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Executive Summary
The context of the Residents Survey.
The Clays Lane Housing Co-operative (CLHC) occupies 
a 2.4 hectare site in the northwest corner of the London 
Borough of Newham, on land that is earmarked for 
the Olympic development should London win its bid to 
host the Olympic and Paralympic Games in 2012. The 
estate sits in relative isolation on raised ground. It is 
bounded to the north and west by the Eastway Cycle 
Circuit, and to the south and east by Clays Lane and 
Temple Mills Lane respectively. The Co-op provides 
450 single bed spaces organised into 107 households 
across ten courts or courtyards, which comprise one 
bedroom flats and bungalows and four, six and ten 
bedroom houses.

The Residents Survey exercise arose as part of the 
London Development Agency’s (LDA) commitment 
to planning conditions stemming from the Olympic 
planning applications. This specifically entails a 
commitment to relocate the occupants of the estate on 
a ‘like-for-like or better’ basis

Door to door surveys
The main part of the Residents Survey took place over 
a 7 week period, from August to September 2004. 
Questionnaires were completed by residents in private, 
confidential interviews with a member of staff.

Analysis and findings
A substantial part of the report takes the form of a 
question-by-question analysis of the survey responses. 
The information has been represented, where 
appropriate, in the form of tables and charts.

General information

Number of homes at Clays Lane 450

Total number of interviews (including 5 couples 
and one person about to move in, but not al-
located a room). This represents 290 rooms.

296

Number of voids identified 25

Number of additional names supplied by oc-
cupants

72

Did not wish to be interviewed 2

Did not turn up for prearranged interview 14

No further information available for this home 47

Following the cut-off date for inclusion in the report a 
further 10 interviews were carried out. This provides 
a figure of 306 interviews carried out, representing 
300 homes. This corresponds to just over 70% of the 
425 homes identified as occupied at the time of the 
survey.

Key issues from the survey responses

Key issue: Multi-occupancy homes 

• There are least 30 homes that have more than 
one occupant some of the time

• Single parents who wish to live with their 
children may encounter problems when it 
comes to relocation. The LDA is committed to 
rehousing those who live at Clays Lane, but not 
necessarily their non-resident family members

Key issue: Self-contained homes

• Around 84% of 292 respondents would prefer a 
self-contained flat to a shared house

Key issue: Staying within a Co-op 

• Over half (53%) of all interviewees would prefer 
to be re-housed outside a Co-operative or 
collective housing arrangement. By extraction 
this means at least 150 residents may wish to 
be rehoused within some sort of Co-operative 
or collective housing arrangement. This number 
could rise to 200 if all those who were ‘unsure’ 
are included

Key issue: Preferred locations

• Around half of respondents would prefer to 
remain in the Stratford area

• The majority of ideal locations are concentrated 
in central, north, northeast and east London

Key issue: Moving out

• 22 residents were planning to move out within 
the next twelve months, a further 22 residents 
were unsure

Key issue: Car ownership

• Just over 20% of respondents owns a car. By a 
projection based on the responses, around 90 of 
the 450 homes would require car parking space 
if relocated

Key issue: Places of work

• Workplaces are concentrated in Central to East 
London, with some interviewees working across 
London and the Home Counties.
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Emerging issues
In order to understand the issues we have grouped 
them into three over-arching themes:

The Existing issues, Relocation issues and the Unique 
Character of Clays Lane. This allows us to separate 
those issues that are particular to the current 
circumstances from those which will have an impact 
on the relocation process. In addition we have been 
able to draw out numerous qualities which are specific 
to Clays Lane and a product of many of its unique 
characteristics.

The diagram below aims to collect and show the 
relationship between the overall findings of the 
Residents Survey. Extracts appear in the relevant 
sections on the following pages.

The LDA published a summary report for residents 
in early February 2005* which contained answers to 
many of the questions raised by residents during the 
survey.

The answers provided by the LDA highlight some of 
the most pressing issues for residents. At the time 
of writing, the answers were necessarily uncertain 
in tone. However, there are several issues which 
may need to be addressed in the light of residents’ 
expectations.

Existing issues
Should London win the Olympic Bid, many of the existing 
issues will no longer be of concern for residents, such 
as problems associated with the current management 
and the quality of the environment. However, lessons 
may be learnt from the difficulties some residents 
have experienced, such as anti-social behaviour in 
large shared households, which have proved difficult 
to manage internally. 

*Clays Lane Housing Co-op, Residents Survey - Report for the 
London Development Agency, January 2005 
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Relocation issues

Uncertainty over the future of the Co-op as an 
organisation and as a place.
The current status of the Co-op as a fully constituted 
Registered Social Landlord has been the subject of a 
dispute with the Housing Corporation in recent years. 
The uncertainty this has brought about has been 
exacerbated by the impact of London’s bid to host the 
2012 Olympic Games.

Some of the uncertainty over the future of the Co-op 
will be addressed when the International Olympic 
Committee make their decision on 6 July 2005. If the Bid 
is successful relocation will follow, and residents can 
then be further engaged in the process, with the LDA 
giving due consideration to their personal preferences 
and needs, as promised.

The Non-Olympic scenario
“The Lower Lea Valley has been identified as a 
regeneration priority and development in some form is 
likely to happen”*

However, if the Bid is unsuccessful, many residents 
will have had their expectations raised that they will be 
relocated anyway, as the LDA have said that the area is 
earmarked for regeneration anyway. Several residents 
are vulnerable people who will need reassurance.

Affordability
“Rent levels are a key consideration in our re-housing 
planning. Rent levels will be broadly equivalent to those 
in other similar Registered Social Landlords (RSLs).“

Residents have benefited from low rental costs, and 
this is clearly an attractive aspect of the Co-op for 
some who have chosen to move there. Being relocated 
into more costly dwellings will be seen as a problem 
for some occupants.

Eligibility
“The aim is to relocate all residents regardless of 
whether they are members of the Co-op.”*

There are several residents who appear not to be 
members of the Co-op. Their status is unclear. It is 
our understanding that the legal dispute between the 
Co-op and the Housing Corporation has impeded the 
Co-op management’s powers to evict residents. There 
are numerous residents who live outside the strictures 
of the Co-ops policy on cohabiting, families, etc. The 
LDA has made a commitment to re-house all those 
living on the estate. This may be a difficult matter for 
some who are separated from partners but still have 
responsibility for childcare, and who wish to move to 
new accommodation with their children.

Exercising choice
One particular area of uncertainty about the relocation 
process is the extent to which residents will be able to 
exercise choice. For example, residents are aware that 
the LDA is committed to providing accommodation at 
least ‘as good as’ they currently have. Two questions 
that arose were what would happen if they turned 
down what they were offered, and whether they would 
be able to choose who they were to live with?

Providing self-contained accommodation

When full the Co-op provides 450 homes, of which 50 
are single occupancy. This represents around 11% of 
homes. Of those surveyed, just under 85% wish to be 
re-housed in self-contained flats. Clearly the majority 
of those in shared accommodation do not wish to 
remain so, but current housing standards would be 
unlikely to support the form of housing found at Clays 
Lane, particularly the 10 bedroom houses, where many 
of the resources such as kitchen facilities, bathrooms 
and toilets are shared. This has a cost implication, as 
providing self-contained flats will inevitably cost more 
than shared accommodation.

* Answers to residents questions are quoted from the Clays 
Lane Housing Co-op, Residents Survey - Report for the London 
Development Agency, January 2005 A typical courtyard at Clays Lane



Clays Lane Co-operative Housing • Residents Survey   5

The unique qualities of Clays Lane
“The LDA will be seeking to ensure that residents 
are re-housed in accommodation at least as good 
as they currently have and as far as is reasonably 
practicable”*

The LDA’s definition of ‘as good as’ may be open to 
interpretation. The criteria will need to be clearly 
defined as there are many aspects of Clays Lane 
which are appreciated by residents that are not easy 
to replicate, such as its geographical setting, social 
mix, layout around courtyards, and the effect on the 
environment of particular Co-op policies such as the 
lack of children.

The social infrastructure
The survey has identified its community and social 
make-up as its main asset by a clear margin. This 
community has a very specific make-up, mainly due to 
the Co-ops policy of housing a diverse group of single 
adults, many of whom have arrived at Clays Lane 
through housing needs. The Co-op and its community 
provide an informal mutual support system, and some 
residents appear to rely on this network.

Courtyards and shared houses.
The Courtyard has proved effective as a piece of social 
architecture, as urban and landscape design and as a unit 
of local self-governance within the Co-op management 
structure. The extent to which the Courtyard can be 
seen as a successful piece of urban design should be 
considered only in the light of other major contributing 
factors: the predominantly single adult population and 
lack of young children, the comparative isolation of the 
site and the shared ownership of public spaces. Some 
of these characteristics may need to be considered 
further in the event that significant numbers of 
residents are to be relocated together into purpose-
built accommodation.

The least successful aspect of the design has been the 
larger shared households, particularly the 10-bedroom 
dwellings, where the possibility of disagreements are 
greatly increased. This is because between 4 people 
in a household there are a possible 6 different one-to-
one relationships, whereas in a 6 bedroom household 
there are 15 potential relationships and in a 10 bedroom 
house there are potentially 45 different one-to-one 
relationships, and therefore a substantially greater 
number of negotiations and potential areas of conflict. 
This brings matters such as cleanliness and hygiene 
to the fore as one of the top Cons about the Co-op , as 
identified by residents in this survey.

Remaining within a Co-operative or collective housing 
arrangement.
“We recognise that some residents wish to remain in 
a collective housing arrangement whilst others may 
not.”*

Based on a projection of the survey responses, around 
200 residents may wish to be rehoused within some 
sort of Co-operative or collective housing arrangement. 
Some residents clearly wish to remain within this Co-
op, with its particular values and social mix, as opposed 
to ‘a Co-operative’. 

The definition of Co-op varies from person to person. 
Some refer to the physical structure, and would like to 
remain within a Co-operative, but are wary of being re-
housed in large shared dwellings. Some see the Co-op 
as its system of management, while others identify 
with the ethos of the Co-op. Another group see the Co-
op as its community. There is much crossover in these 
definitions. 

An internet search has identified a number of other 
Co-operative organisations in London. The extent 
to which they meet - or can accommodate - the 
wishes residents expressed should be the subject of 
more detailed individual consultation in the event of 
relocation becoming a reality.

Next steps
The Housing Corporation has made a Direction 
transferring the assets of the Clays Lane Housing 
Cooperative to to the Waltham Forest Community 
Based Housing Association (WFCBHA) which is part 
of the Peabody Housing Group. This decision was the 
subject of judicial review proceedings but the Courts 
have determined that the Order should be upheld and 
the LDA understands that the assets are in the process 
of being transferred to WFCBHA in accordance with 
that decision. 

The LDA will therefore need to include WFCBHA in 
their discussions in relation to the relocation of the 
Clays Lane residents and the acquisition of the site.

* Answers to residents questions are quoted from the Clays 
Lane Housing Co-op, Residents Survey - Report for the London 
Development Agency, January 2005 Courtyard seating area
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Foreword
This report explains the process and outcomes of 
the consultation with residents of the Clays Lane 
Housing Co-operative estate on behalf of the London 
Development Agency (LDA). In particular it covers 
the residents survey Fluid carried out in August and 
September 2004, and the subsequent monthly ‘drop-
in’ surgeries that continued to the end of the year. The 
survey and the report are key aspects of the process 
which will define new locations for this community, as 
part of the LDA’s overall Residents Relocation Strategy. 
This strategy is a condition of the approved planning 
applications for London’s bid to host the 2012 Olympic 
and Paralympic Games in the Lower Lea Valley.

Fluid are architects and designers who specialise in 
community engagement and consultation. The practice 
has been working within the EDAW masterplanning 
team, appointed by the London Development Agency 
in August, 2003, to develop masterplans for the area’s 
regeneration. The Statement of Participation produced 
by Fluid as a context document in support of the Outline 
Planning Application by the LDA* was published in May 
2004.

Fluid, April 2005

Glossary of commonly used terms

Courtyards
The Clays Lane Estate is organised around a system 
of courtyards, external spaces shared by around 50 
residents.

Homes
The Co-op is for single adults who live in shared 
accommodation or in single-occupancy flats or 
bungalows. We refer throughout the report to the 
private space of individual residents as ‘rooms’ (i.e. 
bedrooms).

The Co-op
The phrase the Co-op is used throughout this report 
to refer both to the Clays Lane Housing Co-operative 
(CLHC) organisation and to the estate itself.

JPAT 
Planning applications for the Olympic and Legacy 
plans were submitted by the LDA to the Joint Planning 
Authorities Team (JPAT) of the four local authorities 
(the London Boroughs of Hackney, Newham, Tower 
Hamlets and Waltham Forest) in January 2004.

*Statement of Participation & Annexes. Context Document for the 
Lower Lea Valley Olympic and Legacy Planning Applications. Ref: 
LLV/OL/01/P/001 May 2004.
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The Report Structure

P.8 Introduction & context
This section explains the context of the Residents 
Survey, prompted by London’s 2012 Olympic bid. It 
summarises previous consultation with the Co-op, and 
describes the historical and physical context of the 
site.

P.14 Consultation
This section sets out the background to the development 
of the Residents Survey and describes the approach to 
consultation and the survey methodology.

P.18 Analysis and Findings
This section provides a question-by-question analysis 
of the Residents Survey results.

P.45 The Drop-in Surgeries
This is a brief description of the three drop-in surgeries 
which followed the door-to-door survey.

P.46 Overall outcomes
This section identifies the main themes to have 
emerged from our analysis of the Residents Survey 
findings and our interpretation of the broader issues.

P.54 Conclusions
This section draws out the key issues to have emerged 
from the survey and indicates the impact they may 
have on relocation.

P.59 Next Steps
This section contains a brief description of the ongoing 
consultation process.

P.61 Appendices
The appendices inlcude: a description of the 
International Co-operative Alliance principle; maps 
showing the locations of other London Co-ops;  blanks 
of the Resident Survey questionnaire; a brief summary 
of 11 interviews completed after the cut-off date for 
overall analysis.

Also included is the text that was submitted to the 
London Borough of Newham as an affidavit setting out 
the CLHC committee’s official position.
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Introduction & context
This section explains the context of the Residents 
Survey, prompted by London’s 2012 Olympic bid. It 
summarises previous consultation with the Co-op, and 
describes the historical and physical context of the 
site.

The Olympic Plans for the Lower Lea Valley
The Co-op site is situated on a 2.4 hectare site in the 
Lower Lea Valley in the London Borough of Newham on 
land that is earmarked for Olympic development should 
London win its bid to host the Olympic and Paralympic 
Games in 2012. Planning applications for the Olympic 
and Legacy plans were submitted by the LDA to the 
Joint Planning Authorities Team (JPAT) of the four local 
authorities (the London Boroughs of Hackney, Newham, 
Tower Hamlets and Waltham Forest) in January 2004, 
and included proposals to relocate the Clays Lane 
residents to allow the construction of the Olympic 
Park. With Outline Planning Permission granted by the 
local authorities on Thursday 9 September 2004, the 
relocation of the Clays Lane residents will be guided 
by Section 106 / Grampian conditions. These state that 
the LDA is obliged to relocate all residents affected by 
the Olympic plans, including residents of the Co-op.

Note:
Plans for the non-Olympic regeneration of the Lower 
Lea Valley have yet to be finalised, and no planning 
applications have been submitted to date. 

Key dates in the Olympic scenario

15 May 2003
London’s bid for the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 
Games is announced.

September - October 2003
Consultation is carried out by Fluid with the 
representatives and residents of Clays Lane as part of 
the LDA’s overall Olympic consultation strategy.

November 2003 - present
LDA work with partners to plan and support relocation 
of Clays Lane residents.

30 January 2004
Planning applications are submitted by the LDA to the 
four London boroughs of Hackney, Newham, Tower 
Hamlets and Waltham Forest. 

5 February - 4 March and 24 June - 21 July 2004
First and second statutory planning consultation 
periods run by Joint Planning Authorities Team 
(JPAT), the cross-borough team set up to oversee the 
processing of the Planning Applications.

18 May 2004
The International Olympics Committee short-lists 
London and four other cities as candidate cities.

August - December 2004
A Residents Survey of the Clays Lane residents (the 
subject of this report) is carried out by Fluid for the 
LDA. 

9 September 2004
The four local authorities resolve to grant Outline 
Planning Permission for the Olympic Park and Legacy 
applications.

February 2005
International Olympic Committee visit to London.

6 July 2005
The International Olympic Committee announce 
which city will host the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 
Games.

2005-2007
It is not currently possible to predict exactly when Clays 
Lane residents would be relocated (should London’s 
Olympic bid succeed). However, it is likely that the 
relocation will have to happen by the start of 2007 to 
ensure building work for the Olympics can begin in 
time.
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LBH London Borough of Hackney
LBWF London Borough of Waltham Forest
LBTH London Borough of Tower Hamlets
LBN London Borough of Newham
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Pre-planning application

Olympic, Legacy and non-Olympic consultation
Fluid initially carried out consultation with the people 
of the four Lower Lea Valley boroughs, including the 
residents of Clays Lane, prior to the submission of the 
Planning applications. The following text is an extract 
from the Statement of Participation* .

“Clays Lane, located below the A12 and to the east of the 
Eastway Cycle Circuit is one of the longest established 
housing Co-ops in London. It was built in the late 1970s 
for homeless people and single adults, on made ground 
rising about four metres above prevailing ground levels 
to the south. It currently houses around 420 people. 

At the time of the initial meetings with representatives 
of the Co-op, there were no clear plans available, and 
meetings with the board (12.9.03), and a subsequent 
public ‘Mole’ consultation event run to coincide with 
the Co-op’s 21st Anniversary Fair (27.9.03) discussed 
general matters and local aspirations. 

During the course of October and November three 
locations were identified for the Olympic Village, and 
the options narrowed down to the site lying to the 
north of and absorbing part of Chelsfield’s Stratford 
City project. At this point it became clear that Clays 
Lane would have to be demolished, and the residents 
re-housed, if the plans were to be viable. 

A further meeting between representatives of the 
Greater London Assembly (GLA), LDA, Chelsfield, Fluid 
and the Co-op board was scheduled to discuss this 
(11.11.03) and it was resolved that the board should 
report to their members, and that Fluid should assist in 
setting up a further dedicated consultation event with 
residents (27.11.03). At the request of the Clay’s Lane 
board this event was extended to include travellers on 
the adjacent site.

At the meeting pamphlets containing the most up-to-
date information and flyers outlining the December 
Making Plans consultation events were distributed 
and a presentation of the Olympic and Legacy plans 
was given by the LDA. This was followed by a question 
and answer session between Clays Lane residents and 
travellers, and representatives of the GLA, LDA and 
Fluid. 

At the meeting the following ideas emerged: 

• residents are not fundamentally opposed to the 
idea of being re-housed

• v of an unfair deal have yet to be allayed

• the Co-op and the traveller community wish to 
retain their independent but associated status and 
wish to see re-housing allocated on this basis

• a preference for return to the land currently 
occupied by Clays Lane emerged

• measures to limit the adverse effects of the 
construction process are desired (CTRL [Channel 
Tunnel Rail Link] works had left the community 
suffering such effects)

During subsequent consultation events in December a 
number of Clays Lane residents stated that they knew 
nothing of the discussions and meetings that had 
previously taken place. It is clear that there will have to 
be further meetings and negotiations on Clays Lane in 
early 2004 to ensure that all residents are consulted, 
and to develop a clear understanding of the decanting 
and rehousing needs.”

* Statement of Participation & Annexes. Context Document for the 
Lower Lea Valley Olympic and Legacy Planning Applications. Ref: 
LLV/OL/01/P/001 May 2004.
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About the Co-operative
The Clays Lane website* is a useful resource for 
information on the history and policies of the Co-
op. This information has been supplemented with 
material from the LBN planning department and our 
own observations of the site. The appendices to this 
document also include the International Co-operative 
Alliance principles referred to on the Clays Lane 
website (see page 62)

The background
Planning permission for the estate was originally 
granted on 28th August 1975 to the Society for Co-
operative Dwellings as rental housing for “young and 
mobile” persons. The estate is built on land fill adjacent 
to East Way Cycle Track and North of Stratford station 
on land that was previously a playing field. The original 
designs were by the National Building Agency.

Originally the Co-op was funded by Newham Council, 
the University of East London, the Society for Co-
operative Dwellings and The Housing Corporation, but 
currently operates as an independent Co-operative 
Housing Association. The Co-op has in recent years 
been engaged in a legal dispute with the Housing 
Corporation. It is the second largest purpose built 
housing Co-op in Europe.

The Clays Lane Co-operative policy and values
Clays Lane website states that “All applicants must 
demonstrate a genuine housing need (for example you 
must not own a property in which you might reasonably 
be expected to live). Beyond this there is no preference 
given to those applicants who apply through referral 
agencies, on the grounds of place of birth, or for any 
other reason.”

Once applicants have been accepted by the committee, 
they are allocated a room. This is done by a process 
where applicants are interviewed by current occupants 
of that house. It is up to the residents of that household 
to accept the applicant.

The Co-op is run by an elected Management 
Committee with various sub-committees being 
formed from time to time, as required. In addition each 
courtyard has a monthly meeting. As participation is a 
Co-op requirement, members are obliged to attend a 
minimum of six a year, as well as the Annual General 
Meeting, or to send a written apology if they are unable. 
Residents can become involved with a Members Panel. 
If their courtyard has full representation they may still 
contribute as an observer. Participation in gardening, 
postal delivery and offering of skills are all encouraged, 
and timely payment of rent is seen as an economic 
participation in the Co-op. Each courtyard has a notice 
board for dissemination of information.

The Co-op does not provide joint accommodation or 
family units. Visitors can stay for limited periods, but 
after a month or so they would be encouraged to apply 
for accommodation. Those who become pregnant 
would have to leave.

Finance
According to the Clays Lane website rent ranges from 
around £46 to over £50 per week - around £184 - £200 
per calendar month (pcm) - depending on the type of 
household. 

Those who fall into arrears can arrange a payment 
plan, but failure to keep up with rent can lead to 
eviction. However, some residents claimed in the 
survey that they could no longer be evicted on this 
basis owing to the constraints imposed by the dispute 
with the Housing Corporation, although this has not 
been verified at time of writing.

*http://www.clays-lane.org.uk/

A pedestrian link between Courtyards
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The physical context

The Clays Lane estate
The Co-op provides 450 single bed spaces 
of approximately 3m x 5m in dimension. The 
accommodation is organised into 107 households in 
ten courts or courtyards: Tweedale Court, Taylor Court, 
Smithies Court, Howarth Court, Daly Court, Holt Court, 
Cooper Court, Brook Court, Bamford Court, Crabtree 
Court. Each courtyard provides one bedroom bungalow 
accommodation and one bedroom flats arranged on two 
floors. There is also shared accommodation in four, six 
and ten bedroom houses. Each courtyard is arranged 
in a slightly different way and the number of four, six 
and ten bedroom houses varies per courtyard. 

The communal courtyard was an integral aspect of 
the design from the beginning, as an early perspective 
drawing of the scheme illustrates a courtyard with 
overgrown planting containers, people playing with 
their cats and neighbours chatting outside their front 
doors.

The main pedestrian access routes lead through 
courtyards that also act as a social hub, aided by the 
presence of garden benches and planters. Courtyard 
meetings are held here. The living rooms and kitchens 
of houses have large windows and are positioned on 
the ground floor facing the courtyards.

The Co-op includes a community centre, a café and a 
shop.

House layouts
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An aerial view of the Clay’s Lane site from the south-east

The location
The site can be accessed both by foot and by car. There 
is one pedestrian access via stairs on Temple Mill 
Lane and four on Clays Lane with one being adjacent 
to the bus stop, one on each side of the community 
centre; located on the right of the community centre 
is a combination of stairs and ramps, and one also via 
stairs further up Clays Lane. There is one car access 
route via Clays Lane that leads up to the back of the site, 
cars can be parked at designated parking spaces. For 
those who do not own vehicles, the 308 bus runs from 
outside the Co-op to Stratford tube station with rail 
links via the Silverlink BR line, the Central and Jubilee 
Lines and the Docklands Light Railway. The bus station 
at Stratford serves numerous other destinations. The 
nearest medical facilities, shops, and banks are a 15 
minute walk to either Leyton or Stratford.

Plan showing access routes to residential areas.
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Consultation
This section sets out the background to the development 
of the Residents Survey and describes the approach to 
consultation and the survey methodology.

Aims of the Residents Survey
The purpose of this survey has been to follow up the 
initial consultation that had taken place with residents 
of Clays Lane during the pre-planning application 
period by interviewing each resident about their future 
needs regarding relocation. The survey material 
provides information about general trends as well as 
individual needs.

Overall Consultation methodology and 
approach

LDA instruction and steering group 
The LDA initially commissioned Fluid in the spring 
of 2004 to carry out an in-depth survey of Clays Lane 
Residents to establish their individual needs for the 
purpose of informing the relocation strategy. The LDA 
established a steering group consisting representatives 
of the LDA and Chelsfield plc (developers for the 
Stratford City site - see http://www.futurestratford.
com for more information), members of the EDAW 
masterplanning team, Paul Winter of Eversheds and 
representatives from Fluid. Informal discussions had 
taken place between the LDA, Fluid and Chelsfield 
prior to the inauguration of the Steering Group on 
broad consultation strategies in connection with CLHC. 
At two full meetings, and various sub-meetings of the 
steering group the survey process and questionnaire 
were developed and agreed. An outline questionnaire 
had been constructed, discussed and broadly agreed 
with the CLHC committee, Chelsfield and the LDA 
prior to the inauguration of the steering committee, 
but, due to legal proceedings between CLHC and the 
Housing Corporation, CLHC Committee decided to 
restrict their involvement in the survey process, lest 
it in some way prejudice their case. However, they 
pursued discussions directly with JPAT during the 
statutory consultation period, and took advice from 
Planning Aid for London. 

The Planning Committee, 9 September 2004
CLHC subsequently submitted an affidavit to the 
London Borough of Newham representing the official 
position of CLHC Committee in terms of their relocation 
desires, and requested and were granted leave to make 
a representation at the borough’s planning committee 
meeting of 9 September 2004. CLHC Committee Chair, 
Dr. John Lynn, read out an excerpt of the affidavit at 
the committee meeting (a copy of which is included on 
page 80 of the appendix to this document) requesting 
that the condition relating to Clays Lane relocation 
be amended to allow for double decanting – i.e. that 
residents be moved to temporary accommodation until 
such time as they could be moved back to the original 
site, by then developed as the Olympic Village, and that 
the Village be retrofitted to meet the specific needs 
of Clays Lane Co-op members. However, no changes 
were made to the conditions attached to the planning 
approval in this respect, as the matter of relocation 
was subject to Grampian Conditions.
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Consultation with management
A number of attempts were made to set up a meeting 
with the CLHC Committee to discuss and represent 
their thinking within the body of this report (Detailed 
information is available from Fluid on this matter). 
However, Fluid were eventually informed that the 
Committee did not wish to take part in or contribute to 
any such event. The Chair then formally  communicated 
this to Fluid on 10 November, 2004 to confirm that the 
Committee’s position was represented in the affidavit 
submitted to LB Newham’s planning committee, and 
that no further discussions or meetings were necessary. 
Dr Lynn had previously written to the LDA on 18th 
October requesting that CLHC have direct meetings 
with the LDA to discuss relocation matters.  The 
LDA, though strongly suggesting that the Committee 
take advantage of the offer we had made, agreed to 
schedule a direct meeting with Dr. Lynn. This therefore 
brought our dialogue with Dr. Lynn and his Committee 
to a conclusion.

Note: as co-operation with the Co-op management on 
the residents survey was not forthcoming, information 
presented in the following pages is based on the survey 
findings, interpretation of the findings and our own 
research.
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The survey methodology

Finalising the survey details
The Steering Group agreed the scope of the residents 
survey with Fluid, indicating a target response rate 
of between 65-70% of all residents at Clays Lane. 
The primary concern was to clearly establish the 
needs of individual residents. It was agreed that the 
nearby travellers should have the benefit of their own 
survey, rather than be catered for under the CLHC 
survey process. Further to a meeting between the 
LDA and Fluid in mid-August it was agreed that the 
questionnaire should be extended to establish not only 
quantitative feedback, but also qualitative information. 
It was also agreed that monthly surgeries should be 
held near the Clays Lane site on completion of the 
door to door survey, with representatives of the LDA 
and Fluid present to update residents on progress and 
to allow additional questionnaires to be completed.

The survey and reports timescale
The outline timescale for the project indicated 
commencement of the survey on 17 August 2004 with 
the survey period taking place over a number of weeks  
supplemented by several public events. 

It was agreed that the survey report be delivered in two 
stages. The first stage was to consist basic statistical 
evaluations of the questionnaires, to be submitted to 
the LDA in November 2004. The second stage was 
to consist a full evaluation of the survey process and 
an identification and mapping of all key issues. In 
addition contextual information was to be assembled 
and graphic representations executed to ensure that 
the report was as thorough as possible. This was to be 
submitted in the early part of 2005.

Planning the door-to-door surveys
Prior to beginning the survey, a plan of the estate was 
divided into three sections allocated to three Fluid 
teams. The plan showed each dwelling and indicated 
the number of rooms. A database was then created to 
represent each of the rooms so that each team could 
keep a record of progress for each individual room. The 
database was continually updated to include interview 
bookings taken over the phone or on site. Bookings 
taken in the office were notified to members of staff on 
site if they were required the same day.

An initial letter was sent out in June by the LDA notifying 
the residents of the forthcoming Residents Survey.

In the second week in August 2004 a flyer was door-
dropped to each household in the week preceding the 
commencement of the survey to let residents know 
about the consultation and to inform  them of the ‘drop-
in’ event. Posters were placed on courtyard notice 
boards. A dedicated hotline allowed residents to book 
an interview for a time and place at their convenience.

Drop in event Monday 16, Tuesday 17 August.
An initial 2-day drop-in event took place at the London 
and Continental Railways Visitor Centre for the Channel 
Tunnel Rail Link works that are under way adjacent to 
Clays Lane. The event was designed to raise awareness 
of the up-coming Residents Survey and provide neutral 
ground close to the estate for residents to come and 
speak to representatives of the LDA in person.

Several boards presented the latest information on 
the process. Members of Fluid and representatives of 
the LDA were on hand to answer questions and take 
appointments for interviews.

Door to door surveys
The main part of the Residents Survey took place over 
a 7 week period, starting on Wednesday 18 August 
and continuing through to the end of September 2004. 
This was the cut-off point for inclusion in the analysis 
for this report, although interviews were carried out 
beyond that date. A summary of the findings appears 
on page 78.

For the first week six members of Fluid visited the 
site from around 1pm through to 8pm on a daily basis. 
The three teams worked their patches, going door-to-
door, interviewing those who were available to do so 
and taking bookings for others. If there was no reply 
from a residence, a note was posted through the door 
informing the occupants that a visit had been made, 
and inviting them to book a time for an interview.
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After the first week it became apparent that many 
residents were working, and visits to the site were 
shifted towards the evening period to reflect this. At 
the same time arrangements were made for weekend 
visits.

Several interviews were carried out in the nearby 
London and Continental Railways (LCR) Visitor’s 
centre, and others at the interviewee’s place of work.

Interview technique
Questionnaires were completed by residents in private 
interviews with a member of Fluid staff. Other people 
were not present without the permission of the 
interviewee. After reading verbatim the confidentiality 
clause (see appendix) at the start of the interview, the 
member of staff then took the interviewee through the 
questionnaire, clarifying as far as possible any queries 
that arose. These would be recorded when appropriate 
in the final section (questions 17 & 18). Open text 
responses were recorded in note form by the member 
of staff, and read back to the interviewee to ensure 
their views were represented correctly.

Interviews took on average around 30 minutes to 
complete, although this depended on the interviewees 
willingness to contribute more information. Some 
interviews took over an hour to complete.

Databasing the survey material
Our database was organised on a room basis, so that 
it contains an entry for each of the 450 rooms that 
make up the estate. Several of the rooms have more 
than one adult in occupation so there are a number of 
additional entries where two occupants carried out an 
interview. In addition one interviewee was not yet an 
official resident, but was in the process of applying for 
a room.

The database contains residents responses to each of 
the questions, where given, and additional information 
provided by the resident, or observations by members 
of Fluid staff. The open-ended nature of several 
questions gave rise to numerous other comments 
which were recorded by Fluid staff.

Survey milestones
By the end of 2004, 306 residents had been surveyed, 
meeting the target. Three follow-on surgeries had been 
completed by December 2004. The Stage 1 report was 
submitted to the LDA on 19 November 2004 and the 
Stage 2 report (this report) in March 2005. On formal 
submission of the Stage 2 report, it was agreed that 
all consultation materials, questionnaires, databases, 
etc. relating to the Residents Survey, be handed over to 
the LDA for safekeeping.

It should be noted that this survey represents only one 
stage in the possible relocation of residents. Should 
London win the bid to host the 2012 Olympic Games, 
further consultation with each individual will be 
required as part of the ongoing relocation strategy.
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This section provides a question-by-question analysis 
of the Residents Survey results.

Notes on statistical analysis

A substantial part of this report takes the form of a 
question-by-question analysis of the survey responses. 
The information has been represented, where 
appropriate, in the form of tables and charts.

It should be noted that, although 296 interviews 
were carried out, respondents did not necessarily 
provide an answer to each question. For example, 
only 292 responses were given to Question 11. Where 
percentages are shown in the tables and charts, the 
total number of responses is indicated. Percentages 
have been rounded up to the nearest unit.

While some of the questions were closed (i.e. multiple 
choice / checkbox replies) other questions were ‘open’, 
producing a great many text-based responses.

Issue Counts
Where necessary the text-based responses have been 
analysed using an issues counting technique known 
as categorisation. This involves examining the content 
of each response and identifying common issues. 
For example, in response to the question “What are 
the pros and cons of being part of the Co-operative?” 
one respondent said “It is friendly with a sense of 
community and people help each other when needed”. 
This identified two themes that had emerged as a ”Pro” 
in other responses, i.e. the social dimension (sense of 
community) and mutual support (people help each 
other). Over 290 statements of varying lengths were 
analysed in this way for the pros, and around 285 for the 
cons. Similar numbers of comments were analysed for 
the other open text responses. Some single comments 
referred to as many as 8 different themes. 

Using this process a common set of issues, and an 
indication of their frequency, emerges. These issues 
are briefly described and accompanied by a table giving 
an indication of their frequency of occurrence.

It should be noted that the Issue Counts are based 
on our own interpretation and categorisation of the 
issues and as such do NOT constitute an absolute 
quantification of residents concerns but are intended to 
be indicative only. However, when read in conjunction 
with the hard statistical evidence a clear picture of key 
issues emerges.

Analysis and Findings

Survey questions
A copy of the full blank questionnaire is included 
in the Questionnaires appendix to this document 
starting on page 70. However, a simplified list of the 
questions asked during the survey follows:

• What is the nature of your current 
accommodation?

• How many adults (over 18 years) live in your 
accommodation?

• How many people under 18 years live in your 
accommodation? How old are they? 

• Do you consider yourself (or family member 
living with you) to have a disability? 

• How long have you lived at Clays Lane? 

• Why did you move to Clays Lane? 

• What are the pros and cons of being part of the 
Co-operative? 

• Looking forward to re-housing options would 
you like to remain within a Co-op/collective 
housing arrangement or to be re-housed 
separately?

• If you were to be re-housed as a Co-op or 
collective housing arrangement, what would the 
ideal number of residents be? 

• Looking to the future, what would be your 
preferred accommodation? 

• Where would your ideal location be? 

• What is it important for you to live close to?

• Do you have any immediate plans (within next 12 
months) to move out of Clays Lane? If so, why?

• Do you have your own transport? 

• Where do you normally travel to work?

• How do you normally travel to work? 

• Please provide any additional information that 
you feel is important that relates to your housing 
needs. 

• Is there a particular question or questions that 
you would like to ask? 
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General information about the survey
The accompanying table shows a breakdown of the 
information gathered during the survey and entered 
into a database for analysis.

The Clays Lane estate comprises 450 homes or rooms. 
These consist of bedrooms in shared houses or self-
contained dwellings. Of these, 25 appeared to be 
empty at the time of the survey. By the cut-off date, (27 
September 2004) 296 questionnaires were completed, 
representing occupants of 290 rooms – around 64% of 
450 homes, or 68% of currently occupied homes.

Of those homes that did not respond, other residents 
supplied around 70 additional names of occupants. 
It should be noted that this information is unverified 
and based solely on information supplied by other 
residents.

Two residents declined to take part in the survey, and 
several residents made appointments but failed to turn 
up for the interviews.

Please note that some percentages have been rounded 
up to the nearest unit. This means that occasionally 
the total percentage may add up to more than 100%.

Did you receive a letter dated 17th June 
2004?
The LDA sent a letter to residents to explain about 
the possible relocation procedure. Those who had not 
received letters or were unsure were given a copy.

Question-by-question analysis
Number of homes at Clays Lane 450

Total number of interviews (including 5 couples 
and one person about to move in, but not al-
located a room). This represents 290 rooms.

296

Number of voids identified 25

Number of additional names supplied by oc-
cupants

72

Did not wish to be interviewed 2

Did not turn up for prearranged interview 14

No further information available for this home 47

Proportion of 294 responses*

Unsure (11.6%)

No (23.8%)

Yes (64.6%)190

70

34

*2 interviewees did not give an answer

Following the cut-off date for inclusion in the report 
a further 10 new interviews were carried out*. This 
provides a figure of 306 interviews carried out, 
representing 300 homes. This corresponds to 70% 
of the 425 homes identified as occupied at the time 
of the survey.

All residents, including those who were not 
consulted during the survey, would be consulted 
in detail as part of the ongoing relocation strategy 
should London be successful in its bid to host the 
2012 Olympic Games.

*Analysis of this additional material appears in the Appendix to 
this document on page 78.
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Question 1. Gender
As context for this question, in the UK there were 30.3 
million females compared with 28.9 million males in 
mid-2002*. From the age of 22 onwards, women out-
number men, so although the balance remains close to 
50/50, increasing significantly in favour of women over 
the age of 60. However, based on the 296 responses, 
for the primary age group at Clays Lane (18-65) the 
population is dominated by a male population around 
15% higher than the national average.

In responses to Question 8 about the pros and cons of 
the Co-op, two residents suggested the predominance 
of male residents was an issue: one felt there should 
be a balance within shared households, while another 
suggested that there were more males because they 
are “nominated by the local authority and young men 
[are] difficult to rehouse” and that there should be an 
active equal opportunities / positive discrimination 
policy.

Gender is probably not a significant factor in itself in 
terms of relocation. However, it is one of many factors 
which contribute to the unique character of Clays Lane 
as a social entity.

* http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?id=431

1. Key issues

• Based on the responses, there is a higher 
proportion of males (64%) than national figures 
– around 15% more

Age Profile
Question 2. Your Age profile?; Question 4a. How many 
adults (over 18 years) live in your accommodation?; 
Question 4b. How many people under 18 years live in 
your accommodation?

The age profile for Clays Lane is shown in the bar chart 
on the left. In line with the Co-op policy none of those 
interviewed appeared to be over 65. 

However, Question 4b revealed that there appear to be 
around 29 people under 18 living, at least some of the 
time, on the estate. Several of these were infants or 
young children, and one person interviewed said they 
were expecting a child. It should be noted that the 
Co-op management does not officially acknowledge 
that there are residents with children living at Clays 
Lane, as this contravenes Co-op policy. The figure of 29 
people under 18 accounts for a number of children who 
visit occasionally and are not permanent residents.

Female (36%)

Male (64%)

Q1. Proportion of 296 responses

190

106

0 50 100 150 200

Under 18 (4b.)

[older than] 35-65

 18-35

29

140

156

Age profile of interviewees - drawn from Q2, 4a & 4b
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A. No. of occupants 
under 18 / room

B. No. of responses A x B

Nil 271 0

One 19 19

Two 3 6

Three 0 0

Four 1 4

Total no. of 
occupants under 18 

29

Question 4a. How many adults (over 18 years) live in 
your accommodation?

Question 4b. How many people under 18 years live in 
your accommodation?

The survey identified 23 homes that contained more 
than one adult occupant. Other interviewees revealed 
that they sometimes had partners to stay, or that they 
were expecting partners to move in at some point. In 
addition, a handful of other residents said they had 
their children to stay occasionally, particularly at 
weekends.

Clays Lane Co-op provides accommodation for single 
adults, aged from 18-65. The survey showed that for 
a substantial number of interviewees their personal 
circumstances are not effected by this policy. However 
there are numerous residents who, although they 
fulfil these criteria, find adhering to the policy more 
difficult. These include single parents, single adults 
who subsequently form relationships and wish to start 
families, and possibly those who are reaching the 65 
year-old age limit, although the age categories were 
not precise enough to identify these individuals. The 
survey did not reveal what happens when a resident 
reaches 65, and if it is usual for that resident to find 
alternative accommodation.

Question 4b revealed that there were at least 29 people 
under 18 living in the 290 homes represented by the 
survey. The table to the right shows the age-spread of 
residents under the age of 18 (Question 4b).

Questions 4a and 4b showed that there are least 30 
homes that have more than one occupant some of the 
time.

Regardless of the Co-op policy, the relocation strategy 
should consider individual needs and desires in order 
to identify appropriate accommodation within or 
without a Co-operative.

2 & 4a, 4b Key issues

• Based on the responses, around 7.8% of 
residents are in shared households.

• Single parents who wish to live with their 
children may encounter problems when it 
comes to relocation. The LDA is committed to 
rehousing those who live at Clays Lane, but not 
necessarily their non-resident family members

• Based on the responses, there are least 30 
homes that have more than one occupant some 
of the time.

Q4a. Proportion of 295 responses*

*1 interviewee did not give an answer

Two (7.8%)

One (92.2%)272

23

(adult occupants)
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Question 3. What is the nature of your 
current accommodation?
The Co-op provides 450 homes in dwellings that 
comprise 10-bedroom, 6 bedroom, 4 bedroom and 
single occupancy accommodation. The total numbers 
of responses from each dwelling type are shown in the 
table below. One interviewee was not resident at the 
time of the survey, but was currently in the process of 
applying. For this reason it was considered appropriate 
to include his responses generally in the survey results, 
except in specific relation to occupancy.

The table shows the percentage of responses from 
each type of dwelling. It will be seen that nearly 90% of 
those in single occupancy dwellings responded, while 
around 60% of those residents living in each of the 
other types of accommodation responded.

The table to the left shows that almost exactly half of 
all those who completed questionnaires were resident 
in 10-bedroom accommodation.

3. Key issues

• Single occupancy households provided the 
highest response rate (88% of residents in that 
type)

• The response rate was around 60% for 4, 6 and 
10 bed households.

• Just under 90 percent of residents live in multi-
occupancy households, with around half living in 
10 bedroom households. 

Type of 
dwelling

No. of 
responses

% 295 responses 
(excludes one non-
resident)

10-bed 146 49.5%

Non 10-bed 149 51.5%

Dwelling types 
at Clays Lane

No. Dwellings / 
dwelling type

No. Occupants / 
dwelling type

No. responses / 
dwelling type

% responses / 
dwelling type

10-bed 23 230 (51.1 % of total) 146 63.5%

6-bed 17 102 (22.7 % of total) 64 62.7%

4-bed 17 68 (15.1 % of total) 41 60.3%

Single occupancy 50 50 (11.1 % of total) 44 88.0%

Total 107 households 450 dwellings 295 - excludes one 
interviewee not cur-
rently resident

N/A

Q3. Proportion of residents in each dwelling type

Single 
occupancy (11.1%)

4-bed (15.1%)

6-bed (22.7%)

10-bed (51.1%)

50

68

102

230

Q3. Proportion of 295 respondents in each dwelling type

Single 
occupancy (14.9%)

4-bed (13.9%)

6-bed (21.7%)

10-bed (49.5%)

44

41

64

146

Total: 450

Total: 295
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B1 Bedroom flat

4 Bedroom house

6 Bedroom house

10 Bedroom house

Community centre

1 Bedroom bungalow

The Fluid team left an appointment leaflet for those who were 
unavailable to be interviewed.

Plan of Clays Lane showing distribution of dwelling types
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Question 5. Do you consider yourself (or 
family member living with you) to have a 
disability?
Around thirteen percent of respondents claimed to have 
a disability of some sort. The government’s National 
Statistics Online website* shows that the national 
average for adults aged 16-74 is around 5.5% (6.8% 
in Newham). This would suggest that, based on self-
definition, levels of disability in the Co-op are around 
twice the percentage for the borough. This supports the 
evidence from responses to other questions that many 
of the Co-op residents have special health needs. 

Those who responded ‘yes’ encompass a whole range 
of disabilities and medical conditions, as well as mental 
health issues, some of which may have an impact on 
relocation.

Interviewees were given the opportunity to comment 
on specific needs later in the survey (Question 17 - see 
page 42).

26 residents gave additional information regarding 
their health needs. 14 of these refer specifically to 
mobility needs.

*http://www.statistics.gov.uk/

5. Key issues

• Based on self-definition, levels of disability in 
the Co-op are around twice the percentage for 
the borough

• 14 residents have specific mobility issues which 
may affect their re-housing options

Q5. Proportion of 296 responses

No (86.8%)

Yes (13.2%)39

257

External timber framed panel construction of living areas
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Question 6. How long have you lived at Clays 
Lane?
Residents were offered 4 choices: Less than 1 year; 1-
2 years; [>]2-5 years; Longer (please specify)

The accompanying table shows the spread of times 
that occupants have lived at Clays Lane based on the 
multiple-choice responses.

Interviewees were able to specify longer periods of 
time in a second part to the question. 76 of those who 
selected Longer in the multiple choice answers went 
on to specify a longer period of time. The spread of 
times for these responses is as follows:

Around a fifth of all respondents have lived at Clays Lane 
for less than a year. It has been difficult to establish 
to what extent turnover of residents compares with 
the rest of the borough. However, borough statistics* 
suggest that around 80% of private sector tenants 
in Newham have occupied their current home for 
less than 5 years. This compares with around 70% at 
Clays Lane, which may indicate a slightly more stable 
population.

* “With extremely high numbers of fixed term tenancies in the 
deregulated private rented sector in this borough [London Borough 
of Newham] (80% of tenants have occupied their current home for 
less than five years)” - http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm200203/cmselect/cmodpm/751/751w04.htm

Q6. Proportion of 296 responses

Longer (30.7%)

[>] 2-5 years (37.2%)

[>] 1-2 years (13.2%)

<1 year (18.9%)56

39

110

91

Q6. [specified longer] From 76 responses
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6. Key issues

• Based on the responses slightly more than two 
thirds of respondents have lived at Clays Lane 
for more than 2 years

• 27 interviewees have lived at Clays Lane for 
more than 10 years

• 8 interviewees have lived at Clays Lane for more 
than 16 years
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Question 7. Why did you move to Clays Lane?
Two sets of statistical data are examined here: firstly, 
multiple choice responses, and secondly, other reasons 
given by interviewees.

The table to the left shows the number of instances of 
each category in the multiple choice responses where 
interviewees were offered the following categories 
from which to choose: Provides single accommodation; 
Cost reasons; Family/friends live here; Co-op ideology; 
Other (please specify). Interviewees were able to give 
more than one answer. 

More than half of those who responded cited cost 
reasons, while around one third cited ideology. Around 
a quarter wanted single accommodation, while 17% 
said it was because family and friends lived there. 
However, over two thirds of respondents said there 
were other reasons, and just short of three quarters of 
all respondents (218 out of 296) went on to specify their 
reasons. These specific comments have been analysed 
using the Issue Count technique. 

A brief definition of each of the issues is shown 
below.

Issue category description from the second part of 
Question 7.

• Housing need - e.g. homelessness, threat of

• Location - offers a favourable location

• Financial - affordable accommodation

• Study - many of the residents are / were students

• Ideology - belief in the Co-op ideals

• Local Authority - either referred by their L.A., or 
L.A. housing unavailable

• Referral - was referred by other housing or service 
provider such as YMCA

• Single - e.g. had split with partner, looking for 
accommodation for single people

• Family - had a family or other link with Clays Lane

• Social - attracted by community spirit, friendly 
atmosphere

• Availability - because a room was available

• Own space - looking for their own space or privacy

• Quiet - looking for a peaceful environment

• Health reasons

• Tenure - security of tenure offered by Co-op

• Recommended - by a third party

• Transport links - attracted by transport links 
offered by location

• Safe - the Co-op / community offers a secure 
environment

0 50 100 150 200 250

Family/friends live here

Provides single 
accommodation

Co-Op Ideology

Cost reasons

Other (please specify)
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49

Q7. 582 responses From 295 interviewees*
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Q7. 330 issues identifed from 218 comments*

Safe 3
Transport links 4
Recommended 5

Tenure 5

Health 6
Quiet 6

Own space 7
Availability 10

Social 11
Family 11
Single 14

Referral 15
Local authority 15

Ideology 21
Study 23

Financial 23
Location 26

Housing need 125

*78 Interviewees did not give a more specific answer
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From ‘Other’ entries:
Some interviewees took the opportunity to elaborate on 
their check-box answers with regard to cost reasons, 
ideology and connections with family and friends. 
However, housing need was clearly a predominant 
reason for moving to Clays Lane. In other words, many 
residents moved to Clays Lane through circumstantial 
needs, rather than through active choice. Several (7% 
of 218 comments) were referred, either by their local 
authority or by other service providers such as the YMCA. 
In some cases residents moved to Clays Lane because 
their local authority was unable to accommodate them. 
Availability of accommodation was the simple reason 
for moving in for 5% of respondents.

Small numbers of other respondents cited specific 
qualities of Clays Lane, such as its location, peaceful 
atmosphere, its offer of secure tenure and one’s own 
space.

7. Key issues

• Over two thirds (68%) of responses to the 
multiple-choice question cited Other reasons 
for moving to Clays Lane. Well over half (56%) 
suggested Cost reasons. Around a third (32%) 
cited Co-op ideology, and a quarter (24%) 
Provides single accommodation. 

• The top factor based on analysis of Other 
reasons’ was housing need, cited in 57% of 
entries

• There were a variety of other factors including: 
location, study, local authority referrals or 
ineligibility, social factors, availability, looking 
for their own space, quiet, health, security of 
tenure, recommendations, access to transport 
links and personal safety 

Views of Clays Lane
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Pros

Issue category description from ‘Pros’ responses

• Social - community spirit, sense of community

• Financial reasons - e.g. affordability, all-inclusive 
bills, money goes back into Co-op

• Management - e.g. potential to get involved in 
decision making, policies

• Support - support, often mutual, offered by the 
community; support from Co-op

• Ideology - belief in the Co-op ideals, Co-op 
policies, e.g. single adults, no children

• Diversity - multi-cultural, equal opportunities

• Amenities - provision by Co-op, including kitchen, 
heating, hot water, etc. as well as community 
facilities, parking, design of buildings and spaces

• Personal control - personal responsibility, 
contribution, control; being your own landlord, 
sense of ownership

• Atmosphere - atmosphere, feeling, sense of place

• Location – proximity to, for example, local 
facilities, open spaces, shops, etc. (see also 
Facilities, Access); aspects of the location, e.g. 
surroundings

• Quiet - peaceful environment offered by location 
and design, privacy

• Sharing – communal living on a domestic and 
estate wide scale

• Security - personal safety and safe environment

• Environment - immediate surroundings and wider 
area

• Facilities - availability of shops, pubs, cycle track, 
green space etc.

• Learning - opportunities to share knowledge, 
learn about other people, benefit of Co-op

• Maintenance – upkeep of properties and external 
spaces

• None - specifically said there were no Pros

• Choice - the opportunity to choose, e.g. 
housemates

• Accessibility - to other locations, public transport

• Tenure - security of tenure / tenancy

Question 8. What are the pros and cons of 
being part of the Co-operative?
The responses to both parts of this question were 
analysed on an Issue Count basis. The following charts 
show an approximate spread of the issues discerned 
and, where appropriate, a fuller definition of each of the 
issues. It should be noted that numbers are indicative 
only and based on interpretation of interviewees’ 
comments.

0 50 100 150 200

Q8. Pros: 831 issues identified
       from 294 interviewees*

Tenure 6
Accessibility 8

Choice 10
None 12

Maintenance 16
Learning 17
Facilities 19

Environment 21
Security 22
Sharing 25

Quiet 31

Location 32
Atmosphere 36

Personal control 39
Amenities 39

Diversity 39
Ideology 39
Support 46

Management 51

Financial 125
Social 169

*2 interviewees did not give a ‘Pro’



Clays Lane Co-operative Housing • Residents Survey   29

Cons

Issue category description from ‘Cons’ responses

• Anti-social - people, community (or lack of), anti-
social behaviour (including drugs, alcohol, petty 
theft)

• Sharing - concerns/irritations over sharing living 
accommodation, communal living on a domestic 
scale, multi-occupancy households

• Delivery of services - state of repair, lack of 
maintenance, inadequate complaints procedure, 
slow response times for maintenance, staffing 
issues, poor enforcement by management of 
policies

• Hygiene - cleanliness, different standards, 
household hygiene

• Management – mismanagement, negative 
perceptions on a political level, lack of democracy

• None - interviewee felt there were no ‘cons’

• Spatial issues - size, quality, storage, provision of 
facilities

• Resident conflicts – disputes between residents 
from disagreements through to aggression, 
bullying, violence, etc.

• Privacy - lack of privacy, lack of personal space

• Security – crime and general security of estate, 
lack of personal safety

• Noise - noisy neighbours, environmental noise, 
e.g. from Eastway Cycle track

• Function as a Co-op – problems with functioning 
as a Co-op

• Ideological implications - reality of Co-op 
ideology, effects of policy on e.g. families, not 
sharing ideology

• Environmental issues - pollution, CTRL site, 
Pylons

• Numbers of residents – pressure from numbers 
of residents in Co-op and in residential units

• Access – lack or inadequacy of public transport

• Allocations policy - Co-op policy on allocations, 
interview procedure for new housemates; type 
of people who are accepted, people who need 
additional support

• Travellers – problems with adjacent Traveller 
community

• Financial – financial concerns, affordability, Right 
to buy

• Location – qualities of the estate’s location, 
isolation

• Serious allegations – serious allegations of 
corruption, fraud, bullying, harassment by 
management
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Q8. Cons: 619 issues identified
       from 285 interviewees*

Location 11
Finance 11

Travellers 13

Allocations policy 17

Access 17

Numbers of residents 18

Environmental issues 19

Ideological implications 20

Function as Co-op 23

Noise 25

Security 25

Privacy 27

Resident conflicts 32

Spatial issues 34

None 36

Management 37

Hygiene 41

Delivery of services 51

Sharing
Anti-Social

*11 Interviewees did not give a ‘Con’
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Pros and Cons - different circumstances for 10-bed 
households
There are certain issues within 10-bed households 
which are specific to those circumstances. However, as 
those living in 10-bed households make up around half 
of all residents, we have considered it worthwhile to 
explore the emphasis on specific issues by comparing 
the ‘Pros’ and ‘Cons’ answers from 10-bed and non-
10-bed households. Those areas where there are the 
biggest discrepancies are as follows:

Pros for 10 bedroom households
• Social – although this is the top ‘Pro’ for each 

group, there is a larger proportion for the 10-bed 
group than for the non-10 bed group.

• Financial – although there was no change in 
priority ranking, around 5%* more non-10 bed 
residents cited financial reasons as a ‘Pro’.

• Management – a much higher proportion 
(around 12% more) of non-10 bed dwellers cited 
management as a ‘Pro’, making it the third most 
popular for non-10 bed dwellers, but only the 6th 
for 10-bed dwellers.

• Atmosphere – was considered a Pro by 6% more 
non-10 bed dwellers.

• Learning - The only other major discrepancy in 
terms of pros was the opportunity to learn from 
others. Around 6% less non-10 bed residents saw 
this as an important benefit.

Cons for 10 bedroom households
• Sharing – Although the top two Cons are reversed 

(Anti-social issues are the top Con for 10-bed 
dwellers, Sharing the top Con for non-10 bed 
residents) there is a distinctive percentage swing 
downwards. In other words, for over 30% of those 
living in 10 bed households, anti-social behaviour 
and sharing are seen as an issue, whereas this 
figure is around 20% for those living in non-10 bed 
households.

• Anti-social issues – (see Sharing)

• Management – management is seen as a Con 
by around 17% of those living in non-10 bed 
accommodation, but by less than 10% of those 
living in 10 bed accommodation.

• None – Less than 10% of those living in 10 bed 
accommodation thought there were no Cons to 
being part of the Co-op, whereas 16% of those 
living in non-10 bed accommodation thought there 
were no Cons. Positive perceptions of being part 
of the Co-op are more common amongst those 
dwelling in non-10 bed households.

• Ideological implications – There was a greater 
percentage (6% more) of those living in non-10 bed 

dwellings who felt that some aspect of the Co-op’s 
ideology was a Con.

• Numbers – issues relating to numbers of residents 
were far more common amongst those living in 10 
bed households.

Pros Key issues
• The top three categories overall are social 

reasons (found in 57% of all responses to 
this question), financial reasons (43%) and 
management (17%)

• Of the 169 respondents for whom social 
qualities were the top Pro, 41% also had 
financial reasons, and 21% (35 responses) cited 
support and mutuality

• Of those for whom financial reasons were the 
top Pro, 55% (69 responses) also cited social 
reasons, and 15% cited management

• Of the 51 individuals who cited management 
reasons, 45% (23 responses) also gave social 
reasons, and 43% (22 responses) cited personal 
control as a Pro

• Other Pros include: support, ideology, diversity, 
amenities, personal control, location, quiet, 
sharing, security, environment, facilities, 
learning, repair/maintenance, none, choice, 
accessibility, tenure

Cons Key issues
• The top three categories are anti-social issues 

and sharing (both found in 27% of all responses 
to this question), delivery of services (found in 
18% if responses to this question), and hygiene 
/ cleanliness (found in 14% of all responses to 
this question)

• For the 76 respondents for whom anti-social 
issues were top priority, second is sharing 
(26 responses/34%) and third is hygiene (12 
responses/16%)

• For the 76 respondents for whom sharing is 
the top issue, anti-social issues are second 
(26 responses/34%) and hygiene third (17 
responses /22%)

• For those for whom delivery of services is 
the top issue, second is anti-social issues (11 
responses 22%), third is sharing (9 responses / 
18%)

• Other Cons include: delivery of services, 
hygiene, spatial issues, conflicts between 
residents, privacy, security, noise, Co-
operative rules, environmental issues, access, 
allocations, travellers, financial factors, 
location, serious allegations

* Percentages are based on the number of instances of each issue 
in the total number of Pros and Cons responses for each type of 
household (i.e. 10-bed and non-10-bed). There were 294 Pros 

entries (145 10 bed, 149 non-10 bed) and 285 Cons entries (141 10 
bed, 144 non-10 bed). 
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Question 9. Looking forward to re-housing 
options would you like to remain within a 
Co-op/collective housing arrangement or to 
be re-housed separately?
Interviewees were offered three choices: Yes within a 
Co-op collective housing arrangement; No re-housed 
separately; Unsure.

284 responses to the check-box answers were given. 
The remaining 12 who didn’t answer gave other 
reasons. Most of these didn’t mind (10 respondents). 
One of the others said they were moving out anyway, 
and the other simply did not wish to move. 

According to the survey results, over half of all 
interviewees would prefer to be re-housed outside a 
Co-operative or collective housing arrangement. 94 
residents said they would prefer to be re-housed within 
a Co-op or collective arrangement. It should be noted 
that around half of the 284 respondents to Question 9 
chose either ‘Yes’ or ‘Unsure’. It is conceivable that the 
40 residents who were unsure at the time of the survey 
may eventually decide they wish to be relocated within 
a Co-op. If this figure is projected for a fully occupied 
Co-op of 450 residents (i.e. 47% of 450 residents), 
potentially as many as 210 residents may wish to be re-
housed under some sort of Co-operative or collective 
housing arrangement. As possible aid to this process, 
a list and map showing locations of other Co-ops in 
London appears in the Appendix on page 64.

To understand what those who wish to remain within 
a Co-op or collective housing arrangement value, we 
have compared their “Pros” (see question 8) with those 
who wished to be re-housed separately. Generally it 
will be seen that, as one might expect, the 94 residents 
who wish to remain within a Co-op have a more positive 
view of the Co-op.

The greatest difference is in the identification of 
Personal control, Social aspects were stronger factors 
for the former group than for the latter. Management 
was seen as a Pro by 21% of those who wished to 
remain, as opposed to 10% of those who wished to be 
re-housed. A bias towards the following Pros could 
be found in the responses of those who wished to 
remain in a Co-op: support and mutuality, provision of 
domestic amenities, Co-op ideology, location and the 
quality of the external environment.

9. Key issues

• Over half (53%) of all respondents would prefer 
to be re-housed separately

• A third of respondents would like to be re-
housed within a Co-op or collective housing 
arrangement

• 14% of respondents were Unsure

• By extraction, at least 150 residents may wish to 
be rehoused within some sort of Co-operative 
or collective housing arrangement. This number 
could rise to as many as 210 if all those who 
were ‘unsure’ were included

• For those who wish to remain within a Co-op or 
collective housing arrangement the key factors 
(based on question 8 responses) are personal 
control, social aspects, management, support 
and mutuality, amenities, Co-op ideology, the 
Co-op’s location and the qualities of the external 
environment

Unsure (14.1%)

No re-housed
separately 
(53.2%)

Yes within 
Co-op/collective
(32.7%)

Q9. Proportion of 284 responses*

*12 interviewees did not give an answer
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40

93
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Question 10. If you were to be re-housed as 
a Co-op or collective housing arrangement, 
what would the ideal number of residents 
be?
Residents were offered 4 choices: Less than 10; 10-20; 
20-40; 40+ (please specify)

206 checkbox responses were given to this question, 
representing around 70% of all respondents.

In a second part to the question 105 respondents went 
on to make specific suggestions for what the number 
over 40 should be. The pie chart to the left shows how 
these amounts are divided up, and that the majority of 
those who responded think the current level of 400-
500 is about right.

98 additional comments were made by interviewees. 
Many of these simply supported their ‘check-box’ 
answer, while others took the opportunity to qualify 
or comment further, or simply to say that they weren’t 
sure, did not mind, or felt the number didn’t matter. 
Some commented on the number of people in one 
household as an issue, with the general view being 
that 10 was too many. For some, the ideal number 
would be dependent on other factors such as design, 
management or having the same benefits offered 
by the current Co-op such as not paying council tax. 
Others commented on the courtyard arrangement 
as a successful and manageable unit, of around 50 
occupants.

10. Key issues

• Over half (51%) of respondents to this question 
thought the ideal number was more than 40.

• Of the 105 further entries which specified a 
number over 40, over a third (34%) suggested a 
number between 400 and 500 (as the existing 
Co-op)

• Just under a quarter of the 105 further entries 
thought the ideal number was between 100 and 
200

• A fifth of the 105 further entries thought that 
between 200 – 300 was an ideal number

Q10. Proportion of 206 responses*

Don't mind (15%)

[>] 40+ (51.5%)

[>] 20 to 40 (8.3%)

10 to 20 (10.2%)

Less than 10 (15%)
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*90 interviewees did not give an answer
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100 - 200 (22.9%)
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Q10. Proportion of 105 responses
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Question 11. Looking to the future, what 
would be your preferred accommodation?
Respondents were offered 4 choices: Shared house/
flat; Self-contained flat; Don’t mind; Other (please 
specify)

The first part of the question reveals that around 84% 
of those who answered the question would prefer to 
live in a self-contained flat.

In the second part of the question, a number of 
interviewees provided information about their personal 
circumstances in support of their choice, such as their 
desire to start a family. The results show a distinct 
preference for self-contained units.

The table below aims to show the preferences of those 
who live in each dwelling type. It indicates that 95% of 
those currently living in 1 bed accommodation wish 
to remain in single occupancy accommodation. The 
remainder, who classified themselves as disabled, 
suggested either a shared flat or a self-contained flat. 
The table also shows that sharing is most popular with 
those in 6 bedroom households.

11. Key issues

• Around 84% of 292 respondents would prefer a 
self-contained flat to a shared house

• 95% of those surveyed who live in 1 bed 
accommodation want self-contained flats

• Around 80% of those in 6 and 10 bed 
households, and 88% of those in 4-bed 
households, want self-contained flats

• Of those interviewed there are currently 44 
out of 296 residents (15%) in single occupancy 
households. 246 respondents want self-
contained flats

• Of those who wish to remain in a Co-op, 20% 
want shared and 65% want self-contained flats

• Of those who wish to be re-housed separately, 
1% want shared, 81% want self-contained flats

• Of those who are unsure, 8% want shared and 
77% want self-contained flats

Q11. Proportion of 292 responses*

*4 interviewees did not give an answer

Don't mind 
(7.2%)

Shared house
/flat (8.6%) 

Self-contained
flat (84.2%)

25

21

246

Total no. of 
residents/ 
dwelling 
type

No. of responses/ 
dwelling type(% 
of all residents in 
this dwelling type)

Self contained
No. of responses 
(%)

Don’t mind
No. of responses 
(%)

Shared
No. of responses 
(%)

None
No. of responses 
(%)

1-bed  - 50 44 (88%) 42 out of 44 (95%) 0 out of 44 [0%] 2 out of 44 (5%) 0 out of 44 [0%]

4-bed  - 68 41 (60.3%) 36 out of 41 (88%) 2 out of 41 (5%) 2 out of 41 (5%) 0 out of 41 [0%]

6-bed  - 102 64 (62.7%) 52 out of 64 (81%) 4 out of 64 (6%) 8 out of 64 (15%) 0 out of 64 [0%]

10-bed - 230 146 (63.5%) 116 out of 146 
(79%)

14 out of 146 
(10%)

13 out of 146 
(11%)

3 out of 146 (2%)

Total - 450 Total - 295*

* this figure includes 292 responses from multiple choice answers 
(see Pie chart) and 3 interviewees who made no choice. It excludes 
one non-resident.
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Question 12. Where would your ideal location 
be?
Respondents were offered 4 choices: Stratford area; 
East London; London area; Other.

They were able to choose more than one option. 
Just under a third of respondents wished to specify 
particular places, including locations across London 
and beyond. Locations outside London included Essex, 
Devon, Hampshire, the Isle of Wight, the Midlands, 
Havering in Essex, Brighton in Sussex and Lichfield in 
Staffordshire. 

The map opposite shows a concentration of places in 
central, north, northeast and east London, with fewer 
preferring locations in west and south London.

12. Key issues

• Around half of respondents would prefer to 
remain in the Stratford area

• The figures are roughly consistent both for 
those who wish to remain within a Co-op and 
for those who would prefer to be re-housed 
separately.

• Based on the responses, the majority of Ideal 
locations are concentrated in central, north, 
northeast and east London

0 30 60 90 120 150

London area

Other

East London

Stratford area

Q12. 394 choices from 293 interviewees*

72

88

99

135

*3 interviewees did not give an answer. Respondents 
could select more than one location.
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Question 13. What is it important for you to 
live close to?
Interviewees were asked to grade the importance of 
each of the following categories: Public Transport; 
Amenities (e.g. shops, schools, etc.); Parks and 
green spaces; Medical facilities; Workplace; Leisure 
facilities

Those things respondents deemed it very important to 
live near to indicate the most significant information, 
and is shown in the chart to the left

The full results are shown in the table below:

At the top of the list proximity to Public Transport was 
deemed very important by around three quarters of 
all respondents. Only 7 out of 296 interviewees felt 
Public Transport was not at all important. Well over 
half (57%) of respondents felt it was important to live 
near to amenities such as shops, schools, etc. About 
47% felt Parks and green spaces were important. 
Around 38% thought proximity to medical facilities was 
very important while 36% valued being close to their 
workplace. 23% considered it important to be close to 
Leisure facilities, although 11% felt that this was not at 
all important.

While the majority of these categories are generic, 
such as public transport or parks, places of work are 
more specific. Question 16 (page 40) deals with these 
locations in more detail.

In a second part to the questions, interviewees were 
given the opportunity to be more specific and 91 chose 
to provide additional comments. Family and friends 
emerged as an important new category, mentioned by 
19 respondents. More information about some of the 
categories was given. Schools and other educational 
establishments were mentioned, as were religious 
locations. Proximity to sports facilities were mentioned 
and leisure facilities included social spaces (pubs, 
restaurants) and cultural facilities (galleries, libraries), 
and additional information about transport links was 
provided. A handful of interviewees wished to be in a 
quiet area, one in particular for medical reasons.

Q13. 814 choices for ‘Very’ from 295 interviewees*
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Leisure facilities 67

Workplace 108

Medical facilities 111

Parks and green spaces 138

Amenities 170

Public Transport 220

*1 interviewee did not give an answer

Category Very Fairly  Slightly  Not at all

Public Transport 220 (74.6%) 56 (19%) 12 (4.1%) 7 (2.4%)

Amenities (e.g. shops, schools, etc.) 170 (57.6%) 98 (33.2%) 22 (7.5%) 5 (1.7%)

Parks and green spaces 138 (46.8%) 93 (31.5%) 48 (16.3%) 16 (5.4%)

Medical facilities 111 (37.6%) 117 (39.7%) 48 (16.3%) 19 (6.4%)

Workplace 108 (36.6%) 99 (33.6%) 61 (20.7%) 24 (8.1%)

Leisure facilities 67 (22.7%) 114 (38.6%) 80 (27.1%) 33 (11.2%)

Total no. of responses 295 (one interviewee did not answer this question)

Q13. 92 issues identified from 91 comments
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Map showing local amenities  around Clays Lane mentioned in 
connection with Question 13.

13. Key issues

• Based on multiple choice answers, proximity to 
Public Transport was deemed very important by 
around three quarters of all respondents

• Over half (57%) of respondents felt it was 
important to live near to Amenities such as 
shops, schools, etc, about 47% felt Parks and 
green spaces were very important and around 
38% of respondents thought proximity to 
Medical facilities was very important

• 36% valued being close to their Workplace

• 23% considered it important to be close to 
Leisure facilities, although 11% felt that this was 
not at all important

• In additional comments Family and friends 
emerged as an important new category, 
mentioned by 19 respondents

An aerial view of the Clays Lane area
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Question 14. Do you have any immediate 
plans (within the next 12 months) to move 
out of Clays Lane? If so, why?

Of the 35 people who made comments, 22 plan to move 
out and 25 wished to be re-housed separately, 4 were 
unsure, 4 wished to remain with the Co-op

Of those who plan to move out, 14 wish to be re-housed 
separately, 3 are unsure and 3 wish to remain within a 
Co-op or collective housing arrangement.

Of the 22 people who plan to move out, 21 made 
comments.

Of these, 6 were looking for their own place. Several 
others were hoping to move out, but with no definite 
plans.

The remaining comments were related to personal 
family needs or to personal circumstances including 
disability, impending completion of a student course, 
uncertainty over the future of the Co-op and problems 
with anti-social residents.

14. Key issues

• 22 residents were planning to move out within 
the next twelve months, 

• 22 residents were unsure

Q14. Proportion of 293 responses*

*3 Interviewees did not give an answer

Unsure (7.5%)

Yes (7.5%)

No (85%)

22

22

249
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Question 15. Do you have your own 
transport?
The first part of this question was multiple choice. 
Interviewees could select from: No; Yes – Car; Yes 
– Bike; Yes – other (Please specify).

Around 28 respondents went on to specify a vehicle 
type in the other category. Answers to both parts of the 
question were considered to provide the accompanying 
table.

Note: Some residents own more than one type of 
vehicle. Of those who were interviewed, around 1 in 
every 5 own a car. This is less than in London as a whole 
where, according to Transport for London, roughly 1 in 
every 3 people owns a car*. 

Space for car parking was an issue for several residents 
– more details are given in responses to Question 17.

15. Key issues

• Just over 20% of respondents owns a car. By 
extraction based on the responses, around 90 of 
the 450 homes would require car parking space 
if relocated

• Car parking space was a relocation issue for 
some residents

• Only 1 in every 5 residents owns a car, in 
contrast to 1 in every 3 in London as a whole 
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Q15. From responses to both parts of Question 15.
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* http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/ltr2003/road-related-trends-3.shtml Vehicle parking at Clays Lane
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Question 16a. Where do you normally travel 
to work?
The survey does not give a clear indication of how 
many residents are currently working, as the question 
specified normally rather than currently. However of 
the 295 responses to this question, the table to the 
left shows the results based on our interpretation of 
responses given. Numerous specific work locations 
around London and beyond were given by respondents. 
The map below shows these locations. These are 
concentrated in Central to East London, but some 
interviewees work across London and the Home 
Counties.

Map showing resident’s work 
destinations in response to 
Question 16a.

Area/city outside London

Specific location

Non-specific location

River Thames

London
    
The number of rings corresponds to the 
number of answers given

0 50 100 150 200 250

Student 16

Not working 50

Working 229

Q16A. Note: This information is based 
solely on our interpretation of responses 
to this question. Respondents were 
NOT asked if they were currently working.
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Question 16b. How do you normally travel to 
work?
Over 80% of respondents to this question rely on public 
transport to get to work. Although 63 respondents (21% 
of respondents to Question 15) own cars, only 27 (10%) 
claim to use a car to get to work, much less than the 
figures for London as a whole, according to the Mayor’s 
report*.

16. Key issues

• Work locations are concentrated in Central 
to East London, but some interviewees work 
across London and the Home Counties.

• Over 80% of respondents to this question rely on 
public transport to get to work

• 108 respondents to Question 13 said it was very 
important to live near their Workplace

* “More than one third (36%) of Londoners travel to work by car” 
The Mayor’s Statement, March 2004

2
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11

27

214
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Q16b. From 265 responses*

Motorcycle

On foot

Other

Bicycle

Car

Public transport

*31 Interviewees did not give an answer
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Question 17. Please provide any additional 
information that you feel is important that 
relates to your housing needs.
267 respondents took the opportunity to supply 
additional information regarding their needs. An Issue 
Count analysis was carried on the information given.

The results are shown in the accompanying chart, and 
descriptions of the issues below.

Issue category and description

• Space – preference for additional space

• Self-contained accommodation

• Family requirements / has children

• Financial considerations, affordability 

• Location – is of prime importance to resident

• Quiet – preference for quiet / privacy

• Quality – concerns over quality of new 
accommodation

• Health - has health considerations

• Security - concerns over personal safety

• Garden – preference for garden or outside space

• Sharing – concerns over sharing, numbers of 
residents

• Parking – preference for parking provision

• Ideology – belief in Co-op, wish to remain part of

• Social – preference or concerns over who 
residents are rehoused with; wish to retain 
community

• Local amenities - preference to be near: some 
specific, some general

• Transport - preference to be near public transport

• Accessibility - personal mobility requirements

• Pets - provision for pet owners

• Park, open space - preference to be near

• Environment - concerns over quality of 
environment, e.g. pollution

• Facilities - domestic provision, e.g. dishwasher, 
microwave

• Hygiene and cleanliness

• Storage - need for adequate provision

• Choice - extent to which resident will be able to 
choose / refuse what is offered

• Time - wish to move as soon as possible
There were a number of questions about specific 
issues, such as those who did not wish to be housed 
in high rise blocks, management and maintenance of 
accommodation, and accommodation for those who 
wish to work from home.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Q17. From 267 responses*

Management 3

Maintenance 6

Hi rise 7

Time 7

Choice 7

Privacy 8

Storage 8

Hygiene 10

Facilities 10

Environment 11

Park, open space 12

Pets 13

Accessibility 14

Transport 15

Local amenities 17

Social 18

Ideology 19

Parking 21

Sharing 23

Garden 25

Security 26

Health 26

Quality 27

Quiet 28

Location 41

Financial 42

Family 52

Self contained 57

Space 59

Works from home 3

*29 Interviewees did not give an answer
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17. Key issues

• The top three issues are: Space (22%), Self-
contained accommodation (21%), Family (19%), 

• The top three issues are interrelated and reflect 
the limitations of the Co-op for those whose 
family circumstances change

• Children are a consideration for 29 of the 59 
respondents for whom Space was an issue 

• For the 57 respondents for whom Self-
contained accommodation was an issue, the 
second most important issue was Family (13 
entries) with Space (11 entries), Financial (11 
entries), Location (10 entries) close behind

• Children and Space are a consideration for 34 
of the 52 respondents for whom Family was an 
issue.

• Other important issues: Financial (43 entries) 
and Location (41 entries). Many of the financial 
concerns were to do with affordability. 
Particular desirable locations were mentioned 
by some interviewees

• Some very specific Health issues were identified 
for 26 residents, half of these with relevance to 
Accessibility

• Other issues include: quiet, security, quality, 
garden, sharing, parking, ideology , social 
factors, local amenities & facilities, transport, 
accessibility, pets, parks & open space, 
environmental factors, domestic facilities, 
hygiene, storage, privacy, choice, time, high rise 
accommodation, maintenance, management, 
working from home
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Question 18. Is there a particular question 
that you would like to ask?
194 respondents took the opportunity to ask questions. 
An Issue Count analysis was carried out in order to 
identify specific themes.

The table to the left shows the frequency with which 
these issues occurred, and the issues are explained in 
more detail below.

Issue category and description

• Delivery – specific and general queries over how 
the process will be delivered, what will happen and 
the likelihood of it happening, living up to promise 
– trust; decanting process

• Time – how long the process would take, when 
things would happen, whether individuals could 
move sooner

• Financial – affordability, arrears (see Arrears 
below), compensation

• Engagement / Communication - participation, 
concerns over communications, evidence of lack of 
clarity over proposals

• Non-Olympic – what will happen in the Non-
Olympic case

• Quality – concerns over the quality new 
accommodation

• Choice & options – to what extent will residents 
have a choice over locations and accommodation 
types offered

• Locations – specific requirements or concerns 
over locations

• Who – concerns over who will be eligible

• Management – questions over who will manage 
new accommodation, future of the Co-op, security 
of tenure

• Co-op – will the Co-op exist; if so, in what form

• Arrears – concerns about how rent arrears will 
effect relocation

• Self-contained – preference for self-contained 
accommodation

• Sharing – issues about whether residents will 
have to share, or be able to share when they are 
relocated

• Opportunity - with relation to ‘housing ladder’

18. Key issues

• The top 3 issues were Delivery (32% of 
responses), Time (31%), Financial (28%)

• Other issues include: Engagement / 
Communication, the Non-Olympic scenario, 
Quality of accommodation, Choice & options, 
Locations, Who will residents be relocated 
with, Management of new accommodation, the 
possibilities of continuing to live in a Co-op, 
impact of being in rent Arrears on relocation, 
possibility of Self-contained accommodation, 
Sharing, Opportunity to get help up on to the 
‘housing ladder’

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Q18. 427 issues from 194 interviewees*

Opportunity 4

Sharing 5

Self contained 6

Arrears 7

Co-op 15

Management 18

Who 23

Location 29

Quality 35

Non-Olympic 37

Communications 38

Financial 55

Time 60

Delivery 62

Choice & options 33

*102 Interviewees did not wish to ask a question
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The Drop-in surgeries
This is a brief description of the three drop-in surgeries 
which followed the door-to-door survey.

A month after the completion of the survey a series 
of surgeries were held to update residents on the 
progress. Members of Fluid and the LDA were on hand 
to answer questions and to speak to in confidence.  
Those who hadn’t done so already could complete a 
questionnaire. 

The Surgeries were held in October, November and 
December and with each event, more information 
was available to residents about the survey results 
and relocation process. . The events were held at the 
London and Continental Railways (LCR) Visitors Centre 
close to Clays Lane, and took place in the evenings 
to ensure that the timings didn’t clash with working 
hours. A letter of invitation to all three surgeries was 
sent out to all residents prior to the events (see page 
77). 

The October Surgery
• Information about the timescale with key dates 

key statistics drawn from the survey, as well as 
frequently asked questions and answers about the 
consultation. 

The November Surgery
• Answers to many questions that the residents had 

asked in the survey were available to residents 
to complement the existing exhibition from the 
October surgery. 

The December Surgery 
• Exhibition results from the resident survey were 

shown, which consisted of a question-by-question 
analysis of 18 questions, as well as information 
shown at the previous surgeries. Leaflets that 
described the legal situation that was affecting the 
relocation process were also available. 

Attendance at the surgeries was generally low; 24 
people attended over the three surgeries, which may 
indicate that there were no urgent concerns that 
residents felt needed answering. 

Feedback from Surgeries
Visitors to the surgeries were asked to complete 
feedback sheets to monitor how residents felt the 
survey had been conducted and to indicate how useful 
the surgeries were for them. 

In answer to the question, ‘Did you learn something 
new at the surgery?’, seven respondents said ‘yes’, 
five said ‘no’ and five said ‘don’t know’ or left it blank. 
What people felt they had learned ranged from ‘Survey 
results’ and what is being done about the relocation of 
residents, to the legal obligation the LDA to re-house 
residents, and also ‘the outcome of the bid’.

Six people said they would improve something 
about the surgery, though many said they wouldn’t 
or declined to answer. Many of the suggested 
improvements were requests for more information. 
Some were understanding, for example: ‘more info 
about the housing arrangements for residents, 
however I understand that this may take some time’, 
and ‘I would like to see a progress’ , another was more 
frustrated; ‘The LDA should be here with answers and 
plans. The statistics are interesting but I would rather 
know a bit more about the idea and plan and what are 
they doing and thinking of’. It should be noted that 
representatives of the LDA were in attendance but due 
to other commitments had to leave before the end of 
the surgery.

All respondents apart from two said that they felt 
listened to, and one said their opinions had changed. 
A couple of people made other comments, about 
wanting to make amendments to their questionnaire, 
which have subsequently been amended; and other 
comments were positive: ‘Doing a good service’ and 
‘Fluid have been excellent’. 

Additional questionnaires completed
Some additional questionnaires were completed during 
the surgeries by residents who had not completed 
them before. A summary of the findings from these 
appears on page 78.

Location map for drop-in surgeries The LCR Visitors Centre
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Overall outcomes
This section identifies the main themes to have 
emerged from our analysis of the Residents Survey 
findings and our interpretation of the broader issues.

Emerging Issues
Analysis of the consultation responses identifies many 
different issues. In order to understand these issues we 
have grouped them into three over-arching themes:

The Existing issues, Relocation issues and the Unique 
Character of Clays Lane. This allows us to separate 
those issues that are particular to the current 
circumstances from those which will have an impact 
on the relocation process. In addition we have been 
able to draw out numerous qualities which are specific 
to Clays Lane and a product of many of its unique 
characteristics.

The diagram below aims to collect and show the 
relationship between the overall findings of the 
Residents Survey. Extracts appear in the relevant 
sections on the following pages.
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Existing issues

Spatial qualities

Quality of the environment
There are several environmental issues raised by 
residents. These include: pollution and contaminated 
land; Channel Tunnel Rail Link construction site is 
believed to cause pollution and dust; electricity pylons 
and mobile phone masts are seen as a health issue; 
noise from noisy neighbours or environmental noise 
caused by, for example, the Eastway Cycle circuit; 
general cleanliness; problems with vermin (mice, rats, 
cockroaches).

Personal Security
At an urban level the concerns over personal security 
reflect the isolation of the estate, such as car crime 
(theft, break-ins and car dumping) and feeling unsafe 
at night in public spaces. The estate is mentioned as a 
target for burglars – “word has gone around it is a soft 
target”. The neighbouring Travellers are also seen as a 
security issue by some residents, although this view is 
balanced by those who say there are good relations with 
the Travellers. Problems with other Co-op residents 
are outlined in the following People section.

People

Sharing
• Shared households, Numbers, Hygiene, Lack of 

privacy
The Co-op is designed for single adults, many of who are 
living in shared households. 400 of the 450 households 
are in either 4, 6 or 10 bedroom households. Although 
this is part of the Co-op’s ideology, it can cause 
conflicts between residents. Sharing a house requires 
everyday negotiations, and these inevitably become 
more complex the greater the number of people who 
share. Common causes of complaint are simple things 
like cleaning, where householders have different 
standards. There is a strong sense of a lack of privacy 
for those living in shared households – ‘everybody 
knows your business’.

Anti-social behaviour
• Noise, Conflicts, Criminal behaviour
There are numerous instances of conflicts between 
residents cited by interviewees. Some of these stem 
from the pressures of sharing in the larger households. 
Beyond the everyday negotiation of living together, 
some residents experience anti-social behaviour 
such as arguments, loud music, and petty crime such 
as drugs, alcoholism and bullying. There are also 
allegations of more serious crime such as theft and 
violence.
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Management

It is clear that a significant number of residents have 
negative perceptions of the Co-ops management, and 
took the opportunity to express their views in response 
to question 8 – “What are the pros and cons of being 
part of the Co-operative?”. Through analysing this 
information we have been able to discern main areas 
of concern – delivery of services, difficulties inherent 
in the Co-op’s policies, and mismanagement. These 
are described below in more detail. These views are 
balanced by the views of many residents who value 
the Co-op, its ideology and the way it is run. These are 
described in more detail in the section on the Unique 
qualities of Clays Lane below.

Delivery of services
• Maintenance, Complaints procedure
There are numerous concerns from some residents 
about the state of repair internally and externally. Some 
interviewees complained of a lack of response, or long 
delays, to requests for repairs. There were issues about 
staffing by external contractors and the enforcement 
by management of policies. These issues should be 
understood in the light of the uncertainty hanging over 
the estate, both from the point of view of the legal battle 
with the Housing Corporation, and the immediate cause 
of this survey, the 2012 Olympic Bid. Both of these sets 
of circumstances have affected longer terms repairs. 
This is because the Co-op’s assets have been tied up in 
the legal battle, and because repairs to infrastructure 
such as drainage may prove unnecessary should the 
estate be scheduled for demolition in the near future.

Co-operative living
• Allocation policy, Co-op policies
Some residents expressed concern over the Co-op’s 
policy for allocating new Co-op members. Concerns 
included the type of people being accepted, particularly 
those who need support, and the system for choosing 
housemates. It was claimed by some that problems 
are exacerbated because many of those who arrive 
at Clays Lane require some level of support or care, 
whereas the Co-op system really requires independent 
self-reliant adults to function at its best. There were 
criticisms of the interviewing process, and the lack of 
vetting of potential residents.

The reality of Co-op ideology, particularly with regard 
to single adults and families, is problematic for those 
residents whose circumstances change, or who arrive 
at Clays Lane following a separation, but who have 
children who wish to visit. Other residents complained 
that increasingly new members did not share the Co-
op ideology, but were taking advantage of the cheap 
accommodation on offer.

Mismanagement
• Functioning as a Co-op, Serious allegations
There is a clear gradient in concerns over the 
management of Clays Lane. These range from 
allegations of political infighting right through to 
serious allegations by a handful of residents. On a 
political level, some residents believe there is a lack of 
democracy and that the Co-operative system at Clays 
Lane is blighted by in-fighting and “power politics”, 
which puts some residents off further involvement 
in the democratic process required for effective 
management of the Co-op. There are those who believe 
it is not currently functioning as a Co-op. At a more 
serious level there are a few allegations of corruption, 
fraud, bullying and harassment by management.
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Relocation Issues
The consultation process has highlighted numerous 
issues for consideration in the potential relocation 
process. We have subdivided these into 4 categories: 
Spatial requirements, Finance, Process and Location. 
Many of the issues raised by the consultation process 
have been answered by the LDA at the Residents 
Surgery on the 8th of December, and in a Residents 
Survey report posted to residents in February 2005. 
Other issues will need to be resolved with individuals 
as the relocation process progresses. 

Spatial requirements

Health and disabilities
• Accessibility 
Several residents have specific health conditions which 
will need to be considered. These include mobility 
related conditions which may require ground floor 
accommodation or lift access. 

Accommodation
There are various concerns for new residents about 
how their needs will be met following relocation. 
Specific concerns include: Working from home; Car 
parking provision; Storage; Pets; Garden or other 
external space; security.

Sharing
• Self contained homes, Families, Couples
Sharing a home is a very important issue for a large 
number of residents, a fact borne out by the percentage 
of interviewees (around 80%) who wished to be re-
housed in self-contained accommodation.

A significant number of residents have partners or 
families they wish to live with following relocation. 

Quality
The LDA are committed to provide accommodation “at 
least as good as [residents] currently have and as far 
as is reasonably practicable”. The issue for this and the 
previous point will be to what extent quality and spatial 
needs can be defined. The qualitative characteristics 
could potentially be more problematic as they would 
tend to be more subjective. The Clays Lane Co-op has 
many unique characteristics which are cherished by 
residents and are described later.
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Finance

• Affordability, Arrears, Compensation
The greatest financial concern for many residents is 
the extent to which the relatively cheap accommodation 
at Clays Lane would be matched following relocation. 
There are some who feel they will not be able to afford 
more rent. This would not necessarily be an issue for 
those on housing benefits, but may cause difficulties 
for students and those in low paid jobs.

There are some individuals who are concerned that the 
fact that they are in arrears with their rent will affect 
their relocation

The question of compensation was raised by some 
residents. Some wondered if there might be an 
opportunity to get help towards buying properties for 
those who wished to do so.

Process

Delivery 
• Concerns over who will be eligible, Timescale, 

Choice, Non-Olympic scenario
Residents had specific and general queries over how 
the process will be delivered, what will happen and 
the likelihood of it happening. There were concerns 
that the LDA would not live up to their promise and 
questions about the decanting process. Their were 
questions about who would be eligible for relocation 
particularly from those who were living at Clays Lane 
‘unofficially’.

Some residents questioned how long the process 
would take, when things would happen, and whether it 
would be possible for individuals to move sooner.

Some residents wished to know to what extent they 
would have a choice over locations and accommodation 
types, and how far they would have an opportunity to 
turn down what was offered without jeopardising their 
right to be relocated. Several interviewees questioned 
whether they would have to share, or conversely, be 
able to share should they be relocated.

There was uncertainty in the minds of several residents 
over whether they would be relocated in the event 
that London does not win the bid to host the 2012 
Olympics.

Management
• Within Co-op,  Outside Co-op, Maintenance
There were questions as to what extent it would be 
possible for residents to be re-housed within a Co-
op arrangement, or alternatively to be re-housed 
separately. Also, with the awareness of the ongoing 
legal battle, there were questions over whether the 
Co-op would still exist and, if so, in what form?

Communication
There were concerns over residents’ ongoing 
participation in the relocation process, concerns 
over communications and evidence of interviewees 
uncertainty over the proposals for the area.

Location 

Specific locations
Around half of residents would prefer to remain in 
the Stratford area. The ideal location map on page 
35 shows a concentration of places in central, north, 
northeast and east London, with fewer preferring 
locations in west and south London. To begin planning 
for those who wish to be re-housed within a Co-op or 
collective housing arrangement we have provided a 
map showing the locations of other housing Co-ops 
within the London area in the Appendices on page 64.

Access
Residents specified a variety of different things they 
wish to live near. These include generic local amenities 
such as leisure facilities, parks & open spaces, and 
shops, all of which are readily accessible across most 
of London.

More specific locations such as medical facilities, 
schools and family, which emerged as an important 
category, were also mentioned. These wishes should 
be considered on an individual basis should relocation 
go ahead.

Public Transport was deemed the most important 
thing to be located near to, which suggests that most 
residents are prepared to travel to some extent. 
81% of the 214 respondents who answered question 
16b. use public transport to get to work. The map 
on page 40 shows the specific locations mentioned 
by respondents, and indicates the extent to which 
workplaces are concentrated in a corridor from central 
to east London.
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Unique qualities of Clays Lane
What emerges very strongly from the consultation 
process, both from the Residents Survey findings, 
and from the experience of the Fluid team working 
intensively on the ground for many, is the unique 
character of Clays Lane. This is of particular importance 
because many of its qualities are greatly cherished by 
residents, but will not be easily replicated elsewhere. 

We have identified three overall categories which are 
unique to Clays Lane: Co-operative living, the type 
of people who live there and spatial qualities (urban 
design, architecture, location). These factors are shown 
in the diagram, but, owing to the way they impact on 
each other, it is easier to talk about them as a whole, 
rather than consider each part separately.

The following text is based both on the findings from 
the survey as well as our own observations.

Co-operative living
Clearly one of the main generating factors in the 
character of Clays Lane is the fact that it is a housing 
Co-op with a particular set of ideals and policies, with 
its own system of management. The survey shows that 
only around a third of interviewees specified the Co-
op ideology as their reason for moving to Clays Lane, 
and the lack of commitment to the Co-op is cited as 
a problem for some residents. However, around 13% 
of residents value the Co-op’s ideology and there are 
many aspects of Clays Lane which are a product of its 
ideology. 
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People
The main positive factor, for around 57% of interviewees, 
is its social qualities. Despite the discomfort some 
residents experience in the larger shared households, 
many residents value the social interaction, diversity 
and opportunities to work, learn and make decisions 
together fostered by the Co-op system. This would 
appear to provide a greater level of social cohesion 
and interaction than would be usual in an estate of 
this size. One of the main defining characteristics 
is the preponderance of single adults (and to some 
extent male adults). What is of more importance is the 
corollary of this fact – the lack of children and young 
people who live on the estate, and the impact this has 
on everyday life.

Spatial qualities
The third important factor in the character of Clays 
Lane is its spatial qualities. These encompass its 
architecture of shared households which face onto 
primary pedestrian routes and shared courtyards, as 
well as its topographical elevation on a plinth of landfill 
and its geographical isolation in the Lower Lea Valley.

What sets Clays Lane apart
The following text is based on our own interpretation 
of the survey findings and experiences on-the-ground 
at Clays Lane, as well as our own professional 
observations as architects.

What has become particularly clear to us from the 
survey findings and from our own observations is the 
way in which many aspects of Clays Lane are unusual 
in themselves in terms of a late 20th Century housing 
estate, but what really defines the place is the way in 
which these qualities interact with each other. 

The specific social mix at Clays Lane can be defined 
by a combination of factors: adults between 18 and 
65, proportionally more males, many moved to Clays 
Lane as a result of homelessness. A significant 
number of residents prove to be vulnerable in some 
way. Many have arrived at Clays Lane through similar 
circumstances and experiences, and this adds to the 
social glue. Again, around a third of residents share 
an ideological viewpoint. Residents form an ethnically 
diverse group, a fact which many find appealing, and 
appreciate the opportunity to learn from others. All of 
these social factors – and these are merely the ones 
that have become clear from the survey – have an 
impact on the character and atmosphere of the estate. 
For example, there are few children. Where in many 
places groups of young people hanging around on 
the streets can cause negative feelings, this is not an 
issue at Clays Lane. In turn the estate is visibly free of 
graffiti and vandalism in public spaces. The estate is 
isolated geographically and physically – it is not on the 
way to anywhere - so that strangers, particularly young 
people, are easily identifiable. This all contributes to 
the sense of security that a number of residents have 
described.

A typical courtyard A view of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link works from Clays Lane
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But this sense of security is also a factor of the 
architecture and urban design of the estate. The main 
social rooms in houses, kitchens and living rooms, 
face onto public courtyard spaces. Access to each 
household is from this courtyard, so they are the 
primary movement route and concentrate pedestrians 
into these areas. They allow for a natural policing of 
the estate’s main public areas, and increase the sense 
of security – you know you are overlooked when you are 
in the public realm. At the same time, the courtyard 
arrangement serves to break down the greater mass 
of the estate into smaller ‘neighbourhoods’, which 
also define social and management structures. It was 
suggested by a resident that this manageable modular 
structure could form the basis for much larger Co-
ops. 

So, social cohesion is fostered by the courtyard 
arrangement, but it is also a product of the Co-op’s 
management structure. Ideally, this encourages 
and to some extent rewards participation in the 
management, organisation and upkeep of the estate. In 
return residents benefit from security of tenure, and a 
greater exercise of personal control than may be found 
in more conventional social housing. Interviewees 
appreciated the benefits of support, often mutual, 
both formally available from the Co-op and informally 
from the social network. Financially, Clays Lane offers 
lower rents than is usual for this part of London, and 
some residents are pleased to be their own landlords, 
to have all their bills and council tax taken care of by 
their rental payments, and for their money to be fed 
back into the Co-op.

All of this increases a resident’s sense of ownership 
and responsibility. These are factors which so often 
have a negative impact on social housing estates: 
lack of ownership and responsibility for shared areas, 
perception of young people as a problem, lack of sense 
of security, poor quality of design and environment, 
and lack of social cohesion. The usual indicators of 
deprivation are clearly not an issue at Clays Lane.

Of course, there are also negative factors that contribute 
to the character of Clays Lane. There is clear evidence 
of dissatisfaction with the current management, which, 
in turn, has been involved in a long-term legal dispute 
with the Housing Corporation. Some residents claim 
that the Co-op no longer functions as a Co-op, and it 
was reported that social cohesion was previously much 
higher. It should also be considered that individual 
experiences are often at variance and contradictory. 
There is strong evidence that the larger shared 
households are unpopular and that 10 adults sharing 
limited amenities and a relatively small space can 
cause conflicts. Another aspect of the Co-op policy that 
can be difficult for some residents is the restrictions on 
growing families. Clays Lane provides accommodation 
for single adults. On the one hand, circumstances 
change, and relationships develop, which can become 
awkward for those in shared households. On the other 
hand, several residents were clearly separated from 
partners and already had families. Having children to 
stay was an issue for some of them.

Residents’ planting in courtyards
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Conclusions

Key issues from the survey responses

This section draws out the key issues that have 
emerged from the survey and indicates the impact they 
may have on relocation.

*It should be noted that, although 296 interviews were carried 
out, respondents did not necessarily provide an answer to each 
question. For example, only 292 responses were given to Question 
11. 

Key issue: Staying within a Co-op (Question 9)

• Based on the survey responses, over half 
(53%) of all interviewees would prefer to be 
re-housed outside a Co-operative or collective 
housing arrangement. By extraction, at least 
150 residents may wish to be rehoused within 
some sort of Co-operative or collective housing 
arrangement. This number could rise to as 
many as 210 if all those who were ‘unsure’ were 
included

Unsure (14.1%)

No re-housed
separately 
(53.2%)

Yes within 
Co-op/collective
(32.7%)

Q9. Proportion of 284 responses*

*12 interviewees did not give an answer

151

40

93

Question 9. Looking forward to re-housing options would you like 
to remain within a Co-op/collective housing arrangement or to be 
re-housed separately?

Key issues: Multi-occupancy homes (Questions 2 
& 4a, 4b)

• Based on the responses*, there are least 30 
homes that have more than one occupant some 
of the time

• Single parents who wish to live with their 
children may encounter problems when it 
comes to relocation. The LDA is committed to 
rehousing those who live at Clays Lane, but not 
necessarily their non-resident family members

Question 2. Your Age profile?; Question 4a. How many adults (over 
18 years) live in your accommodation?; Question 4b. How many 
people under 18 years live in your accommodation?

Key issue: Self-contained homes (Question 11)

• Around 84% of 292 respondents would prefer a 
self-contained flat to a shared house

Q11. Proportion of 292 responses*

*4 interviewees did not give an answer

Don't mind 
(7.2%)

Shared house
/flat (8.6%) 

Self-contained
flat (84.2%)

25

21

246

Question 11. Looking to the future, what would be your preferred 
accommodation?

Dwelling types at Clays 
Lane

No. Occupants / 
dwelling type

23 10-bed 230 (51.1 % of total)

17 6-bed 102 (22.7 % of total)

17 4-bed 68 (15.1 % of total)

50 Single occupancy 50 (11.1 % of total)

107 households 450 dwellings
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Q12. 394 choices from 293 interviewees*

72

88

99

135

*3 interviewees did not give an answer. Respondents 
could select more than one location.

Key issue: Preferred locations (Question 12)

• Around half of respondents would prefer to 
remain in the Stratford area

• Based on the responses, the majority of ideal 
locations are concentrated in central, north, 
northeast and east London
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Map showing interviewee’s ideal 
locations for relocation in response 
to Question 12.

Question 12. Where would your ideal location be?
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Key issue: Moving out (Question 14)

• 22 residents were planning to move out within 
the next twelve months, a further 22 residents 
were unsure

Q14. Proportion of 293 responses*

*3 Interviewees did not give an answer

Unsure (7.5%)

Yes (7.5%)

No (85%)

22

22

249

Key issue: Car ownership (Question 15)

• Just over 20% of respondents owns a car. By a 
projection based on the responses, around 90 of 
the 450 homes would require car parking space 
if relocated

0 50 100 150 200

Van

Motorbike

Pedal bike

Car

Yes

No

Q15. From responses to both parts of Question 15.
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34
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104

192

Map showing resident’s work 
destinations in response to 
Question 16a.

Key issue: Places of work (Question 16a)

• These are concentrated in Central to East 
London, with some interviewees working 
across London and the Home Counties.

Question 14. Do you have any immediate plans (within next 12 
months) to move out of Clays Lane? If so, why?

Question 15. Do you have your own transport?

Question 16a. Where do you 
normally travel to work?

Area/city outside London

Specific location

Non-specific location

River Thames

London

The number of rings corresponds to 
the number of answers given



Clays Lane Co-operative Housing • Residents Survey   57

The LDA published a summary report for residents 
in early February 2005* which contained answers to 
many of the questions raised by residents during the 
survey.

The answers provided by the LDA highlight some of 
the most pressing issues for residents. At the time 
of writing, the answers were necessarily uncertain 
in tone. However, there are several issues which 
may need to be addressed in the light of residents’ 
expectations.

Existing issues
Many of the existing issues highlighted by the survey, 
such as problems associated with the current 
management and the quality of the environment, 
are specific to Clays Lane as it is today. They will no 
longer be relevant should residents be relocated. 
However, lessons may be learnt from the difficulties 
some residents have experienced, such as anti-social 
behaviour in large shared households, which have 
proved difficult to manage internally. 

Relocation issues

Uncertainty over the future of the Co-op as an 
organisation and as a place.
The current status of the Co-op as a fully constituted 
Registered Social Landlord has been the subject of a 
dispute with the Housing Corporation in recent years. 
The uncertainty this has brought about has been 
exacerbated by the impact of London’s bid to host the 
2012 Olympic Games.

Some of the uncertainty over the future of the Co-op 
will be addressed when the International Olympic 
Committee make their decision on 6 July 2005. If the Bid 
is successful relocation will follow, and residents can 
then be further engaged in the process, with the LDA 
giving due consideration to their personal preferences 
and needs, as promised.

The Non-Olympic scenario
“The Lower Lea Valley has been identified as a 
regeneration priority and development in some form 
is likely to happen”

However, if the Bid is unsuccessful, many residents 
will have had their expectations raised that they will be 
relocated anyway, as the LDA have said that the area is 
earmarked for regeneration anyway. Several residents 
are vulnerable people who will need reassurance.

Affordability
“Rent levels are a key consideration in our re-housing 
planning. Rent levels will be broadly equivalent to those 
in other similar Registered Social Landlords (RSLs).“

Residents have benefited from relatively low rental 
costs around £200 pcm*, and this is clearly an attractive 
aspect of the Co-op for some who have chosen to move 
there. Being relocated into more costly dwellings will 
be seen as a problem for some occupants.

Eligibility
“The aim is to relocate all residents regardless of 
whether they are members of the Co-op.”

There are several residents who appear not to be 
members of the Co-op. Their status is unclear. It is 
our understanding that the legal dispute between the 
Co-op and the Housing Corporation has impeded the 
Co-op management’s powers to evict residents. There 
are numerous residents who live outside the strictures 
of the Co-ops policy on cohabiting, families, etc. The 
LDA has made a commitment to re-house all those 
living on the estate. This may be a difficult matter for 
some who are separated from partners but still have 
responsibility for childcare, and who wish to move to 
new accommodation with their children.

Exercising choice
One particular area of uncertainty about the relocation 
process is the extent to which residents will be able to 
exercise choice. For example, residents are aware that 
the LDA is committed to providing accommodation at 
least ‘as good as’ they currently have. Two questions 
that arose were what would happen if they turned 
down what they were offered, and whether they would 
be able to choose who they were to live with?

Providing self-contained accommodation

When full the Co-op provides 450 homes, of which 50 
are single occupancy. This represents around 11% of 
homes. Of those surveyed, just under 85% wish to be 
re-housed in self-contained flats. Clearly the majority 
of those in shared accommodation do not wish to 
remain so, but current housing standards would be 
unlikely to support the form of housing found at Clays 
Lane, particularly the 10 bedroom houses, where many 
of the resources such as kitchen facilities, bathrooms 
and toilets are shared. This has a cost implication, as 
providing self-contained flats will inevitably cost more 
than shared accommodation.

*Clays Lane Housing Co-op, Residents Survey - Report for the 
London Development Agency, January 2005 

* www.findaproperty.com, March 2005. Typical rents for one bed 
flats in the area: 
E10 (Leyton, Leytonstone, Upper Walthamstow): £ 620 pcm
E13 (West Ham, Plaistow): £ 668 pcm
E6 (Beckton, East Ham, Upton Park): £ 694 pcm
E15 (West Ham, Stratford): £ 727 pcm
E16 (Custom House, Canning Town, Silvertown): £ 887 pcm
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The unique qualities of Clays Lane
“The LDA will be seeking to ensure that residents are 
re-housed in accommodation at least as good as they 
currently have and as far as is reasonably practicable”

The LDA’s definition of ‘as good as’ may be open to 
interpretation. The criteria will need to be clearly 
defined as there are many aspects of Clays Lane 
which are appreciated by residents that are not easy 
to replicate, such as its geographical setting, social 
mix, layout around courtyards, and the effect on the 
environment of particular Co-op policies such as the 
lack of children.

The social infrastructure
The survey has identified its community and social 
make-up as its main asset by a clear margin. This 
community has a very specific make-up, mainly due to 
the Co-ops policy of housing a diverse group of single 
adults, many of whom have arrived at Clays Lane 
through housing needs. The Co-op and its community 
provide an informal mutual support system, and some 
residents appear to rely on this network.

Courtyards and shared houses.
The Courtyard has proved effective as a piece of social 
architecture, as urban and landscape design and as a unit 
of local self-governance within the Co-op management 
structure. The extent to which the Courtyard can be 
seen as a successful piece of urban design should be 
considered only in the light of other major contributing 
factors: the predominantly single adult population and 
lack of young children, the comparative isolation of the 
site and the shared ownership of public spaces. Some 
of these characteristics may need to be considered 
further in the event that significant numbers of 
residents are to be relocated together into purpose-
built accommodation.

The least successful aspect of the design has been the 
larger shared households, particularly the 10-bedroom 
dwellings, where the possibility of disagreements are 
greatly increased. This is because between 4 people 
in a household there are a possible 6 different one-to-
one relationships, whereas in a 6 bedroom household 
there are 15 potential relationships and in a 10 bedroom 
house there are potentially 45 different one-to-one 
relationships, and therefore a substantially greater 
number of negotiations and potential areas of conflict. 
This brings matters such as cleanliness and hygiene 
to the fore as one of the top Cons about the Co-op , as 
identified by residents in this survey.

Remaining within a Co-operative or collective housing 
arrangement.
“We recognise that some residents wish to remain in 
a collective housing arrangement whilst others may 
not.” 

Based on a projection of the survey responses, around 
200 residents may wish to be rehoused within some 
sort of Co-operative or collective housing arrangement. 
Some residents clearly wish to remain within this Co-
op, with its particular values and social mix, as opposed 
to ‘a Co-operative’. 

The definition of Co-op varies from person to person. 
Some refer to the physical structure, and would like to 
remain within a Co-operative, but are wary of being re-
housed in large shared dwellings. Some see the Co-op 
as its system of management, while others identify 
with the ethos of the Co-op. Another group see the Co-
op as its community. There is much crossover in these 
definitions. 

An internet search has identified a number of other 
Co-operative organisations in London. The extent 
to which they meet - or can accommodate - the 
wishes residents expressed should be the subject of 
more detailed individual consultation in the event of 
relocation becoming a reality.
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Next Steps
This section contains a brief description of the ongoing 
consultation process.

The Olympic scenario
This survey relates specifically to the Residents 
Relocation Strategy which is a condition of the approved 
planning applications for London’s bid to host the 2012 
Olympic and Paralympic Games in the Lower Lea 
Valley.

The key date in the process is 6 July 2005, when the 
International Olympic Committee makes its decision. 
Should London win its bid to host the 2012 Games, 
further consultation with residents will be required.

The outcome of the legal dispute between CLHC and 
the Housing Corporation
The Housing Corporation has made a Direction 
transferring the assets of the Clays Lane Housing 
Cooperative to to the Waltham Forest Community 
Based Housing Association (WFCBHA) which is part 
of the Peabody Housing Group. This decision was the 
subject of judicial review proceedings but the Courts 
have determined that the Order should be upheld and 
the LDA understands that the assets are in the process 
of being transferred to WFCBHA in accordance with 
that decision. 

The LDA will therefore need to include WFCBHA in 
their discussions in relation to the relocation of the 
Clays Lane residents and the acquisition of the site.
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The appendices inlcude: a description of the 
International Co-operative Alliance principle; maps 
showing the locations of other London Co-ops;  blanks 
of the Resident Survey questionnaire; a brief summary 
of 11 interviews completed after the cut-off date for 
overall analysis.

Also included is the text that was submitted to the 
London Borough of Newham as an affidavit setting out 
the CLHC committee’s official position.
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The following are the Co-operative principles 
recognised by the International Co-operative Alliance, 
and cited on the Clays Lane Co-op website.

Co-operative Principles*
Any association of persons, or of societies, shall be 
recognised as a Co-operative society, provided that it 
has for its object the economic and social betterment 
of its members by means of an enterprise based on 
mutual aid, and that it conforms to the ICA Statement 
on the Co-operative Identity, as approved by the General 
Assembly of ICA: 

Definition
A Co-operative is an autonomous association of 
persons united voluntarily to meet their common 
economic, social and cultural needs and aspirations 
through a jointly-owned and democratically-controlled 
enterprise.

Values
Co-operatives are based on the values of self-help, 
self-responsibility, democracy, equality, equity and 
solidarity. In the tradition of their founders, Co-
operative members believe in the ethical values of 
honesty, openness, social responsibility and caring for 
others.

Principles
The Co-operative principles are guidelines by which 
Co-operatives put their values into practice. 

1st Principle: Voluntary and Open Membership 
Co-operatives are voluntary organisations, open to all 
persons able to use their services and willing to accept 
the responsibilities of membership, without gender, 
social, racial, political or religious discrimination. 

2nd Principle: Democratic Member Control
Co-operatives are democratic organisations controlled 
by their members, who actively participate in setting 
their policies and making decisions. Men and women 
serving as elected representatives are accountable to 
the membership. In primary Co-operatives members 
have equal voting rights (one member, one vote) and 
Co-operatives at other levels are also organised in a 
democratic manner. 

3rd Principle: Member Economic Participation
Members contribute equitably to, and democratically 
control, the capital of their Co-operative. At least 
part of that capital is usually the common property 

of the Co-operative. Members usually receive limited 
compensation, if any, on capital subscribed as a 
condition of membership. Members allocate surpluses 
for any or all of the following purposes: developing 
their Co-operative, possibly by setting up reserves, 
part of which at least would be indivisible; benefiting 
members in proportion to their transactions with the 
Co-operative; and supporting other activities approved 
by the membership.

4th Principle: Autonomy and Independence 
Co-operatives are autonomous, self-help organisations 
controlled by their members. If they enter into 
agreements with other organisations, including 
governments, or raise capital from external sources, 
they do so on terms that ensure democratic control 
by their members and maintain their Co-operative 
autonomy.

5th Principle: Education, Training and Information
Co-operatives provide education and training for their 
members, elected representatives, managers, and 
employees so they can contribute effectively to the 
development of their cooperatives.

They inform the general public – particularly young 
people and opinion leaders – about the nature and 
benefits of Co-operation. 

6th Principle: Co-operation among Co-operatives 
Co-operatives serve their members most effectively 
and strengthen the Co-operative movement by 
working together through local, national, regional and 
international structures.

 7th Principle: Concern for Community 
Co-operatives work for the sustainable development of 
their communities through policies approved by their 
members.

International Co-operative Alliance

* International Co-operative Alliance; ICA Rules, Policies, 
Procedures & Standing Orders - September 2003
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Q. Are there opportunities to be re-housed ahead of 
the decision?
A. The re-housing process will only begin if London’s 
bid to host the Games is successful. The outcome of 
the bid will be announced on 6 July 2005. As much 
preparatory work will be done as possible to ensure that 
the re-housing process can begin as soon possible.

Q. Will the LDA re-locate all the residents at once?
A. It is very unlikely that all residents will be moved at 
the same time. Re-housing is likely to take place over 
a period of months depending on the circumstances of 
individual residents.

Q. Where will these re-housing options be?
A. Re-housing options will be based on individual needs. 
Where residents have expressed a wish to stay in the 
immediate area, this will be taken into account. Where 
residents have expressed a wish / willingness to move 
away from the area, this will also be considered. This is 
why the results of the questionnaire are so important.

Q. When will you feed back the results of the survey? 
What are the next steps?
A. The results of the survey are currently being 
processed to inform our options for re-housing 
residents. The general conclusions drawn from 
the survey will be made public as soon as possible 
together with the relocation options. This is likely to be 
early in the new year. Individual responses will remain 
confidential.

Q. Will the rent in the new accommodation be 
affordable?
A. Rent levels are a key consideration in our re-housing 
planning. Rent levels will be broadly equivalent to those 
in other similar Registered Social Landlord (RSL). 

Q. Will Clays Lane residents be entitled to 
compensation for the disruption?
A. Re-housing packages could include additional 
support to cover relocation expenses, for example, 
the costs associated with moving. These costs will be 
covered by the LDA or bodies responsible for acquiring 
the property as part of the delivery of the Olympic 
Games. A “home loss payment” may also be payable 
where the relevant criteria are met.

Q. Will rent be inclusive of bills, council tax and 
furnishings?
A. These details will depend on the specific 
accommodation that residents are moved to. This is a 
matter which is best discussed with individual residents 
in the light of their particular relocation requirements 
and wishes.

Q. Will re-housing options include private sector 
accommodation?
A. The LDA will explore a range of options including in 
the public and private sectors.

Q. Will the quality of accommodation be of a similar 
standard to Clays Lane?

A. The LDA will be seeking to ensure that residents are 
re-housed in accommodation at least as good as they 
currently have and as far as is reasonably practicable. 
Again, this will be informed by the requirements 
identified in questionnaire responses.

Q. To what extent will the views of Clays Lane residents 
be taken into account?
A. The information you have provided will be invaluable 
in helping us to devise appropriate re-housing options 
based on your needs and wishes.

Q. Will residents have the option of moving to another 
Co-op?
A. This will depend on the individual needs and 
aspirations of residents. We recognise that some 
residents wish to remain in a collective housing 
arrangement whilst others may not. 

Q. Are residents who are not members of the Co-op 
going to be re-housed?
A. Yes. The aim is to relocate all residents regardless of 
whether they are members of the Co-op.

Q. What if residents want to move with a partner. Will 
this be possible?
A. This may be possible as the LDA is aiming to look 
at housing options that take account of individual 
circumstances.

Q. What happens if we don’t win the Olympics?
A. There are currently no firm plans for developing Clays 
Lane if London’s bid is not successful. However, the 
Lower Lea Valley has been identified as a regeneration 
priority and development in some form is likely to 
happen. Timescales for this are not set and separate 
arrangements will be put forward at the necessary 
time, These are likely to be on similar lines to those 
which are being discussed here and the answers to the 
questionnaires will be extremely helpful in that context 
also.

Q. Why was this area chosen for the Olympic Village?
A. The decision for the Athletes Village to be built in the 
Clays Lane area was based on putting together the best 
possible bid to secure the 2012 Olympic Games and 
Paralympic Games. It also provides the best possible 
location for developing housing after the Games.

Q. After the Olympics, will it be possible to move back 
to the Clays Lane area to the accommodation created 
by the Olympics?
A. The LDA’s first priority is to minimise disruption to 
residents of Clays Lane. Moving initially and then having 
a period of 5 to 7 years before being able to move back 
to their area would create more disruption than one 
move. However, residents who wish to remain in the 
area will be able to apply to live in the new housing that 
will become available after the Olympics.

Your questions answered*

*The answers to questions were provided by the LDA in the 
summary report for residents, published in early February, 2005.
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Other London Co-ops

Note: the source for the information on this and the 
following 5 pages is from the University of Sussex 
website:
http://www.sussex.ac.uk/Users/iane/coops/coopsdirlondon.html

However, the information on the website is not dated 
and the contact details have not been checked. Fluid 
accepts no responsibility for the accuracy of the 
information provided.
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Mitali Housing Co-operative Ltd. 2nd floor
148 Cambridge Heath Road
E1 5QJ

020 77905052 49

113

64

192

Woodgrange Park Village 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

Longlife 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

Phoenix 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

Suite 6, Essex House
375-377 High Street, Stratford
E15 4QZ

119 Roman Road
E2 0QN

Estate office, Bluebell Avenue
Manor Park
E12 6UJ

020 85035041

020 85199708

020 89801069

68Dennis Central London 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

29 Bracken House
Watts Grove
E3 3RG

020 79873834

84Wilfred East London 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

40 Corbin House
Bromley High Street
E3 3RG

- - - - - - - - - - -

65Everbrook 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

117 Rendlesham Road
E5 8PA

020 89858023

86Hackney 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

117 Rendlesham Road
E5 8PA

020 89864479

96Mace 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

The Print House
18 Ashwin Street
E8 3DL

020 72549560

43Unit Eleven
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

The Pri
nt House
18 Ashwin Street
E8 3DL

020 72413679

119Wick Village Tenant
Management Co-operative Ltd.

Anchor House
25 Meadow Close
Hackney
E9 5NZ

020 85334311

4Red Brick
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

78 Amwell Street
EC1 IUU

020 78374288

107South Mildmay
Tenant Co-operative Ltd.

52 Mildmay Park
N1 4PR

020 72498280

Name Address Telephone No. of members
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51Tally Ho
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

3 Moss Crescent
North Finchley
N12 8NY

020 84450560

Riverlink 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

94 Bowes Road  
Palmers Green    
N13 4NP

020 88887342 50

Clissold 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

5 Clissold Road  
N16 9EX

- - - - - - - - - - 24

Ladybur 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

68 Ladysmith Road  
Tottenham   
N17 9AG

020 88016700 152

Waverley Eighth 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

33 Shaftesbury Road   
N19 4QW

020 72722981 26

Alamo 
Housing Association Ltd.

43 Hanley Road   
N4 3DU

020 72723391 550

Finsbury Park 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

12 Pine Grove   
N4 3LL

020 72729119 30

New Swift 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

12 Pine Grove   
N4 3LL

020 72724295 121

Stroud Green 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

Unit 1 The Mews  
Albert Road    
N4 3RD

020 72632716 62

Pan African 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

49 St. Pancras Way   
NW1 0DQ

020 73880759 49

Camden People's 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

2 Carol Street  
NW1 0HU

020 72678302 24

INFIL 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

51 Chalcot Road  
NW1 8LY

020 77229994 170

Cyron 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

6 Bridge House  
Chamberlayne Road   
NW10 3NR

020 89645700 53

Name Address Telephone No. of members
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Arneway 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

The Designworks, Park Parade  
Harlesden   
NW10 4SL

020 86955537 69

Willesden Green 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

c/o 20 Grosvenor Gardens   
NW2 4QP

19- - - - - - - - - -  -

Aboena Housing Co-op 30 Fleet Road  
NW3 2QS

020 74822183 44

Belpark (One) 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

106b (Basement) Haverstock hill   
NW32 2BD

020 72676128 24

Camden Teachers 
Tenants Co-operative

2-4 Ospringe Road   
NW5 2JE

020 74820189 15

Fairhazel 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

23 Compayne Gardens   
NW6 3DE

020 76241098 127

Kilburn 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

67c Willesden Lane  
Corner of Douglas Road    
NW6 7RL

020 73280210 38

West Hampstead 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

82 Kingsgate Road   
NW64LA

020 73288956 92

South Hampstead 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

109 Rowley Way   
NW8 0SW

020 76257754 700

La Gaitana 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

Docklands Enterprise Centre  
11 Marshalsea Road   
SE1 1EP

020 77171250 45

Mulberry 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

c/o CDS ltd  
207 Waterloo Road    
SE1 8XW

020 74013131 56

Edward Henry 
House Co-operative Ltd.

23 Edward Henry House  
Cornwall Road    
SE1 8YE

69- - - - - - - - - - -

New Venture 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

26 Venture Court  
3, Horncastle Road, Lee   
SE12 9LJ

020 88516090 27

Name Address Telephone No. of members
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Nimbus 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

63 Conington Road  
Lewisham    
SE13 7LH

18- - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -

Nettleton Road 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

8 Nettleton Road  
New Cross    
SE14 5UJ

020 72778434 36

Flame 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

184 Malpas Road  
Brockley    
SE4 1DH

020 84690303 16

Brockley 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

249 Lewisham Way   
SE4 1XF

020 86915898 16

Deptford 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

16 Rochdale Way  
Deptford    
SE8 4EY

020 86924141 130

Gateway 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

155 Battersea Rise  
Wandsworth    
SW11

20

Wandsworth Community 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

51 Oldridge Road  
Balham   
SW12 8PP

020 86756962 47

Tooting Bec 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

151 Trinity Street  
Tooting    
SW17 7HJ

020 86820010 41

Southward 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

3 Lydden Grove  
Wandsworth   
SW18 4LJ

020 88713578 36

Skylight 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

43a The Broadway  
Wimbledon    
SW19 1QD

020 85409190 3

Pimlico Village 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

1-3 Charlwood Street   
SW1V 2ED

020 76412111 946

Brixton 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

56 Barnwell Road   
SW2 1PW

020 77374945 103

Cetra 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

5 Victoria Rise  
Cedars Estate, Clapham    
SW4 0PB

020 77202023 251

Name Address Telephone No. of members
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Park Hill 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

13 Allard Gardens  
Briarwood Road    
SW4 9QA

020 76224295 25

Vine 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

37 Bonnington Square  
Vauxhall    
SW8 1TF

020 77937564 50

Holland Town Tenant 
Management Co-operative Ltd.

91a Brixton ROad   
SW9 6EE

020 78203494 288

Seymour 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

20a Seymour Buildings  
153/155 Seymour Place    
W1 5TQ

020 77233202 78

Portobello 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

79 Tavistock Road   
W11 1AR

19- - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -

West Eleven 
Housing Co-operative

16 Lancaster Road   
W11 1QP

68

Notting Dale 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

35 Stoneleigh Street   
W11 4DU

17

W14 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

Room G3, Highmasters House  
153 Hammersmith Road    
W14 0QL

020 85632602 43

Monouth Road 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

34 Monmouth Road   
W2 4UT

20

Seven Dials 
Housing Co-operative Ltd.

10-14 Shelton Street   
WC2H 9JR

020 73793534 65

Name Address Telephone No. of members
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Blank questionnaires
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Invitation to drop-in surgeries
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A further 11 interviews were completed. Although one 
interviewee had already completed a questionnaire, 
their information is included in this analysis.

Did you receive a letter dated 17th June 2004?
Nine had received letters from the LDA, and two had 
not. They were given a copy.

Question 1. Gender
Of the 11, six were female and five male.

Age Profile (Question 2. Your Age profile?; Question 
4a. How many adults (over 18 years) live in your 
accommodation?; Question 4b. How many people 
under 18 years live in your accommodation?)
Seven residents were between 18 and 35 years old, 
and four were between 35 and 65 years old. All lived on 
their own with no people under 18.

Question 3. What is the nature of your current 
accommodation?
Eight of the 11 live in ten bedroom accommodation, 
two in six bed, and one in four bed.

Question 5. Do you consider yourself (or family 
member living with you) to have a disability?
None of the interviewees considered themselves to 
have a disability [although in response to Question 17 
one respondent said they would prefer no stairs as they 
have problems walking].

6. How long have you lived at Clays Lane?

1-2 years 3
2-5 years 3
Less than 1 year 4
Longer (please specify) 1 (6 years)

Question 7. Why did you move to Clays Lane?

Provides single accom-
modation

1

Cost reasons 2
Family/friends live here 1
Co-Op Ideology 1
Other (please specify) 8

Eight of the 11 cited “other” reasons, each was as a 
result of housing need.

Question 8. What are the pros and cons of being part 
of the Co-operative?
Pros - A total of 21 Pros were identified from 11 
responses.

6 Social - community spirit, sense of community
4 Personal control - personal responsibility, contribu-

tion, control; being your own landlord, sense of 
ownership

3 Management - e.g. potential to get involved in deci-
sion making, policies

3 Financial reasons - e.g. affordability, all-inclusive 
bills, money goes back into Co-op

2 Diversity - multi-cultural, equal opportunities
1 Security - personal safety and safe environment
1 Quiet - peaceful environment offered by location and 

design, privacy
1 Environment - immediate surroundings and wider 

area

Cons
22 Cons were identified from 11 responses. 

5 Sharing - concerns/irritations over sharing living 
accommodation, communal living on a domestic 
scale, multi-occupancy households

4 Anti-social - people, community (or lack of), anti-
social behaviour (including drugs, alcohol, petty 
theft)

3 Numbers of residents – pressure from numbers of 
residents in Co-op and in residential units

2 Hygiene - cleanliness, different standards, house-
hold hygiene

2 Management – mismanagement, negative percep-
tions on a political level, lack of democracy

2 None - interviewee felt there were no ‘cons’
2 Ideological implications - reality of Co-op ideology, 

effects of policy on e.g. families, not sharing ideol-
ogy

1 Spatial issues - size, quality, storage, provision of 
facilities

1 Noise - noisy neighbours, environmental noise

Question 9. Looking forward to re-housing options 
would you like to remain within a Co-op/collective 
housing arrangement or to be re-housed separately?
Of the 11 respondents, 7 wished to be re-housed 
separately, 2 were unsure, and one wished to remain 
within a Co-op. One respondent said “both”.

Question 10. If you were to be re-housed as a Co-op or 
collective housing arrangement, what would the ideal 
number of residents be?
9 of the 11 interviewees answered this question. 1 said 
20-30, 8 said 40+.

Question 11. Looking to the future, what would be 
your preferred accommodation?
Of the 11, 9 would prefer a self-contained flat and 2 
preferred shared accommodation.

Post cut-off date responses
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Question 12. Where would your ideal location be?
The 11 respondents made 13 choices, as below. 

“Other” suggestions included Islington or Ealing, 
Bow, Bethnal Green or Hackney, North London and 
Camden.

Question 13. What is it important for you to live close 
to?

Category Very Fairly  Slightly  Not at all
Public Transport 9 2 0 0
Amenities (e.g. Shops, 
schools etc)

8 2 1 0

Parks and green 
spaces

5 4 2 0

Medical facilities 5 4 2 0
Workplace 4 3 3 1
Leisure facilities 5 1 5 0
Other (please specify) 3 0 0 0

Question 14. Do you have any immediate plans (within 
the next 12 months) to move out of Clays Lane? If so, 
why?
10 residents replied “no”. One resident was unsure.

Question 15. Do you have your own transport?
8 residents answered no, 2 said they had a car, and 1 
said they owned a bike.

Question 16a. Where do you normally travel to work?
Answers included Stockwell, Wembley Park, Farringdon 
or Chancery Lane, Bow, in a pottery, Waterloo, West 
End, Angel/Walthamstow/Camden/Dalston - all over, 
Great Portland or Baker St, Surrey Quays, Highgate 
Road. Only one of the 11 was not working.

Question 16b. How do you normally travel to work?
Of those who travel to work, 8 take the bus, 4 take the 
tube, and 4 take the train.

Question 17. Please provide any additional information 
that you feel is important that relates to your housing 
needs.
21 issues were identified from 10 responses. These 
include:

Question 18. Is there a particular question that you 
would like to ask?
23 questions were asked by 11 respondents. We have 
broadly grouped them by theme.

Delivery - Can we come back after?;  What are the 
chances of being re-housed? Who is providing the 
housing?

Time - What is the next stage?; When will this relocation 
happen?; When do they stop accepting people?;  When 
are you going to relocate us?

Financial - In terms of rent, is it going to be fair, 
medium or higher?; Is the rent going to remain the 
same? Are we going to pay the same price then they 
pay the difference for us? For example a one bedroom 
flat is around £50, will they keep these prices or pay for 
the difference? Will we have the choice to have a 1 bed 
flat with a competitive price?

Choice & options  - Do we have a choice of location?; If 
I am not happy with a particular offer given by LDA, do 
I get a second choice; How many chances to turn down 
offers do we get? Will the ability to interview new flat 
mates be retained in the new housing?

Engagement / Communication - I want to be kept 
informed and updated with all new information and 
progressions; When are we going to know the important 
details (places and dates of relocation)?; 

Arrears - Will rent arrears affect the process of re-
housing?; I have some rent arrears - does that affect 
my chances of rehousing. Clays Lane management 
have told me I will not be rehoused if I don’t pay my 
rent

Non-Olympic case - What is happening, what is the 
situation if London doesn’t get the Olympics? Will i be 
given a choice of accommodation? If i move from there, 
i want to move to North London

Locations – Where are you going to put Clays Lane 
residents, it is a really large number of people?; If we 
get the Olympics, where are you going to move all 
those people?; Will they maintain Clays Lane or are 
they going to move us elsewhere?

4 Space – preference for additional space
3 Family requirements / (2 have children)
2 Has health considerations
2 Pets - provision for pet owners
2 Quiet – preference for quiet / privacy
2 Self-contained accommodation
1 Accessibility - personal mobility requirements
1 Wants space to work from home
1 Location – is of prime importance to resident
1 Financial considerations, affordability

5 Stratford area
2 East London
3 London area
3 Other (Please specify)
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CLHC planning representation
The following text was submitted to the London 
Borough of Newham as an affidavit setting out the 
CLHC committee’s official position.

Representation by the Clays Lane Housing 
Co-Operative
The Clays Lane Housing Co-operative (CLHC) is 
a registered social landlord. It is also the largest 
housing co-operative in England and Wales. CLHC 
has 450 members who are the residents of the 50 
self contained flats and 400 rooms which it owns in 
Clays Lane. CLHC is firmly grounded in the Stratford 
community of which it is a key part. CLHC is run by a 
Management Committee, largely elected from among 
its members. 

Being part of the Co-operative movement is crucial 
for CLHC and its members. As its Annual Report 
explains:

Aims and Definition of the Co-Op

• To have control over own housing

• To have affordable, secure accommodation

• To live in a democratically run community

• To have more rights and responsibilities than when 
you are the tenant of an ordinary private or public 
landlord

• To have the opportunity to learn new skills by doing 
voluntary work for the Co-operative

Definition of a Co-operative
“An autonomous association of persons united 
voluntarily to meet their common economic, social 
and cultural needs through a jointly owned and 
democratically controlled enterprise”

“There is only one Principle of Co-Operation and that is 
Co-operation itself”

A quote from the book, CO-OPERATION, published in 
England in 1937, by the Co-operative Union. Authored 
by Fred Hall and Will Watkins.
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Mission Statement
Clays Lane is opposed to any form of discrimination or 
prejudice, and endeavours to represent and sustain a 
diverse co-operative community in the provision of co-
operative housing, upholding co-operative principles 
and values while attaining the Objects for which The 
Society has been established.

Accordingly, the Clays Lane Estate is more than just a 
collection of residential units occupied by the tenants 
of some distant landlord. It is the home to a group of 
people who have run their estate and organised their 
community in a very particular way for 22 years. 

CLHC welcomes the possibility of large scale 
regeneration in East London if the Olympic bid is 
successful, even though the proposals would lead to 
the demolition of its current premises. 

At paragraph 121 (page 22), your Committee Report 
explains that the loss of the housing at Clays Lane 
would be contrary to policy H2. Paragraph 144 (page 
25) recognises that the “principal” housing issue in the 
proposals arises from that loss of accommodation. 
Paragraph 145 (page 25) explains that the residents 
of Clays Lane “will need to be offered affordable re-
housing options as part of the Relocation Strategy”. 
CLHC welcomes that recognition that the proposals 
must deal with its needs.

That recognition comes through the “Residential 
Relocation Strategy” which the LDA will be required 
to draw up and have approved by the Council before 
commencing development; and which the LDA must 
then (by the Legal Agreement) implement.

Condition 4.6 on OLY1 (Planning Applications Report 
page 31) is the applicable Grampian condition. It 
specifies that the Residential Relocation Strategy 
“shall be in accordance with the parameters and 
principles set out in the Development Specification and 
Framework at section 15.2 and Appendix H part 8”. 

Paragraph 20 of the Planning Applications Report 
(Page 430) explains that the Residential Relocation 
Strategy:

“…requires the applicant to secure the satisfactory 
relocation of all residents of the Olympic Applications 
Sites if they are likely to be displaced by the Olympic 
Development. It will include an appropriate package 
of support measures to assist the affected residents 
and minimise the disruption that the comprehensive 
regeneration of the area will cause to them. Extensive 
consultation will be required to identify the wishes and 
needs of individual households.” [italics added]

All of that is satisfactory.

CLHC seeks to ensure that that “appropriate package 
of support measures” which is thus to secure the 
“satisfactory relocation of all residents” properly 
respects the particular needs of CLHC as a Stratford-
based housing co-operative, as described above. 

In particular, CLHC asks for the following modest 
addition to conditions 4.6 on OLY1. None of it detracts 
in any way from what is currently being proposed in 
your reports:

“The consultation leading to that Strategy shall include 
consultation with CLHC as well as its individual 
residents. The Strategy shall ensure that during the 
Olympic Construction and Olympic Games Phases 
CLHC is provided with accommodation equivalent to 
its present 450 units in such a configuration that it 
can continue to operate as a housing co-operative. 
The Strategy shall also ensure that during the Legacy 
Phase CLHC is restored to 450 units in the Clays 
Lane area with equivalent amenity to its present 
accommodation.”

John Lynn 

Chairman, CLHC 

9 September 2004
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