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Minutes of the 4EF Meeting 
Thursday 18th November 2021 

 
 

Present 
Residents: Candida (chair), Arthur (mins), Jenny, Maggie, Kim, Maureen, Jill, Lesley, Daniel, Glen 
Advisor:  Mike 
Apologies:  Jackie, Ahmed, (Eliza, Deidre, Dan, Pam, Juliet) 

   

 Minutes – these haven’t been printed out as the Housing office isn’t open. We will try to do this 
for the next meeting. 

Arthur 

   

 Mike’s reports (see attached)  

1.  They have committed to build to the new size standards which are quite generous but where 
some properties that are already bigger, OH has agreed to match residents current sizes, (Kedge 
has some larger living rooms) 

 

2.  The “paying my old council tax” guarantee is not agreed to so that is the main extra expense 
residents will face 

 

3.  Joint Ventures (JV) are not a good way of getting affordable social housing. OH do not want to 
build independently as “we are not builders”. Should we lobby OH to find ways to maximise the 
social housing, eg a  ore than a 50:50 split. The developer provides a lot of the money by 
borrowing so tend to drive the project in their own interests rather than addressing the housing 
problem 

 

4.  When leaseholders need to transfer their mortgages to their new property this is not a 
straightforward process and they often have to renegotiate and get a higher rate. Is there a way 
to “port” the mortgage. 

 

   

 Samuda  

5.  OH has contacted residents of certain blocks on Samuda, labelled Samuda South, to see if they 
would be interested in looking at regeneration of their blocks/ area. This includes Kelson. 

 

6.   Are OH trying to do this on the cheap as there do not seem to be proper resources for any 
consultation.  

 

7.  Mike has submitted some questions to Paul and he has responded (see attached doc)  

8.  Are there advantages to having one developer partner for all the regen projects or have a 
different one for each site? 

 

9.  Is all this regeneration profit driven?  

10.  The 4EF needs to insist “If you are going to do this there needs to be a best practice bottom up 
process” 
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11.  This needs to start with a “manifesto” – a document of expectations from the residents and this 
forms the basis of the way the regeneration goes forwards if at all. This would be done with 
funding for an ILTA (Independent Leasehold and Tenant Advisor)  that works with the residents 
independent of OH. 

 

12.  OH would have to develop a masterplan for the whole of Samuda for this to be acceptable to 
residents. You cannot regenerate a whole estate piecemeal without having an overall vision. 

 

13.  The GLA’s guidance on Regeneration says you should start with a vision, then develop the 
masterplan from that. This would be necessary for any grant funding from the GLA. 

 

14.  The GLA Grant would also be dependent on a residents’ ballot to give the go-ahead. This has to be 
the whole estate. North Samuda would be voting about what was going to happen on South 
Samuda when there may not be any plan for the North. 

 

15.  The 4EF may host a meeting on Samuda for residents to discuss their response and possibly set up 
a group to represent their interests. Publicity for this needs to reflect the risks to their home if any 
regeneration is handled without residents having a degree of control over the process. OH has not 
got the trust of residents to take this on.  

 

 
 

• Why now during a nearby regeneration ballot and a local Council election? – The 
engagement work that has now commenced is very ‘light touch’ and will consist of a digital 
social media survey and (probably) some door knocking as well. If there is support for a 
regeneration approach, then there will be follow-on work to set up a resident steering group. 
This will likely take a few months and will be focussed on those residents who have 
expressed an interest. By the time we are ready to start full consultation with the whole 
resident community the ballot and election will have concluded. This survey is the very 
tentative beginnings of what could be a long process of consultation.   

•  
 

• Why now with lack of resources? – We have successfully recruited additional staff into the 
Island Regeneration Team who will be managing this project, while reporting into myself as 
the Head of Island Regeneration. There isn’t a lack of resource within the team.   

•  
 

• Who chose the "area"? – No one person or party has identified this ‘area’. Through the 
information we received from the 2017 stock condition survey as well as feedback from 
internal teams and informal comments from residents, we believe that there could be a 
desire for regeneration from the resident community and possibly an opportunity to improve 
the area and provide new housing. The survey that we carried out via door knocking/phone 
calls at Kelson House in 2020 seemed to support this view. We spoke to 110 of the 145 
households in Kelson House and 95% supported an option appraisal to consider 
regeneration. The social media survey that is currently underway is simply intended to get a 
sense of whether there is an interest (among the resident community across all 4 blocks) in 
us considering regeneration.    

•  
 

• Why are you talking of options appraisal when good practice dictates a vision/masterplan 
out of which fall the options? – We are going to be taking a different approach to option 
appraisal here due to the number of homes potentially affected and it is very much along the 
lines you suggest. We will be looking to create a vision or masterplan in consultation with 
residents, which will then dictate a smaller number of options to be explored further (again 
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through consultation). This is still an option appraisal process, just a different format to the 
appraisals we have carried out previously on smaller project areas.   

•  
 

• Samuda is an estate, and all residents will be balloted. How will this work when half the 
estate is not included? – At an appropriate time during the consultation process the 
engagement work will expand to involve the wider estate. We will respond to feedback from 
residents - if there is an appetite amongst the community to look at the wider regeneration 
of the estate, we will take this on board.  It should be noted that we are talking about an 
engagement/consultation process that will take a few years – we would not expect a ballot 
before late 2023/2024.   

•  
 

• Samuda has been neglected since stock transfer. How will you deal with accusations that this 
neglect has been deliberate to suppress leaseholder values? – This is an accusation that gets 
levelled at many regeneration proposals regardless of landlord. There has not been any 
deliberate neglect of these buildings, or indeed of any of our stock. We have for example 
completed some significant work to Kelson House over the last couple of years – including 
replacing the windows and doors to all properties, completing cladding removal and fire 
stoppage work around the pipework and installing new fire doors in the communal areas. If 
challenged on this point we would highlight that as a regulated social landlord, we are 
required to maintain our stock to a certain standard. We will continue to properly maintain 
and repair through any regeneration process.    

•  
 

• Viability with so many leaseholders in Talia & Halyard. Can you afford an option where 
Kelson isn't redeveloped? – We can’t answer that question yet. Financial viability assessment 
is obviously a key part of the option appraisal process and options will only proceed to a 
ballot stage if they are affordable and deliverable.   

•  
 

• The questionnaire is too simplistic for such a complex matter, we understand the need for 
simplicity, but being too simplistic can mean the questions are leading as well as not 
delivering the information required. – All the questionnaire is asking at the moment is 
whether residents would be interested in us exploring options for the regeneration of the 
area. It is a simple question. There will be a much longer, detailed and complex consultation 
process should we move forward into an option appraisal. This will of course address all the 
complexities inherent in whatever options are developed.   

•  
 

• Anyone can answer the digital survey, it has been explained that through IP addresses 
duplicates can be uncovered but what about voting from New Union Wharf or Amsterdam 
Road for example? – The IT technology we are using allows the survey to be quite 
geographically specific, although it is likely that some people who don’t live in the blocks in 
question (but live nearby)  will see the survey appear on their social media feed. The survey 
does ask people to specify whether they live in the blocks or not.    

•  
 

• Are you going to doorknock or does the lack of resource mean you're doing this with less 
resident input than the other local schemes? – We will certainly carry out door knocking as 
part of the wider consultation process. Whether or not we carry out door knocking in 
relation to this specific social media survey depends on what level of response we 
receive.  Our approach to engagement will be similar to what we have done on other 
regeneration projects, in that we will look to build strong trusting relationships with the 
community – this will involve (among other things), door knocking, 1-2-1s, workshops, 
exhibitions, and resident meetings, as well as some online engagement.  
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•  
 

• How are you addressing digital exclusion? – Following our experiences during the pandemic 
we will be adopting a hybrid approach to engagement and consultation. There will still be a 
significant focus on ‘traditional’ methods of engagement – such as door knocking, resident 
meetings, exhibitions and drop ins etc. But we will also be using digital technology to a much 
greater extent than we did pre-pandemic – so we will have ‘hybrid’ meetings that are both in 
person and accessible online, we will have online versions of exhibition materials, we will use 
social media surveys etc. We will be using a broad range of engagement techniques to 
ensure we are as inclusive as possible. If residents find it difficult to engage through digital 
means, then we will provide an alternative method of engagement.  

• One Housing didn't listen to us or answer straight questions on the merger, why should we 
believe you now? – We would hope that we have demonstrated over the last 3-4 years that 
we are committed to a transparent and collaborative approach to regeneration.   

• Is this one project too far. Are you over-stretched? – No, we are not overstretched. We have 
recruited new staff into the team to manage the increased workload.   

• Why were letters not sent to named residents? Do you not know who lives in these 
properties? – We know the names and details of all the One Housing tenants and resident 
leaseholders across the blocks. We may not know the details of any private tenants that are 
renting from investor leaseholders. We addressed the letters to a general audience to 
simplify the printing and delivery process.    

•  
 

• You say that the stock condition of Talia, Halyard and Dagmar is similar to Kelson. Is this the 
truth? Kelson is completely different construction. Your report on Kelson published in June 
2019 said - "the fabric of the building is robust and we believe there are no issues relating to 
its structural integrity". Has anything changed? – No nothing has changed. The age-related 
issues affecting Kelson House are also typical in the neighbouring blocks as well. There are of 
course conditions that are unique to Kelson House as a result of it being so much taller than 
its neighbours, but there are also strong similarities in the living experience of all four 
blocks.   

•  
 

• In the December 2020 update report One Housing gave details about how many residents 
they'd spoken to by tenure and how many were overcrowded. How much has the population 
churned since that report? – Our annual turnover rate for voids is typically 3 to 5%   

Yours Sincerely 
 
Paul Handley 
Head of Island Regeneration 
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