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Camden denies

housing
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By JUDY HILLMAN, Pisaning Correspondent

The London borough of
Camden yeslerday held a press

.| conference, to refute charges/
-1 made against its housing policies

in the Observer last weekend.
by Christopher Bocker and
Bennie Gray.

The Labour- leader, his
deputy, the housing chairiman,
and & second housing spokes-
man, and a small covey of
ofiicials were present for the
counctl, facing a selection of
journalists—frote two nationai
papers, including the  Gua:z-
dign, one London evening and
the locals — but nog Messrs
dooker and Gray,

Had they been asked ? The

‘Obseyver had, was the reply.
-And the Gluserver would receive

a letter and article to put right
whal Camaden councillors
feel are” mauny injustices and
inaccuracies.

In perricular, the councillors
were irked by the sugeestion
that Camden might be involved
in losses runming-into millions
of pounds, having bought pro-
perty in Tolmers Sauare last
summer for £4 millions. After
all, they said, it was those same
two journalists whe, under the
guise of Claudius Properties,
had pui forward a scheme for
buying land in the same area
for much higher prices in the
days of the boom.

then, as pari of a joint
development company, they too
were prepsred to pay up to
£880,000 an acre residential
and up fo £4 millions commer-

cial, whereas Camden had paid.

about £250,000 and £l million
respc—clwelv
Ca::::lrn the councillors

scheme it would have been a
disaster, with a merchant bank
having paid out £10 millions,
lus rolied up interest charges

han £4 millions. They 'were
on honing to build nousing
ut there could be considerable
ifficulties with the commercial
ection now that rents no longer
ecessarily pay off building and
ther costs, let zlope provide a
prelit,

There was also a series of
oiber delalled defences, The
dedicit on the nousing revenue
account would be bad, bul not
that bad. Management was
cxpensive al £174 per dwelling
bul did inciude gross centrai
heating charges, bhousing aid
centres, and the adainisication
of rent rebatesr Other London
L‘oruug]ls, it was said, wers

aeagly in the sime leaguc of |

expenditure,

Subsidies o each Camden

tenant were high at £639
annually but not 2s high as the
£850 queted in the Ghsurver,
and anyway Kenzington and
Chelsea were un at £379 and
Islington at £324, as conipared
with the national s&verage of
£237.

As for rchabilitation costs.
they were higher 1han the
Department of the Environment
would like- and higher than
south of the Thames buf ithe
properfics were more difficult,
partly bezcause of ihe exira
stereys and because they missed
out on the discovery of damp
courses 100 years ago so ‘hat
properties suticred extensive
damp and dry rot,

—

aid. had gone ahead with that

nd the site worth no more now |
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