up!
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	Two links to view related stories. 

Games Monitor is a new site on the 2012 Olympics

http://www.gamesmonitor.org.uk/
 

You can view daily transcripts from the CPO inquiry (now finished). Clays Lane residents appeared on several occasions; 14th May, 6th June, 27th July, 28th July, 1st August and 2nd August. 

http://www.persona.uk.com/olympics/dailytranscripts.htm
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	Regarding nearby sites to Clays Lane.

The Eastway Cycle Track has now closed without a proper alternative site yet in existence. The track to be developed at Hog Hill requires a consultation on great crested newts. This is expected to be completed by May 2007. So the newts are to be granted a half year or so's respite. I dare say they will get a proper relocation strategy as well.

Eastway Cycle Track is also a large area of open space used by walkers and includes a small nature reserve all now lost to the Olympics. Part of this is supposed to be incorporated into the Olympic green space after the Games.

Some of the Waterden Road Travellers are expected to move to Hackney Marshes, meaning yet more of this open space is to be taken for the Olympics.

The LDA is proposing to move the Clays Lane Travellers to a small park next to a nursery school off Leyton Road. They are very unhappy about this proposal as their children use the nursery school and they regard this as a highly unsuitable site. Apparently Union Railways (Stratford City developers) are said to have objected to a possible relocation next to their site at Stratford Rail Lands (also the site of the Stratford EuroTunnel station).

The Allotments at Eastway are to be moved to common land, more open space, in Waltham Forest at Marsh Lane. The land is unsuitable and a lot of rubble will need to be taken away.

Park Village, the former students' estate, is still standing a year and five months after it was cleared of students. The LDA now plans to demolish in May of 2007. So a perfectly habitable estate has been abandoned at a time when homelessness has increased by 50%. It could have continued to be used to house students while UEL built new housing.

The cost of the Olympics is now estimated to be £5billion and rising. No surprise there. There is no secure funding for the Legacy in 2012, that is the word from Lord Coe himself and the higher the spending on the Games themselves, the less money there will be for what comes after. The scenario of derelict, undemolished stadiums and an unfinished green park looms a little larger!
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	After months of being misled about the wretched relocation strategy we now hear the Olympic Delivery Act removed the requirement to abide by Grampian conditions. So the politicians who sponsored this programme which is supposed to bring benefits to the people of East London deliberately removed protections from Clays Lane residents and others being forcibly moved which are otherwise required in planning applications for residents facing relocation under CPOs and other programmes. Of course, no-one saw fit to tell residents. Although it would have made no difference if they had as there was no protection anyway.

Likewise, after months of attempting to get Peabody, the LDA and our so-called tenants' friend to provide proper advice about the rights of immigrants to rehousing we found that CBHA, Peabody's local managers were still telling immigrants they had no right to be rehoused in RSL properties. We all have assured tenancies which, according to legal advice from the tenants' friend's lawyer, means that Peabody has an absolute obligation to rehouse its tenants. Yet no-one, not even SNU, the tenants' friend was prepared to put out a leaflet on the subject, even though SNU had prepared one. CBHA and the LDA objected to its circulation and SNU did not press the point. It was thought the message had finally got through to CBHA until a local church worker said he had been getting residents coming to him asking him about their rights and saying CBHA had been telling them they had no rights. The LDA subsequently put out a newsletter which failed to clarify the issue. It was down to tenants to stick up SNU's leaflet for them. 

SNU has so far put out one newsletter in almost a year which failed to alert residents to important discussions on a rehousing policy, which fails to refer to equivalence with what we have, and compensation, which fails to assist tenants overcome considerably increased housing costs. SNU recently turned up late to a meeting and then, instead of trying to contact residents, simply sat in the room and waited for residents, who had already gone home after finding the meeting room was locked, and then went home. They failed to offer any apologies and only said they realised they had probably missed the meeting after being contacted for an explanation!

Nothing surprises any more. Our MP has never visited even though attempts were made to get her to come. The Mayor of Newham said he would come but never did. Lord Coe promised to get in touch but never did. The Mayor of London refused to respond to a request for a meeting as did Mr Higgins of the ODA. The Chief Executive of the LDA failed to respond to letters sent to him and Tessa Jowell managed one letter before referring me elsewhere. A GLA member did say he would come but lost interest at the time of the local elections and another one, who does come, cracks jokes at meetings and warns us this is the kind of thing we have to put up with! The IOC were written to but didn't respond.

The LDA has now closed off the Cycle Track. It said it would leave a section of the open space for residents to use. This turns out to be a kind of sheep's pen about the size of one of our car parks. They appear to be starting remediation work. It is unclear whether this is allowed as there is not planning permission on the site and this could be considered to be development.

Looking at the website which advertises planning applications for the ODA to consider is also interesting. On the page are statements of support for the Olympics from worthy former Olympians telling us how wonderful it will all be and planning categories like 'Total Government Support'. 

One day all this could happen to you!
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	The other notable absentees from Clays Lane are Peabody Trust, our landlords. We are managed by Community Based Housing Association, a Peabody offshoot.

The LDA said in a version of the Fluid report that they would ensure any RSL participating in the relocation process would adhere to the highest standards. We asked the LDA to have an office on site to be in charge of what was going on. They refused saying it was unnecessary. We have asked for monitoring of the process, which was supposedly required by the non-existent, non-required relocation strategy. There is no monitoring. We raised concerns about the competence of CBHA to manage the relocation in the Autumn of 2005 after complaints were made about staff involved in the process and CBHA produced an extraordinary Q&A sheet. The LDA paid for the same staff to be hired for the relocation.

In the winter of 2006 the first reports started coming in of immigrant residents being told by CBHA they did not qualify for RSL housing. SNU did nothing and discussions got nowhere. Only in the summer was any action taken, in the form of a briefing, described as the first in a series by SNU. Actually there haven't been any more briefings. The briefing was never distributed. We thought, however, the point had been made. It hadn't. The same 'information' was still being disseminated by CBHA. SNU still refused to issue their briefing.

Recently a number of other points were made about CBHA's performance. For example it was reported in a meeting that some tenants were being charged twice, once at Clays Lane and once at their new properties. This was immediately denied by CBHA, who said this would be illegal. A couple of days later a tenant reported he had been told he would be charged for his room at Clays Lane if he didn't move out by the following Monday. Another tenant reported she had been charged in this way. Her new flat had damp which she had reported but Peabody had denied. It was later found to be true. The explanation given was that it didn't show up in the summer because of the dry weather. The tenant was still able to spot it but Peabody couldn't and the LDA thought this a reasonable explanation! It was then claimed the tenant who was told he would be charged was just being given a general explanation of the procedure, although it is unclear how this alters the actual message. It was claimed the other tenant had in some way volunteered to pay the extra rent, a truly astonishing idea. Oh for tenants like these! Other RSLs must be green with envy. It was claimed the tenant had been refunded but actually the tenant was just told any credits would be passed on. This person doesn't know whether this included the extra rent. The LDA thought these were plausible explanations, overlooking the fact that CBHA had falsely claimed it wasn't happening and concluded it wasn't happening to anyone else. How on earth could they know?

It was also claimed in the same meeting that tenants were being asked to accept properties without seeing them, if work was being done. CBHA again denied this. However, a tenant confirmed this had indeed happened to her.

The same tenant who had been told he would be charged twice moved into a flat without any heating as the gas heater was faulty. He had not had time to do any work on his flat and had not received any compensation because the payment of compensation is delayed for bureaucratic reasons. This is a constant experience and has been raised on many occasions to no avail. Thus tenants have had to borrow money to decorate, buy furniture, hire vans, etc. Nothing is done to alleviate this.

CBHA said they knew nothing about the difficulties of the tenant without heating because he hadn't told them. Of course this ignored the fact that they had put pressure on him to move, which may have reduced his expectations of fair treatment. But they don't seem to have even considered the idea that they should check up every now and then to make sure everything is ok. That really would be revolutionary.

Another tenant moving into a Peabody flat was given a rent figure which differed from that on the original notice. When she queried this because of the difference she was told the second, higher figure was right. After further queries, because she was alerted by other tenants to the varying rent levels Peabody is charging and the change in rents which now apply to Clays Lane residents, she was told that both rents were wrong and she should be charged a rent around twenty pounds lower than the highest figure quoted. When she asked what was being done to check rents were being correctly charged Peabody simply said it would all come right in the end. SNU showed no interest and merely commented that it sounded like she was moving to a nice area!

CBHA have been accusing tenants of being in rent arrears when in fact they are in surplus, a problem which was supposed to have been resolved after discussions at the end of the winter. It seems they can't get round to entering payments. Questions have also been raised about the repayment of housing benefit.

Peabody will be receiving a figure believed to be around £5million for Clays Lane under the CPO and another £1.75million, according to CBHA, from the closed Co-op's account. So far none of this has been spent on rehousing Clays Lane residents. They were planning to charge the highest level of rents to Clays Lane residents and only dropped this after a long argument.

However, it would seem this modern interpretation of Peabody's philanthropic ideals is entirely in keeping with the IOC's and the Government's interpretation of the Olympic ideal. The Government removes protections from residents, changes the law to suit the circumstance, creates a delivery authority with extra planning powers which does not have to abide by normal planning regulations on allotments and open space, discards surveys and changes promises and tells those who object they are 'confused' and 'unreasonable'. The IOC is content to see human rights violated on a truly epic scale in places like Beijing and Seoul while insisting that people should be evicted from their homes so athletes, some of the fittest people on the planet, don't have to walk too far for a couple of weeks. The whole package is wrapped up in fancy Legacy and regeneration packaging to sell it to the mass media and catch the eye of politicians who believe in something called 'world city' status. Of course a lot of money is to be made and the gadarene rush to make a profit sweeps the whole project along. When the party's over the bills come in, the detritus lies around for a while and the whole caravan moves on to find another set of candidates for fleecing.
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	Tessa Jowell was recently asked in the House of Commons about the rehousing of those displaced by the Olympics. Her written response can be seen below. It is followed by a response from a resident who was evicted.

House of Commons, Written answers, Thursday, 31 January 2008

Olympic Games 2012: Housing

Andrew Love (Edmonton, Labour) | Hansard source

To ask the Minister for the Olympics how many local authority tenants will be displaced from their housing as a result of the 2012 Olympics;how their housing needs will be met; and if she will make a statement.

Tessa Jowell (Minister of State (the Olympics and London (Paymaster General)), Cabinet Office)

The only social housing tenants affected by the Compulsory Purchase Order for the Olympic and Paralympic Games were at Clays Lane Housing Estate, which was located north of the Stratford City site. The estate comprised 450 social housing units, within which there were 425 residents who needed re-housing.

Working closely with a wide partnership of social housing providers over a period of 18 months, the LDA established a range of options from which tenants could choose to relocate. All tenants were offered the opportunity to relocate to an assured tenancy or equivalent and the vast majority of tenants relocated to properties that they themselves had selected as best matching their requirements. Tenants were able to bid for social rented properties covered by local authority nominations and available through choice-based letting schemes, and were prioritised in the allocation procedures. They were also able to choose to relocate to properties owned by a wide range of registered social landlords. Direct offers were made to those tenants without an identified relocation property at the end of April 2007, based on an understanding of the individuals' preferences for their relocation.

The LDA completed the relocation of residents from Clays Lane Estate on the 23 July 2007.

Response from evicted tenant.

Clays Lane was closed on 23rd July 2007. The maximum population of the estate was 500 although 425 tenants were in residence. During the last couple of weeks there were still about 50 residents on the estate. In the final days politicians complained that residents were holding up the relocation programme. In reality some residents were only offered housing during the last two weeks even though they had been engaging with the programme for months, some for more than a year. Other residents were trying to sort out problems with their new homes which delayed their moves. A few had to go into emergency accommodation for several weeks, including staying in hotels or hostels. Those in hostels had to make several further moves. About 25 residents were put into temporary accommodation, including most of those who had already made emergency moves, and these residents are now slowly finding their final places. Most of those in this group are still in temporary accommodation.

Clays Lane residents were first approached by the LDA during the autumn of 2003 to discuss their possible relocation. One of the ideas put forward was for residents to move as part of a community. A survey was supposed to be undertaken in March 2004 but this did not happen until August. Residents were then asked if they would like to make a community move and by extrapolation it was determined that about half of the community, around 200 people, would be interested in such a move. In the event nothing was done to prepare for this until the spring of 2006. By that time people were already being relocated and it was apparent a community move would involve two moves. A project of this complexity needed time and resources if it was to work and the LDA simply failed to do what was required. Two small groups are still negotiating for group moves but the one which has been trying to make such a move in London has found costs, planning restrictions and the lack of suitable sites has made this extremely difficult. After over a year and a half of negotiation only one viable site has so far been proposed and that was next to a four lane highway. So far no-one has moved as a group although some have ended up living on the same estate.

The LDA made much of its commitment to ‘sustaining communities’ in its evidence to the Compulsory Purchase Order Inquiry. As can be seen from what happened to the Clays Lane community in practice this has meant little. Residents were told by the LDA they did not count as ‘a community’ unlike, for example, the Travellers. No special provision was made for them in the compulsory purchase order by reserving land for their future moves. The Fluid survey, referred to above, was not used during the relocation programme on the grounds that it was confidential to Fluid and was only designed to be a general overview, even though the survey report stated it was designed to inquire into residents’ individual needs. It was replaced by a much more restricted survey in August 2005 which did not ask about group moves. Contradictorily the LDA has also claimed the Fluid survey was used even though the individual questionnaires were never given to the housing association, Community Based Housing, which was managing the programme.

The LDA had originally said in a letter sent out in June 2004 that it would provide accommodation ‘at least as good as, if not better than’ what residents already had. The Mayor of London later said he expected us to get ‘an improvement’ in terms of ‘space, quality, standards and amenities’. The LDA ‘clarified’ its promise to ‘accommodation at least as good as in so far as is reasonably practicable’ while CBHA said there would be ‘winners and losers’. The Mayor’s statement was dismissed by the LDA as the words of ‘a politician’. Eventually all these formulas were forgotten and the final rehousing policy simply said we would get what was available from the local authority in the area we moved to.

The LDA spent a lot of time dismissing Clays Lane’s amenities and housing. We were assured the housing we would move to would be of higher quality than at Clays Lane. For some that has been the case, others have moved into damp or poorly maintained properties. The housing at Clays Lane was perfectly sound but the LDA insisted it was of low quality even though the estate was only twenty-five years old. As CBHA predicted, there have been winners and losers! Clays Lane residents had the use of a community centre, free car parking, two day and night buses and a large semi-wild open space at the Eastway. The nearest shops were about eight minutes walk away, Stratford shopping centre was a short bus ride and the nearest Tube at Leyton under fifteen minutes walk. None of this impressed the LDA. During the CPO Inquiry the LDA tried to claim, on the basis of the Fluid survey, that very few were concerned about the loss of access to a green space. Indeed the LDA said residents were ‘isolated’ by this green space. The survey results were deliberately misrepresented. In fact over 75% had expressed concern about living next to a green space. Many residents have not received amenities to match those at Clays Lane.

Most Clays Lane residents were living in shared accommodation and most of them were happy to be offered a flat in exchange, which was why the LDA was confident most residents would be better off in terms of space. However, 50 residents already had flats or bungalows and for these there has been little or no improvement in their housing. Some are worse off and now have smaller flats. Despite being told they could choose where they wanted to live many residents found they were unable to find homes in their preferred locations and were told to broaden their search areas often ending up in completely unexpected places. People classed as ‘vulnerable’ were also sent to areas they had not selected and others complained about the way office staff pressured them or failed to offer them the homes they wanted.

Clays Lane was a very inexpensive place to live with low rents and cheap energy and plentiful heating and hot water from community boilers. Council tax was included in the rent. Most residents are at least £30 a week worse off, some much more, and many in low paid jobs or on benefits are now struggling with dramatically increased rents and bills. The LDA offered £1,555 to mitigate these increased housing costs. This was supposed to be spread over three years. In most cases this has already been spent. The total compensation offered was £8,500, which included a £4,000 home loss payment which is not expected to be used for relocation costs. £320 was offered for loss of amenities after the LDA finally acknowledged residents’ feelings on this score. £2,625 was allocated for disturbance costs. In reality most have spent more than this on refurbishing their flats, buying furniture, carpeting, white goods, etc. Attempts to point out the inadequacy of the compensation were simply dismissed. The LDA said it would accept claims for extra disturbance payments to cover these costs but we then heard it was not doing so saying residents had to submit estimates to CBHA before moving. In most cases this was simply impossible as people were being pressured to leave sometimes receiving daily phone calls from CBHA and few knew what their eventual costs would be. More recently we have heard the LDA is considering these claims and has settled a couple.

There was no independent supervision or monitoring of the programme until the last two or three months in 2007 when an appeals process was set up to sort out disputes about the ‘reasonableness’ of offers. Even then we understand in one case the LDA simply refused to accept the panel’s findings. The monitoring panel never came to Clays Lane to meet residents or talk to them on an individual or collective basis. Repeated requests were made for proper monitoring from the start and the LDA had promised, in a first draft of the Fluid report, to supervise the programme to ensure the highest standards were adhered to. This commitment was excised from a later, fuller version.

Monitoring was supposed to be provided under a relocation strategy which was required by the 2004 planning permission. It turned out that this requirement was rendered void by the presentation of new plans in January 2006 so effectively residents had no protection. Residents went through a meaningless consultation on the strategy and were then told it was in force even though it was never approved and in fact never existed. The planning authorities had raised concerns about the proposals for monitoring when it was thought the strategy still had some standing. Monitoring was not established and the local authority planners showed no interest in following this up. Neither did the CPO Inspector or the High Court. Indeed the CPO inquiry process and the courts offered residents no assistance as the Inspector simply dismissed residents’ concerns even when the evidence plainly supported them. The High Court disallowed any evidence which contradicted the Inspector’s findings and legal aid was refused to challenge the exploratory drilling at Clays Lane. The High Court and Legal Aid Commission held that the Olympic project was too important to be threatened by legal challenges.

One group of tenants, who had ‘no access to public funds’ and were not eligible for local authority housing, were told by CBHA (a Peabody subsidiary) and Peabody Housing Trust, our landlords, that they had no right to be rehoused in any social housing. We believe this group may have numbered around 70-80 people and an unknown number, who were misled by this, moved into private accommodation. It has since been discovered that some are now impoverished and attempts have been made to follow them up and offer them housing. Peabody had and still has a legal obligation to rehouse these tenants. Other housing associations could also provide them with accommodation. This ‘rescue’ programme seems to be proceeding rather slowly.

CBHA, disgracefully, have since denied giving this advice and tried to blame a local pastor. In fact this was known about from almost the beginning of the programme when residents started reporting that CBHA staff were saying this and it was discussed in meetings with the LDA. It took several months before our supposed tenant advisors, Safe Neighbourhoods Unit (SNU), believed what residents were reporting. They did then produce a leaflet setting out the legal position but, after being asked by the LDA and CBHA not to circulate it, decided not to! Residents continued to be told by CBHA they were not eligible despite assurances that this would be corrected. The pastor came to know about this in the autumn and asked other residents for advice only to be blamed for this abuse himself!.

Just as the local authority, Newham, through its planning department, showed no interest in monitoring what was happening so it was also not prepared to free up any of its land to enable a community move to occur. Hackney was also unwilling to make available a piece of its land, which some residents had identified for a group move.

Newham also refused to grant decant status to residents until August 2006, seven months into the programme, while it bargained with the LDA for allocation rights to Legacy housing, using residents as bargaining chips. The failure to provide decant status also prevented residents bidding for properties in neighbouring boroughs through the Choice Lettings scheme until Newham gave them status. In fact, the slowness of other boroughs in processing applications meant some never got a chance to bid outside of Newham.

Perhaps Newham’s attitude is unsurprising as residents heard that the Mayor had described us as ‘peasants’ while members of the local Labour Party told us our MP, Lyn Brown, had told them she had been visiting the estate when she had never been there. None of those at the heart of the Olympic programme, Mr Livingstone, Ms Jowell, Lord Coe, Mr Lewis or Mr Higgins were prepared to meet residents or visit the estate despite invitations or correspondence with them or, in the case of Lord Coe’s, Ms Brown and the Mayor of Newham, an agreement to come.

Likewise nobody from Peabody came to meet with residents or work from the estate on the rehousing of their own tenants except during the last six months when representatives attended meetings with one of the groups. Indeed Peabody’s attitude was revealed in their attempt to charge residents the highest rents possible if they moved into Peabody properties, despite the fact that they were already Peabody tenants. It took six months before this policy was reversed. As already stated it also tried to deny certain tenants their rights to rehousing altogether. Peabody had received £1.75million from the accounts of the Clays Lane Co-operative which it took over in the summer of 2005 and, we believe, a further £5million for the estate. Residents have received no benefit from this.

The LDA had set out a series of timelines for the relocation programme in the Fluid report, all of which it missed. It was supposed to create a Rehousing Alliance of housing providers, starting in the autumn of 2004. In fact this only met for the first time in July 2005 and then fell apart. The arrangements for rehousing seem to have been made with individual housing associations as the programme got under way. Because of the poor preparations almost no help was available for those who wanted to move to more distant parts of London or to other parts of the country, even though this had been promised. Tenants were often told they had to sort this out for themselves and, unsurprisingly, those moving out of London usually ended up in private accommodation. Even moves to boroughs like Barnet have proved to be extremely difficult and have resulted in residents having to make temporary moves while further opportunities are sought.

According to the Fluid survey Clays Lane had certain unique features. It was a very sociable community and provided a network of support for a variety of people who were described as ‘vulnerable’. The interviewers noted how the courtyard layout had facilitated social interaction and included discussion of how this could be replicated in a future community move in their report. The estate had been established to provide housing for single, sometimes homeless, people, a valuable resource which has now been lost. It was a very diverse community. We counted over 40 different nationalities present at Clays Lane. Once again creating diversity was supposed to be a key goal of the LDA but in our case the maintenance of such a community was just a nuisance. Concerns were expressed by residents for the vulnerable members of the community and they remain. Residents have lost their community and it is a frequent complaint that they are now isolated and lonely in their new homes. Interestingly it was the LDA’s contention that the community was isolated from neighbouring areas which was used to justify the demolition of the estate and the community. It wasn’t true then but they have made it so now!

It was noticeable to residents, although the LDA may deny any change of approach, that the LDA started to show more concern about the operation of the relocation process as time passed and some effort was made to compensate for earlier failures. It created a follow up programme, both in providing commitments to those left in temporary accommodation and in appointing an agency, PECAN, to support those in difficulty. It is regrettable that this effort was not put into the early stages when it would have had a much more substantial and beneficial effect. The two staff in charge were only appointed in July and November 2005 and a series of repeated meetings in September 2005 with different parts of the estate revealed how poorly prepared the LDA was, as almost no information was available at those meetings.

Extraordinarily the chief executive of the LDA, Manny Lewis, was reported, in an interview in The Voice in September 2007, as saying that residents had been rehoused in three blocks of purpose built flats. Who knows what he was talking about! It is an indication of the lack of care or proper oversight that the head of the organisation responsible for our relocation could make such a demonstrably false statement.

From January 2007 residents had to contend not only with the pressure to move but the demolition of part of the neighbouring Park Village student estate and the first stages of the remediation work at the Eastway Cycle Track. The demolition programme at Park Village was not properly supervised by the ODA and resulted in clouds of dust covering the area. The Travellers were particularly badly affected. No sprays were used until residents protested and the contractors disobeyed work restrictions on both sites. The LDA also started exploratory drilling on the Clays Lane estate, despite saying it wouldn’t do this, and began preliminary work on the Eastway, the latter work also created dust.

Security was also used as a further annoyance to residents. After a few months metal grilles started to appear on the estate. Residents had been concerned about possible problems and were keen to retain a sense of normality by leaving curtains in the windows so it wasn't immediately apparent which houses were occupied. CBHA had more concern for its properties. and was determined to put up the grilles. Interestingly the only house broken into was one covered in metal. CBHA drew the illogical conclusion that this meant more houses should be metalled up and accused residents of providing inside information to the squatter who was unceremoniously and probably illegally hauled away by the police, illegally because he had gained access through an unsecured skylight. It didn't occur to CBHA that inside information was hardly needed to pinpoint a grilled house as being empty! CBHA stated their desire to make the estate as unpleasant to live on by putting up metal grilles on all the houses to encourage tenants to move out. The LDA, at least on this occasion, showed more humanity and agreed they should be fitted inside the houses so that some semblance of normality remainded.

During the last few weeks the LDA hired security guards to patrol the estate and to watch over the scaffolding for the cable cradle erected over the estate. The scaffolding security guard sat in a van with dogs in the back and refused to respond while vandals stripped lead off roofs and took down satellite dishes, even as people were watching tv! The security guards who were supposed to help residents were nowhere to be seen.

Residents found through freedom of information searches that there were at least two deposits of drums containing thorium on the Eastway. The authorities had never told residents about this. Indeed they had concealed this information and failed to supply responses to enquiries. The Eastway and Clays Lane are part of a former landfill which also contains a considerable quantity of industrial contaminants. Attempts to communicate with the ODA, Newham Environmental Health and the HSE were largely fruitless. Once again on the Eastway no sprays were in place until protests were made. Even now there are no high level sprays only bowsers which spray water on roadways so piles of earth and areas inaccessible to bowsers produce dust without any control and it seems the dust content is not being tested, only the quantities. Agencies argued over who was responsible for what (the HSE and Newham EH) or just didn’t answer (the ODA). We have heard that when Greenwich Peninsular was dug up for the Dome asthma rates shot up by 50% among Greenwich schoolchildren and birth defects started to appear. There have also been reports of cancers among workers at the Dome.

We noted that workers on the Eastway were not wearing protective clothing or using Geiger counters. When we quoted DEFRA’s own document, Industry Profiles, which refers to the hazards expected to be found on old rubbish tips in areas where radioactive materials were in use, as in the Lea Valley, and which said such radioactive materials could even be found in domestic waste this was simply dismissed by the HSE. Neither the local authority nor local MPs seemed unduly concerned. Who knows what the effects will be but the remediation at Eastway seems to be one large experiment in hoping for the best! The prevailing winds are carrying this contaminated material over Leyton, Leytonstone and Stratford New Town. The remediation programme itself creates the danger as none of these contaminants is thought to be harmful if left undisturbed. No-one ever showed any concern for Clays Lane residents while they occupied the site or thought it needed to be remediated for them.

The estate was closed while the Travellers were still in occupation. Residents were given two weeks notice of the closure date. We asked why the LDA was so determined to move us out when they knew the Travellers would not be moving for at least another month. In fact the Travellers did not move until October and the demolition of Clays Lane was only completed in mid December with the destruction of the community centre. Residents could have stayed at least until October, rather than being shoved into emergency accommodation, as the demolition of the estate had to be stopped when it created serious disturbance for the Travellers. Instead residents had to scramble to get out under the threat of losing some of their compensation and eviction by force if they failed to leave on time. Even though residents were faced with this pressure politicians accused residents of dragging their feet and John Biggs, the local GLA member and LDA deputy chair, claimed some residents were looking to be forcibly evicted.

Clays Lane used to stand on the site of the proposed Athletes’ Village. The original preferred site for the Village, suggested by Arup, was at Mill Meads. The LDA and Lord Coe have falsely claimed the present site will produce 9,000 new homes. However, the Village will be built in part on Stratford City and will consist of modified housing which would have been built anyway. As a further insult to those evicted the loss of housing at Clays Lane and Park Village is not included in the figures so the net gain may only be about half that claimed. If Mill Meads had been used the LDA could indeed have claimed a true housing legacy from the Village. As it is the whole project is built on a lie. As if to try and eliminate any memory of what has been lost even the name Clays Lane is to be eradicated. The new name for the site is to be Channelsea Village.

Julian Cheyne, former resident at Clays Lane

also posted on http://www.gamesmonitor.org.uk/node/558
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	"Security was also used as a further annoyance to residents. After a few months metal grilles started to appear on the estate. Residents had been concerned about possible problems and were keen to retain a sense of normality by leaving curtains in the windows so it wasn't immediately apparent which houses were occupied. CBHA had more concern for its properties. and was determined to put up the grilles. Interestingly the only house broken into was one covered in metal. CBHA drew the illogical conclusion that this meant more houses should be metalled up and accused residents of providing inside information to the squatter who was unceremoniously and probably illegally hauled away by the police, illegally because he had gained access through an unsecured skylight. It didn't occur to CBHA that inside information was hardly needed to pinpoint a grilled house as being empty! CBHA stated their desire to make the estate as unpleasant to live on by putting up metal grilles on all the houses to encourage tenants to move out. The LDA, at least on this occasion, showed more humanity and agreed they should be fitted inside the houses so that some semblance of normality remainded."

I viewed a recent documentary on New Orleans and the aftermath of the Katrina Hurricane. It appears that a number of Estates of Social Housing, close to New Orleans Business Centre which were NOT damaged by the floods and were perfectly habitable, were grilled up in similar fashion whilst the residents were in FEMA provided temporary accomodation as a result of the enforced evacuation. Those residents have not been allowed to return to their homes, although the documentary film crew took a resident back to see her old home, and as that unfortunate woman said, "It weren't a huricane that did this, it was man!!" as she fought back the tears and anger she felt at being treated so shabbily.

As ever, the people who depend upon the state and others for their housing are very, very low on the priority list of those who work for the powerful, the wealthy, the developers. Prestige and profit before the people is always ugly.

Mayor Livingstone ought to be really ashamed of his comments, his attitude and his actions.


