A Call for a Community Strategy

My name is Janice Sims. My husband and I have been residents of 3726 T.

Street in Burleith for 4 years.

[ stand in front of you today in opposition to GU’s 2010 campus plan.
The current problems in our neighborhood that are directly linked to the
growing number of undergraduate and graduate students living in rentals
will be only compounded by the plan GU proposes for the next 10 years.
By submitting such a plan, GU shows its lack of regard and respect for its
neighbors in Burleith. The University recognizes that it has issues with its
students living off campus by it investment in an array of programs that are
intended to address its town and gown problems. However, these
programs fall far short of effective and leave a battered and frustrated
neighborhood in its wake. Even though the University recognizes
unresolved problems in the community, their plan would create a situation
where these same problems will continue to multiply exponentially. I can

only conclude that 2010 Campus plan demonstrates, without a doubrt, that
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the University feels entitled to grow in unsustainable and irresponsible

ways.

At one time | believed that these student-related nuisances were the main
problem, but have recently come to recognize that they are in fact
symptoms of an increasingly unbalanced community. Here I am taking
term from a similar situation in the United Kin.gdom, which is

‘studentification’, or the slow creation of a student neighborhood.

This gradual transformation has created a polarization in the community.
What are we polarized against, what do we oppose! We oppose an
unbalanced community. We do not strive for the total eradication of
transient group-housed residents, nor their total domination. We strive for

a balanced community which “approximates national demographic norms”

(6).

This demographic balance can be described in terms of household types
compared with population proportions. An example might be “not less

than 60% families, not more than 33% one-person households and not



more than 10% group or multi-family households” (6), or a population of
“72% in families, 12% single people and 15% in group house occupants”
(6). One form of unbalance occurs when the transient or group-housed
occupants exceed 20% of the population [1:5], or in terms of property
types, the tipping-point for an unbalanced community occurs when

transient group-housing exceeds 10% of the properties.

The most common cause of a group housing tipping-point is demand by
students for shared houses. Certainly in Burleith we have reached and
surpassed the tipping-point, we are an unbalanced community. Unbalanced
communities can lead to an increase in problematic symptoms such as,
crime, high insurance, squalor, dereliction, street blight, distorted retail
options, declining amenities, fluctuating housing market, seasonal or part-
time local employment, parking issues, overwhelmed public services,
decimation of the community through emigration resulting in loss of the
community memory of elders, the community activism of older adults and
loss of the community’s future of children, loss of social capital, social

networks, norms and sanctions, distress through deep and rapid change,



fear of crime, anger and despair over disesmpowerment and underutilized

services resulting in school closures as families depart.

On the other hand, a balanced community is sustainable, it is “a place
where people want to live and work, now and in the future. It meets the
diverse needs of existing and future residents, is sensitive to its
environment and contributes to a high quality of life. It is safe and
inclusive, well planned, built and managed, and offers equality of
opportunity and good services for all. A balance between diverse groups

maximizes the potential social capital of any local community (5)”.

Balance can be restored and maintained by working together with a
multitude of stakeholders such as the community associations here, city
authorities, student groups, higher education institutions (GU) and the

private rent sector.

[ will not go into further details here but will propose a that further
increases in any GU student population are unacceptable until a

comprehensive and coherent Community Strategy is created, similar in



concept to work outlined in documents such as Universities UK,

Studentification: a guide to opportunities, challenges and practice UUK, London,

January 2006; National HMO Lobby, Balanced Communities &

Studentification Problems and Solutions, 2008; or the University of Leeds Inner

North-West Community Strategy 2007-2012.

Thank you.

Quotations with page numbers in (brackets) taken from National HMO Lobby, Balanced

Communities & Studentification, Problems and Solutions, 2008
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ollege towns are often
portrayed as leafy
Arcadias where culture
and cosmopolitanism
meet the civic virtues
of small town life,
However accurate the image,
in college towns the life of the
college and the life of the town are
inseparable, A seasonal, almost
resort-like, dermographic of young
people drives the tempo, tenor and
tensions in a college community.

This article, the first in a series,
discusses the evolution of campus
neighborhoods, some of the
perceptions surrounding off-campus
housing and the tensions that can
arise between established residents
and transient students,

“Studentification” is a recent, if
rather clumsy, term used to describe
a poorly understood process and its
associated effects. While the term has
yet to arrive in the United States, it is
common enough in Canada, Australia
and the UK where it has animated
a national debate concerning the
sustainability of college communities.

First coined in 2002,
studentification describes a process
whereby a transient population
of young people overwhelms
an established neighborhood.
Studentification results in a
seasonally revolving cohort of 18-24
year olds who temporarily inhabit
a neighborhood. Like most labels,
studentification conceals a great
deal. When we move from labels to
individual communities, the process
becomes uneven, playing itself out
locally in various ways.

Though the term studentification
is new in the United States, the
process has been with us for some
time. In outline, the story is familiar
to college communities across
the nation. During the sixties and
seventies, baby boomers fueled a
dramatic increase in the demand
for higher education. Confronted
with rising enrollments and lacking
the resources to directly provide
student housing, universities relied
upon private investors to do that

job for them. The result was student
neighborhoods, which continued to
expand throughout the 1980s as the
“baby boom echo” came of age and
a new de-industrialized, knowledge
based economy increased college
participation rates, but demand for
student housing continued.

Part of this demand was filled in
residential locations immediately
adjacent to campus, where older,
convenient and relatively inexpensive
single-family homes could readily
be converted into multi-tenant
structures with high unit densities. A
home that at one time probably held
a single family of three or four may
now hold eight to ten young people.
The result was the emergence of a
distinct student district. In the 1990s
an expanded pool of private investors
-both dabblers and developers- with
unusually quick and easy access
to mortgage lending at very low
rates, continued to round out these
locations.

As the studentification process

played out and as investors and
landlords converted single-family
homes into multi-student housing,
income value often displaced
shelter value causing prices to

rise. Price increases coupled with
neighborhood frictions created
incentives for established residents
to sell while limiting affordable units
available to first-time buyers and
other community members, Owner
occupancy declined as permanent
residents left and potential new
residents looked elsewhere. As
income properties expanded, familiar
patterns of absenteeism and neglect
took hold while student districts
became further entrenched.

Some of us have fond memories
of our comfortable, if slovenly, lives
in these neighborhoaods. This was
the district of musty old homes with
bikes and broken furniture on the
porch, sinks piled with dishes and
refrigerators holding breakfasts of
cold pizza. This was also the district
of afternoon boom boxes and street
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Or party? Many college and university communities feel both the

e e L =

positive and negative impacts of having student neighborhoods.

games. For some of us this was
the college experience, and for our
neighbors, this was the experience
of college students. Our two cultures
and the tempo of our lives could
hardly have been more different.
While housing was easily
converted, neighborhood
infrastructure designed forin a
simpler age, was not. Parking was
particularly difficult. Older homes
designed to accommodate a single

low-level anti-
social behavior, noise and trash are
standard complaints in most college

communities.

vehicle, could not gracefully handle
a half dozen. Yards became parking
areas, and tree lawns were paved
Green space -lawns, gardens and
streel trees- disappeared. Streets
were worn down, the neighborhood
became grayer and traffic became
unruly as well. Narrow residential
streets designed for lower traffi
volumes, yield travel patterns and
on-street par l':]!l_’g_: were converted

1o one-way i'l”.iplr‘l'r On-street

parking ppeared. Ulimately,
the traditional neighborhood design
could not accommodate the influx of

the student population

il Pennsylvania Borough News

Among the many changes brought
about by the expansion of student
neighborhoods, the most commeon
and most immediate were lifestyle
clashes between a younger, ternporary
population and an older, established
population. Intergenerational
conflicts became common. These
neighborhoods remain the place
where the games of youth collided
with the domestic tranquility, town
& gown relationships fray and
where substantial community
resources are spent on code and
police enforcement

Late night parties, low-level
anti-social behavior, noise and
trash are standard complaints
in most college communities,

For children and senior citizens, such
disturbances may mean something
more than mere annoyance; it can
mearn fear

By definition, temporary or
transient populations are difficult to
integrate into existing communities.
As transients, students are less likely
to participate in the political and
associational life of their adopted
communities. Students may be young
citizens, but they do not represent
the most stable source of "social
capital” that all communities need to

carry out a viable civic life. For most

students, “home” is somewhere else,

Clearly the term studentification
is a loaded term. For some college
communities, the growth and
concentration of students may mean
reinvestment in declining areas,
an increase in cultural amenities, a
cosmopolitan atmosphere, increased
spending and the continued vitality
of traditional commercial cores.
Some communities, with or without
institutions of higher leamning, may
conclude, “It may be a problem but it's
a nice problem to have."

High school graduations rates in
Pennsylvania are likely to flatten or
contract in some regions this year.
This may signal the slow down in
the growth of colleges and the pace
of studentification. Now may be a
good time to reflect on the long-term
effects of this growth and consider
the future of campus neighborhoods

For those intimately involved in
the process or interested in learning
more, the Pennsylvania Chapter of
the American Planning Association,
in cooperation with PSAB, has
organized a statewide symposium
to be held this fall. This symposium
will provide participants with
opportunities to learn how “college
town" challenges are being addressed
by host cornmunities throughout the
Commonwealth. Designed in a highly
mteractive format, this symposium
will provide participants with updates
on current practices as well as engage
them in a lively exchange of ideas,
information and lessons learned.

Wednesday, September 24, 10 a.m
3:30 p.m
indiana University of Pennsylvania,
Crimson Event Center, Olive K. Folger
Hall, Indiana, PA
Thursday, November 6, 10 a.m. -
3:30 p.m.
Franklin & Marshall College,
Noods Room, Alumni Sports &
Fitness Center, Lancaster, PA

For details and registration
infermation, visit the Pennsylvania
Chapter of the American Planning
Association at www.planningpa.org
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The Uriversity also has a significant human resource
We are the third largest employer in West Yorkshire with
over 7,500 members of staff and we are one of the most
popular Higher Education Institutions with over 32,000
students. Whilst our staff and students contribute over
100,000 vofunteering hours per annum to the city on
rmany worthwhile projects, there are opporunities for the
Uraversity to make furlher contributions. Through our
work with our city-wide partners the University and LUU
shall develop and support further initiatives which
respond to emerging local priorities {C2, C3).

Many staff at the University give their time frealy 1o
participate in a rnge of worthwhile voluntegring projects
Amanging collections for local charities, mentoring local
young peaple and warking as school governors are just
some of the many aclivities they are involved with. To
ensure that all staff have the opportunity to participate in
volurtleering projects the Uniersity will develop a clear
framework on how to get involved as well as providing
volurtegring oppartunities (C6)

It is also essantial thal our community pariners are able
to communicate with our staff and students to raise
awareness of the facilties and resources which are

1gage with the local

avallable for them ta-access anc

community (C4)

Corporate Responaibilty {CSR) s incraasingly

B & mEjor role wil

in large companies, In
recagnition the University has introduced a C

of CSR ar

business voluntesr ommwnity. i

porting th
was also devised 1o aclively encourage students to
address employatility and transferable skills through
volunteering The programme incorporates workshops
fram majer businesses in the city, followed by a day of
volunteenng lor student and employee visitors and
finishing with presentations from the students on what
they have learnt from their volunteering expenence. The
University will further expand the programime 1o give
students across all laculties the oppartunity to fake part
with a long-term view 1o offering a final year module
which will incorporate practical volunteering expenence
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Balanced Communities and Studentification

Foreword

THE NATIONAL HMO LOBBY is a network of local community associations trying to
redress the impact on their communities of concentrations of shared houses or houses in
multiple occupation (HMOs). Begun in 2000, the Lobby now comprises some fifty
groups in over thirty towns, in all the countries and regions of the UK. Information on
the Lobby and its lobbying is available on the website at www.hmolobby.org.uk.

Over the years, the Lobby has provided support for its members. It has circulated information
on HMOs in Briefing Bulletins, and it has enabled debate through its Discussion Documents.
And the Lobby of course has lobbied - for recognition of the problem of HMOs, and for
national legislation to tackle this, especially in housing and planning - specifically for licensing of
HMOs and for planning controls in the UK’s Use Classes Orders. In this, we are supported by
our elected representatives.

Locally, also last year, many of our local
councillors joined forces to set- up the
Councillors ~ Campaign - for  Balanced
Communities. Meanwhile, councils have sent
delegations to Westminster, and have adopted
motions calling for national action on the issue

of HMOs

| @& emment has ‘recogmsed the
\ used by concentrations of HMOs
practlcéi ways. In their planning
,ome havé sought to reéist

In  fact, national  government  has
acknowledged that concentrations of HMOs
cause problems for communities. Three
recent teports have identified different aspects . p
of these problems - CLG Housing Research
Sumpmary 228 Dealing with 'Problem’ Private Rented \
Housing (2006), House of Commons, CLG fpromote putpose bmlt developments a5 an,,
Committee Cyastal Towns (2007) and CLG, *altematlve to student HMOs (hke Newcastle)
Lyalugizng_the _imbact _of HMO _and  Selective = , L v
ng: the baseline beﬁ)rg licensing in April 2006.

L ivensin

(2007).

Thete is after all no question that the major market for HMOs is student demand, or
studentification - hence the emphasis of Balanced Communities ¢ Studentification

fvatsfcies ‘have admitted that there is an = In 2007, the National Union of Students
issue. n 2006 Universities UK pubh%hedf published Students i the Community: Working
Smdem‘ ification: a aide to @paﬂunzz‘ze&, challenges  together to achieve barmony Unfortunately, this
and praciice.  Unfortunately, this crmd,e fudged  denied the existence of the problem
the féﬁ}‘jssue, and offered answers only to the  altogether.

isgpérfﬁi:igzl etfects of studentification:

Balanced Communities & Studentification for the first time publishes the perspective of those at the
sharp end, the community. But that is not the only way it is innovative. For the first time, it
suggests a workable idea of ‘balanced community”. For the first time, it provides a systematic
analysis of ‘studentification’. And for the first time, it proposes a programme of action which
tackles the root cause of the problem (rather than tinkering with its etfects). In a gesture of
collegiality, Balanced Communities & Studentification is launched at the Conference of the
Councillors Campaign for Balanced Communities in Nottingham on 13 March 2008.

Dr Richard Tyler, Co-ordinator, National HMO Lobby

3



Balanced Communities and Studentification

O Introduction

01 Community BAILANCED COMMUNITIES & STUDENTIFICATION is essentially about
community, its loss and restoration, what it should be, why it goes wrong, how it can be
put right. But what is a community, what is meant by the word? A quick search of a
language cotpus shows that the term ‘community’ is used in numerous contexts, and in
many ways. And the reason for this is that it has a long history of positive ‘warmly
persuasive’ associations. Consequently, the term is frequently appropriated for polemical
putposes, to give a positive gloss to a measure which has nothing to do with community
in any meaningful sense. A prime example was the infamous Community Charge -
immediately recognised for what it was, and re-christened the Poll Tax. In cases like this,
‘community’ is used simply as a synonym for ‘people’, implying that a random group of
people has something in common, when in fact it does not. This is the meaningless sense
of ‘community’.

02 Spirtit Any meaningful use of the term ‘community’ must go beyond the sense simply of
‘population’. The origin of the word indicates what this is - it derives from the term ‘common’.
A community then is in fact a group of people with something in common. The word implies many
acting ‘as one’. This commonality is sustained by what social scientists call social capital - which
includes things like social networks (simple contacts between people, companionship) and social
norms (ways of behaving - like neighbours looking after each others’ children, pets, gardens,
taking in parcels, holding keys, keeping the neighbourhood clean and quiet and safe) and social
sanctions (penalties for mis-behaviour) - otherwise known as community spirit.

03 Categories Of course, there are many kinds of communities. And most people belong to
several at once. But they tend to fall into three main groups.

There arc orginal commmnities,
and what they have in

common (looking back) is

There are those which look
around, Jlocal communities -
what they have in common is

- Looking forward, there are

vocalional  communities,  groups

- of people with  common

their fQ’ri‘gil’_lS. The main  a concern for the  goals - such as a religious

_examples . are .~ ethnic  neighbourhood in which they  vocation or an occupational

communities. tind themselves. vocaton | (like ~ - Dbeing - a
student).

04 Policy With the new millennium, the idea of ‘community’ figured large in government
policy. A key principle in the Housing Green Paper Quality & Choice (DETR, 2000) was
‘Promoting sustainable development that supports thriving, balanced communities” When the
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister succeeded the DETR in 2002, it adopted the motto Creating
Sustainable Communities, and in 20006, it was succeeded in turn by the Department for Communites
& Local Government. Local authority plans frequently refer to ‘balanced communities’. The
idea of the ‘balanced community’ therefore is prominent in national and local policy, frequently
combined with ‘sustainable community’. But has government given adequate consideration to
the concept of community?

See for instance; Belfast: Towes™ Paper on HMOs: 3 Balanced' Communities™;  Coleraine: Balanced
Communities: Review  Group: Durham: . Plawine for Housing: -8 Provision “of Balanced Communities’;
Loughboroush: Student Howsing: Provision: Iy search “of a“balanced -community’;” Nottingham:  Building
Balaced Communities;



Balanced Communities and Studentification

® Balanced Communities

05 Sustainability ALL LOCAL COMMUNITIES, as communities, want to be sustainable.
The Department for Communities & Local Government explains ‘sustainable
communities’ as ‘places where people want to live and work, now and in the future. They
meet the diverse needs of existing and future residents, are sensitive to their environment,
and contribute to a high quality of life. They are safe and inclusive, well planned, built and
run, and offer equality of opportunity and good services for all’ CLG identifies eight
components — sustainable communities are active, inclusive & safe, well run,
environmentally sensitive, well designed & built, well connected, thriving, well served, and
fair for everyone. But this definition entirely ovetlooks the obvious fact that what’s
necessary for a sustainable community is a tesident population willing and able to sustain
that community.

ation ate oniy .
ily slide

on). It also lacks the will {cleériy, members of
ighbourhood).  Of course, one type of pol

07 Balance Localities certainly need balanced communities. There is no possibility of a
sustainable community without an appropriate balance between settled residents and a transient
population. But balance is also needed for social justice. All forms of polarisation are based on
exclusion - the voluntary segregation of an exclusive group, or the disadvantaged, excluded
involuntarily. And balance is also needed for the common welfare. Every social grouping has its
strengths and weaknesses, whether this arises from age or gender or culture. A balance between
diverse groups maximises the potential social capital of any local community. But government
makes no attempt to define what is meant by ‘a balanced community’. It is nowhere defined in
national policies, and rarely in local policies.

The Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan Issues Paper on HMOs (2005) defined a balanced community as ‘one
that is not dominated by one particular houschold type, size or tenure.” This would imply a community
made up, for instance, of equal shares of the three main housing tenures - owner-occupation, social
renting and private renting. But this would be a very odd community, quite at odds with normal
experience, where owner-occupation dominates.

08 Definition The key problem identified by the members of the Lobby is demographic imbalance
in their neighbourhoods, which leads to rising problems and declining community, in short, to
unsustainability. The imbalance arises from concentrations of HMOs, whose distinctive
demographic (typically, young, high-density, transient, and unstructured) destabilises the local
community. The members of the Lobby seek to restore balance to their communities, in order to
restore their sustainability. Beltast’s effort shows that egwal/ proportions in the mix are not the
answer. As an alternative, the Lobby proposes reference to nomnal proportions, that is, the mix or
balance which is experienced by most people.
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A balanced community is a community which approximates national
demographic norms. A number of points must be made.

® First of all, this definition is not prescriptive: it is not intended to specify that all
communities should match these norms (rather, it provides guidance to those
communities who feel that they have become imbalanced).

® Secondly, it is descriptive: that is, it is based on the norms as they are, here and now
(they were different in the past and will change in the future, they are different in
other countries) — the point being that they reflect contemporary experience.

® Thirdly, the reference is to approximations, not tight criteria.

® Finally, the definition is variable — different norms will be relevant in different
circumstances.

09 Norm A whole range of norms might be invoked in different situations. The latest Census
provides a variety of statistics, such as the five main age bands of the population — children (up to
15 years) comprise 20%, ‘young adults’ (16-29) comprise 17.5%, adults (30-44 and 45-59)
comprise 41.5% together, and older people (60 plus) comprise 21%. The current Sumwey of Lnglish
FHousing provides the proportions of different forms of housing, such as — Housing Tenure: 70% are
owner-occupied, 18% social rented, and 12% private rented (Table 1); Household Type: 64% are
families, 29% one-person, and 7% HMO (Table 5) [ptrevious year, Accommodation Type: 82% are
houses, and 17% flats (1% other)]. 'The Lobby’s concetn is with the sustainability of
communities — the most relevant balance therefore is between houschold types (since families in
general have a stronger commitment to permanence than single people or multiple households
[indeed, private rented housing which includes HMOs has an average tenancy of only eighteen
months]). Allowing for a degree of deviation from the norm [see para 10 below] the Lobby’s
patticular ctiteria for a balanced community are (a) not less than 60% families, (b) not move than 33% one-
person households, and (¢c) not more than 10% HMOs. (It is important to note that household
proportions and population proportions are not the same, as households vary in size. One-
person households are single of coutse, while the average family household comprises about two-

and-a-half persons, and the average HMO at least five persons. On this basis, the normal
population balance is 72% in families, 12% single people and 15% in HMOs.)

10 Approximation What degree of deviation
from the norm remains acceptable? A standard
deviation could be adopted (10%, 20%, 25%,
33%, 50%). But a low figure is clearly
inappropriate if the norm is low (for instance, a
10% deviation from a 7% norm allows for a
range of 6-8% only) — while a high figure is
equally inappropriate for a high norm (a 50%
deviation from 66% allows for a range from 33-
99%0).  The answer evidently is a variable
deviation — that is, a deviation which varies from
low for a high norm, rising to a high deviation
for a low norm. (Thus, the Lobby’s criteria in
para 09 above are based on a 10% deviation for
family households [norm 66%], a 20% deviation
for single persons [norm 28%] and a 50%
deviation for HMOs [norm 7%)]. As a rule of
thumb, the deviation [Y] from a norm [X] can
be calculated as Y = (100 - X} + 2))

11 Application How large should the area
covered be? There is a range of possibilities. (a)
Street or block (which is the basis for Clase
policy on HMOs — not more than 5% per s per street
generally, or 10% in certain areas). (b)
Nezghbourhood, comprising several streets (the
basis for Loughboreugh’s “Threshold Approach’
to student housing — using Small Output Areas
from the Census, a neighbourhood is
understood as the Home Output Area plus all
other Small Output Areas sharing a boundary
with that area). (¢} Community, comprising
several neighbourhoods (Leeds City Council
defines Community Areas for the purpose of
allocating Section 106 funds — they correspond
to areas recognised as communities by local
residents [for a variation, based on Outpurt
Areas, see R Unsworth & ] Sullwell, Twenty-First
Century Leeds, University of Leeds, 2004, ppl18-
20).

FLUANY ’s
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12 Tipping Point The tipping-point is the threshold at which a deviation depatts so far from
the norm that a community tips from balance to un-balance. With regard to HMOs, the tipping-
point can be expressed in terms both of population (20%) and of properties (10%).

(1) The HMO tipping-point occurs when HMO occnpants exceed 20% of the population. Normally,
HMO occupants account for about 15% of the population — the tipping-point represents a 33%
deviation. It also significantly exceeds the whole of the ‘young adult’ band of the population (16-
29 year-olds are 17.5%). (Any community begins to seem unbalanced when any of the five main
age-bands exceeds one-in-five of the population.)

(2) The HMO tipping-point also occurs when HMOs exceed 10% of the properties. Normally, HMOs
account for 7% of households - the tipping-point represents a 50% deviation. At the same time,
given the comparatively large numbers in HMO households, if HMOs are 10% of households,
then their occupants account for about 20% of the whole population (depending on the local
balance of families and one-person households).

The most common cause of a tipping-point for HMOs is demand by students for shared houses
- or studentification.
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© Studentification

13 Concept STUDENTIFICATION is a term coined (by Darren Smith in 2002) to identify
the process and the product of concentrated student settlement in university towns in the
UK. It may be defined as the substitution of a local community by a student
community. Here, ¢ ‘substitute’ means displacement of one community, and
teplacement by another, ¢ ‘community’ means a group of people with a common ground
and continuity through time (para 02), ¢ ‘local community’ means one whose ground is
their locality, and ¢ ‘student community’ means one with a vocational ground (para 03).

14 Structural problems Studentification comprises different sorts of problem. The principal,
structural problems is demographic: studentification entails demographic imbalance. Until the last
decade, high concentrations of students were unusual. But now, in the new millennium, it is
common in university towns for a core of several (or many) streets to be dominated by a student
population, with three particular characteristics — this population is transient (moving annually,
leaving after three years), it is seasonal (resident for two-thirds of the year) and it is young (late
teens, early twentes). The demographic pattern varies: Leeds, for instance, is a large city, with a
latge student population concentrated in a very compact area (though proportionately small in
the city as a whole) [the redbrick model]; Loughborough by contrast is a small town with a
proportionately very high student population [the smalltown model].

15 Functional problems The secondary, functional problems (effects) arise directly and indirectly
from the primary problem, the cause. At least fifteen ‘symptoms of studentification’ may be
identified (para 20). On the one hand, these include a #is¢ in a range of problems, social,
environmental, economic (especially crime, squalot and a resort economy). On the other hand,
secondary problems consist of dec/ine of local social capital (or community spitit).

16 Experiential problems Studentification is also an experience, which produces a sense of
alienation among residents. This feeling arises from a number of factors. The structural
problems (the demographic imbalance) lead to a sense of oppression in public places (the
crowding), and by contrast a sense of isolation at home (the loss of networks). The functional
problems lead to fear of crime, to a revulsion from the squalor of the environment, and a sense
of rejection by the resort economy. Undetlying these, residents feel anger at the self-interest of
universities & landlords, and despair at their neglect by govemment.

17 Cause Many parties bear responsibility for the development of studentaﬁcat:"’& n
o National government bas expanded HE, but has failed to provlde the resources and powers
necessary to manage the accommodation 1rnphcqt1ons . ,

o Universities have lett the accommodauo_n}of their students to an u

o . Students have usually congrega ated in what are perceived to be ‘stu éﬁt areas’.
o Landlprds and thei agents have e\plolted the demand for student housmg
o Local government has neglected the management of local housing develapments
Communities have sometimes panicked and tled areas perceived as being invaded,

18 Course Typical stages may be identified in the process of studentification.

(1) The Irory Tower stage: the university establishes a campus to accommodate its core business
(clqsnoom% libs, labs, offices, etc)

(2) The Closter stage: the university provides purpose-built accommodation for non-local
9tudem< usually clo%e to the Ivory Tower, and cloistered from the host community.
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(3) The Settlement stage: student overspill from the Cloister settles in private accommodation in
the neighbouring host community.

(4) The Studentification stage: expansion of student numbers leads to further pressure from, and
domination by, students of the areas already settled around the Cloisters: this is the moment of
studentification. 1f the proportion remains at (or below) one in five, it is readily accommodated
(and indeed has been for many years in many university towns). But one-in-five is the ‘“tipping-
point’ (para 12). When it exceeds this proportion, stresses appear. When students number oze in
Jfonr, this impacts on the character of the area, and challenges social cohesion. If students number
one in three, the disproportion is marked, the student community achieves autonomy and becomes
the dominant social group (being larger than any other segment), and cohesion is lost. In some
cases, imbalance may increase, and students equal (or even outnumber) the rest of the population
combined.

(5) 'The Destudentification stage: in the aftermath of studentification (already expetienced by some
communities), evacuation of the neighbourhood ( to new ‘Cloisters’ or putpose-built housing)
leads to loss of demand, and collapse of the local housing market.

Residents adopt a range of stances.
®  Militants: some residents (especially local youth) Wlth res1dents)
develop strong anttpathy to students. ‘o Colonists: some students assert
e Pussivists: the majority of residents maintain a 19 ‘student arcas’. '
low profile, and respond to circumstances; ©® Caub- fa//m/efr the ma;orz
eventually, pushed by declining amenity, and pulled * their predecessors into ‘student are
by rising property prices, many emigrate. their own interests, . 16
e Idealists: some residents empathise with, support cucumstances '

and defend students. o Ldealists; some students 1dent1fv .
o Realists some resident activists attempt to community, and try ‘to put somethmg bael
analyse studentification as a problem, and to address = ® Reafists: some students recogmse studenhﬁcatlon
its causes. as a problem. v

The Groundhog Effect: relations between residents and students are complicated by the range of different
reactions (and their inter-relations). But on-going dialogue is made almost impossible by the ‘groundhog
effect’ of studentification. ® As temporary residents, students are unaware of the past of an area, and have
no knowledge that it was ever otherwise. ® Similarly, as temporary residents without a fusure in the area,
many students are unable to engage in long-term sirategies. ® Relations between residents and students
therefore remain in an eternal present, and have to be renewed every vear, with each new cohort of
students.

Despite the aspitations of the:-ldealists on both sides, residents and students remain dmmct commumnes ;
The only possible telation between Colonists and Militants is: confrontation {like the Belbast Incidentof 25
Nov 2004).: Camp-followers and Passivists remain largely oblivious of each other. But even lIdealists

follow ‘parallel paths: in Leeds 6, for instance, there afe many local community. associations addressmg;
neighbouthood issues  (Headingley Network, Far Headingley Village Society, South Headingley
Community Association;  etc, etc); but  nevertheless, “students (in “good  faith}. have mdependmtb

established the ‘L.S6 Project’ to do exactly the same. A Realist approach is the only viable option.
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O Problems

20 Symptoms of Studentification FIFTEEN SYMPTOMS may be identified. They arise
directly and indirectly from the ptimary problem of demographic imbalance. On the one
hand, they include a 7e in a range of problems (especially crime, squalor and a resort
economy): some problems are social, some problems are environmental, and some are
economic; affecting all these are traffic problems, and overwhelming pressure on public
services. On the other hand, secondaty problems include dec/ine of local social capital (or

community spirit), and loss of services.

INCREASE OF PROBLEMS

Social Problems

(1) Anti-Social Behaviour: endemic low-level
ASB, including noise nuisance, minor vandalism,
public drunkenness, evacuation.

(2) Crime: high rates, especially burglary.

(3) Insurance: owners pay top premiums for
house, contents, vehicle insurance.

Environmental Problems
(4) Squalot: surrounded by litter, rubbish,
flytipping.

(5) Dereliction: neglect of houses and gardens,
over-development of houses and gardens.

(6) Street Blight: letting boards, flyposting,
security grilles.

Economic Problems

(7) Distorted Retail: orientation towards a very
specific market, manifest in the particular range
of lines in shops, and the range of retail outlets
(especially increased numbers of pubs, take-
aways and letting agencies).

(8) Fluctuating Market: from high demand
(term-time) to low demand (in vacations).

(9) Casualised Employment: local
employment becomes increasingly seasonal
(term) and part-time (evening).

Generze Problems

(10) Carparking: obstructs pavements for
pedestrians, and access by emergency vehicles,
cleansing, buses, and residents.

(11) Services Overwhelmed: not only
disproportionate demands on public services like
cleansing and policing, housing and planning,
but also indirectly the drain of resources away
from provision in other areas [and neither
students nor landlords pay Council Tax or
Business Tax].

DECLINE OF COMMUNITY

(12) Decimation: student demand gives rise to
high property prices and low amenity,
encouraging emigration and making immigration
almost impossible; with the result that there are
fewer elders (retaining past memories), fewer
adults (present activists) and fewer children (the
community’s future).

(13) Disruption: most owners and occupiers are
absentees (hence disengaged), the young and the
old especially are isolated (losing their peers),
and the neighbourhood loses its social capital or
‘community spirit’ (its social networks, social
norms and social sanctions).

(14) Distress: deep and rapid changes are felt
acutely: the population imbalance itself is
stressful (public oppression, private isolation),
the declining amenity is alienating (fear of ctime,
revulsion from squalor, exclusion from the
economy), and residents feel anger and despair
at their disempowerment.

(15) Services Underwhelmed: school closures
as families depart (ironically, reducing
education).

10
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© Solution

21 Ten Point Plan IS THERE A SOLUTION? In many communities, the damage has been
done, and there will be no return to the previous balance. Also, thete is no single solution
- numerous measures are necessary. Dealing with the problems of polatisation, and
restoring sustainability, requires concerted action. No one policy will resolve polarisation,
nor will one party. All concerned must act together, council and community, universities
and students, and landlords. Since polarisation in general, and studentification especially,
involve a particular pattern of land-use, planning measures are crucial. At the same time,
the actual land use is residential, so homsing measures have a vital bearing. Finally, if
cumulative action is necessary, it needs to be co-ordinated — so management measures are
needed. In all, ten key actions need to be taken. (NB the measures considered here could
be applied to any form of polarisation caused by high tutnover.)

22 First, Accommodation Audit The first requirement is to establish the
breadth and depth of the problem — where is the transient population located,
and to what degree of penetration? How does it change, year by year? The @
local university is the key actor here, as it knows where its students live (of .
course, collective not individual data on distsibution is what is needed).
Students of course provide their university with this information. If
necessary, the council and the community may need to lobby the university to
provide it.

city of its stude

4 23 Second, Co-ordination In order to work
Housing  Group ,;v?flﬂ together, stakeholders need some form of forum.
. Leﬂdemhlp Group. 4 : All are responsible for actively engaging, but it is
reptgsentauves 'kOt all localf’s"takeholde?s, o . up to the local authority to set up such a forum.

 Leeds and Nottingham have established a Shat d

24 Third, Action Plan Each stakeholder will need its own strategy (see = Leeds and Nottingham
Section 6). But these will be ineffective without coordination. Again, have = both. - adopted
the local authority needs to take the initiative, but other stakeholders = Student Housing ACUO“
must supportt the council. Flags, ‘
The Nationat . 25 Fourth, Mandatory HMO Licensing Through the Housing Act 2004, the
HMO Lobby - government has introduced licensing of HMOs in England & Wales. With regard
has produced (¢ polarisation, licensing’s most useful role is in identifying the location of HMOs,
a Notificotion  hence where the transient population is located. By law, local authorities now have

‘ f o ﬁ; to issue licences, and the landlords have to apply for them. (HEIs are also required
’ If;?g;s Zee to adopt codes of practice for their properdes.) Communities and students have a

Also “Whar o Shared interest in supporting licensing — for instance, by reporting licensable
A HMO?) HMOs to the council. (In Scotand, all HMOs are already subject to licensing. In
' Northern Ireland, all are in selected areas, and very large HMOs elsewhere.)

26 Fifth, Additional HMO Licensing Mandatory licensing applies only to larger - Southamp
HMOs. But the Housing Act provides also for the licensing of all additional HMOs toris
in designated areas, in England & Wales. Additional HMO licensing is essential, to Commit?d
take full advantage of licensing (and to remove an escape route for any landlords ~ '© 2Pplying
trying to avoid mandatory licensing). The local authority has to apply to o ditio;Oall‘
government to introduce additional licensing. Responsible members ot the private ) HMO
rented sector (PRS) can support the council. The community, students and Jicensing
universities have a shared interest in lobbying the authority to take acuon. And the throughoﬁf

government should support the authority’s application. the city.

11
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27 Sixth, Restoration of Balance A destabilised neighbourhood will not
easily re-balance itself. Studentification makes this very difficult. In due course,
‘de-studentification’ may provide opportunities. Only the resident population
itself can restore sustainability to a community. Above all, it needs
commitment, in order to do so. But all stakeholders can lobby for, and
provide support to, the re-introduction of long-term residents, especially
families (whether pattners only, or partners with dependants, or single people
with dependants), especially within policy frameworks set by local and national
_ government.

28 Seventh, Areas of Restraint Tocal planning authorities around the
countty are adopting a range of local HMQO plans to deal with the
problems of concentrations of HMOs or student accommodation (the new
planning regime of Local Development Frameworks gives opportunities to
do this). One of these plans is the idea of an ‘Area of Restraint’, in order
to resist further development where there are already high concentrations. @ =
The council is of course the lead actor here. Community associations can |
lobby for some form of restraint, while universities, students and the PRS
can offer their support. National government too, through the Planning
Inspectorate, can support such policy initiatives.

set 29 Eighth, Threshold Policy Another measure that has been proposed
by local councils is the idea of some sort of threshold, beyond which
~ further development of HMOs or student accommodation will be
resisted. 'This is meant to prevent concentrations developing in the first
place. Again, the council takes the lead. Universities, students and the
olds ek el PRS can support the council by encouraging the dispersal of stud§nt
o ‘ Slaning. accommodation. The community can lobby for both. And the Planning

'ape‘fmissiOQl' - Inspectorate can supportt such a policy inidative.

neighbourhood.
owueh 58
adoptine 2 series of

30 Ninth, Purpose Built Development Some councils also support the  There ate many joint

development of purpose-built housing for students. Such housing takes HEL/PRS ventures of
the pressure off conversion of family homes into HMOs (and in a time of this_ sot Of
housing shortage, this is far better than the conversion of family homes pgrnc’ular interest was
into seasonally-occupied second homes). At the same time, the siting of A8 plan ot
purpose-built development has to be carefully handled, so that it does not P urpos?ev—bmlt ©

operative student

in fact increase polamsation. Universides, student unions and developers
can take initiatives, independently or together. The council can suggest
locations, and communities can lobby for this sort of development. - The
Planning Inspectorate can be supportive of developments endorsed locally.

housing: Neweasile
has publishied
cuidanice on' purpose-
built sites.

The National HMO Lobby has

beeri lobbvine tor years.  Ioo

. AoV
Northern: Ireland; the Dept of

_the Environment has in fact
changed its own Use Classes
Order. On . 15 - January,
Planning Minister lain Wright
reposted- to Parliament that the
Use Classes Order in England
& Wales ‘in” relation to HMOs
was: to - be  subject’ 1o
consultation,

31 Tenth, Use Classes Order Many council ideas are hamstrung
by mnational planning legislation.  They can control only
developments which need planning permission. Restraint and
threshold policies in particular are undermined by the limitations
of the current Use Classes Order — which allows family homes to
be converted to HMOs without planning permission. A change
of the Use Classes Order (redefining HMOs, and subjecting them
to planning permission) would make an enormous difference to
the power of local councils. Here, it is up to government to take
action — and all local stakeholders should lobby the government
on this issue.

12
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O Conclusion

32 Stakeholdets WHAT THEN CAN WE DO?

Five local stakeholders are involved in

studentification, and one national. The local stakeholders include both sides of Higher
Education, the universities and their students, they include both local councils and the
communities they represent, and they include the private rented sector (PRS), which
dominates studentified housing. The national stakeholder is of course the government.
All stakeholders supporting the Ten Point Plan need to adopt a strategy towards the
polarisation which arises from concentrations of student housing.

33 Community Associations (CAs) The local
community has the strongest motive to adopt a
strategy, as its very survival depends on
resisting polarisation — yet at the same time, it
is the weakest of the stakeholders. The
community’s first job therefore is to build its
capacity — organisation is essential (and in a
large town, where more than one community
association may be involved, co-ordinated
action 1s invaluable - Leeds HMO Lobby and
the Nottingham Action Group are examples of
umbrella community organisations.).  The
community may look for outside help ~ it may
even consider setting up a local Development
Trust. Otherwise, the local community
depends on lobbying — for local housing and
planning policies especially —~ and community
associations can support their council’s
initiatives (especially the introduction of a local
Student Housing Strategy). It is important
therefore to adopt a clear guiding strategy.

35 Student Unions (SUs) Regrettably, NUS
remains in  denial the of
studentification, though it is students who are at
its shatp end (see NUS, Siudents in the
Community: Working together to achieve harmony;
unfortunately, despite its subtitle, this libels the
Lobby). This is not always the case however
with local student unions (and not at all with
many individual students). Student unions can
suppott housing and planning initiatives by
their local councils, and there are some issues
where they sharte an interest with the local
community (like additional HMO licensing).
Certainly, they too have an interest and an
obligation in preparing a strategy for the
accommodation of their membets.

over 1ssue

34 Local Authorities (LAs) The council is the
local ringmaster. It has a responsibility to its
communities (not to mention a self-interest) to
maintain their sustainability. It also has many
powers and resources (though not as many as it
needs). So, the local council has to take the
Initiative -~ in setting up a management
structure, in  licensing HMOs, and in
introducing planning policies. It can support
initiatives by other local stakeholdets, and it
can lobby local universities and national
government for supportive action. All councils
have a housing strategy — this should include a
specific  Student Housing  Strategy, so that
developments take place to benefit both
students and communities.

36 Higher Education Institutions (HEIs)
For too long, universities kept aloof from their
effect on their host communities (and their
government department, the DIUS,; still does).
But their organisation, Universities UK, has
now acknowledged the problems, in their
report Studentification: a guide to opportunities,
challenges  and  practices  (2006):  “it  is
incontrovertible that the negative effects of
studentification are evident in several towns and
cities across the UK” (para 3.12). Universities
can of course provide accommodation for their
students, and indeed most do — though rarely
tor more than a minority. So universities
should also support imitiatives taken by their
local councils to deal with the problems raised
by their students living in the private rented
sector — ‘in the community’. Indeed, since it is
universities which recruit students, they have
an obligation to develop a strategy for housing
them (see for instance, Leeds University’s
Elosicine

13



Balanced Communities and Studentification

37 Private Rented Sector (PRS) It is both practically and logically difficult for the PRS to
develop a strategy. Logically, the PRS is the main agent in developing studentification, and it has
the least interest in doing anything about it (in fact, many landlords vigorously oppose local
housing and planning strategies). At the same time, practically, the PRS is the least co-ordinated
stakeholder — it is made up not only of landlords in competiion with each othet, but also
increasingly with the developers of large-scale purpose-built housing (it also includes letting and
managing agents). Nevertheless, responsible landlords and developers can act on and support
local council strategies, such as local accreditation and licensing schemes. (A unique organisation
grounded in the PRS is Unipol, the student housing charity based in Leeds, which has now
organised several national conferences on the issue of studentification.)

38 Her Majesty’s Government (HMG) The ultimate responsibility for the mess of
studentification however lies with the government, and its incoherent policy development. On the
one hand, the government has (laudably) promoted access to higher education — but without a
moment’s thought to its housing implications, still less to the local effects these will have. On the
other hand, national government has steadfastly resisted giving local government the powers it
needs to pick up the pieces. Government has turned a deaf ear to lobbying over studentification,
and a blind eye to its consequences. (Indeed, ODPM commissioned Universities UK’s
Studentification Guide — but specifically excluded any attention to changes in legislation from its
terms of reference.) Stakeholders around the country badly need a coherent strategy for student
accommodation from the government.

39 Restoration Since its inception, the National HMO Lobby has lobbied for
legislation, both housing and planning, to enable regulation of HMOs. All parts of the
UK now have some form of licensing. Northern Ireland has shown the way with
planning legislation. The Lobby trusts that the other national authorities will follow suit.
With adequate powers, local authorities throughout the UK will be able to address the
problem of concentrations of HMOs - whether student HMOs in university towns, or
claimant HMOs in seaside towns, or migrant worker HMOs in market towns. Not only
may local communities be saved from further erosion - but maybe also, they can begin to
see a restoration of their balance and cohesion, and hence their sustainability.

14
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Local Some members of the National HMO Lobby:
Broomhill Action & Neighbourhood Group Sheffield
De Havilland Resident’s Association Hatfield

Heham Residents Association Surrey

Highfield Residents Association Southampton
Hilthead Community Council Glasgow

Jesmond Residents Association Newcastle-upon-Tyne
Leeds FIMO Lobby Leeds

Nottingham Action Group Nottingham

Redland & Cotham Amenities Society Bristol

Spon Bad & Chapelficlds Community Forum Coventry
Talbot Village Residents Association Poole

Winton Community Forum Bournemouth

National

National HMO Lobby an association of community groups concerned to ameliorate the impact of
concentrations of HMOs on their communities

National HMO Network aims to promote a wider understanding of all aspects of HMOs

International
Town Gown Wotld on town and gown planning from around the world

Other Organisations
Department for Communities & Local Government responsible for housing and planning in England &
s

¢

erntnent responsible for housing & planning in Scotland

‘xecutive responsible for housing & planning in Northern Ireland
wernment Associagon representing local authorities

‘i representing Higher Education Institutions

ion of Students representing students




Balanced Communities and Studentification

National HMO Lobby
Cardigan Centre, 145-147 Cardigan Road, Leeds LS6 1LJ
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