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1. Overall approach taken to this Rebuttal Statement
For this 2018 Public Inquiry London Borough of Southwark has selected
expert witnesses to match the objectors’ range of expertise. A number of
London Borough of Southwark’s witness statements for this 2018 Public
Inquiry (unlike 2015) come from academics, and from practitioners with
academic backgrounds, and so many of the Expert Witnesses give
conceptual groundings for their arguments.

2. Thus in order to rebut some of the arguments made by the Witness
Statements for London Borough of Southwark, I need to foreground my
rebuttal comments, by referring to some of issues concerning research
methodology and situated knowledge, as well as the architectural history
and theory of modernism, that were contained in my Witness Statement
for the 2015 Public Inquiry.
3. Methodology
My statement is made based on information gathered through the
following sources:
3.1 reading relevant academic literature held in the public domain in
the following areas:
3.1.1 the history of modernism, social housing, regeneration and the
current London Housing Crisis, including specific evidence-based analyses
of the Aylesbury Estate made by Professor Loretta Lees and Dr Richard
Baxter;1
3.1.2 reading summaries of the on-going Aylesbury demolition on
three key websites – 35%, Southwark Notes, and Better Elephant; 2
3.1.3 reading material on the redevelopment of the Aylesbury
Estate over the last 10 years downloaded from the Southwark Council
website or accessed through FOI requests.
3.2 Situated Knowledge as a research method

My academic and published research is often also related to my own
personal experience, what is described by Donna Haraway as ‘situated
knowledge’.3 This is relevant to this rebuttal statement in a number of
ways:
3.2.1 since being a member Aylesbury Leaseholders Action Group
since November 2014, I have got to know and understand the experiences
of various Aylesbury leaseholders first hand.
3.2.2 I have been a resident leaseholder in Southwark since 2008,
occupying my partner’s leaseholder flat in the Portland Street Estate
(comprising 4 x 11-story point-blocks) in Southwark from 2008-12, and
from 2016 to now. I was a resident leaseholder of a flat in a 21-storey point
block on the Wyndham Estate, half a mile to the west of the Aylesbury
Estate and the ‘Order Land’ from 2012-6.4 My experience as a Southwark
leaseholder in relation to my own windows and balcony has highlighted
the following sets of issues:
3.2.2.1 The poor condition of the buildings due to the lack of
maintenance, and the poor quality of current refurbishment work
3.2.2.1.1 Many post-war public housing schemes are currently judged to
have failed in their intentions or to be structurally unsound, but the
problem is more often the lack of investment in the communal spaces and
infrastructure, rather than the original aspirations or engineering design.
3.2.2.1.2 I saw the years of neglect in my own point-block, where the
communal spaces – laundries, one on each floor – were all emptied, the
doors padlocked by London Borough of Southwark, because of the
unspecified ‘health and safety’ threat they posed.
3.2.2.1.3 Yet the one act of repair London Borough of Southwark invested
in, as part of the Warm Dry Safe programme, was, in design terms,
aesthetically poor and dysfunctional in that it prevented residents ever
accessing their balconies again. The original Crittall metal framed
windows, one of the reasons I had purchased the flat, and which framed

my view over Burgess Park, were single-glazed, so rightly they needed to
be upgraded. They were removed by Southwark in July 2014 and replaced
with new double-glazed units, but the new configuration completely
ignored the original 1960’s design and the original design elevation of the
building: the three original windows, each one 1.7m long, were replaced
by six narrow ones, of differing sizes. The plastic frames were double the
width of the originals. The sills were so high that I could no longer step out
onto my balcony, to the edge of the building-line which as my lease
showed was my private property, and thus to perform my leaseholder duty
in repairing and maintaining my balcony. Arguing that they owned the
balcony – but with no evidence to support their claim – London Borough of
Southwark were not able to keep to their part of the contract, which would
have been to repair and maintain the balcony, as contractors can no
longer access the balconies without putting up exterior scaffolding.
3.2.2.2 The low regard in which London Borough of Southwark
hold modern architecture, in particular, their disregard of the
importance of the view, which is integral to the design of point and slab
blocks in post-war welfare state architecture; and well as their lack of
respect for key features of Brutalist architecture, which in many other
schemes has been a reason for their listing (see for example, Balfron
Tower in London, and Park Hill in Sheffield, as well as the Alton Estate).
3.2.2.2.1 Crossmount House, where I lived, was built in 1967, as one of
five, designed by Colin Locus, one of the architects of the more famous
LCC Alton Estate at Roehampton.5 The Alton Estate was developed in two
phases, Alton East (formerly Portsmouth Road), was built in 1952–5,6 and
Alton West (formerly Roehampton Lane), was built in 1955–9. 7 The target
population of 10,000 made it the largest of the LCC developments,
including two thirds of its house-building programme during the early
1950s, and one of the largest housing projects in Europe. Alton East
pioneered the design of ‘point’ blocks, based on Swedish designs, of which
Crossmount House is an example, and Alton West pioneered the design of
‘slab’ blocks, based on Le Corbusier’s famous Unité d'Habitation. The 5
key slab blocks of the Alton Estate, very similar to those of the Aylesbury,

like Chiltern, have Grade 2* listing, and the refurbishment of the scheme is
retaining many of the key buildings.
3.2.2.2.2 The Unité d'Habitation, Marseilles, was built between 1947
and 1953 in Marseilles, and designed to house around 1600 people in 337
apartments, including 23 different types.8 Its design has been repeated in
many different contexts, and is the precursor to the architectural style
known as Brutalism, of which the Aylesbury is a variant example, is
situated in 8.65 acres of parkland. This is an essential design aspect of this
kind of slab block design, as it provides a place for leisure and exercise,
and also offers views to all its inhabitants: ‘everyone looks out on trees
and sky’, as well as providing internal streets, as shared meeting places,
which in the Unité are still used successfully today.
3.2.2.2.3 The Unité de Marseilles, was in turn inspired by the Narkomfin
Communal House in Moscow, designed by Moisei Ginzburg with Ignatii
Milinis in 1928–1929, for the workers of the Finance Ministry, a scheme
which included dwelling blocks and communal facilities, and was
orientated to include air, sun and access to greenery, via ribbon windows,
free-standing columns and roof gardens.9 A key aspect of the Unité and
the Narkomfin designs were the communal spaces, specifically the wide
corridors, later termed ‘streets in the sky’ by the British post war
architects, Peter and Alison Smithson, and which inspired the recently
refurbished Park Hill in Sheffield,10 as well as the Aylesbury.11

3.2.2.3 The imbalance of power intrinsic to the relation between
leaseholders and London Borough of Southwark. London Borough of
Southwark has the power to make decisions that are extremely difficult for
leaseholders to challenge without legal advice that is often prohibitively
expensive. While much legal aid has been withdrawn, the London Borough
of Southwark deploys a fully trained team of lawyers, who are paid for out
of public funds, which undermines the legitimacy of a Public Inquiry into a
CPO as it is not in the public interest to use public funding to pay for a
legal team whose work is focused on privatising public land, which

involves displacing people from their homes, both tenants, and also
leaseholders, who bought their properties in good faith.
3.2.2.4 Displacement can occur as a result of emotional stress and
pressure and does not have to be physically exerted
3.2.2.4.1 Having been a resident leaseholder in a regeneration zone, I
understand first-hand the emotional impact of regeneration schemes
where the decision is taken to demolish rather than refurbish.
3.2.2.4.2 The Wyndham Estate in which I used to live, like the Aylesbury
Estate and the ‘Order Land’ within it, is located in Southwark’s ‘estate
renewal zone’. As the 35% Campaign has reported, The London Borough of
Southwark has ‘recommended a lower Community Infrastructure Levy rate
in the lower value area of the Borough, within which the majority of
housing estates identified for Estate renewal are located.’ 12
3.2.2.4.3 Much of Southwark’s housing strategies for council estate
‘renewals’ is informed by research conducted by property consultants,
Savills, who have recently advised of the need to ‘unearth the potential’ of
public land, which includes regenerating existing brownfield estates. 13 This
includes the ‘renewal’ (read full or partial demolition) of existing
‘brownfield sites’ of post-war public housing estates to open them up for
private investment, rather than, ‘the greater public benefit’. This is the
context in which the use of CPOs to acquire leaseholder properties needs
to be understood. The use of the term ‘brownfield site’ at para 3.37, of the
London Borough of Southwark Witness Statement by Daniel Davies,
indicates the assumption that the Aylesbury is already an empty site,
rather than one occupied by residents.
3.2.2.4.4 The post-war ‘point’ and ‘slab’ blocks that make up most
estates, such as the Aylesbury, are not dense enough Savills argue; they
must be replaced by mansion blocks situated on re-introduced old street
layouts.14 To support this argument Savills draws on a report published by
Create Streets, which based on the results of polls, puts forward the case
that people do not like in living in post-war high-rise blocks. 15 However,

such viewpoints are directly countered by qualitative research, such as
that conducted recently on the Aylesbury Estate by Dr Richard Baxter, who
interviewed residents using oral history interviews with 25 residents, as
well as hometours and autophotography to enable triangulation of findings
and ‘provide different knowledge about domestic verticality’. Baxter’s
research as outlined in his witness statement for the Public Inquiry 2018,
counters the dominant trend in academic literature to dismiss high-rise
living as a failure, showing instead, based on residents’ testimonies, the
importance of the high-rise view to identity formation, and the pleasurable
role of vertical experiences in belonging to place and in home-making. 16
3.2.2.4.5 Loretta Lees has pointed out how unfavourable representations
of post-war estates like the Aylesbury in the media, have helped to create
a biased impression of a violent underworld by those who do not live
there, and thus participated in building an image of a failing housing
estate which requires demolition. Lees argues that the residents of the
Aylesbury were ‘faced with a “false choice”: that ‘if they rejected the
regeneration ‘deal’ they would continue to live on an estate that needs
upgrading and repair’ or ‘If they accepted the deal (which actually they
didn’t!) they could have a newly built neighbourhood in which they may
not even get a chance to live and would be totally changed’. Lees argues
that: ‘The contrast between disinvested local authority stock in London
and the highly valuable land it sits on has created a “state-induced rent
gap” with massive capital accumulation potential.’ 17 And it is this capital
potential, and the profit it promises, to be gleaned by the private sector
and for private interest, which I posit as the impetus for the regeneration
of the Aylesbury in general, and the ‘Order Land’ in particular, rather than
a desire to improve the wellbeing of the area in the public interest.
3.2.2.4.6 My own flat was not under direct threat from a CPO, but I
decided to sell it, because of the lack of security that occurs when your
home is located in a regeneration zone, one where the freeholder favours
demolition as the preferred route to regeneration. Having witnessed firsthand the negative psychological effect of these demolition-based
regeneration schemes on my neighbours in the Heygate and Aylesbury, I
was not able to live day to day with the anxiety that in ten years’ time, as I

approach retirement, I might have my own home taken away from me. I
would then have to leave the area, because through a CPO process, I
would be offered such a low price for my home that I would not be able to
purchase an equivalent home on the footprint of the estate or anywhere in
London. So I decided to remove myself from my home, before the London
Borough of Southwark removed me. This illustrates very clearly what
academics like Baxter and Lees refer to as the geographical, physical and
emotional effects of ‘unmaking home’. (See the accounts by Aylesbury
Witness Statement of Loretta Lees, Appendix LL3)

4. Inequality of arms.
4.1 The asymmetry underpinning the relation between
leaseholder and freeholder can be extended to the framing of the
Public Inquiry itself. A number of witnesses for the London Borough of
Southwark have made references to the Inspector’s comments from the
2015 Public Inquiry, ‘that the current scheme is the only option before the
Secretary of State at the present time that has the potential to regenerate
the Estate.’ (CD 50, p. 2695 paragraph 418), quoted from Catherine Bates
Proof, para 3.15. The reason that objectors have not provided a fully
designed, detailed and costed alternative proposal, beyond the one that
already exists from 2005 by Levitt Bernstein (see JBCD1), is because they
do not have the funds (in the region of hundreds of thousands of pounds)
to pay the professional fees required to produce such a design.
4.2 Conflicts of Interest.
London Borough of Southwark is a large employer and uses public money
to employ many different professionals on its regeneration schemes –
architects, engineers etc. It is therefore difficult to contest their position.
This is a key reason why the objectors were not able to persuade the
following witnesses to appear at the Public Inquiry in 2015:
- Levitt Bernstein architects to present and discuss their 2005
refurbishment design. (JBCD1)
- Arups Engineers to comment on the structural reports by Conisbee (JR2
and JR5) .

In addition the London Borough of Islington were not willing to present
their design for the completed refurbishment of the Six Acres Estate in
Islington. This would have provided vital evidence for the 2015 Public
Inquiry, because the estate was built using the same Jesperson system as
the Aylesbury, and the Six Acres Estate shows it is possible to refurbish
such a structure successfully. (see the Inspectors Report, para 99)
The position of Levitt Bernstein remains the same for the 2018 Public
Inquiry. And in addition, Hawarth Tompkins architects were not willing to
discuss why they are currently (as of 2017) doing a tower refurbishment
scheme rather than a demolition scheme for London Borough of
Southwark at Maydew House.
4.3. Extension of arguments made for the ‘equality of arms’.
The ‘Equality of Arms’ issues as related to CPO inquiries has been
discussed by Stephen Morgan of Landmark Chambers. 18 The ‘Equality of
Arms’ argument was made by the objectors at the 2015 Public Inquiry, and
for this reason, the Inspector delayed the Public Inquiry, so that the
objectors could secure legal advice and representation. If it is held by this
2018 Public Inquiry that a more fully designed and costed refurbishment
scheme is needed than that submitted by Simon Morrow (SM18) then the
‘Equality of Arms’ argument should be extended to enable objectors the
opportunity to fund the necessary professional design fees to present
designs to represent their arguments, and therefore obtain a fair hearing.
The remaining sections of this statement, rebut specific issues raised in
London Borough of Southwark’s Witness Statements.

5. Rebuttal of key points in Catherine Bates’ Statement in section 3,
regarding the decisions taken by London Borough of Southwark regarding
how to conduct regeneration, either as refurbishment and/or demolitionnew build.
5.1. London Borough of Southwark have still not provided the evidence
requested to allow a full and proper cost comparison of the refurbishment
and demolition-new build options of 2005. They assert that the CPO is in

the public interest, and will still not present to the public the materials
they used to reach a decision that involved spending extremely large sums
of public money.
5.2 In paragraph 3.13, Ms Bates describes the issues the objectors raise
concerning the need for a cost comparison as ‘academic’:

‘It should be noted that a detailed cost comparison between the
cost of refurbishment and demolition/ redevelopment is of academic
interest only if there is no secure means by which an alternative
scheme can be delivered’
I presume that Ms Bates means here that the cost comparisons of
refurbishment v demolition-new build from 2005 are irrelevant and thus
‘academic’, because there is no access to funding. If this is what she
means, then I would disagree with this assertion. In my opinion, requiring
a cost comparison of two routes to the regeneration of one of London’s
largest social housing estates, is not an academic matter, it is a matter for
public interest, because it involves the spending of public money. For a
CPO to be issued there has to be a ‘compelling case in the public
interest’,19 to ‘sufficiently justify interfering with the human rights of those
with an interest in the land affected’.20 And the Government Circular
06/2004, Compulsory Purchase and the Crichel Down Rules, states that
‘CPOs can only be taken when ‘there is clear evidence that the public
benefit will outweigh the private loss’.21 For the London Borough of
Southwark to not have provided the evidence requested for the current
scheme – of demolition-new build – in 2005, in 2015, and now again in
2018, operates directly against public benefit, since within such costings
there will be 20% allocated to developer private profit, as well as a large
number of dwellings being sold privately.
5.3 At paragraph 3.6 of Ms Bates’ statement she notes:
'The September 2005 resolution (CD 8 p. 584) was made long ago.
It preceded a development plan process which was the

development plan means by which the future of the Estate was
fixed.’
I find the second sentence confusing, but for the first sentence, it does not
matter how ‘long ago’ the decision was made; rather the point is that
London Borough of Southwark have never provided evidence to refute the
objectors’ case that refurbishment was the cheaper option. (see Jane
Rendell’s four Witness Statements for the 2015 Public Inquiry, and one for
the 2018 Public Inquiry).
5.4 Even if London Borough of Southwark were not able to borrow the
necessary funding in 2005, there were other means of securing funds
either through the sale of land in other parts of the Borough, or through
the sales of infill units, which were included as part of the Levitt Bernstein
refurbishment designs (JB CD1) and options for refurbishment (JR 5).
5.6 And today there are many routes for local authorities to borrow
money, especially given that the Chancellor announced in November 2017
the removal of the borrowing cap for councils ‘in high need’. There is now
the opportunity for Southwark to apply for a special increase in its
borrowing limit on the grounds that it is an area of ‘high affordability
pressure’.
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See also the Witness Statement of Simon Morrow [paras 36

and 37]
5.7 Ms Bates argues that in 2015 the objectors sought to argue that
refurbishment was a more sustainable and cost-effective option than
redevelopment, and that they disagreed with the council’s 'in-principle'
decision. I counter that, at the Public Inquiry in 2015, The London Borough
of Southwark did not present their decision to demolish and new build as
an ‘in-principle’ decision. Ms Bates points to CD8 as evidence of this inprinciple decision. (see para 1.1). But nowhere is the in-principle decision
stated. What is the principle at stake?
5.8 CD8 does not provide any detail on the ‘in-principle’ decision. As I
describe at para 2 of my Witness Statement, the only’ information for the
option to demolish and rebuild the Aylesbury Estate consisted of a one-

page ‘Annex C: Indicative Cashflow Forecast’ (JR1), and that this is
insufficient information to guide such an important decision made in the
public interest.
5.9 And as I discuss at paras 3 and 4 of my Witness Statement, I argue
that the costings for refurbishment were presented in a misleading way:
‘although Southwark Council had commissioned substantial
research, designs and costings for the refurbishment option –
specifically, a large design package (up to RIBA Stage E) comprising
105 sets of documents (including reports, costings and design and
construction drawings) provided by Levitt Bernstein Architects, (JB
CD1), a 71-page report by Frost Associates (JR3) and a 20-page
report by BTPW Partnership (JR4) – none of this detailed information
was provided to the Executive Committee.’
‘The information for the refurbishment option, consisted of a oneand-a-half page summary document titled ‘Costs of
Refurbishment’ (CD8: Annex A), that estimated the total cost of
refurbishment to Decent Homes Plus as £314.6 million. (CD8:
Annex A, p. 599).’
‘Annex A included a figure of £148.9 million for External Works,
(CD8: Annex A) nearly half the total estimated cost of
refurbishment; yet I have been unable to correlate this figure with
the calculations in the Frost and the BPTW reports. (JR3 and JR4)
The BPTW report gave a total figure for external works for the whole
estate as £24.8 million, (JR4: np, Table entitled: AYLESBURY
ESTATE (INC SOUTH WEST CORNER)
SUMMARY OF REFURBISHMENT OPTIONS (DECENT HOMES
BASIC/DECENT HOMES +) less than a quarter of the Council’s
total; and although the Frost report did not give a total figure, even
by adding up all the figures given for the external works for each
relevant block on the estate I could only reach a total of £20.7
million. (JR3)

‘So when faced with such a high figure for the
refurbishment costs and no background details to justify it,
it is perhaps understandable why the Executive Committee
decided to reject the option to refurbish the Aylesbury
Estate.’

5.10 Structure as a key feature of the decision-making process
At 3.11 of Ms Bates’ statement she states:
‘Re-furbishment scheme 2004-2005
The Council referred to the 2005 Executive report (CD8) which
records that in 2002 the Council did develop future plans for the
Estate based on refurbishment and a modified programme of
environmental improvement. However, further considerations to do
with the building structure, the extent of investment required to
make any visible improvement and the consequential funding gap
had led to the recommendation for demolition and redevelopment,
for which there was a funding route (CD8, p. 586 and 587, section 3,
paragraph 3.14).’

In my Witness Statement, I show that the Levitt Bernstein refurbishment
plans already costed for all the structural works required (See also
appendices JR 3 and JR 4) and my para 8 quoted below:

‘8. London Borough of Southwark are continuing to argue (JR11)
that refurbishment is not possible, because of the ‘physical
shortcomings’ of the buildings on the estate (JR11, para 11.2.2)
and they state:
Between 2001 and 2005 the Council carried out work to consider
whether the refurbishment of the Estate would be feasible and

deliverable, and whether refurbishment would address satisfactorily
the physical shortcomings of the Estate. The conclusion reached
was that it would not. (JR11, para 4.4).
However, the research, design and costings for refurbishment
prepared by Levitt Bernstein and produced in their stage E report of
April 2005 (JB CD1), included costings for structural strengthening
repairs to those buildings that required it, following the report by
structural engineers Conisbee, commissioned as part of the risk
assessment in March 2005 which confirmed that only the 5 and 6
storey blocks would need to be structural strengthened. (JR2, para
6.4) The construction and design fee costs for structural
strengthening were estimated in the BPTW report as only approx.
2.75% of the total costs of decent homes + refurbishment package
for the whole estate, and only 2.3% for the SW corner (JR4, np,
Summary, para 3, and JR4: np, Table entitled: AYLESBURY
ESTATE (INC SOUTH WEST CORNER) SUMMARY OF
REFURBISHMENT OPTIONS (DECENT HOMES BASIC/DECENT
HOMES +). The later Frost report of May 2005, then included the
associated ‘soft’ costs such as decanting, necessary for any form of
refurbishment. (JR3)’
And to confirm, the Frost report (JR 3) includes the ‘soft’ costs of structural
strengthening, which work out at only 0.95% of the total costs of the
Decent Homes + refurbishment. (JR 3, p. 2) So this does not seem like a
large enough sum to halt all the refurbishment plans.
5.11 At 3.15 of Ms Bates’ statement, she continues to rely on the
Inspector’s assumption (from the 2015 Public Inquiry) that Southwark’s
scheme is the only viable one.

As Simon Morrow and I argue in our Witness Statements, it is not possible
to assert that refurbishment is not a ‘viable’ route for regeneration, if the
costings for the alternative demolition-new build route have still not been
revealed. At para 9 of my witness statement I note:
‘Additionally, and importantly, the objectors have not had access to
the substantial funds that are required for professionals to produce
such a fully costed and designed scheme. If funding could be made
available then the refurbishment scheme prepared by Levitt
Bernstein could be updated.’
And this also relates to my point made here, at para 4.1, for the need for a
widening of the ‘Equality of Arms’ argument to include professional fees.
5.12 At 4.3 of her statement, Ms Bates argues that another reason for
stopping the refurbishment plan was to do with water ingress:
‘Furthermore, and typical of buildings of this age, there is the
general deteriorated condition of the external concrete panels, due
to water ingress and corrosion of the steel reinforcement bars.’

However, neither the 2004 or 2005 Conisbee engineer’s reports on the
Aylesbury’s structure commissioned by London Borough of Southwark and
referred to in my Witness Statement (JR2 and JR5) mention any structural
problems related to corrosion of the reinforcement bars nor water ingress.
I question the evidence that the London Borough of Southwark is relying
on to support this assertion.

7. Rebuttal of Section 4 of Bates’ statement ‘Condition of the
residential buildings on the Order Land’ and her Appendix CB3, ‘Walkthrough the estate – as is’.
7.2 Section 5 of Ms Bates’ statement is based on an implicit view that certain
kinds of design (modern) produce certain kinds of behavior (anti-social). Such
a position could be described as ‘architectural determinism’, as it is one which
argues that the form of a building will produce a certain kind of behavior.

7.3 In my own view, I have argued there is nothing inherent in a design
typology that determines a certain kind of behavior, rather a form might only
suggest a certain kind of use.23 Exactly how a building is used, depends on
social-cultural-material-historical contexts i.e. how that particular built form is
looked after, allocated, occupied, etc. Even London Borough of Southwark
witness Dr Leahry Owen says at para 5.9 of his Witness Statement that ‘I do
not subscribe to crude causal ideas about environment and complex human
behaviour’.
7.4 The Narkomfin, one of the precedents to the Aylesbury, which I describe in
my Architecture of Psychoanalysis, and put forward in my Witness Statement
of 2015, is currently being refurbished, as the Russian Government have
recognized the importance of this kind of modern architecture as historical
and cultural heritage. (see above para 3.2.2.2.3)
7.5 In Le Corbusier’s Unité de Marseilles, another formal precedent of the
Aylesbury, also described in my 2015 Witness Statement, the communal
spaces are well used; so it is possible for the spaces of this type of

architectural form – ie horizontal walkways – to be convivial, depending on
how they are looked after and occupied. (see above para 3.2.2.2.2)

7.6 Far from being a problem, the form of the Aylesbury estate is a symbol of
the progressive ideals of the Welfare State, in which social justice was
available to all. The Aylesbury may well deserve listing, if only as an example
of social and brutalist housing that is becoming increasingly rare. Yet even
iconic modern housing buildings such as Robin Hood Gardens didn’t get listed
because the desire to demolish them to capture the rise in value of the land
on which they are located.
7.7 Other buildings with this same typology are being refurbished and/or part
refurbished with the addition of new elements, for example Park Hill in
Sheffield, the Balfron Tower in London, and the Alton Estate, Roehampton in
London, showing that many buildings of this kind are a) seen as worthy of
saving for architectural reasons and b) can be happily used, and so the
relation between form and social behaviour is a not a determinant one, but
rather a function of the social and historical context and use.
7.8 It is also vital to highlight that many of the problems pointed to in the
photographs at Appendix CB3 are to do with lack of maintenance, rather than
the form of the building. The Levitt Bernstein refurbishment plans addressed
lots of these issues re the run-down nature of the buildings and their
associated public spaces by proposing small scale but effective changes to
the relation of the buildings to each other and to the spaces between them.
This approach would have solved many of the problems raised, without the
need for demolition. (JB CD1)

8. Section 6 of Bates’ statement and Appendix CB4, is a long discussion
and ‘walk through of the proposed development’ for the Aylesbury
footprint and surroundings.
8.1 In terms of the ‘walk-through’ of the proposed scheme architecturally, this kind of design is an example of the 'London
vernacular'. The key design feature of this urban approach is the adoption
of brick facades so that the scheme looks local and apparently fits in with
the existing urban fabric, as an article by Leo Hollis on the London
vernacular design approach in Icon describes.

‘There are subtle alterations and features: more homes on the
ground floor with their own front doors, as well as less shared
access space for residents. The elevations are predominantly faced
with brickwork, punched with featureless, recessed windows. If
there are balconies, they are also recessed and in brick. There is
often semi-public private space in front of the building, but designed
as shrub beds rather than a garden or play area: green, planted
non-space.’24
8.2 As an architectural style the London vernacular is as repetitive as the
modern facades of the Wendover slab block of the Aylesbury, critiqued in
the London Borough of Southwark’s Witness Statements, but in a very
different way. Hollis argues that the London vernacular is a design style
that attempts to ‘mitigate risk’, and to prioritise developer profit.

‘Most clear is the importance of sales, of design and construction,
and of the reduction of risk. These new blocks are easier, and often
cheaper, to build. This is an important factor as land prices continue
to soar ...
The new London vernacular is dictated by the developers to
mitigate risk … Rather than appeal to the homely desires of the
buyer, it prioritises the developer’s ability to shift product without
friction. And this gets to the heart of the paradox of the neoliberal
city. This doctrine suggests that the London of the 21st century is
being redeveloped according to principles that offer the consumer
infinite choice, but in fact we are offered acres of the same. 25
8.3 In my opinion, the argument made by Ms Bates — that the new urban
form of the proposed scheme matches up to existing street patterns —is
potentially misleading. While ideologically it follows the mantra of Create
Streets, the think tank that advises government on state-led regeneration,
and who are also quoted by Savills, who also advise Southwark on the
regeneration of their housing stock, described above at para 3.2.2.4.3-4.
Create Streets argue that the point and slab blocks of post war housing
need to be replaced by terraced streets, because people prefer them.

However the evidence from residents of these estates does not bear this
out as Richard Baxter’s Witness Statement shows.
8.4 The new urban design layout does include some street frontages with
front doors, but it also includes blocks of flats, and tower blocks, which
only have one door to the street.
8.5 Some of these blocks are no lower in height than the blocks proposed
to be demolished blocks, and create overshadowing, especially when they
are placed on the southern edge of the design, shadowing the lower rise
blocks to the north.
8.6 There are very few images of the tall blocks in CB4, and some of the
street perspectives, despite the addition of attractive-looking planting,
look as monotonous in their facades as the criticisms London Borough of
Southwark makes of the Aylesbury slab blocks.
8.7 To demolish the Aylesbury and replace it with the London vernacular,
would be to destroy an architecturally important landmark modern
housing estate, as well as a key part of the local history and heritage. This
distinctive modern architecture is partly what makes the Aylesbury a
special place. There are fewer examples left in London now of this kind of
architecture. And as I note in my Witness Statement, examples like The
Alton Estate, Roehampton, have kept some of the slab and point blocks
while adding new infill. This Roehampton design, which involved Levitt
Bernstein, helps to keep a sense of continuity, rather than take a tabula
rasa approach. (see para 11, and JR 8)
8.8 Importantly though, the objectors are not arguing for refurbishment on
architectural grounds alone, we are arguing for refurbishment on social
grounds, so that the existing occupants of the buildings can stay in their
homes. A building with a brick facade might try to ‘look’ local, but this
does not make up for the displacement of the original local occupants. The
idea that this kind of architecture will produce a diverse community is also
not true if we examine the evidence of resident displacement in the
Witness Statement of Loretta Lees.

8.9 I would also counter the argument that the design has not been
organised according to tenure. Southwark Council in its Equalities Impact
Assessment for Aylesbury Area Action Plan (January 2009), states:26

However, although arguing for mixed communities, Southwark Council
have commissioned new designs, which, for example, at Camberwell Fields
are segregated into zones – private sale, social rent, and intermediate –
according to the financial situation of the occupants/buyers. 27 And in phase
1a of the Aylesbury redevelopment, the units are distributed such that the
south-facing views over Burgess Park previously enjoyed by a mix of
tenants and leaseholder will in the future mainly benefit those units for
private sale on the open market. See in the plan how the majority of units
located in the part of the scheme overlooking the park (D) and directly
behind this (B/E) are for sale, while the intermediate are mainly located on
site A, towards the back of the site, and site D, at the far back of the site,
is in the main social rented units.28

8.10 The Michael Faraday School is indeed an example of good design
serving the public interest, and fully deserving of the RIBA award, so also
is the new Walworth Academy. But neither of these buildings support the
argument for eviction of residents from the Aylesbury nor for the
demolition of the estate. Similarly, the extensive refurbishment of Burgess
Park is welcomed by the large and diverse community of people that enjoy
it. But I question whether the Council would agree that such refurbishment
adds to the increase in land values, and therefore to the incentive to
remove the existing residents.
8.11 To summarise, I do not think that the design qualities of the new
scheme offer any improvement that a refurbishment of the Aylesbury
estate could not deliver with the right professional team and funding in
place. The point is whether the existing residents of the Aylesbury estate
are able to stay and enjoy any new design or refurbishment. I would

counter that the new design scheme is not for the existing residents of the
Aylesbury, but primarily for private interest, and so the London Borough of
Southwark’s application for compulsory purchase powers fails the wellbeing test. The order should therefore not be confirmed.
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