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Please fill in all the details below and return to AC2011@rgs.org by 25 February 2011. 


	Session summary

	Session Title:
	Methods and approaches to analysing the impacts of urban housing-led renewal and regeneration in the UK



	Research Group sponsor (if applicable):
	Urban Geography Research Group

	Session Convenor(s):
	James Rees (University of Birmingham), Antony Lockley (University of Salford) and Leif Jerram (University of Manchester)

	Session Convenor(s) Email:
	j.e.rees@bham.ac.uk; a.c.lockley@salford.ac.uk; leif.jerram@manchester.ac.uk

	Session Abstract:
	Much academic and media interest followed the latest ‘Urban Renaissance’ associated with the early policies of the 1997-2010 ‘New Labour’ era. Considerable critical emphasis has focused on the perceived failings of policies that promoted inner city living for wealthier and upwardly mobile residents, the ‘renewal’ of housing markets through demolition, refurbishment and environmental improvements, as well as significant (but contested) investment in social housing through the Decent Homes programme – which was associated with the hybridisation of models of social provision through stock transfer, PFI etc. Both the models and the expectations of investment from central government have been fundamentally challenged with the onset of the financial crisis and expenditure cuts of the new coalition government. Moving beyond standard critiques based on meta-narratives about neoliberal urbanism, gentrification and revanchist displacement, the session begins from an observation that on a historical timeframe – in almost all of the UK’s major cities – we witness cycles of demolition of housing and remodelling of neighbourhoods through new housing, usually accompanied by optimistic rhetoric around the promotion of mixed communities, vibrant places, and inclusiveness, which is often at odds with reality. Commentators have pointed out the apparent absence of learning from the past, which does not seem well-embedded in professional (UK) norms, despite popular texts and attempts to improve the skills of relevant professions (Egan Review, Academy for Sustainable Communities, etc). The aim of this session is to explore the potential of new or revitalised empirical approaches with a strong geographical and historical imagination to improve understanding of urban housing-led renewal and regeneration, including historical, ethnographic, geo-spatial and quantitative approaches.

	Keywords (max 5):  
	Housing, regeneration, renewal, historical, gentrification


	Session Requirements

	Number of timeslots required in the conference programme
	4
	Session slots will be approximately 1hr 40minutes long, which accommodates 5 papers of 20min each including questions, or 7-10 shorter papers depending on format.

	Type of session proposed 

e.g. papers, papers with discussant, posters, panel discussion, workshop…
	Papers
	The session organisers welcome innovative session formats.  If you’d like to discuss a session format, please contact the organisers at AC2011@rgs.org.   

	Special audio visual requirements
	     
	Laptop with audio speakers, data projector and screen will be provided in each room.  Most rooms should also have internet access (either wired or wireless).  Speakers should bring their own laser pointers etc.

	Any other special requests to be considered
	     
	e.g. mobility requirements, room request, timetabling request.


	Session details

	Session 1
	Methods and approaches to analysing the impacts of urban housing-led renewal and regeneration in the UK

	Session 1 Chair
	James Rees, University of Birmingham

	Session 1 Chair email
	j.e.rees@bham.ac.uk

	
	

	Paper 1 Title:
	A throw of the DICE? Residential security and design: the role of evidence, personality or luck in the transfer of learning between policy and practice. 

	Paper 1 Abstract:
	Based on initial PhD research studying the mechanisms and techniques of policy mobility, the paper focuses on the movement of residential design concepts, such as defensible space, between policymakers, design professionals and housing management practitioners. 

It takes as an example the Design Improvement Controlled Experiment  (DICE), a housing regeneration initiative funded by the Department of the Environment between 1990 and 1997. DICE was based on the premise that alterations to the physical design of urban estates would have long-term impacts for residents (including improved satisfaction with their estate, reduced crime and other social outcomes) plus monetary savings for the managing organizations. 

The paper considers the variable role of evidence in policy transfer, and the evolving policy discourse around housing regeneration at a formative point, signposting the rise of urban evidence-based policy-making under New Labour. 

Re-examining the contemporaneous evaluation of DICE and how decisions were made at a policy and practical level, the study questions whether the inconclusive findings drawn from the evaluation (and the ensuing failure of the learning to embed in policy) resulted from the process of evidence gathering, the personalities and positionality of the actors, the political context or the ambiguous nature of the concepts being evaluated.

	Paper 1 Author(s):
	Elanor Warwick, King’s College London



	Paper 1 Presenter(s):
	Elanor Warwick, King’s College London



	Paper 1 Author(s) email address:
	elanor.warwick@kcl.ac.uk



	
	

	Paper 2 Title:
	Building for Life: responding to New Labour’s desire for evidence on improving housing design quality

	Paper 2 Abstract:
	“Building for Life” is a widely-used tool, measuring the design quality of new housing developments. Developed by CABE, the Home Builders Federation and others, it promotes the Urban Renaissance ideal of design excellence and celebrates best practice in the house building industry. A decade on, it has evolved from a practical discussion tool, and design award, into a quantitative policy tool for assessing the success or otherwise of national design policy.

The challenge was to create a robust empirical approach applicable across variable geographical locations, and policy contexts.  “Building for Life” is a hybrid, multi-indicator tool based on twenty criteria, which encompass both timeless aspects of design quality, and spatially and temporally varying environmental/social policy contexts. The criteria are open-ended, requiring qualitative, judgement-based evaluation, but the output is quantitative, hence the appeal for evidence-based policy.

This paper will explore the potential of design quality assessments. Is it possible to make sensible regional comparisons and aggregate results nationally? It examines the Labour’s desire for a national standard, while encouraging locally responsive housing design, and accommodating regionally distinct housing markets. Can design quality even be measured, given its complex, multi-dimensional nature? Can this tool empower the community to engage in housing design, or is this the domain of experts? The paper shows how “Building for Life” provides an objective and inclusive approach to recognising ‘good ordinary housing’, integrating the lessons of the past whilst flexibly incorporating the needs of the future.

	Paper 2 Author(s):
	Philippa Westbury (Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment); Dominic Church (Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment); Elanor Warwick (King’s College London)

	Paper 2 Presenter(s):
	Philippa Westbury, Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment

	Paper 2 Author(s) email address:
	philly@westbury5.freeserve.co.uk; dominic.church@hotmail.co.uk; elanor.warwick@kcl.ac.uk

	
	

	Paper 3 Title:
	Housing led renewal in England in the 2000s – different routes, same destination?

	Paper 3 Abstract:
	This paper will assess on a comparative basis the objectives, processes and outcomes of the two major area-based programmes with a housing component operating in England during the 2000s – the New Deal for Communities programme (1999-2010) - in which housing was one of the five key themes and the largest area of expenditure - and the Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder programme (2003-2011).  The programmes had different origins – one stemming from debates and analysis around empowerment, social exclusion and neighbourhood renewal, and the other around housing market failure, connectivity and sub-regional economic performance.  There were also palpable differences of scale, orientation, funding and political and policy support.  

However, the paper, drawing on evaluations of both programmes, will suggest that the similarities between the programmes in terms of impact are more evident than their differences.   This is partly due to the limited range of interventions to hand for both programmes, especially in terms the more ambitious aims of HMR attempting to align housing market characteristics to future predictions of economic and labour market transformation.  These limitations became palpable when the housing market ‘collapse’ and economic recession emerged from 2008 onwards.  This exposed the fragility of the improvements made in local housing markets – on both the neighbourhood and larger sub-regional scale. 

The paper will suggest that some of the academic debates about housing-led renewal, linked to critiques around gentrification and 'boosterism', have been wide of the mark.  It has been over-reliant on a selective interpretation of the programmes, both in terms of geographical coverage and the measures taken.  The paper will argue that some modest but important improvements were made to the housing and neighbourhood situation of many working class communities, especially in the north of England, and that evidence of any large-scale displacement is limited.   However, the vulnerability of these kinds of area-based initiatives to non-local forces has been underlined by the problems that accompanied both programmes in the latter stages - providing a convenient case for the abandonment of housing-led renewal by the current coalition government.

	Paper 3 Author(s):
	Ian Cole, Sheffield Hallam University

	Paper 3 Presenter(s):
	Ian Cole, Sheffield Hallam University

	Paper 3 Author(s) email address:
	i.d.cole@shu.ac.uk

	
	

	Paper 4 Title:
	History and evaluating housing-led regeneration

	Paper 4 Abstract:
	Regeneration, and its evaluation, is a highly ‘presentist’ discourse. Evaluations are conducted and awards are given out to neighbourhood interventions, houses and buildings less than a year old, yet homes and places are phenomena that stretch out over time, and are embedded in individual and collective narratives and memories that span generations. Learning from the past rarely influences the current practice of housing-led regeneration (HLR); the absence of historical perspectives and learning is all the more surprising given the extent of environmental revision witnessed in many urban areas of the UK since WW2 and the public/private resources still being poured into HLR projects in these ‘challenged’ neighbourhoods.

Lockley and Jerram intend to address the issue of the use of history in analysing and evaluating HLR through a study of areas of HLR in Greater Manchester that have been in almost constant spatial reconfiguration for over 50 years. During this period these neighbourhoods have undergone programmes of total clearance and demolition, large scale rehabilitation and environmental improvements, and are both currently subject to a return to whole-sale revision in the form of Private Finance Initiates (PFIs).  

Lockley and Jerram will introduce and invite discussion/feedback on an innovative approach that seeks to use the methodologies of history (such as oral history, municipal archives and personal testimony), to devise a set of intellectually convincing - and policy/outcome relevant - evaluative tools for the HLR of the present. 

	Paper 4 Author(s):
	Antony Lockley, University of Salford; Leif Jerram; University of Manchester

	Paper 4 Presenter(s):
	Antony Lockley, University of Salford; Leif Jerram; University of Manchester

	Paper 4 Author(s) email address:
	As above (session convenors)

	
	

	Paper 5 Title:
	Please enter paper title

	Paper 5 Abstract:
	Please enter Paper Abstract

	Paper 5 Author(s):
	Please enter the name and affiliation of all authors with the lead author first: Author 5 Name (Affiliation); Author 2 Name (Affiliation); Author 3 Name (Affiliation); ...

	Paper 5 Presenter(s):
	Please enter the name and affiliation of the presenter: Presenter Name (Affiliation)

	Paper 5 Author(s) email address:
	Please enter email addresses for all authors, separated by ";" in the same order as they are listed above


Please copy and paste the “Session details” table below if your session requires more than one timeslot (e.g. it has more than 5 papers and you need more time).  If you are proposing another session on a different topic, please use a new form.[image: image2.bmp]
