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1. APOLOGIES
To receive any apologies for absence.

2. NOTIFICATION OF ANY ITEMS OF BUSINESS WHICH THE
CHAIR DEEMS URGENT

In special circumstances, an item of business may be added to an
agenda within five clear working days of the meeting.

3. DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS AND DISPENSATIONS

Members to declare any interests and dispensations in respect of
any item of business to be considered at this meeting.

4. MINUTES 1-8

To approve as a correct record the minutes of the meeting held on
Monday 28 July 2025.

THEME: THE GOOD LANDLORD PLAN
5. GOOD LANDLORD PLAN PROGRESS UPDATE 9-27

To receive a report, Good Landlord Plan Progress Update, noting
the progress and status of the Good Landlord Plan.
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6. THE REVISED RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 28 - 100

To receive and comment on the revised Resident Engagement
Strategy which responds to engagement with residents, the
recommendations of the Housing, Community Safety and
Community Engagement Scrutiny Commission and an independent
review of resident consultation.

7.  TENDA ROAD (NEW BUILD HOMES) 101 - 106

To receive a report, Tenda Road (New Build Homes) — Overview
and Next Steps, noting the project’s complex history and the action
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INVESTMENT

To receive a report, Response to Housing Scrutiny Commission on
Post Grenfell Compliance & Future Fire Safety Investment, noting
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legislation and the implementation of fire safety-specific
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safety investment.

9. MARIE CURIE - RECOMMENDATION TO DEMOLISH SUBJECT 115 - 281
TO CABINET DECISION

To receive a report, Marie Curie - Recommendation to demolish
subject to Cabinet Decision in December 2025, noting the options
considered in arriving at this recommendation and the reasons for
departing from the original (2022) Cabinet recommendation.

10. WORK PROGRAMME 2025-2026 282 - 287

To consider the work programme for the 2025-2026 year.
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11. CABINET RESPONSES TO THE HOUSING, COMMUNITY 288 - 297
SAFETY AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SCRUTINY
COMMISSION'S: "SCRUTINY REVIEW OF TENANT
STRUCTURES (DRAFT RESIDENT INVOLVEMENT STRATEGY)"
INTERIM REPORT
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MINUTES of the OPEN section of the Housing Scrutiny Commission held on

Monday 28 July 2025 at 7.00 pm at Ground Floor Meeting Room GO02A - 160
Tooley Street, London SE1 2QH

PRESENT: Councillor Jason Ochere (Chair)
Councillor Emily Tester (Vice-Chair)
Councillor Barrie Hargrove
Councillor Richard Livingstone
Councillor Catherine Rose
Councillor Jane Salmon
Bassey Bassey (Co-opted Member)
Ina Negoita (Co-opted Member)
Althea Smith (Co-opted Member)

OTHER Councillor Stephanie Cryan
MEMBERS Councillor Sam Dalton
PRESENT: Councillor Emily Hickson

Councillor Bethan Roberts
Councillor Kath Whittam

OFFICER Sarah Feasey, Head of Law
SUPPORT: Adam Wood, Scrutiny Officer
APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from Councillor Ketzia Harper.

NOTIFICATION OF ANY ITEMS OF BUSINESS WHICH THE CHAIR DEEMS
URGENT

There were no late items of business.
DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS AND DISPENSATIONS

Councillor Emily Tester declared that the Kirby Estate which would be a subject of
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discussion under items 5 and 6 was within her ward of North Bermondsey.

Ina Negoita declared an interest in items 5 and 6 of the agenda as she was a
resident leaseholder of Devon Mansions. Ms Negoita did not take part in the
meeting in her role as a non-voting co-opted member as she intended to present
evidence to the Commission on the works at the Estate from a resident’s
perspective.

Councillor Richard Livingstone declared that he had attended a briefing on the
Kirby Estate with Neil Coyle, MP, and officers.

MINUTES

The minutes of the Housing, Community Safety and Community Engagement
Scrutiny Commission’s meeting held on 22 April 2025 were noted.

Note: The remit of this new housing commission had substantially changed in the
new municipal year hence the minutes were noted rather than agreed.

OUTCOME OF THE REVIEW OF THE CANADA ESTATE 2017/18, FAIR
STREET/DEVON MANSIONS 2018/19 AND KIRBY ESTATE 2018/19 QHIP
MAJOR WORKS PROJECTS

The Chair introduced the item by briefly explaining the background to the reports.
He then read out a written submission from the Leader which stated (in summary):

e the poor management of works led to unacceptable outcomes for tenants
and leaseholders

e the Leader apologised on behalf of the Council for the sub-standard works

e while Cabinet Member for Council Homes, she had introduced new
processes for contract management and works oversight in response to the
issues found

e engagement with tenants and leaseholders had also been reviewed and a
new senior management team appointed

e she would work to rebuild trust between the council and affected tenants
and leaseholders

The Chair then invited Ward Councillors Sam Dalton and Emily Hickson for London
Bridge and West Bermondsey to address the Commission in respect of Fair Street
/ Devon Mansions.

The ward councillors reported:

¢ the length of time for which residents were let down and failed to get
answers to their questions about the works
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e the significant time required for the investigations to begin and to be
completed

e the investigations focused on four key areas including the cost of the works,
the poor quality of works and their risks, communications with residents, and
the Council’s performance

e the aims of the investigations were for residents to pay only for works
completed to a high standard and to receive answers as to why works went
over budget, over time and were of poor quality

e that Council promises to residents that they would have advance sight of the
reports under discussion were not fulfilled because of their delayed
publication

The ward councillors made a number of recommendations regarding the
processes and structures through which residents could have greater input into
and scrutiny over works before, during and after their delivery. They also
recommended improvements to the process for inspecting and signing off works
still outstanding or deemed not to be completed to the appropriate quality.

Subsequently, Ward Councillors Stephanie Cryan, Bethan Roberts and Kath
Whittam for Rotherhithe addressed the Commission in respect of the Canada
Estate, reporting that:

e many of their experiences and those of residents matched those reported by
the Councillors for London Bridge and West Bermondsey

e the Pellings’ report (and work processes leading to it) for the Canada Estate
did not seem to match the insight provided in the Devon Mansions report

e detail contained within some recommendations needed to be attended to
e.g. around the commitment to monitor the brick work on low rise buildings
every two years (amongst others)

e challenges remained around how leaseholders could be protected from
paying for substandard/incomplete work whilst also ensuring that tenants
were similarly protected from subsidising those works through their
contributions to the Housing Revenue Account

e ongoing issues remained about the cleaning of windows (e.g. safety and
responsibility for cleaning)

e the standard of work for the new windows was poor and a new contractor
should be appointed to make good all defects as a matter of priority

e the contractor’s self-certification of works for windows was not enough to
ensure their effective installation

e the officer leading the Task and Finish Team had been extremely helpful

Three residents who had previously spoken about the works to the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee were invited to speak to the reports’ findings.

Mr Barry Duckett (Chair of Canada Estate TRA) spoke first, highlighting:
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the original design intention for the windows was that they could be cleaned
by residents via access to their balconies

that earlier and more thorough engagement with residents by Pellings could
have led to a more useful report

that an earlier response to resident concerns could have prevented issues
developing

Next, Mr Michael Robertson, local resident of Canada Estate, gave his views,
reporting that:

residents were frustrated with the Council failing to listen to and act on their
representations

since the departure of a number of senior officers from the Housing
department, more information had been shared and residents were able to
learn more about the failings in the works processes

the rejection of requests for information amounted, in two cases, to
obstruction of statutory disclosure

Ms Ina Negoita, local resident of Devon Mansions, closed the resident input part of
the meeting, stating that:

the information sought often required Fol requests for it to be provided

poor governance, overspend and resident inconvenience resulted from lack
of oversight, for example, scaffolding was up for nine months without
significant work being carried out, and despite this, automatic payments
were being made to contractors without checks on whether works had been
completed

contractor worklogs were missing

residents obtained the services of an independent surveyor who identified
only 11% of claimed, paid works actually existed, and that this had been
communicated to the Council

£2.1m of payments to the TMO over 20 years for internal works on Devon
Mansions were not completed leading to further frustrations when the
Council rejected calls to investigate and to refund residents’ expenditure on
external surveyor advice

the TMO'’s closure with debt meant a loss to the HRA of £1.3m

Ms Negoita asked that:

management culture change to increase its regard for accountability and
that officers follow the Council’s policies more closely, in particular, “Putting
Residents First”

a resident-officer working group be organised to develop a strategy for
Devon Mansions (internally and externally)
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e the quarterly Resident Panel Meetings be continued
e issues where fire safety compliance is in doubt be prioritised

The Chair then invited the Strategic Director of Housing, Hakeem Osinaike, and
officers Ryan Collymore, Paul Murtagh and Syeed Kadir to present the reports.

Paul Murtagh (Interim Design Delivery Manager) who had led the Task and Finish
Team conducting the Council’s internal review into the major works projects
introduced the report. He advised that the review sought to find out if anything had
gone wrong in the delivery of the three projects and, if so, to identify lessons useful
for avoiding similar issues in the future.

Paul expressed his thanks to residents for his many meetings with them and
sharing their concerns about the works. He reported that he had also spoken to the
consultants and contractors, and the resulting review identified 30
recommendations which Paul recapped. He also linked the actions around
recommendations to work already underway to improve contracts and processes
around works oversight.

Ryan Collymore (Director of Repairs and Maintenance) apologised on behalf of the
Council for failing tenants and leaseholders on the three estates. He advised that
the Council’s preference was to ensure contractors do the work they were paid to
do rather than issue refunds for poor quality work or work not carried out, however,
the Council was prepared to speak with leaseholders on an individual basis about
refunds.

Syeed Kadir (Interim Assistant Director of Planned Maintenance) explained how
they were integrating lessons learned from the reviews into the Consort Estate
works, citing examples of meetings with the TRA and Leaseholder representatives,
attended also by ward councillors. These had brought down the costs of the works
planned. Monthly progress meetings with the contractor where TRA
representatives are present to communicate concerns have also been initiated.

Hakeem Osinaike (Strategic Director of Housing) apologised both for the quality of
the works and the time taken for the findings to be published. He assured the
Commission that the lessons learned were being put into place.

Before opening to questions from Commission members, the Chair expressed that
Cabinet should be recommended to act on the findings made and to provide a
timeline of actions identifying when recommendations will be addressed.

The Commission members then asked officers questions and made broader
comments including:

e what a clear process for escalating disputes between residents and those
taking part in the project might look like. Officers recounted improved
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relations as a result of applying the lessons learned from the reviews to the
new works on the Consort Estate. It was then requested by the Commission
that a process known to all parties should be established in addition to
applying more broader lessons

whether the new governance structures would recalibrate the Housing
department as intended and how the rest of the Council might support the
work of the Housing department — Officers advised that there was a range
of accountability and governance structures capable of securing better
outcomes (e.g. upwards from new governance and accountability structures
being put in place by the Director of Repairs and Maintenance in their
Directorate to the Strategic Director’'s Housing Improvement Board, the
Chief Executive’s Housing Assurance Board and the Strategic Housing
Oversight Board chaired by the Leader of the Council)

that work within budgetary processes would be useful to establish what
monies might be clawed back from contractors

that trust needed to be rebuilt not just between residents and elected
representatives but between those representatives and officers so that
scrutiny and challenge are conducted in a context of accurate and
transparent information

why the internal review explored works across three estates — Officers
advised that individual investigations were carried out but these showed the
problems found were broadly similar hence one review report was the most
appropriate structure to highlight types of issue

why other major works projects in the QHIP programme which also suffered
from overspend and poor quality works were not investigated

There followed a discussion among members on the Commission’s next steps.
Proposals included:

whether the Overview and Scrutiny Committee as the originating body for
these investigations should continue to have a role in their resolution
creating an inter-ward forum to share lessons and concerns among
Councillors and facilitate escalation (where necessary)

that the Commission make recommendations during the meeting which
could be fine-tuned afterwards, if necessary, with the intention that Cabinet
be presented with the information needed at the earliest opportunity

Subsequent discussion explored potential draft recommendations. It was agreed
that these would be refined by the scrutiny officer for the meeting and then sent to
the Commission for final confirmation. The recommendations set out below are the
confirmed Commission recommendations to cabinet.

RESOLVED:

1.

That Cabinet consider and agree the recommendations set out in:
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10.

11.

- the Council’s Task and Finishing Team’s (TFT) Internal Review of the
Canada Estate (Phase 2) 2017/18 QHIP Major Works Project, Fair
Street/Devon Mansions 2018/19 QHIP Major Works Project and the Kirby
Estate 2018/19 QHIP Major Works Project

- Pellings’ Review of Works Project for the Quality Homes Investment
Programme - Canada Estate

- Pellings’ Review of Works Project for the Quality Homes Investment
Programme - Fair Street / Devon Mansions

That the individual ward member recommendations presented to the
commission, and other additional recommendations as a result of their
reading the report and what they heard at the meeting, be included in the
report from scrutiny to cabinet.

That Cabinet ensure more information on works and their costings is shared
with residents before and during the works taking place.

That Cabinet assess whether there are sufficient Council skills and workforce
expertise needed for effective oversight of major works, and build skills and
capacity in these areas.

That in connection with recommendation 11 of the action plan (breakdown in
communications between residents and LBS Project Team) a clear escalation
process be established for where there are disputes between residents and
officers, so that both parties know how to raise disputes and how they will be
resolved.

That Cabinet ensure that automatic payments to contractors do not happen
without a Contract and without Gateway 3 reports being approved.

That Members have training or updates on the revised processes around
Statutory Disclosure.

That residents be required to pay only for works completed and to a high
standard.

That information on the quality of work completed at LBS or other councils by
contractors bidding in new tender processes have greater weight in contract-
awarding decisions.

That the management response to Recommendation 21 of the TFT review
not be limited to developing a Code of Conduct for TRAs but also undertake
the ‘deep dive’ audit into the relationships between, and conduct of, residents
and officers as per the TFT recommendation.

That Cabinet eliminate the possibility that fraud occurred in the interests of
transparency.
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12. That a Ward Councillor forum be created to share learning and/or concerns
about works, which is facilitated by Senior Housing Officers and Housing
Cabinet Member.

13. That quarterly Residents’ Panel Meetings be established.

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE OUTCOME OF THE REVIEW OF THE
CANADA ESTATE 2017/18, FAIR STREET/DEVON MANSIONS 2018/19 AND
KIRBY ESTATE 2018/19 QHIP MAJOR WORKS PROJECTS

This item was considered in conjunction with Item 5. See item 5 above for
decision.

HOUSING SCRUTINY COMMISSION WORK PROGRAMME 2025-2026
This item was deferred due to the lateness of the hour.

Meeting ended at 9.58pm.

CHAIR:

DATED:
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Agenda Item 5

Meeting Name:

Housing Scrutiny Commission

Date:

14 October 2025

Report title:

Good Landlord Plan Progress Update

Cabinet Member:

Councillor Michael Situ
Cabinet Member for Council Homes

Ward(s) or groups affected:

All wards and council tenants and leaseholders

1.

2.

5.

Classification: Open

Reason for lateness (if N/A

applicable):

From: Hakeem Osinaike, Strategic Director of Housing
RECOMMENDATION

To note the progress and status of the Southwark Good Landlord Plan which

outlines Southwark’s approach to becoming a good landlord for all tenants and

leaseholders.

Executive summary

This report provides an update on the progress of Southwark’s housing

improvement programme in meeting the required outcomes of the Housing
Consumer Standards through the Good Landlord Plan (GLP), following the
Regulator of Social Housing’s (the Regulator) C3 judgement on how we are

meeting these Standards.

The GLP sets out how we will deliver the Southwark 2030 Strategy goal

Decent Homes for All and comply with new regulatory frameworks introduced

following the tragic Grenfell Tower fire. Failure to comply would put the council
in breach of its statutory duties and at risk of sanction by the Regulator and the
Building Safety Regulator.

The Regulator has responded positively to the Council’s overall approach,
particularly the emphasis on governance, transparency, and capacity-building.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Regulator carried out a planned inspection of the council’s landlord
services in August 2024, taking the Council’s self-referral over electrical
condition testing within its homes into account. This self-referral took place in
June 2024, following an internal audit which highlighted concerns over
electrical condition testing. Self-referral in such circumstances is a regulatory
requirement.

On 27th November 2024, the Regulator published its regulatory judgement for
Southwark Council’s landlord services confirming a consumer grading of C3
which means the Regulator considered there to be serious failings in delivering
the outcomes of the Consumer Standards with significant improvement
needed. The four Consumer Standards are:

¢ Safety and Quality Standard
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¢ Transparency, Influence and Accountability Standard

¢ Neighbourhood and Community Standard

¢ Tenancy Standard

The table below shows the failings identified in the inspection.

No.

Theme

Key Inspection Finding

F.1

Electrical condition

Over 50% of Southwark Council’s homes had not
had an electrical condition test for over five years.

F.2

Smoke alarms

At the time of the inspection over 50% of Southwark
Council’'s homes were without smoke alarms.

F.3

Remedial fire safety
actions

Southwark had 2,000 overdue fire safety remedial
actions.

F.4

High risk fire safety
actions

100 outstanding fire safety actions were categorised
as high risk by the council.

F.5

Stock condition survey

Southwark Council does not have up to date stock
condition information for most of its homes. The
Regulator did not have assurance that Southwark
Council has a sufficient understanding of the
condition of its homes in order to deliver the Safety
and Quality Standard.

F.6

Decent Homes
Standard

Southwark Council reported that around 30% of its
homes do not meet the requirements of the DHS.

F.7

Repairs consistency

While the inspection provided assurance that
Southwark Council is delivering an effective repairs
service, the Regulator advised that there is scope to
improve consistency in repairs completion times.

F.8

Damp and mould

The Regulator recognised improvements but
advised that a focus on damp and mould should
form part of our improvement work.

F.9

Allocations policy

In relation to the Tenancy Standard, the Regulator
identified that Southwark Council was failing to
allocate its homes in a fair and transparent way that
takes the needs of tenants and prospective tenants
into account. The Council’s existing allocations
scheme had not been updated since 2013 and the
introduction of an annual lettings plan in 2023 has
led to a lack of transparency in the allocation of
empty homes.

F.10

Communication and
information

The Regulator found a need to improve
transparency & communication in relation to its
allocation of empty homes, and the transparency of
Southwark Council’s communications to its tenants
about its failure to comply with landlord health and
safety requirements.

F.11

Fair and equitable
outcomes

The Regulator found that there is scope for
Southwark Council to strengthen its understanding
of how its services deliver fair and equitable
outcomes for tenants through analysis of service
outcomes based on tenant characteristics.
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F.12

Tenant influence and
decision making

The inspection identified weaknesses in how
Southwark Council takes tenants’ views into account
in its decision making and communicates how
tenants’ views have been considered. It highlighted
the need to ensure that resident engagement was
more impactful.

F.13

Housing
Management/TMOs

The inspection found weaknesses in Southwark
Council’'s approach to supporting tenants to exercise
housing management functions through Tenant
Management Organisations (TMOs). This has
contributed to breaches in the management
agreements for three TMOs, resulting in poor
outcomes for tenants.

F.14

Performance
information

The Regulator did not have assurance that
Southwark Council is meeting the specific
expectations on the provision of performance
information to tenants to support effective scrutiny of
landlord services. There is limited information on
performance and improvement activity routinely
available or reported to tenants, undermining
tenants’ capacity to hold their landlord to account.

F.15

Complaints information

The inspection found weaknesses in how Southwark
Council is delivering complaints information. The
Regulator did not see evidence of Southwark
Council sharing information with tenants about the
type of complaints received and how this information
is used to improve its services.

F.16

Complaints timeframes

Complaints reports indicated that Southwark Council
is focussed on learning from complaints but
responding to complaints within relevant timescales
is a key area targeted for improvement, and there is
a backlog of open complaints to resolve.

. Following the regulatory judgement, the Housing Improvement Programme

was initiated as a cross-cutting programme of improvement and transformation
across housing services to tackle the root causes of the failings identified in the
regulatory judgement and deliver sustainable lasting change that improves

outcomes for residents.

. The Council is required to meet with the Regulator on a monthly at present and

demonstrate improvement through the agreed Programme which is now
integrated into the GLP. The Regulator has the power to downgrade Southwark
to a C4, meaning there are very serious failings requiring fundamental
changes, and the Regulator may take enforcement action.
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KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

Becoming a Good Landlord

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Delivery of high-quality housing services is a key priority across the council.
Our Southwark 2030 strategy sets out our shared vision for 2030 and ‘a decent
home for all’ is a key goal area of the strategy.

The GLP is central to the Southwark 2030 Strategy. It provides a structure for
aligning our housing improvement work with the council’s wider goals around
fairness, health, and opportunity. It is a tool for holding ourselves to account,
and for making sure that the voices of our tenants and leaseholders shape how
we deliver services now and in the future.

The Good Landlord Plan is based on six themes:
Better Homes

Better Estates

Better Repairs

Better Customer Service

* & & oo o

A Stronger Voice for Tenants
¢ New Council Homes

A resident-friendly version of the plan is published on the website! with
updates included in the annual report?.

The GLP builds on the lessons from our ongoing engagement with the
Regulator and directly supports our response to the C3 judgement. It reflects
our determination to improve the experience of tenants and leaseholders by
strengthening the way we manage homes, resolve repairs, communicate with
residents and meet our legal and regulatory duties. It also sets out a clear
framework for accountability and service improvement, so residents know what
to expect from us and how we are performing.

The GLP scope also includes improvements to services that were not
highlighted as significant failings or where the Regulator had found assurance
that the Consumer Standards are being met. For example, the Regulator
stated that while the inspection provided them with assurance that Southwark
Council is delivering an effective repairs service, there is scope to improve
consistency in repairs completion times. As repairs are the subject of the
majority of residents’ complaints, this is a priority area for improvement.
Preparation for Awaab’s Law is also in scope despite not being an area of
failing.

Likewise, although the Regulator found evidence that the council deals
effectively with anti-social behaviour (ASB) and hate incidents in line with its
policy and procedures and in partnership with relevant organisations, our
residents have told us that how we manage ASB can be improved, so work
has been done to improve the existing procedures.

The programme/projects and workstreams are shown below with a summary of
recent progress and plans for the next quarter:

1 Good Landlord Plan 2025 DIGITAL.pdf

2 Qur housing annual report | Southwark Council



https://www.southwark.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2025-07/Good%20Landlord%20Plan%202025%20DIGITAL.pdf
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/housing/how-we-are-performing-landlord/our-housing-annual-report
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Better Homes Progress

18.The first phase of the True Compliance system for undertaking fire risk
assessment surveys and managing actions identified on the assessments took
place in w/c 1st September for the surveys and 8th September for the
management of actions.

19.The next phase involves an assurance of compliance data, including root
cause analysis and designing processes, policies and procedures as well as
building long term capacity with delivery skills and capability.

20.A redesign of the no-access process across key compliance areas is underway
to minimise slippage of ongoing assessment and inspection programmes and
to keep tenants safe.

21.Compliance performance has improved in the period from the end of March to
the end of September:

22.Domestic electrical condition tests have increased from 24.7% to 43.9
23.Communal electrical condition tests have increased from 66.9% to 89.7%
24.The percentage of compliant smoke alarms has increased from 7% to 25.2%
25.0verdue high risk fire risk assessment actions have reduced from 218 to 15

26.To ensure overdue electrical safety certification is carried out prior to the end
of March 26 target date, two new contracts have been procured to carry out
the unallocated certificates and to provide additional capacity for homes where
there has been a no access and as additional mitigation for any issues with
other contractors.

Focus to March 2026

27.Go-live of the next phases of the True Compliance system including electrical,
gas, asbestos, lifts and water safety.

28.Delivery of programmes to achieve compliance for areas of failure i.e. FRA
actions, EICRs and smoke and CO alarms.

29.Revised no access process in place.

30.Development of robust performance reporting and improvements to data
issues, with clear trajectories produced and tracked for non-compliant safety
areas and weekly Power Bl reporting from True Compliance published.

31.Commencement of the full stock condition survey.

Better Estates Progress

32.In terms of decent homes, we have completed pilot stock condition surveys at
Wyndham and Comber estates to establish a benchmark against which to
assess quality standards. For the ongoing stock condition surveys, in
September we sent 2,400 resident letters in September for the first 20%
internal surveys which will commence from 29 September. Under our
programme of estate refurbishment, works on Consort Estate began in April
and are progressing on schedule, with successful pilot completion, ongoing
resident consultation, and internal surveys revealing a need for increased
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bathroom adaptations now funded from the adaptations budget, enabling
quicker delivery of these upgrades.

33.Crane House’s detailed design phase includes fire safety works, general
refurbishment, smoke modelling, and potential sprinkler installation, with
extensive resident engagement planned and design finalisation pending
regulatory approval, though assembling a Resident Project Team remains
challenging.

34.Priory Estate works began in May with completion expected by November, but
progress is hampered by access issues to some garages and possible
asbestos concerns, while project updates continue to be shared with residents
despite difficulties forming a Resident Project Team.

35.Honiton Gardens will see surveys and pre-commencement activities by the
contractor before work begins on fire safety, kitchen, bathroom and electrical
upgrades.

36.Wyndham & Comber Estates, covering 651-661 properties, are in detailed
design for fire safety and communal area refurbishment (excluding some
HRBs), with draft scopes under resident review, planned procurement via the
South East Consortium, and ongoing exploration of homeowner participation in
contractor selection to ensure compliance with procurement rules.

37.We are also procuring works to bring 120 street properties up to a minimum
standard of energy efficiency (EPC C) funded by a £1.3m Warm Homes grant.
Consultants have been provided with brief for design pricing and a steering
group inaugurated.

38.Under our programme to replace around 1,000 boilers per year, 438 have
been completed as of the end of August.

39.A revised ASB procedure has been agreed, and full ASB training has been
given to staff to improve handling of ASB. The new policy and procedure will
be communicated to tenants as it is implemented.

40.We are working with colleagues in Waste Management to develop an
approach to make sure we have the right resources on our estates to deal with
issues such as fly tipping, littering and dog fouling. This may include using 'Fix
my street' in the interim while we are developing a case management system.

41.We are on track to deliver our review of playground assets in partnership with
colleagues in Parks. We are confident that the outcomes will provide clear
priorities to guide future investment and improvement.

42.We have scheduled training on trauma informed approaches for October.
Further training will be identified through our training needs analysis
programme.

43.We are introducing estate surgeries to improve our visibility on the estates and
ensure all residents have access to our services and are on track for this to be
established across all areas in October. We are working on publicity to inform
residents.

Focus to March 2026

44.Embedding of the new ASB procedure including quality assurance dip
sampling results.
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45.Following estate specific consultation, final design of the Cleaning and Waste
Management Pilot are being undertaken with infrastructure works and service
changes scheduled to being in March 2026.

46.Work with Thames Water to resolve the Friern Estate Water Pressure with
potential for the installation of a boosted water system.

47.Future of Marie Curie House to be presented to Cabinet for decision December
2025.

48. Future of Marie Curie House to be presented to Cabinet for decision December
2025.

Better Repairs Progress

49. Improvements to customer experience and access has begun with the ‘ideal’
journey for repairs online reporting has been mapped out. Digital and ICT
transformation includes the design for a new online self-service solution being
developed alongside plans to replace the current repairs email with online
forms.

50. The negotiations to vary the Plentific contract are complete, and the new
contract is now sealed with implementation of this new system to start shortly.
The Plentific system, a new repairs and maintenance system will enable
improved management of complex repairs including damp and mould and
disrepair, access to framework ‘marketplace’ for procuring contractors and
dynamic scheduling of repairs. The implementation plan has been refined and
the critical path for delivery of Marketplace identified.

51. Areview of issues with the current repairs system, Service Connect, has been
carried out to understand and document issues and actions required to make
short term improvements to repairs management. Many of the changes
needed relate to how operatives’ trades and skill sets and job management
information have been configured, so system improvements should enable
repairs managers improved insight into work order completion resulting in
initial service improvements. Integration issues with NEC that have impacted
on reporting have also been resolved and new report requirements are now
being elicited.

52. For the overall repairs operating model, a review of organisational
development includes financial, procurement and contract management as
well as organisational culture.

53. New repairs policies and procedures are being developed and further changes
under consideration for the DLO include growing the internal workforce whilst
improving productivity through potential changes to contracts to implement
shift patterns to better reflect the needs of residents, implementing dynamic
resource scheduling, and harmonising contracts to tackle the high cost of
overtime and potential discrimination due to the narrow pool of operatives in
the overtime pool. A report will be taken to Cabinet in December to approve
these changes.

54. For improved management of void (vacant) properties, a Discovery phase is
now complete, and a series of recommendations were approved at Housing
Improvement Board in August and will now be implemented. Initial focus is on
process improvement for the most common causes of delay (meter issues and
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56.

57.

58.

59.
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key management issues) and on implementing a new integrated voids solution
to replace the current spreadsheets in use.

The voids process will now include the identification of void properties that
either include a disabled adaptation or are suitable for disabled adaptations.
These properties can then be highlighted on the choice-based lettings property
advertisement and shortlisted for disabled applicants only, as required.

Compliance has been assessed across twelve themes outlined in Awaab’s
Law which is set to come into force in October 2025. The first phase from 27
October 2025 requires social landlords to address all damp and mould hazards
that present a significant risk of harm to tenants within fixed timeframes. The
regulations will be further extended in 2026 and 2027 to cover additional
hazards, including excess cold and heat, structural collapse, fire, and electrical
hazards.

The assessment has covered awareness and reporting, triage of cases,
investigation of hazards, tenant vulnerabilities, and follow-up on completed
work. While one area is compliant, the other areas still require attention to
achieve full compliance with Awaab's Law. These areas include facilitating
awareness and reporting of cases, triaging reported cases, investigating
emergency and significant hazards, considering tenant vulnerabilities and
providing written summaries to tenants.

The key risks associated with the preparation for Awaab's Law relate to the
recruitment of additional operatives, improvements needed to establish
effective case management, and the work needed to improve the strategic
collection and use of tenant data to meet diverse needs. Mitigation strategies
include the implementation of Plentific Marketplace for contractor procurement,
the development of bespoke case management functionality, and collaboration
with Public Health to develop data-led reporting.

A proactive property inspection plan has been developed and includes a
prevention campaign to help residents prevent or resolve issues, a fast-track
process for serious cases, quality assurance for works carried out and
solutions to mitigate issues with resident access. Specialist surveyors will be
engaged for this work programme

Focus to March 2026

60.

61.

62.
63.

64.
65.

Implementation of Plentific Marketplace in October for improved access to
framework contractors with a scheduled go live date in October 2025 with
other modules including disrepair to follow.

Cabinet approval of business case for new operating model and related
changes

Implement new management structure

Resolution of issues with the current repairs system, Service Connect, to make
short-term improvements to repairs management.

Design and prototype testing for a new integrated repairs online solution

Requirements, technical assessment and solution design completed for the
new voids system with build underway
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.
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Implementation of readiness plan for Awaab’s Law which comes into force on
27 October 2025.

Devon Mansions remedial works post-inspection process to be carried out and
a Schedule of Defects identified will be issues to the Contractor to complete.

Remedial works to Lakanal as part of the Fire Remediation programme
currently at Gateway 1 procurement stage, with procurement of contractor
expected 13t April 2026.

Replacement of underground heating mains at Setchell Estate now costed and
approval to appoint consultants and continue to design phase is being sought,
with tender phase expected to begin in February 2026.

Procurement of contractor to deliver structural works required to Pope House
on Manor Estate

Continue with scheduled Repairs Action Days

Better Customer Service Progress

72.The complaints improvement work has resulted in a reduced backlog of stage

one complaints by the Housing Complaints team, from a high of 743 in May
2025 to zero overdue as of 18 September.

73.Following a Discovery into complaints handling, nine recommendations to

improve stage one complaints handling have been approved and a detailed
implementation plan is being finalised with colleagues in Customer and
Exchequer. Working with TDS, analysis of the complaints inbox has provided a
number of shorter-term opportunities for improvements such as proactive
updates, fast track handling for vulnerable residents, intelligent auto-responder
for housing repairs complaints. Analysis has also provided some medium-term
solutions to be worked into the overall project plan including staff training and
improved learning from complaints.

74.In relation to improvements to customer experience, the resident experience

plan has been agreed at Cabinet on 16 September. This sets out several
targeted areas for improvement including a refreshed customer service training
offer for staff. Organisational Development are commissioning a new training
provider who will deliver the core aspects of the plan from April 26. In the
meantime, the existing provision remains, and training will be changed to
incorporate the new requirements of the plan.

75.A Resident Portal with self-service is also being designed.

76.Plans to open Bournemouth Road to customers for in person assistance had

an initial project completion date of December 2025. Good progress has been
made across key internal stakeholders, however, there have been challenges
chiefly in contractor appointment, procurement, and compliance areas.
Alternative front facing sites are to commence w/c 15 September. Further front
facing services are planned with children services in Q3.

77.0n-line appointments are being offered to leaseholders to discuss service

charges, with face-to-face and call-back options. The system is being
reconfigured for the post actuals billing period to allow additional appointments.
Six dates in October have been arranged across the borough for post-billing
surgeries for leaseholders. Homeowners will be informed via their billing packs
and on the website. Posters will be put up in resident halls, and text and e-mail
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notifications will be sent once the actuals have been issued. Officers from
Homeownership, Repairs and Maintenance and Landlord Services will be in
attendance.

78.A project to allow leaseholders to access their service charge breakdown
online is now in place. A comms campaign has been agreed, and text and e-
mail messages are sent to homeowners to advise them of the new functionality
and a link to how they can set up a Housing-on-Line account through
MySouthwark.

Focus to March 2026

79.Further development of complaints service improvements including to
complaint and service request prioritisation and categorisation

80.A Quality Assurance Framework for housing complaints handling and
investigation will be implemented by March 2026.

A Stronger Voice for Residents Progress

81.Consultation responses for the new resident engagement strategy have been
analysed following closure of consultation on 24th July. There are some
changes resulting from the strategy including the need to simplify language,
define key terms, link to the legislative framework and the Good Landlord Plan,
simplify number of boards and connect structures e.g. homeowner forums
should not be standalone from forums for other residents. Next steps are to
take the changes to the strategy to resident forums and through internal
governance. The Cabinet date for decision has moved from October to
December due to a request from scrutiny for the strategy to go to scrutiny prior
to Cabinet.

82.As part of improved engagement with residents with diverse needs the
engagement strategy includes a focus on listening and respect. Fair and
equitable analysis will lead to recommendations being designed and
implemented, ensuring we know, understand and meet the needs of all of our
residents

83.An annual report which gives residents an overview of our performance as a
landlord has also been published alongside the latest tenant satisfaction
measures; those based on tenant surveys show improvements across all but
one measure.

84.The Housing website is being refreshed, and new housing boards will be
launched in January as part of the launch of the new engagement strategy.

85. As part of increasing opportunities for resident engagement, we have involved
residents on two procurement panels, an ASB working group, decisions about
GIG grants, as well as supported TRA meetings, Local Housing Forums,
Tenant Forum and Homeowner Forum. We are organising two conferences for
later in the year and an ASB event.

Focus to March 2026

86.New resident engagement strategy produced, and reports prepared for

Cabinet approval in December.
10
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87.Housing Revenue Account - Rent setting to be presented to Cabinet
December 2025

New Homes Progress

88.The delivery of new build schemes on site to meet the Council 2018-22
delivery target to complete 2,500 new homes has achieved 2124 completions
to date and 174 onsite and on track to complete by March 2026.

89.2022-2026 Programme to work towards starting 1000 new homes, bringing
forward a number of sites that will deliver new affordable homes for Southwark
residents has 34 Council Homes already completed and a further 676 are on
site. Overall this programme currently has a total of 724 starts.

90.A Design and Build contract has now been awarded for Fendall and Maltby
Street, St Saviours Estate with works due to re-start on site in October 2025.

91.For the new allocations policy, following a resident consultation that received
668 online responses as well as other responses from local groups and
organisations, the Lead Member for Housing agreed to a change to the project
timeline to allow for service readiness for the new scheme, including
technology. Implementation of the new policy will now be in the first quarter of
the next financial year, and the project team are working with Communications
to develop key messages for residents on the new timescales.

92.The new Home Connections Choice Based Lettings system test site has gone
live for testing. The initial design on the system has also taken place with the
test customer site to go live by the end of the month.

93.The Southwark Homesearch bidding website has been updated with a link®
that outlines all the agreed local lettings schemes completed within the last two
years. This includes the number of new homes per development and the
percentage that has gone to the local tenants. This page will continue to be
updated as new schemes are completed.

Focus to March 2026
94. A further 227 homes will complete before March 2026.

95. Phase 2 of the Tustin Estate Renewal to be presented to Cabinet for decision
October 2025.

96. Decision by Chief Officer on the provision of new Council Homes at Joan
Street, SE1 in October 2025

97. Preferred redevelopment option of Maydew House and Abbeyfield Estate to be
agreed, subject to resident consultation.

98. Cross-Cutting Enabling Projects

99. A new digital Housing Staff Newsletter was successfully launched in July and
is now live on SharePoint and with the September issue due to go live shortly.

3
www.southwarkhomesearch.org.uk/content/Information/Prioritisingapplications/LocalLettingsScheme
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Monthly Housing All Staff Briefings have commenced, with recent focus on
complaints, the Good Landlord Plan and compliance. Planning is progressing
for the Housing Awards Programme and an Annual Housing Conference is
also in development. These initiatives aim to boost morale, reinforce the values
of Working to Be a Good Landlord, increase leadership visibility and cross-
departmental collaboration.

The learning and development lead for Housing is also delivering a
comprehensive Learning and Development Delivery Plan which includes the
following phases:

Establish learning requirements, current skill set and learning gaps across the
division.
Improving the leadership and culture of Housing.

Focus on the development of the core learning programme and delivery of
learning, focusing on business priorities which will address the skill and
knowledge gaps identified in phase 1.

Communication and roll out of the learning programme, including evaluation of
learning initiatives and making improvements where necessary.

A new Housing Digital and Technology Design Authority has been established
to assess and prioritise work within housing. A service delivery checklist has
been shared with TDS to outline the current support mechanism provided for
Digital and Technology solutions. From this we can aim to ensure housing
solutions are better defined, managed and supported. Plans are in place to set
up a regular Change Advisory Board, to monitor the case for change, whether
the change should go ahead, and ensure changes are implemented properly —
documented, tested and communicated — and are delivered as end-to-end
service redesign rather than technology implementation.

Progress is being made in pulling information from source data solutions for
prioritised report build focusing on repairs (including voids) and compliance.

The Housing Ombudsman’s recommended Knowledge and Information
Management strategy (KIM) is being implemented to include integrated
performance reporting, assured data quality for Tenant Satisfaction Measures,
data governance and maturity, and data insight and intelligence.

To further strengthen the governance and assurance model, the
commissioning of specialist consultancy has been approved to deliver our
future governance, assurance and performance frameworks for housing. The
outputs include:

A refreshed housing governance framework: This will provide a clear
structured framework that defines the roles of Boards and Forums,
responsibilities, and reporting lines across Southwark’s housing governance
including external audit arrangements enabling stronger oversight. This also
includes oversight and assurance of the Tenant Management Organisations.

A new housing performance framework: An integrated performance framework
that aligns outcomes, regulatory requirements, and resident priorities, enabling
consistent measurement, reporting, and improvement across housing services.

An outline governance structure: Roles, skills and high-level responsibilities to
facilitate and administer the new governance and performance frameworks as
part of a redesigned business functions department hub.

12
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Regulatory engagement

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

At the most recent monthly regulatory engagement meetings in June and
August, the Regulator provided positive feedback on the Council’s progress
and the direction of the Housing Improvement Programme, acknowledging the
commitment and operational effort behind current improvement activity.

Detailed data queries relating to specific areas of compliance reporting have
been raised by the Regulator, including variations between the reported
number of non-compliant homes and overall compliance percentages, and
clarity on the status of remedial works, particularly in relation to water safety,
gas certification, and fire risk assessments (FRAs).

The Council provided explanations on each point, including the impact of asset
number adjustments on compliance calculations, the resolution of specific
certification delays, and steps being taken to assure the quality of legacy FRA
records and training. We also confirmed the approach to outstanding water
safety actions through tank replacement works, with further review underway
on the remaining actions.

The Regulator highlighted that it was positive to see focus on root cause
analysis and recognised that some parts of the programme are moving more
quickly, including complaints improvement and the development of the new
allocations policy.

A focus of discussion in the August meeting was on how regulatory
engagement and the council’s grading may change as the improvement
programme is delivered. The Regulator advised that it would be for the council
to tell the Regulator at the point when there is an internal view that
improvements had progressed enough to have the grade reconsidered.
Dependent on the Regulator’s view, this would likely trigger a new inspection
but one that is likely to be scoped slightly differently to planned inspections.

Overall, engagement with the RSH continues to be positive with a continued
openness to the robust challenge provided by the Regulator. It should be noted
that a significant proportion of issues relating to data, accuracy and reliability
require extensive analysis, redesign and systems work to fully resolve, and
that although work is underway to deliver improvements, this is a long-term
undertaking. This approach is supported by the Regulator to ensure
sustainable change can be delivered.

Policy framework implications

119.

120.

The GLP is required to ensure the council is compliant with the new regulatory
framework introduced in the aftermath of the Grenfell Tower Fire. Failure to
comply with the new framework would put the council in breach of its statutory
duties and at risk of sanctions from the Regulator of Social Housing. These
sanctions could be of significant financial, political and reputational risk to the
council.

The changes support the council’s existing policy framework. The Southwark
2030 Strategy sets three principles and six goals for the council. One of the six
principles is ‘Decent homes for all’. The GLP will ensure that all 37,500 of

13
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Southwark’s tenants enjoy their basic right to a decent home. The changes will
complement four other goals in Southwark 2030:

‘A good start in life’

‘A safer Southwark’
‘Staying well’

A healthy environment’

Community, equalities (including socio-economic) and health impacts

Community impact statement

121.

122.

The regulatory judgement published in November 2024, following the
inspection of Southwark Council’s Housing Service, included findings under
the Transparency Influence and Accountability Standard, that the Council does
understand the diverse needs of its tenants, with information collected through
a robust tenancy audit process, and evidenced how this is used to identify
support needs into services.

The Regulator added that they found there is scope for the Council to
strengthen its understanding of how its services deliver fair and equitable
outcomes for tenants through analysis of service outcomes based on tenant
characteristics.

Equalities (including socio-economic) impact statement

123.

124.

125.

An Equalities Impact and Needs Assessment completed for the GLP indicates
that in comparison to the wider borough population council homes:

— Have more children

— Older people suffer from higher levels of ill-health and disability
— Have a larger number of households headed by females

— Have higher levels of households from a BAME ethnicity

— Suffer from higher levels of deprivation and poverty

— Have a greater proportion of households from a Muslim or Christian
background compared to other tenures.

The aim of the GLP is to improve housing outcomes for all tenants and
Leaseholders. The tenant survey measures data for 2024/25 showed that of
the more than 2000 tenants surveyed, the highest levels of satisfaction were
from tenants over the age of 75, many of whom were residents of sheltered
accommodation.

Other demographic findings were that men were more satisfied with housing
services overall than women, and those who identified their ethnic group as
‘other’ were the most satisfied of all ethnic groups, including being treated fairly
and with respect. Asian/Asian British were the least satisfied overall, and those
who identified as Black/African/Caribbean/Black British were the least satisfied
at being treated fairly and with respect. Households with a disabled member
had slightly higher overall satisfaction than those without a disabled household



23

member, but lower satisfaction levels on being kept informed and treated fairly
and with respect.

126. To address the Regulator’s findings and strengthen our understanding of how
services deliver fair and equitable outcomes, the Good Landlord Plan includes
workstreams under Theme Four: Better Customer Service, by aligning to the
corporate Customer Experience Plan Four Pillars, including Supporting Our
Vulnerable Residents, and Theme Five, A Stronger Voice for Tenants and
Leaseholders, through establishing a project to create a fair and equitable
housing service, building upon the wider work of the Council’s equality,
diversity, and inclusion policy.

127. The new neighbourhood delivery model will also assist with this, by splitting the
borough into three areas to mirror the Landlord Services patches, to help build
a closer working relationship with residents. This will ensure issues are dealt
with at a neighbourhood level with a more holistic approach, and we will also
establish an approach for specific needs including residents with disabilities
and older people.

Climate change implications

128. Southwark Council has declared a climate emergency. There are a number
initiatives in the GLP that support the reduction of carbon emissions and
provide improvements to the environment: We are targeting work to improve
the energy efficiency of our homes, including improving the EPC rating of
homes; installing more efficient boilers, and making improvements to our heat
networks.W e are in the process of delivering improved waste management,
with a focus on improving recycling rates on our estates. We continue to
support gardening and food growing on estates. New homes are built to low
carbon standards and are designed to increase biodiversity

Resource implications
Financial issues

129. Southwark faces some specific challenges in responding to the new regulatory
framework given factors including: The size of the council’s housing stock, with
more than 37,000 tenants and 16,000 leaseholders (largest social landlord in
London and forth largest in the country).The age and condition of the housing
stock, as 60% of the council’s homes are at least fifty years old, including more
than 8,000 built before 1940.Unprecedented budgetary pressure impacting the
council’s Housing Revenue Account, arising from government policy
interventions and macro-economic factors beyond the council’s control.

130. These factors all impact the financial implications of the GLP, some of them
significantly; in particular, the cost and extent of the works that will be identified
by the full stock condition survey to ensure homes are safe, secure and meet
the Decent Homes Standard.

Staffing issues

131. The council has allocated additional staffing resources to deliver the GLP. A
dedicated programme team has been established within the Strategy and

15
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Communities department to lead on this work, supported by colleagues across
the Housing department.

HR issues

132.

Some of the deliverables in the GLP may require changes to the Housing
department’s structure and staffing arrangements. Where this is the case,
these issues will be presented in specific reports to the appropriate decision-
making body, as and when they arise.

Consultation

133.

134.

For the reasons outlined, several elements of the GLP may require
consultation with trade unions. Where this is the case, these issues will be
presented in specific reports to the appropriate decision-making body, as and
when they arise.

The GLP will require regular consultation and ongoing engagement with
tenants. This will be handled in accordance with the new engagement strategy
being developed.

SUPPLEMENTARY ADVICE FROM OTHER OFFICERS
Assistant Chief Executive, Governance and Assurance*

135.

136.

137.

138.

The Social Housing (Regulation) Act 2023 was introduced following the
Grenfell Tower fire, the tragic death of Awaab Ishak which has been widely
publicised, and the right to bring complaints to landlords, particularly in relation
to the quality of social housing and disrepair issues in social housing stock, is
increasingly at the forefront of the public consciousness. The tone of the new
legislation and associated consumer standards indicate that the regulator will
be taking an increasingly serious approach to regulatory noncompliance.

Just as the Building Safety Act 2022, removed the ‘democratic filter’ that was
previously contained in the Housing Act 1996, making the process of raising a
complaint with the Housing Ombudsman easier for tenants, the Social Housing
(Regulation) Act 2023 has now removed the serious detriment test. This
previously acted as barrier to the regulator becoming involved in cases unless
there were reasonable grounds to suspect that a landlord’s breach could cause
serious detriment to a tenant.

Section 5 of the Social Housing (Regulation) Act 2023 added section 100H to
the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008, introducing a requirement for the
regulator to cooperate with the Housing Ombudsman in the exercise of their
respective functions.

Schedule 3 paragraph 6 of the Social Housing (Regulation) Act 2023 will
increase the penalty able to be imposed on landlords for non-compliance from

4 This was copied across from the July 2025 Cabinet Report: Good Landlord Plan: Responding to
the new Social Housing Framework.
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the current cap of £5,000 to an unlimited fine. Whilst this particular provision of
the Act has not yet come into force, once introduced it will present a greater
financial risk for non-compliance with the relevant legislation.

The combined effect of these pieces of legislation is a higher level of scrutiny
for social housing providers with more serious penalties for non-compliance.
This therefore presents an increased risk of challenge by the regulator or by a
tenant (for example by complaint to the Housing Ombudsman) to any aspect of
non-compliance and more severe consequences flowing from any finding of
non-compliance by the regulator. The increased public focus on social housing
issues could also increase the risk of reputational damage to the Council if
findings of non-compliance were published by the regulator.

This Report sets out the legal requirements of the Social Housing (Regulation)
Act 2023 and the proactive steps Southwark Council is taking to meet those
legal requirements and the improvements made since November 2024 when
the Regulator gave a C3 rating to the Landlord services.

Strategic Director of Resources®

141.

142.

143.

Nationally, HRA’s are under sustained financial pressure as adverse factors
have converged to create a challenging financial landscape, to which
Southwark is not immune. Government interventions in rent policy over the last
decade have constrained the level of resources available to councils to spend
on the maintenance and improvement of their housing stock. The introduction
of additional unfunded regulatory burdens arising from recent Fire and Building
Safety Acts, along with a sustained period of high inflation, particularly in the
construction industry and tripling of interest rates are the primary causes of the
financial duress which currently prevails.

Whilst the size of the council’s housing stock generates significant revenues
each year (c. £345 million in 2024/25), the position for 2023-24 showed a
deficit of £16.3m which was the catalyst for the implementation of the HRA
Recovery Plan to ensure the on-going sustainability and long-term resilience of
the HRA. The initial phase of the plan (3 years) seeks to contain revenue
spending within defined cash limits in order to prevent further deterioration in
the financial position. To that end, the HRA outturn position for last financial
year (2024-25) showed a modest surplus (£3.9m), albeit this was achieved
with the aid of a number of one-off exceptional factors and events which
disguises the underlying financial challenge going forward and will not be
repeated.

For 2025-26, revised cash limits have been set including assumed savings of
c.£11m+ to ensure the HRA breaks even. The scale of the challenge to meet
the additional needs of the housing stock set out in this report should not be
underestimated. Without additional funding from government, the possibility of
which seems remote, delivery of the above will require a significant focus on
value for money and targeted investment in those areas of highest priority over
an extended programme timeframe.

5 This was copied across from the July 2025 Cabinet Report: Good Landlord Plan: Responding to
the new Social Housing Framework
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BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

Background Papers

Held At

Contact

Cabinet Report: Good Landlord Plan
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/docum
ents/s127783/Report%20Good%20Landlor
d%?20plan.pdf

External Website

N/A

Grenfell Tower Inquiry Phase 1
report
https://www.grenfelltowerinquiry.org
.uk/phase-1-report

External Website

N/A

Social housing green paper: a ‘new

deal’ for social housing
https://www.gov.uk/government/ne
ws/social-housing-green-paper-anew-deal-
for-social-housing

External Website

N/A

The charter for social housing
residents: social housing white

Paper
https://www.gov.uk/government/pub
lications/the-charter-for-socialhousing-
residents-social-housingwhite-paper/

External website N/A

N/A

Social Housing (Regulation) Act 2023
Social Housing (Regulation) Act 2023

External website

N/A

Building Safety Act 2022
https://www.leqgislation.gov.uk/ukpg
a/2022/30

External website

N/A

Independent Review of Building
Regulations and Fire Safety: final
report
https://www.gov.uk/government/pub
lications/independent-review-ofbuilding-
regulations-and-fire-safetyfinal-report

External website

N/A

Southwark Council Regulatory Judgement
November 2024
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications
/southwark-council/southwark-council-00be-
regulatory-judgement-27-november-2024

External website

N/A
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/southwark-council/southwark-council-00be-regulatory-judgement-27-november-2024
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Agenda Item 6 2

Meeting Name: Housing Scrutiny Commission
Date: 14 October 2025
Report title: The revised Resident Engagement Strategy — a stronger

voice for tenants and leaseholders

Ward(s) or groups affected: | All wards

Classification: Open

Reason for lateness (if

applicable):
From: Abi Oguntokun
Director of Landlord Services (Acting)
RECOMMENDATION(S)

1. That the Housing Scrutiny Commission consider and provide feedback on the
revised Resident Engagement Strategy, reflecting the outcomes of engagement
activities held in May, June, and July, and taking into account the
recommendations from the Housing, Community Safety and Community
Engagement Scrutiny Commission’s report.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.  On 24 November 2024, the Strategic Director of Housing and the Head of
Governance and Tenant Management attended the Housing, Community
Safety and Community Engagement Scrutiny Commission to present the
draft Resident Engagement Strategy.

3.  The Council is committed to being a good landlord, which includes
strengthening the voice of residents in the design and delivery of
landlord and housing management services.

4. The aim of the resident engagement strategy is to put residents at the
heart of everything we do as a landlord, empowering communities to
shape the places they live in and make decisions about the issues that
affect their lives.

5.  The Housing, Community Safety and Community Engagement Scrutiny
Commission made 10 recommendations in response to the draft
strategy. These were fully accepted by Cabinet in September 2025.

6. The revised Resident Engagement Strategy responds to:

e The recommendations from the Housing, Community Safety and Community
Engagement Scrutiny Commission (June 2025).
e The independent review conducted by Social Life, commissioned to assess
the outcomes of the resident consultation.
1
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Feedback from the consultation highlighted six priority areas for improvement:

e Accountability

e Trust

e Accessibility

e Basic services and care
e Communication

e Transparency

Social Life was appointed by a panel of residents to explore the underlying
issues and themes influencing how residents respond to our engagement
activities. As part of their work, they analysed responses to our online
consultation survey on the draft engagement strategy, alongside other
feedback received throughout the strategy development process. Social Life
recommended that the strategy should:

e Signal clearly that concerns about the landlord function are being taken
seriously and that action is underway.

e Support implementation through improvements in:

Service responsiveness

Information provision (including financial and management data)
Feedback loops

Staff support

Strengthening of TRAs and other resident-led bodies

O O O O O

« Simplify and amend the strategy to better reflect residents’ concerns.

The full Social Life report, which informed the development of the revised
Resident Engagement Strategy, is attached as Appendix 1.

LANDLORD SERVICE IMPROVEMENT BOARD MEMBERS

10.

11.

12.

13.

The establishment of the tenants’ and leaseholders’ led landlord service
improvement boards would give tenants and leaseholders a structured and
accountable framework to interrogate landlord services performance
information, review and agree landlord service improvement action plans and
hold the council as a landlord to account for the standard and quality of the
housing management service.

The setting up of the various boards is part of the wider resident engagement
strategy to embed the transparency, influence and accountability consumer
standard in landlord services as well as addressing the deficiencies identified
by the Regulator of Social Housing in the resident engagement structure.

The boards will ensure tenants are heard, valued, and connected to the
design and delivery of all landlord services and empowered to hold the council
to account for the standard and quality of the housing management service.

A detailed proposal for the implementation of the Tenant and
Leaseholder-led Landlord Service Improvement Boards is attached as

Appendix 2.
2
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KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The strategy sets out how the council will engage with tenants, leaseholders, and
residents living in council homes. It outlines our vision, principles, and objectives
for engagement and supports our legal and regulatory obligations. The strategy
supports compliance with:

e Regulator of Social Housing Consumer Standards
e Housing Act 1985

e Landlord and Tenant Act 1985

e Public Sector Equality Duty

e Duty to Consult

The revised Resident Engagement Strategy is attached as Appendix 2.

It aligns with the Good Landlord Plan, which places residents at the heart of
housing services and commits to better homes, estates, repairs, and customer
service. Our strategy is shaped by feedback from the Regulator of Social
Housing and by what our tenants and leaseholders have told us.

Some of the key issues we have addressed are:

o Too many engagement options: Residents found the structure
overwhelming and difficult to navigate.

. Dominance of louder voices: Concerns that only the most vocal
residents would be heard, leaving others, especially underrepresented
groups excluded.

o Lack of coherence: Forums and structures felt disconnected, with
unclear roles and relationships.

. Complexity: The engagement framework was seen as too complicated
to understand or access.

o Diversity gaps: While diversity was welcomed, residents noted a lack of
focus on disability and neurodiversity.

o Limited impact: Many felt their views were not meaningfully listened to
or acted upon.

o Mixed views on TRAs and TMOs: Some felt they had too much
responsibility, others felt they lacked the power to effect change,
highlighting a need for greater support and oversight.

To make this strategy a reality, we have set out a clear set of principles that
will guide how we work with residents:

e Accountability & Transparency - We will be open and honest about our
intentions and actions, willing to be judged on our performance, and
committed to learning from mistakes and improving.

e Building Trust - Every engagement activity is an opportunity to build trust.
We will lead with integrity, listen actively, and demonstrate care and
empathy in how we serve residents. We will communicate clearly and
regularly, provide relevant information, and always feed back to show the

3
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20.
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impact of involvement. Above all, we will show respect, commitment, and
goodwill in every interaction.

e Flexibility -We will adapt our approach to meet the diverse and evolving
needs of residents, ensuring accessible opportunities for everyone to be
heard. We will develop bespoke solutions and take a test-and-learn
approach to our work.

e Co-Design and Co-Production - We will embed co-design and co-
production principles, bringing together professional and lived experience
to shape services. Data and insight will inform our decisions and service
improvements.

e Clear Communication - We will communicate outcomes of engagement
and performance updates regularly. A range of tools — print, digital, and
community networks — will be used to ensure reach and accessibility. Our
communication will be plain, simple, timely, and inclusive.

e Meaningful Involvement - When we invite residents to participate,
expectations will be clear, their input will lead to real change, and we will
demonstrate how their contributions have made a difference.

The revised strategy introduces a simplified governance structure, reducing
the number of permanent boards from six to four and clarifying their roles. It
strengthens connectivity by establishing clear links between the boards and
existing forums, including the Tenants’ Forum and Homeowners’ Forum.

The strategy clarifies complementary roles across the structure to avoid
duplication and confusion. It also strengthens inclusion and representation,
with a commitment to better engagement of residents with disabilities and
neurodiverse conditions. Resident voice is further enhanced through formal
links between the boards and the Housing Improvement Board, supported by
clear feedback loops.

The council reaffirms its commitment to supporting TRAs and Tenant
Management Organisations (TMOs). The strategy proposes additional support
and oversight to improve their effectiveness and accountability.

The strategy will be evaluated and reviewed by March 2028. The evaluation

will be based on:

o Alignment with the vision and Tenant Satisfaction Measures

o The experiences of residents involved in engagement activities

o This review will be independently assessed to ensure transparency and
credibility.

Policy framework implications

23.

The redevelopment of the Resident Engagement Strategy directly supports
the goal of giving tenants a stronger voice, one of the key pillars of the Good
Landlord Plan, approved by Cabinet in July 2025. Successful delivery of this



24.

25.

32

element will ensure that residents have meaningful influence over what
happens in their local areas.

The Good Landlord Plan is a key mechanism for delivering the Council’s
Southwark 2030 goals, providing a clear framework for improving the quality
and standards of council homes.

Both the Council Plan and the Housing Strategy include a firm commitment to
empowering residents to make local decisions, reinforcing the importance of
this strategy in achieving broader corporate objectives.

Community, equalities (including socio-economic) and health impacts

18.

19.

20.

21.

26.

Community impact statement

The delivery of the Resident Engagement Strategy will help bring communities
together, advance equality of opportunity, and foster good relations between
individuals who share protected characteristics. It will embed the principles of
community cohesion throughout its implementation.

The strategy will empower communities by strengthening the meaningfulness
of their engagement and enhancing the impact of their participation in shaping
services and decision-making.

Empowered residents are the bedrock for the communities they serve, and the
draft resident engagement strategy would help to amplify the accountable
structures that give residents the opportunity to hold the council as a landlord
to account for the standard and quality of all landlord services.

Equalities (including socio-economic) impact statement

The council has a public sector equality duty under Section 149 of the
Equality Act 2010. In addition, Section 20 of the Act requires decision-
makers to make reasonable adjustments to support disabled residents
who may otherwise face substantial disadvantage in the decision-
making process, particularly in matters affecting the design and delivery
of landlord services. We are committed to embedding equality in all
aspects of our work; this strategy prioritises that commitment. It also
recognises that many of our residents are disadvantaged and aims to
ensure their voices are heard and their needs reflected in service
design and delivery.

Health impact statement

The March 2021 Census highlighted multiple levels of deprivation across the
borough, including issues related to housing conditions. The draft Resident
Engagement Strategy is a key tool in addressing these challenges. By
empowering local tenants and leaseholders and people living in council
homes to influence spending priorities for the Housing Revenue Account
(HRA), the strategy supports the delivery of a good landlord service and helps
ensure that every council home is safe, secure, and well-maintained.

5
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This strategy is designed to place residents at the heart of everything
we do. When people feel they have genuine influence over the issues
that affect their lives and when they feel respected, heard, and valued,
it has a demonstrable positive impact on their overall wellbeing. By
embedding this principle throughout our landlord services, we aim to
build stronger, more empowered communities.

Climate change implications

28.

There are no adverse climate change implications associated with the draft
Resident engagement Strategy

Resource implications

29.

30.

Any costs associated with the changes introduced by the implementation of
the strategy will be met by the existing resident engagement budget.

The costs of servicing meetings and providing remuneration for resident
participation will be funded through the annual Resident Participation Fund,
which totals approximately £900,000.

Consultation

31.

32.

33.

The strategy was shaped by both broad and deep engagement. The draft was
informed by a literature review and insights from over 500 council tenants and
leaseholders, exploring their appetite for involvement.

The revised version incorporates additional input gathered through:
e Surveys:

o 328 responses via the Engagement Hub
o 2,261 responses to the Tenant Satisfaction Measures survey
. Expert Insight:
o Feedback from the Regulator of Social Housing
o Contributions from experienced residents and partners including
SGTO, TF, HOF, STOMAC, LHF, and the Housing Scrutiny
Commission

J Workshops:

o Held on five estates, one in each LHF area, engaging residents
who are less active in formal tenant structures

o Additional perspectives from the Disability Forum and Youth
Parliament

All tenants and homeowners were given opportunities to participate through a
wide range of in-person and online channels, including:

Direct email contact

Leaflets delivered to every council home
Information on the council website
Consultation hubs
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o Outreach via forums and TRAs
34. This comprehensive approach ensured broad awareness and inclusive
participation across the borough.

SUPPLEMENTARY ADVICE FROM OTHER OFFICERS

Head of Procurement

35. Not applicable

Assistant Chief Executive, Governance and Assurance
36. N/A

Strategic Director of Resources

37. N/A

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

Background Papers Held At Contact
https://moderngov.southwark.gov. |Landlord Services Jessica Leech
uk/documents/s128798/Report%?2 0207 525 5853

OResponse%20t0%20Housing%?2
0Scrutiny%20Commission%20rec
ommendations%200n%20the%20
Draft%20Resident%20Engageme

nt%20Str.pdf

APPENDICES
No. Title
Appendix 1 Social Life report
Appendix 2 Tenants’ and Leaseholders’ led landlord service
improvement boards - Proposal for implementation
Appendix 3 Resident Engagement Strategy
AUDIT TRAIL

Lead Officer | Abi Oguntokun

Report | Jessica Leech
Author

Version | Final
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Dated | 6 10 2025

Key | Key
Decision?

CONSULTATION WITH OTHER OFFICERS / DIRECTORATES /
CABINET MEMBER

Officer Title Comments Comments Included
Sought
Assistant Chief Executive, No No
Governance and Assurance
Strategic Director of No No
Resources
List other officers here
Cabinet Member Yes No
Date final report sent to Constitutional Team 6 Oct 2025




@ ¥ = 4
rracing and embedding equality and diversity in
7e do (Reaching everyone)

"“*/;«344

N o

fire on Witlowdens
Tea+coffee ete

b.‘r\jo starts lpm

Southwark Resident
Engagement Strategy

Engagement & consultation feedback
September 2025

wanrk SOCIAL

Council



37

About this report

This report presents residents’ feedback to Southwark Council’s
draft Residents Engagement Strategy, gathered through in-person
and online workshops, follow up conversations, meetings, forums
and an online survey.

This project was commissioned by Southwark Council.

We would like to thank all the residents who shared their thoughts
and experiences with us. We appreciate the time and effort they put
into taking part in our our engagement.

This report was written by the Social Life team, text by Nicola Bacon,
Lavanya Karthik, Joel Simpson, Mena Ali and Fiona Smith.

Social Life is an independent research organisation created by the
Young Foundation in 2012 to become a specialist centre of research
and innovation about the social life of communities. Our work is
about understanding how peoples’ day-to-day experience of local
places is shaped by built environment - housing, public spaces, parks
and local high streets - and how change, through regeneration, new
development or small improvements to public spaces, affect the
social fabric, opportunities and wellbeing of local areas.

www.social-life.co


http://www.social-life.co
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1Introduction

Social Life was asked by Southwark Housing to carry out in-depth
conversations with residents as part of the consultation about
Southwark’s new engagement strategy. The intention of Social Life’s
work was to explore the underlying issues and themes that shape
residents’ responses to the ways that Southwark Housing engages with
them. Alongside this we analysed Southwark’s online consultation
survey asking for responses to the new engagement strategy, as well as
other responses to engagement over the strategy.

Social Life was set up by the Young Foundation in 2012 to focus on the relationship between people
and built environment change. We are based in Elephant & Castle and have worked across Southwark
in different contexts. This has included our Understanding Southwark project which explored the
impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on six different parts of the borough, and our work with Pembroke
House and Southwark on the We Walworth Project. We have worked on many Southwark housing
estates including the Aylesbury Estate, carrying out ongoing assessments of the impact of
regeneration; and more recently Kingswood, Rockingham and Wyndham and Comber Estates,
exploring and developing projects to tackle health inequalities, for Southwark’s Public Health team.

We have drawn on the insights and experiences of working with Southwark residents, particularly
those living on council estates, in approaching this project.

The new engagement strategy was developed in response to a report from the Regulator of Social Housing
in November 2024 which identified several failings in Southwark Council’s housing service." Alongside
failings in safety standards, the repairs service, housing allocations, the provision of performance
information and complaints, specific weaknesses were found in the way that the council takes tenants
views into account.

“The inspection identified weaknesses in how Southwark Council takes tenants’
views into account in its decision making and communicates how tenants’ views
have been considered. There is a large and well-established formal framework of
engagement opportunities, however the inspection found evidence that these are
not consistently led by tenants, and that the feedback loop is not effective, leading to
a lack of clarity on the impact tenants are able to have in shaping their landlord’s
services.” — from the Regulator of Social Housing Regulatory Judgement

“Southwark Council recognises that improvements are needed to evidence the
impact of engagement activity, including the route to decision making. A new

"Southwark Council (00BE) Regulatory Judgement: 27 November 2024, Regulator of Social Housing https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/southwark-
council/southwark-council-00be-regulatory-judgement-27-november-2024

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 1
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In response to this judgement, and taking on board its specific criticisms, Southwark have produced a new
draft engagement strategy. This was completed in April 2025 and engagement on its provisions took place
between May and July.

The aim of Social Life’s work was both to analyse and understand residents’ responses to the specific
proposals in the new engagement strategy, and to explore the underlying factors that shape residents’
views of Southwark Housing’s engagement activities. We convened workshops and took part in
conversations with residents, analysed data from Southwark’s online survey asking residents their views
about the new engagement strategy, and reviewed notes from meetings with representative resident
bodies and forums where the strategy was discussed.

Responses to specific provision within the strategy

Southwark Housing developed a comprehensive survey asking for responses to the new resident
engagement strategy. This included a set of initial questions aimed at all residents with an optional
second set of questions about the detailed provisions within the new strategy. 328 residents responded to
this, including 195 who completed the detailed questions in the second part.

Southwark’s Resident Involvement Team also spoke to forums and meetings that bought residents
together. These included the Homeowners Forum, Southwark Tenant Management Organisation
Committee (STMOC) and the Tenants’ Forum. The SGTO and one TRA submitted formal responses, each of
the five Local Area Housing Forums discussed the strategy and there were presentations and discussions
about the strategy at the Youth Parliament and Disability Forum. Some residents also sent in individual
responses.

Underlying feelings about Southwark Housing’s engagement practices

Social Life held face-to-face workshops at five different estates. These were chosen for their locations
(across the five different housing management areas within the borough) and type of estate (size, design,
date of building) to broadly represent a cross section of Southwark council estates.

It was difficult to encourage residents to attend the workshops, in spite of good publicity through TRAs,
the Resident Involvement Officers and local networks. Hot food and childcare were provided to
incentivise attendance. We were told by the residents who attended the workshops, who were mainly
active in their communities, that this reflected their difficulties engaging residents in community
activities. Some also said that it reflected residents’ attitudes to Southwark Council’s engagement in
general.

We planned to hold follow up conversations at the five estates to capture the voices of residents who
were not able to attend our workshops. We carried out some conversations at sessions for older people,
activities focused on particular interests and at regular weekly events that offer food and social spaces,
however these proved difficult to arrange in August.

We organised one online workshop for residents, this used the same questions and materials, in a
simplified form. The Resident Involvement Team helped to facilitate this.

We also spoke to the Resident Involvement Team members as a group, to understand their perspectives on
the strategy and their thoughts on the residents’ perceptions.

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 2
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Who was engaged?

Through the workshops we spoke to:

8 residents from Draper Estate

8 from Lordship Lane Estate

4 from Dickens Estate

7 from Castlemead Estate

4 from Acorn Estate

34 residents through the online workshop.

We asked workshop attendees to give demographic information

16 of the 31 people attending the face-to-face workshops did this. Of these individuals:

Over half (63%) described themselves as female

38% were aged between 45 and 64, 31% were over 70, 25% were 65 to 74 years old, 6% were 30 to
44 years old

63% described themselves white English, Welsh, Scottish or Northern Irish; 19% described
themselves as Caribbean, 6% described themselves as African, 6% as Irish, 6% as from other white
backgrounds.

35 of the 36 people attending the online workshop gave demographic information. Of these:

Over half (62%) described themselves as female

44% were aged between 45 and 64, 32% were over 30-44, 15% were 65 to 74 years old.

25% described themselves white English, Welsh, Scottish or Northern Irish; 22% described
themselves as African, 6% described themselves as Caribbean, 6% as mixed white/Asian, 6% as
mixed white/Black African, 6% as Irish and 3% as Indian

30% were part of a residents group, 70% were not

The online survey was completed by 328 residents. They were all asked to give information about
their background and circumstances when they registered

31% described themselves as female, 30% male (43% gave no response or preferred not to say)
18% were aged between 55 and 64, 17% were 30-44, 15% were 45 to 54 years old, 12% were 65 to
74, 6% were over 75 and 6% were under 25

27% described themselves white British, 9% white other backgrounds; 6% described themselves as
Black British, 8% as Black African, 3% as Black Caribbean, 5% as different Asian backgrounds (35%
gave no response or preferred not to answer)

11% had an estimated household income under £15,000 a year; 10% £15,000 to £29,999;8% 45,000
to £74,999; 8% over £75,000 (42% gave no response)

27% rented from the council, 28% were homeowners; 5% were private tenants; 1% were in shared
ownership (38% preferred not to say or gave no answer)

14% lived in the Camberwell community area, 13% in Walworth, 12% in Dulwich, 12% in Peckham,
10% in Bermondsey, 9% in Borough and Bankside, 5% in Elephant and Castle, 3% in Rotherhithe and
3% in Nunhead.

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK
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Dickens Estate
workshop

4 residents

Borough & Bankside:
24 online responses

Rotherhithe:
8 online
responses

Bermondsey:
Drapers Estate -->@ 27 online
workshop Elephant & Castle: responses

8 residents 134 online responses

Walworth:
35 online responses

Camberwell:
38 online @<
responses Peckham:
32 online
responses

Castlemead Acorn Estate

workshop
4 residents

workshop
7 residents

Nunhead:
8 online
responses

Dulwich:
32 online
responses

Lordship Lane
workshop
8 residents

Where residents taking part in workshops and Southwark’s online survey lived

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK
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2 Key findings

Strong common themes emerged across all the different forms of engagement. These focused on
residents’ frustration and mistrust in the broader landlord function, specifically issues around repairs,
safety, responsiveness and communications. These mirror the broader findings in the Social Housing
Regulator’s 2024 report on Southwark Housing’s performance. In practice residents experience these
weaknesses in combination: the failure to provide a good landlord services discourage trust in the housing
service, and the frustration and, in some cases, challenges to wellbeing from living in inadequate homes is
deterring residents from becoming actively involved in engagement. The changes introduced in the new
engagement strategy are not on their own enough to shift the levels of cynicism and disengagement that
many residents voice.

While the online survey participants dissected the strategy document, and responded to particular
questions, the workshop discussions and in-person conversations ranged more widely. Although questions
were asked to steer discussions, residents were allowed to set their own agenda and raise their own
priorities. There was more urgency in raising and addressing issues that impacted residents’ day to day
lives and less focus on the detail of the strategy.

Our findings bring together the voices of residents expressed through all the different types of
engagement and consultation.

Accountability
e There is a perception that mechanisms to hold the council accountable are either missing or where
present, difficult to access.

e Residents question the council’s ability to hold itself accountable for the actions outlined in the
strategy. There is a need for the council to provide updates in the future on their implementation
of what the residents see as “promises” in the strategy.

¢ Independent reviews, setting performance indicators, the ability to feed into assessment of staff
competence and more residents feedback opportunities were some of the ways the residents
proposed to encourage accountability.

Trust
e Both political leadership and senior officers can be seen as distant and uninterested.

e Some officers working close to residents are seen as lazy and incompetent, others are seen to be
trying their best and effective.

e Distrust can undermine the credibility of explanations of particular events or decisions, or the
overall intention of policies and council decisions.

Accessibility
e More accessible and consistent forms of engaging with residents are needed. Opportunities are
needed to cater to all members of the community to ensure all voices are meaningfully heard.
Many thought the loudest voices in the room were misrepresenting the community at consultations
and meetings.

e There is a notable discomfort in discussing accessibility to engagement in terms of ethnicity, this
is possibly related to wider disquiet about community relationships at this time.

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 6
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Basic services and care

e There was an emphasis throughout all the engagement that the council should prioritise improving
its basic housing and landlord services, rather than putting too much resource into a new approach
to engagement. Seeing effort and resources being spent on producing and consulting on strategies
amplifies residents’ frustrations.

e Most residents were unhappy with current services, particularly repairs, oversight of contractors,
staff responsiveness and the quality of homes.

e Residents want to be supported by adequately trained staff that are informed about their issues
and understand how to deliver solutions to problems.

e Residents want housing management staff to be more sensitive to the particular needs of their
estate and area.

Communication

e There is a general frustration with communication methods from advertising engagement events to
responding to phone calls.

e Reliance on digital communications is welcomed by some but can exclude groups who are less
confident with new technologies or who lack access to data and Wi-Fi.

Transparency

e Among many residents there is a perception that decisions made are predetermined and that their
opinions and decisions are not respected by the council.

e Residents voiced suspicions of data and evidence used to justify decisions.

e There is a feeling that there is little feedback about the rationale for decision making and how this
relates to what is voiced in engagement processes.

e Residents asked for more visibility of estate officers and senior council staff in general and at
resident meetings and walk abouts.

Issues for tenants and leaseholders
e Both homeowners and tenants describe barriers to engagement as including poor communication
channels and not being listened to; a lack of transparency and clarity about how to access
information to resolve issues; lack of clarity about how decisions are made and money spent;
difficulties in identifying the right individuals or departments to contact; and the need for
increased opportunities for both in-person and online meetings.

e Homeowners identified accountability, perceived bias, value (particularly relating to service
charges) as specific issues.

e For tenants a sense of powerlessness and structural issues about their estates were key.

Focus on the landlord function

e Groups that represent tenants’ and leaseholders’ interests should not be conflated with groups
representing the wider community, we saw examples of where this led to the reduction in
residents voice and ability to advocate collectively for their interests.
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Events and activities on estates that service the wider community have clear social value but can
obscure residents’ views and aspirations.

The new engagement strategy

There was general lack of interest in the engagement strategy, especially from residents we spoke
to in-person. They were keen to address other issues impacting their estates, such as repairs,
safety and security concerns and oversight of contractors.

For resident activists, the new strategy does not acknowledge their contributions and efforts, and
the history of activism in the borough.

Those who commented on the detail of the strategy expressed some consensus in support of the
objectives the strategy - such as holding the council accountable, promoting equality, and
establishing more engagement opportunities.

There was good support (between 60 and 70%) for all four priorities in the strategy. However,
there was considerable scepticism about Southwark’s ability to implement these and to deliver
against them, asking how they will be implemented and how the council will be held accountable
to delivering these priorities.

Some priorities were seen to be vague and lacked clarity in its purpose.

The strategy document itself is too complex. Many felt the language was too specialist at parts,
and the size of the document is also a barrier to reaching residents.

The strategy sets out too many options to get involved. There were concerns that the loudest
voices would dominate, that there would be insufficient coherence and connectivity across the
forums, and that the mixture of activities is too complex. There were suspicions that the number
of options would dilute residents’ voice.

Castlemead Estate workshop and Acton Estate workshop
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3 Recommendations

Three key areas for future action emerge from the consultation.
There is a need to:

1. Signal that concerns about the landlord function are being taken seriously and that action is being
taken to address this. This includes communicating with residents about the steps Southwark Council
is taking to strengthen its landlord services, such as the Good Landlord Plan, Tenant Satisfaction
Measures, and the Customer Experience Plan. In highlighting these measures, residents can become
more confident that their concerns are being addressed and will be able to focus more on how the
new engagement strategy is rolled out.

2. Action what is needed to underpin implementation of any strategy, including improvements to
service responsiveness, changes to information provision, provision of financial and management
information, improving feedback loops, supporting housing management staff to be more responsive
and strengthening support for TRAs and other resident-led bodies. Many of these actions lie outside of
the remit of the strategy in the broader landlord function.

3. Simplify and amend the new strategy to respond to residents’ concerns.

Within these three priorities there is scope to act to improve accountability, communications and
transparency and address concerns about repairs and health and safety.

Improve accountability
e Set out clear mechanisms to hold the housing service accountable for its wider work.
e Set out specific measures to ensure accountability for the engagement strategy. State how the
priorities will be implemented, and when, and how these will impact residents’ day to day lives.
e Create a platform where residents can provide feedback and make it easier for residents to see
the process and its outcomes.

Prioritise transparency

e Set out clear steps and timeline and how the priorities will be implemented.

e Provide reports with clear breakdowns of costs where possible.

¢ Share outputs such as reports in accessible formats that are easy to read and low volume.

e Endeavour to make data available that are unprocessed or consolidated to dispel the perception of
predetermined outcomes.

e Identify designated council officers for residents to use as point of contact for any queries relating
to the strategy.

Address basic services and care

e Address residents’ concerns about basic landlord services.

e Provide training for frontline staff in dealing with residents with particular needs.

o Be more sensitive to estate-specific issues.

¢ Increase visibility of estate-based officers, including Housing Officers and Resident Officers. This
includes attending TRA meetings, carrying out face-to-face engagement, respond to estates’
particular needs.

e Address issues of officer capacity and training, knowledge and skills.

¢ Improve oversight of TRAs to ensure they are acting in the best interest of the residents. Strive to
strike a balance between giving TRAs agency and autonomy and holding them accountable.

e Provide more capacity building opportunities for smaller TRAs.
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Revisit diversity and inclusion
e Respond to the views articulated by some white residents that their needs are not being
recognised.
e Expand priority groups to address perceived gaps, including the needs of people from LGBTQ+
communities and people with disabilities and neurodivergence.

Simplify the engagement strategy and increase specificity

¢ Simplify the strategy document, rewrite in plain English and provide audio and easy read options.

¢ Consider using short form video to communicate key messages for social media and other
platforms, and provide hard copies, for example through leaflets, for those with limited digital
access.

e Set out a clear implementation plan for each new measure.
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4 Residents’' response

This section of the report sets out the findings from the three main engagement methods:
e The face-to-face workshops

e The online survey

e Discussions at key forums and events.

The data from the different engagement methods has been reported separately for the majority of
questions as the different approaches - face-to-face workshops, online survey and engagement through
meetings and forums - explored different aspects of residents’ response to the strategy.

The qualitative data has been coded thematically, this is a method that allows issues to emerge from the

data rather than imposing a set of answers from the outset.

| feel listened to by the council (face-to-face workshop
only) < 8

| feel | can hold Southwark council accountable for the
landlord services they provide (online and face-to-face 1 8 - 8

workshop)
Southwark council put its residents at the heart of 1B 8 8
everything they do (online workshop only)
Strongly agree  mAgree Neither agree/disagree  m Disagree Strongly disagree

An overview: poll results from face-to-face and online workshops, numbers of responses
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4.1 Insight from in-person workshops and follow up conversations

Workshop structure and purpose

The face-to-face and online discussions lasted between an hour and a half and two hours. The
workshops were structured around four sessions: first residents were asked to share their stories and
experiences of engaging with Southwark Housing, and then to focus on the strategy’s key themes.

Session 1: Learning from experience

Session 2 (part 1): Giving power to you to shape your neighbourhoods and estates

Session 2 (part 2): A wide range of ways to get involved and have your say

Session 2 (part 3): Embracing and embedding equality and diversity in all we do (Reaching everyone)
Session 3: Discussing accountability.

The aim was not to interrogate the detail of the strategy but instead to let residents talk about what
supported them to feel empowered and engaged. We explored how they felt overall about their
interactions with different forms of engagement with Southwark housing, from organising a repair or
taking on a collective problem to direct involvement in TRAs or residents forums.

Our conversations were open and followed the direction set by residents. This form of unstructured
exploration allowed residents to decide what was important and to focus on the themes and issues
that mattered most and were most relevant. It was noticeable how little residents chose to speak
about the new engagement strategy, instead of focusing on wider themes.

Lordship Lane Estate and Draper Estate workshops
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Maintaining basic standards

Frustrations were expressed about the lack of action to address issues that were described as basic and
fundamental. Some fire safety and security measures were included within this. Some residents reported
feeling unsafe in their own surroundings. There was a perception that the council was prioritising cost
rather than the safety and wellbeing of its residents. There was a sense amongst residents that the
council should be paying attention to “fixing the basics” before proposing new initiatives.

Participants highlighted numerous instances of basic living standards not being met. Domestic leaks were
most frequently mentioned, with residents describing waiting months and in some cases years for issues to
be resolved. Security issues regarding door and window locks were also raised, as were safety and anti-
social behaviour issues and the health and safety issues raised by pigeon infestations on tall blocks.

Quality of care
Many concerns focused on the quality of care taken by different council teams and departments, and
residents’ consequent feelings of being undervalued.

Many described the repair services the council provided as substandard. Residents noted that repairs were
often poor quality, that they were frequently delayed, and that multiple repairs were often needed.
Cases were cited involving long waits for repairs to address defects that had a big impact on living
standards such as leaks in roofs and black mould. The persistent chasing of repairs was a cause of stress,
some described how living in poor conditions over time affected their mental health. In some cases,
residents have paid out of pocket to resolve issues as a desperate measure. There is a lack of trust in
Southwark’s contractors, stemming from past experience of poor quality of work. Many examples were
given of contractors arriving onsite with incorrect information.

Frequent references were made to a lack of responsiveness from council officers. Housing Officers were
highlighted frequently as providing a poor service, and individuals also mentioned the Right to Buy team,
planning case officers and Resident Involvement Officers. However, some participants noted that officers
are doing their jobs well and resolving problems. While a few residents recognised that council staff are
often overworked, they were still frustrated with the length of time to resolve issues. Among some
residents there was a perception of corruption within the council. They believed actions were taken by
certain staff for their own financial gain, making decisions that were cutting corners and showing
favouritism.

Communications
Communication was a major issue for many. There were frustrations at the quality and the consistency of
information shared by the council. Residents often found themselves not knowing who to contact. When

14
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they did get in touch with council staff they described being passed on from person to person, without a
resolution. Some residents felt communications were inaccessible. People with weaker digital skills or
limited literacy skills were highlighted as being at a disadvantage in accessing online information.

Several participants had attended consultations but often described these as “tick-box” exercises and
that the results of resident feedback were not shared with residents. Most people feel that TRAs are an
important channel for residents to engage with councillors and officers and to share insights on how to
report estate issues. However, they were generally described as having become less active in recent
times. Some people experienced some TRAs as a blockage to action, often associated with the TRA having
become dominated by one particular group.

Residents perceived that there is a need for more effective training for staff answering council phone
lines, describing experiences where operators lacked knowledge of both general and site-specific
maintenance issues. Some residents felt that staff they have interacted with were not adequately trained,
lacking the knowledge to resolve complaints or not knowing where to direct queries. Residents wanted
council staff to be better prepared to handle their complaints and requests without being passed from one
person to another. Residents described situations where council officers experienced difficulties in
seeking internal guidance on how to address residents’ issues.

Sensitivity to place

Some residents’ concerns raised were specific to estates or particular parts of the borough, for example
proximity to regeneration areas or distance from other facilities. Some residents felt overlooked because
of these issues, creating a perception that the council was deprioritising their specific needs. Many
residents reported that housing management staff were not sensitive to the particular needs of each
estate or area of the borough. This was a frustration for TRAs when trying to resolve collective issues,
such as parking or service provision, that were strongly related to wider issues about place and location.
These issues were often related to a sense that other groups or residents or areas were being prioritised.

Transparency and clarity

Transparency of information was a frequent issue raised. Participants described increased feelings of
mistrust because of the lack of clarity about repairs timelines and how to escalate complaints. Residents
felt that the council was disjointed in how issues were handled. This, combined with the lack of effective
online tools to track reported issues, left residents feeling unable to hold the council or contractors
accountable.

In some cases, participants expressed distrust at the way the council handles procurement and how it
allocates funding to community projects. Several leaseholders described frustration when faced with
service charges that they felt could not be effectively justified.

There were some concerns that residents were less likely to voice their views when council officers were

in attendance, and that consultation should instead take place in “neutral spaces”. It was felt that
vulnerable and marginalised residents were less likely to participate in engagement for this reason.

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 15



53

The burden on residents

A prominent theme was the burden faced by residents for resolving domestic and communal issues, or for
holding the council accountable when issues were not resolved. Participants spoke of having to collect
evidence to challenge service problems, having no confidence in the council’s capacity to store
information. Some described having to act as go-betweens to enable contractors to engage neighbours
during communal works or repairs. Several said they had raised issues with their local councillors and MPs,
or had pursued litigation, in some cases at personal cost. Residents described escalating issues to the
housing ombudsman. A number of participants felt that the power of resident forums and boards should
be strengthened and that clearer “escalation and redress mechanisms” needed to be implemented. Many
of the residents voicing these opinions were people who had been active in their community for some
time.

Many residents expressed a growing sense of fatigue with engaging with the council. They felt frustrated
at participating in different consultations, including Social Life’s workshops, where they repeated the
same issues many times. TRA members were particularly vocal about repeatedly bringing issues to the
council through different engagement channels and rarely witnessing meaningful change.

Some residents explained that there is an issue with motivating other residents to engage. TRAs reported
having difficulty encouraging residents to join them in efforts to propose issues to the council or attend
community events. Some residents attributed this sentiment to lack of trust in the council.

Follow up conversations

After each workshop we tried to carry up follow up conversations with residents who would have been less
likely to attend the workshops. We carried out three follow up conversations in three out of the five
estates at regular meetups bringing residents together such as Bingo session, a lunch session and a
knitting club, all held in TRA halls. A mixture of residents who were and were not TRA members spoke to
us about their thoughts. Unlike the workshops where the questions were structured, these conversations
were more fluid and allowed the residents to speak about the subject broadly.

Some residents who described themselves as happy and content with Southwark services. They were
satisfied with the council’s repair services and positive experiences with TRAs. However these residents
were not aware of the engagement strategy and were not interested in discussing it.

In contrast, the other residents shared their frustrations with council services. They described
inconsistent services such as recycling collection being neglected for over a year, poor management of
flooded properties and broken bathrooms. These residents were disappointed in the quality of services
provided by the council. They too were unaware of the engagement strategy and were not interested in
sharing their thoughts. They wanted the council to address their urgent issues that impacted their day to
day lives.

Some residents discussed the communication challenges they faced. There were issues with consistency
and quality. They described how some residents had received duplicates of flyers and letters while their
neighbour received nothing. Other residents raised concerns about digital communication that they felt
excluded many older residents or people with poor digital literacy. They suggested the council should
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consider more in person communication to reach older residents. Crowded estate noticeboards were not
seen as the solution, it can be difficult to see information among the many leaflets that are put up.

Some explained that many residents on their estates are disengaged from the council, describing how it
has been quite difficult to encourage other residents to commit to engagement opportunities.

The visibility of estate officers and support from senior staff were motioned in some conversations. Some
residents were unaware who their current officers were and looked back to previous officers who had
been more supportive and available to contact. Other residents said that they would like to receive more
support for members of council staff to run their TRA, such as providing resources to reach more residents
in the community.

Acorn Estate workshop and Castlemead workshop
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4.2 Online survey findings

The online survey was shared by Southwark Council across the borough. The survey was split into two
parts with the first part asking residents about their thoughts on the engagement strategy and the
second optional half of the survey focusing on questions about the four priorities outlined in the
strategy.

Overarching views
34%
29% 27%
6%
3%
] —
Rarely Never Sometimes Always Often

Online survey: Do you agree that your voice is heard on housing matters? n=310

44%
36%
I 10% 10%
Completely Mostly agree Disagree Not sure
agree

Online survey: Do you agree with our definition of what resident engagement in Southwark is about?
n=185

| feel listened to by the council (face-to-face workshop
only) “ 8

| feel | can hold Southwark council accountable for the

landlord services they provide (online and face-to-face 1 8 - 8
workshop)
Southwark council put its residents at the heart of 1 8 - 8
everything they do (online workshop only)
Strongly agree  mAgree Neither agree/disagree  m Disagree Strongly disagree

Poll results from face-to-face and online workshops, by numbers of responses

SOUTHWARK RESIDENT ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT FEEDBACK 18



56

Barriers to residents sharing their views with the council

The most common barriers experienced by residents in making their views known to the council was a lack
of transparency and clarity about information to resolve issues, and the need to improve communication
channels.

Residents frequently report difficulties in identifying the right individuals or departments to contact.
Many want there to be more in-person and online meetings, with several highlighting challenges attending
engagement forums that take place on weekdays during the day.

Many who have accessed channels for sharing their views and/or immediate concerns describe
discouraging interactions with council staff.

A particularly frequent response was that there are opportunities for sharing views, but that residents do
not feel as if their views are meaningfully listened to and addressed.

These challenges were said to place a burden on residents - language barriers and digital literacy were
frequently mentioned as additional obstacles. There were mixed views about the effectiveness of TRAs
and TMOs. Some suggested the need for greater support for, and oversight of, these structures, with some
people feeling they are given too much responsibility and others describing their limited capacity to
generate change.

Comments on the draft priorities

Many residents commenting on the draft priorities expressed their lack of trust in the council. They
questioned the council’s ability to deliver the priorities, highlighting their past experiences of inaction.
Many felt that the consultation of the strategy was “all talk” and requested to see more proactive actions
being taken by the council

Residents who were both positive and negative about the strategy questioned how the priorities will be

implemented. They asked how the council will be held accountable for delivering them. Some proposed
independent oversight and some wanted residents to play a role in accountability processes.
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Many residents felt the strategy document was inaccessible, residents described the document as too
complex and long. Most residents admitted they had not read the strategy for this reason. Some residents
were concerned that this may mean that parts of the community may struggle to understand and engage
with the strategy.

Many residents expressed their frustration with the engagement strategy. Many felt the council was
overlooking the day-to-day and immediate issues residents face. They wanted the council to focus on
addressing long standing issues of repairs, maintenance, access to local amenities and curbing wasteful
spending.

Many residents welcomed the priority focusing on diversity and inclusion, they were happy to see the
efforts are proposed to include all voices of the community. However, there were also many residents
who opposed this priority. They felt the priority only focused on Black, Asian and other ethnically
minoritised groups while it overlooked people with disabilities and neurodiversity. They feared that
without a broader approach to inclusion in engagement the strategy may create division within the
community.

Most residents felt there were too many engagement opportunities proposed in the strategy. The
residents feared this would dilute the community’s voice rather than strengthen it. The wide range of
options were seen as confusing for residents; people at the online workshop were concerned this would
discourage residents from taking part. Some residents worried that these engagements would only allow
the loudest voices in the community to be heard, leaving underrepresented members unheard.

52%
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Online survey: How do you prefer to engage with the council on housing matters? (more than one
response was allowed) n=258

Many residents wanted to be able to communicate through emails and phone calls. Most residents stressed
they would prefer to speak to one person to resolve issues and reduce the number of people they talk to.
Many residents were frustrated with their experience of being passed between departments without a
resolution, and with slow response times and poor follow up to issues or complaints. They prioritised
improving everyday communication channels like emails and phone calls.
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Many residents wished to see more face-to-face meetings, with council officers or members in
attendance, both in large communal setting and on a one-to-one basis. Many residents wanted to use
online forums as a means of sharing their thoughts and opinions. They wanted a flexible online platform
where an issue can be posted and discussed., and where processes and outcomes of engagement could be
tracked. Many residents also supported using surveys.

Some residents were concerned that online engagement would exclude groups of people, such as older
people or people with poor access to wifi or data. They suggested the council should carry out more in
person meetings and house visits to reach these people.

Many residents wish to see more on the ground engagement. They requested more walkabouts, house
visits and repair days. The residents wanted to engage face-to-face with members of the council who
could help the residents with specific issues.

Many residents described how they engage with the council through various tenants’ organisations,
highlighting the importance of these groups within the community. Some residents explained that their
estate currently does not have formal tenants organisation and that they wished that these existed.
However some residents felt their resident organisations were “gatekeeping” engagement from other
residents and not allowing all voices to be heard.

Improving residents’ trust in the consultation process

Trust in the consultation process was connected with concerns about transparency. Many residents felt
that council decisions were predetermined. Some emphasised the need for more resident involvement in
council decision making, mainly in issues that will directly affect their estate. There was a sense of
consultation fatigue amongst many residents, some described how the council repeatedly asked for their
opinion, but they did not see any changes as a result.

Most residents wanted to know more about housing finances, including more clarity on budget allocations
for interventions on their estates. Some residents were curious about how the council would resource for
the opportunities set out in the strategy. These residents felt there should be scope for them to input or
be involved in financial decision making.

The majority of residents wanted the council to be honest and clear about the limitations of consultation
exercises, what outcomes could be implemented and what could not. This included communicated clearly
why actions were not taken after engagement or consultation. Although this could be frustrating,
residents felt the honesty and transparency would help build trust.

There were some concerns that the council used “handpicked” data to support their positions. Some
residents suggested the council publish raw and unedited data to counter this perception. A few other
residents recommended independent review or oversight of the engagement process to ensure their views
were genuinely incorporated into the council's actions.
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A few residents were concerned about the visibility of council staff. Some residents were not aware who
their Housing Officers were or felt disconnected and unsupported because they were not present at
meetings. They expressed their desire to see estate-based officers attend regular meetings, be more
accessible and maintain a consistent visibility.

In addition, many residents wanted other members of staff and elected members to be more present at
resident meetings, walk abouts and engagement opportunities. The residents felt increased visibility
could help build trust and show genuine commitment to the community, and signal accountability.

Residents thought it was important that the council communicate better about engagement opportunities
with the community. Residents often found themselves being notified of engagement without adequate
notice - receiving timely information would allow more residents to attend. More inclusive approaches to
advertising engagements such as leaflets, posters, door knocking were also recommended

While some residents wanted more in person and paper communications, other residents requested more
digital platforms. Some felt online forums could log issues and track progress and increase transparency.

An important factor in building trust for many residents was accountability. Residents were frustrated at
the lack of follow-through from the council, that they did not deliver on promises made, and were not
accountable for their inaction. They wanted mechanisms to be put in place to ensure accountability,
including resident feedback about staff, and clear explanations about how the council has taken measures
to implement residents’ needs. They wanted to see co-design opportunities with residents and TRAs that
included all voices instead of a select few.

Although many residents suggested ways in which the council could improve trust in engagement, some
residents spoke about basic services and care, voicing a view that the council should focus on providing
quality landlord services, better trained staff and improve their ways to handle complaints.

The definition of resident engagement

Many residents stated that they had no comments about the definition of resident engagement, while a
few were positive. Many generally agreed with the definitions but had reservations about the council's
ability to implement the priorities in practice. These residents thought that the “words” in the strategy
were not meaningful until it was implemented and impacting residents positively.
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Many residents called for better accountability and transparent monitoring of implementation of the
engagement strategy, with accessible reporting to residents, allowing them to input and make decisions.

Some residents questioned the definitions of the strategy, for example some leaseholders felt excluded
from the definition and the strategy.

Few residents thought the definition was clear on transparency. They asked for more clarity about who
has the authority to make decisions and if the residents have scope to be involved in this process. Some
wanted to know the level of involvement TMOs could have in the implementation of the strategy.

Residents’ thoughts on strategy priorities

Embracing and embedding equality and diversity in o )
everything we do 127 225 40%
Making it easier for you to hold us to account 20% 12% INEYS 54%
A wide range of ways to get involved and have your say 15% 23% 43%
Giving power to you to shape your neighbourhoods and 0

Disagree mNot sure Mostly agree Completely agree

Online survey: Do you agree with the four draft priorities that underpin our strategy? n=279

Priority one: Giving power to you to shape your neighbourhoods and estates

Accountability was the most frequently raised theme in relation to this priority. While many residents
supported the principle of giving residents power, there was concern about how this would be
implemented. Respondents noted that the strategy does not provide a clear plan for how power dynamics
will be shifted, who will hold responsibility, or what governance structures will underpin this shift.

Several respondents mentioned the need to introduce performance measures such as key performance
indicators to monitor change. Residents expressed frustration that previous engagement has not led to
tangible results, and therefore stressed the need for clear timelines, measurable outcomes, and a
framework for accountability.

Several respondents also highlighted that the current language in the strategy is too complex and
bureaucratic. They recommended using plain English, avoiding jargon, and ensuring communication is
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available in multiple formats. This included addressing language barriers, digital exclusion, and
accessibility for minority residents.

Beyond accountability, residents stressed the importance of resources and support. Empowering residents
requires funding, training, facilitation, translation, and recognition of the time and expertise communities
contribute. Without this, there is a risk that only the most confident or the same individuals would
continue to participate.

Respondents also wanted to see a commitment to shifting power dynamics by embedding participation
into everyday decision-making. This should include regular opportunities for residents to meet with
leadership and staff, giving residents the right to vote on awarding of contracts and better communication
and transparency.

A few responses also mentioned that many residents need urgent repairs that are being ignored, and that
this is a bigger priority and better use of resources.

Priority two: A wide range of ways to get involved and have your say

When asked about what engagement opportunities the residents would like to add, some were satisfied
with the list and did not want to alter it. However many residents thought the list of opportunities were
too long and complex. Some believe residents will not have the time or capacity to take part in the
opportunities listed. Some residents suggested that engagement opportunities that overlap should be
consolidated to streamline the list, making it more practical to implement.

Some thought that the list was only positive theoretically, they were sceptical about implementation.
Many residents requested the council clarify how these engagements will be implemented and how they
will impact residents. Some residents wanted clarity on what methods existed and which were proposed
as new, they wanted more information on the hierarchy of the opportunities. They questioned whether
people living in different tenures can be involved in each opportunity and the level of influence they will
have.

There were conflicting suggestions about activities focused on particular groups. Some residents wanted
the council to provide events for families, young people and older people. However, many stressed that
the strategy should focus on delivering housing and landlord services. They did not think that family and
community tailored events should be in the remit of this strategy as these were not landlord services.
Some residents pointed out that at community events it can be difficult to discuss issues effectively.
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events" or "themed cultural events" - I only need my freeholder to provide a service
at areasonable cost to maintain the value of my investment. A freeholder that is
providing an effective service really only needs one channel with their leaseholders -
the same way I only have one or two ways of getting in touch with my wifi provider.”

Some residents wanted more resident collaboration. Some suggested ways the council could offer
opportunities that would involve more capacity building for residents, including training opportunities,
leadership roles, onboarding for residents, apprenticeships, and opportunities to get involved in early
stage.

“One important area missing from the current list is the support, resources, and
training available to help residents get involved confidently and effectively. Many
people may want to participate but feel unsure how to contribute or lack the
necessary knowledge or skills.”

Accessibility of the engagement opportunities was an important factor for many. They stressed the need
for multiple communication methods, to make sure certain groups were not left out of sharing their
experiences. A few residents suggested additional options such as having a tenants union, a
neighbourhood watch, more opportunities for feedback, an online log to post issues and a repairs
improvement board.

“I'would like to see the strategy include clearer opportunities for residents to not
just participate but actually make decisions that affect their homes and
communities. For example, there could be mechanisms where residents can vote on
local priorities, allocate small budgets for estate improvements, or escalate issues
like persistent repair failures or safety concerns through a formal decision-making
pathway.”

54%

23%

9% 10%
- = B
[ [
None TRA Tenants' and Local Housing TMO Other
Homeowners' Forum
Forum

Online survey: What activities do you participate in? (more than one response was allowed) n=296
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Priority three: Making it easier for you to hold us to account

For most residents, accountability was closely connected to transparency and clarity. Transparency was
considered in terms of the process of housing maintenance (such as safety, repairs, logging complaints),
cost (related to service charges) and communications.

For housing maintenance, many residents asked for the creation of specific key performance indicators
(KPIs) or metrics that can be evidenced, tracked and benchmarked, particularly for work done by
contractors - for "repairs, complaints and safety checks". A few respondents wanted to co-create these
KPIs, to ensure they are relevant to resident experience.

Some residents suggested the creation of publicly visible dashboards which display and track these KPlIs.
This would help ensure that the metrics were "truly binding".

“Agree performance metrics with your leaseholders and report back on your
progress publicly.”

“Benchmark with private leaseholders (time to completion for repairs, leaseholder
satisfaction scores, number of complaints received, number of Housing
Ombudsman complaints, time to respond to enquiries, clarity of resources, %
increase in service charges benchmarked etc.”

For some, the feeling that there were no tangible consequences for the council or contractors where
failings occur undermined a sense of accountability. Some respondents argued that serious failings in basic
standards should amount to a rebate in fees or service charges.

Residents also thought that better, more direct communication is necessary to hold the council to
account. Several respondents mentioned the desire for "opportunities for residents to challenge poor
performance directly”. This included open meetings with officers and senior staff members or direct
contact with officers on email to facilitate regular updates on key issues. For some, a "you said we did"
approach to communication would help provide clarity on issues in a digestible way.

“Yes - I'd like more opportunities for residents to challenge poor performance
directly, such as through open Q&A sessions with senior officers, public reporting
dashboards, or performance review panels with resident representation.
Importantly, any concerns raised should lead to visible actions and follow-up.”

Priority four: Embracing and embedding equality and diversity in all we do

The most frequent responses to this priority were concerned about the transparency and clarity of its
aims. Several people questioned how the plan would be implemented - particularly how it would build
trust with groups that have not previously been engaged, how the initiatives it refers to will be
sustainably funded, and how their impact will be evaluated and shared with residents.

“It's good that the council wants diverse boards, but this section could go further by
committing to structural reform: ensuring that governance structures are
representative, accessible, and anti-racist by design, not just through outreach.”
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“The section refers to leadership training and mentoring — which is excellent — but
doesn’t explain how residents move from engagement into decision-making roles.”

Frequently, respondents also perceived a need to support the participation and empowerment of groups
that were not mentioned in Priority 4, with a number of answers specifically suggesting the strategy
broaden its scope to recognise all protected characteristics highlighted by the 2010 Equality Act.

“Female and ethnic minority-led TRAs to be supported more. Especially when they
are constantly asking for support.”

“Disability and neurodiversity [are] key sources of disadvantage which should be
addressed in an equality and diversity policy.”

To support the participation of some under-represented groups, several residents identified the need to
improve accessibility of resident involvement channels, including through interpreting services, transport
assistance and digital literacy training. Others mentioned that intersectional experiences were under-
examined for how they create specific barriers to engagement.

“For your disabled [residents] with learning difficulties, people with [bed rest],
people with ongoing chronic health conditions, need the utmost care as they are
much more vulnerable... this really needs to be taken into consideration and services
needed to be joined i.e. social services as well as residents repair services and care
services need to be in-sync.”

“There are many residents who feel excluded not because of their ethnicity, but
because of their circumstances. This includes people living in disrepair or temporary
accommodation, those who have been on the housing waiting list for decades,
residents affected by anti-social behaviour or noise issues, carers, people living with
someone who has mental health challenges or addiction, and disabled residents
who often face physical and financial barriers to participating, such as lack of
transport or meeting support. These are real, complex challenges that make it
harder for residents to engage—but the current strategy doesn’t seem to
acknowledge or address them fully.”

There were however several respondents who expressed negative sentiment towards targeted
engagement of Black, Asian and minority ethnic communities.

“White residents seem these days to be forgotten when we are all human and should
all be treated equally.”

“Council should not make anything different based on ethnicity we should all have
the same rights and facilities whatever our background is.”
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Other respondents anticipated this sentiment and highlighted the language around Priority 4 as a way of
addressing some of these concerns.

Communication also emerged as a theme in reflections on what was missing from Priority 4. References
were made to expanding engagement to physical infrastructure, such as signage on how to report repairs
being offered in different languages. A few responses asked for clarification on what Northgate is and its
relevance to the strategy.

Collaboration with residents was also frequently raised. Greater resident representation through steering
groups was suggested to ensure that themed cultural events are inclusive of the communities being
celebrated. Several responses emphasised a need for clarity on accessing funding earmarked for events
and training, as well as resources for supporting residents organisations to do their own outreach.

“Trying hard to engage with marginalised groups isn't enough. You have to find
ways to do it otherwise this is pointless and none of the structures will be
representative of the community. I'm on the local Safer Neighbourhood Panel and it
is NOT representative of the community and no-one wants to be on it apart froma
very select (and similar) group of people. It has proved impossible to get any
representation from any youth or minority groups.”
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Basic standards and care
At the Homeowners Forum and the Disabled People’s Action Forum, the improvement of basic services
was a central concern.

The Homeowners Forum felt that basic compliance in landlord services was a priority over the contents of
the strategy, highlighting particular issues around fly tipping and repairs.

Key issues raised at the Disabled People’s Action Forum related to home adaptations - examples were
shared of new Southwark housing without adequate adaptation for disabled people, and that some
residents are unclear about who to engage to action adaptations. Participants highlighted several ways
that the design of services could be more inclusive of disabled communities. These included mandatory
training for all resident-facing staff on the needs of disabled residents, employing specialist officers with
training in neurodiversity and disabilities, and ensuring the accountability of housing associations - whose
service provisions are not always consistent with the council.

At the Disabled People’s Action Forum there was also some positive feedback about particular staff
members and teams. For example, several housing officers were highlighted as being responsive, and the
decluttering team was described as “fantastic”, though it perceived that not all residents are aware of
them.

Communications

At several different groups, participants discussed communications as a key issue. The Tenants Forum
raised concerns about the language in the strategy, highlighting the need for simplicity and their emphasis
on managing resident expectations. It was also suggested that there needed to be greater continuity
between the new strategy and the older strategy.

At the Homeowners Forum, it was felt that it was unclear whether the strategy was effectively addressing
the report of the Social Housing Regulator, and that the terminology around “resident” engagement
excluded non-resident leaseholders.

At the Disabled People's Actions Forum, residents signalled broader communication issues that the
strategy was said to not address - particularly, the lack of options for providing feedback on repairs, as
well as long waiting times to receive responses on queries.

Transparency

Several groups had concerns about the transparency of the document as well as its production. At the
Homeowners Forum there were questions around who was engaged to shape the strategy, such as the
proportion of tenants to homeowners, with suggestions that an independent review be conducted by an
expert with a leaseholder lens. Participants at the Homeowner’s Forum were unclear about the extent to
which the old engagement strategy had been considered in the development of the new strategy. It was
said to omit important information regarding finance - such as the funding framework of the HRA, how
different priorities were to be funded and whether they should be placed into a hierarchy of needs to
inform funding decisions. The strategy was said to lack sufficient inclusivity measures and accountability
mechanisms, particularly relating to the procurement of external contractors.

The lack of transparency of the document was also raised by the SGTO. In particular, that the document
does not outline which departments will carry out different functions and/or respond to the different
aims of the strategy. It was suggested that the document needs to be clearer on how people can access
the training that it signposts, particularly if training courses require funding. It was also felt that
information about how funding for training (on what courses and for whom) needs to be made available.
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The SGTO response also highlighted that the language within the document must be simplified and that
residents must have different ways of being able to engage with it - particularly for those with limited
digital access.

Participants at STOMAC felt that the development of the strategy had not been inclusive of their group or
of residents more broadly. They reported that TMOs were under-represented within the strategy -
particularly for the roles they could play in monitoring the aims of the document, such as quality of
engagement, and building trust with residents in order to ensure the engagement opportunities are
accessed by residents. STOMAC also highlighted the need for an independent review of the strategy.

Burden onresidents
Some groups felt that to implement the strategy, greater capacity-building opportunities needed to be
provided for residents.

Participants at STOMAC perceived there to be an overreliance on TRAs, and that supporting TMOs to have
more autonomy would provide a more balanced approach to resident engagement.

The Tenants Forum also felt that training for residents was essential to the success of the strategy,
because of the need for a resident-led implementation of the strategy. Participants also reported that a
robust code of conduct was required to underpin this strategy, supporting accountability procedures.

Members of the Homeowners Forum were concerned that alongside the need to empower residents, the
strategy did not address questions of representation regarding community governance structures. They
stated that it is not clear who can be members of directors of TMO, and that the homeowners are
currently excluded from boards such as the Resident Improvement Board.
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Background - Regulator of Social Housing I

The Resident Engagement strategy is built from feedback from the Regulator of Social Housing and what
our tenants and leaseholders have said.

The Regulator of Social Housing acknowledged that the council has a large and well-established resident
engagement structure and the council invests significant resources to support resident engagement in a

range of formal and informal resident activities , the Regulator of Social Housing concluded that there was

no evidence to illustrate how the significant resources invested in resident engagement is supporting

residents to influence the housing management strategies, policies and the design and delivery of landlord  _
services. ©

Identified Weaknesses:

 Limited evidence of how tenant views are taken into account in decision-making.

* Insufficient evidence on how resident feedback has influenced service delivery.

« A formal engagement framework that is not consistently resident-led.

» Restricted access to performance information, limiting residents’ ability to hold services to account.
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Addressing the deficiencies

This proposal introduces a resident-led model of engagement that directly responds to the RSH'’s
concerns:

*Resident Influence at the Core

Four boards covering building safety, repairs, and housing management for tenants and leaseholders
will place residents at the centre of service improvement.

*Clear Feedback Loops

Board recommendations will be formally reported to the Housing Improvement Board, with
outcomes and actions communicated back to residents.

*Resident-Led

Each board will be chaired and driven by residents, supported by relevant service areas to ensure
operational alignment and accountability.

*Transparency and Accountability

Performance data and board outcomes will be published regularly, enabling residents to scrutinise and
challenge service delivery.

This marks a shift from consultation to collaborative working, ensuring Southwark meets regulatory
expectations while building trust and stronger partnerships with its residents.

TL



Corporate priorities and GLP

The Resident Engagement Strategy directly supports the goal of giving tenants a stronger voice, one of
the key pillars of the Good Landlord Plan, approved by Cabinet in July 2025. Establishment of the boards
will ensure that residents have meaningful influence over what happens in their local areas.

Both the Council Plan and the Housing Strategy include a firm commitment to empower residents to
make local decisions, reinforcing the importance of this strategy in achieving broader corporate
objectives. This will contribute to meeting our S2030 goal on housing and the S2030 principles of
reducing inequality, empowering people and investing in prevention.

A4

In February 2025, the Cabinet Member for Council Homes approved the establishment of the tenants’
and leaseholders led landlord service improvement boards to actively support council tenants and
leaseholders to influence and embed the voice of residents in housing management strategies, policies
and the design and delivery of all landlord services. This puts residents in our council homes, at the heart
of everything we do: taking action to create better homes, better estates, better repairs and better
customer service. It gives people who live in or own our homes a stronger voice to influence housing
services to drive the changes they have asked for and to challenge us to be better.

This document outlines changes to the original proposal following consultation with residents on the draft

resident’s engagement strategy.
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Resident-Led Boards: Governance

The original proposal set out and the draft resident engagement strategy reflected the following:

 Governed by: Tenants’ Forum and Homeowners’ Forum. These forums oversee the boards and ensure
alignment with resident priorities.

« Serviced by: The Resident Engagement Team, responsible for administration and coordination.

» Support for Members: An Independent Tenant Advisor (ITA) will be commissioned to support board
members.

€L

« Board Composition: Boards must reflect the diversity of the community and comply with the council’s
Public Sector Equality Duty under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010. It must meet the transparency,
influence, and accountability standards set out in the Social Housing Regulatory Framework.

 Membership: Residents may serve no more than three consecutive years on any board. Each resident
may serve on only one board per year.

« Effectiveness & Accountability: Boards will be provided with sufficient landlord performance information
to hold the council accountable for the standard and quality of landlord services, monitor progress and
influence service improvements.

 Number of Boards: Six boards were proposed, each focusing on a specific area of landlord services.
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Consultation feedback

Key Concerns Raised by Residents:

 Too many engagement options: Residents found the structure overwhelming and difficult to
navigate.

 Dominance of louder voices: Concerns that only the most vocal residents would be heard,
leaving others, especially underrepresented groups excluded.

* Lack of coherence: Forums and structures felt disconnected, with unclear roles and
relationships.

« Complexity: The engagement framework was seen as too complicated to understand or access.

* Diversity gaps: While diversity was welcomed, residents noted a lack of focus on disability and
neurodiversity.

« Limited impact: Many felt their views were not meaningfully listened to or acted upon.

 Mixed views on TRAs and TMOs: Some felt they had too much responsibility, others felt they
lacked the power to effect change, highlighting a need for greater support and oversight.
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Our response to the feedback

« Simplifies the structure: Reduces the number of permanent boards from six to four and
clarifies their roles.

’

* Improves connectivity: Ensures stronger links between boards and existing forums (Tenants
Forum, Homeowners’ Forum).

« Clarifies complementary roles: Each structure has a defined, non-overlapping purpose to
avoid duplication and confusion.

72

« Strengthens inclusion: Commits to better representation of residents with disabilities and
neurodiverse conditions.

 Enhances resident voice: Boards will have direct influence on the Housing Improvement
Board, with clear feedback loops.

» Supports TRAs and TMOs: Proposes additional support and oversight to improve their
effectiveness and accountability.
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The proposal - establish four boards

 Tenant Housing management Board: To increase the voice and influence of council tenants in
shaping and improving housing management services. Area of Focus will include: Tenancy
management, resident engagement, policy and service design and performance monitoring.

 Leaseholder Housing management Board: To increase the voice and influence of council
leaseholders in shaping and improving housing management services. Area of Focus will include:
Service charges and transparency, communication and engagement, policy input and performance
monitoring.

9/

* Building Safety Residents’ Board: To hold the council accountable for building safety and
compliance, ensuring residents are safe in their homes. Area of focus will include: Building safety
regulations and compliance, Fire safety and risk management, Communication and engagementt,
transparency and Oversight of safety programmes.

* Repairs Improvement Residents’ Board: To oversee the council’'s repairs improvement programme
and work collaboratively with officers to deliver a better repairs and maintenance service. Area of focus
will include: Repairs performance and responsiveness, resident experience and satisfaction, Service
improvement initiatives and collaborative problem-solving.
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Purpose of the boards

The boards will play a critical role in shaping, scrutinising, and improving landlord services by:
Performance Oversight

* Review performance data regularly

* Challenge poor performance

LL

* Propose practical solutions
Resident-Led Scrutiny

Investigate issues of concern raised by residents or forums

Launch task-and-finish groups to explore and resolve problems

Establish problem-solving co-design groups

Recommend fixes for systemic issues

Shape delivery models and inform policy development

Make recommendations and initiate collaborative action
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Changes to the original proposals

Each board will:

* Report quarterly to the Housing Improvement Board (HIB).

* Ensure that resident-led discussions, investigations, and solutions are visible to senior decision-makers.
* Influence strategic decisions on services and resource allocation.

Updated Governance Structure

« Boards will be independent but connected to the Tenants’ Forum and Homeowners’ Forum.

* The chair from each forum will sit on each board, ensuring alignment and communication across the
engagement ecosystem.

Administration
» Boards will be administered by the lead service team.

« Each meeting will be attended by Directors/Heads of Service ensuring that individuals with the authority to
agree actions and initiate investigations are present

Support for Residents

» Resident voice will be supported by:
* The Resident Engagement Team (RET)

. Th,gt tenant advice provider (This is a change from the original proposal, which did not specify delivery
partners.

8.

Page x * Presentation main heading here * date



Proposals for the boards

 Membership and Representation: Members selected through a competitive process,
ensuring diversity reflective of diversity of people living in our homes, and diverse
housing environments

* Resident Chair elected by board members.

« Governance and Accountability: Quarterly action logs and reports reviewed by the
Housing Improvement Board (HIB). Where issues are not resolved at board level, the
HIB and Cabinet Member will formally respond.

« Service teams responsible for providing timely and accurate information to enable
scrutiny and to hold service to account

* Transparency and Communication: Use of the Engage Hub to publish board papers for
public transparency and hold member-only discussions

» Unsuccessful applicants invited to join a Resident Reference Group: They will receive
updates and provide feedback and input on key issues.

 Remuneration: Members to receive a fixed fee of £100 per meeting, covering travel and
preparation time. This is an interim arrangement while a full remuneration policy is
developed.
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Culture and Values of the board

 Resident-led: Residents shape the agenda and influence decisions.

* Inclusive: Diverse voices are welcomed and respected.

« Collaborative: Works in partnership with services to improve outcomes.
 Transparent. Open about decisions, actions, and challenges.

 Accountable: Holds services to account with evidence and integrity.

« Confidential: Respects privacy and builds trust.

« Constructive: Acts as a critical friend—supportive but challenging.
 Learning-focused: Committed to growth, feedback, and continuous improvement

08
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Summary of the proposal

Housing Management Board Landlord Services -housing Resident engagement Housing management * Tenants only but include * Membership by selection
management and resident household members who process and open to
engagement could succeed everyone.

* Tenant Forum has a * Meet quarterly
representative member * SGTO support role outside
*  Membership 20 maximum 3 the sessions
years » 2 sessions in person only
* remunerated

Leaseholder Management Homeownership Services — Leasehold services Resident Engagement * Leaseholders only — but * Membership by selection

Board leasehold and homeownership include household process and open to
services members who live in the everyone. 0o

premises for more than 12 * Meet quarterly =
months * SGTO support role outside
* Homeowner Forum has a the sessions
representative member * 2 sessions in person only
* Membership 20 maximum 3 ¢ remunerated
years

Repairs Improvement Board Repairs Service — Repairs on  Repairs Service Resident Engagement * Tenants and leaseholders * Membership by selection
tenant's homes and communal with tenant majority process and open to
areas * Tenant and Homeowner everyone.

Forum has a representative  * Meet quarterly
member * SGTO support role outside
*  Membership 20 maximum 3 the sessions
years » 2 sessions in person only
* remunerated

Building Safety Board Building Safety — Fire and Building safety Resident Engagement * Tenants and leaseholders * Membership by selection
structural integrity of high risk in HRB (195) with a process and open to
buildings maijority of tenants everyone.

* Tenant and Homeowner * Meet quarterly

Forum has a representative  * SGTO support role outside

member the sessions
* Membership 20 maximum 3 2 sessions in person only
years * remunerated



Proposal for Homeowner and Tenant
Forum

Purpose of Homeowner Forum and Tenant Forum

« To be consulted by the council on key policy changes affecting residents in council-owned homes, including
decisions on rents and service charges.

* To ensure tenant and leaseholder concerns about housing services and property management are raised and
addressed, with escalation to relevant boards when necessary.

* To advise and support the council in developing an effective and inclusive resident engagement strategy.

* Toreceive and share feedback from the council and other parts of the resident engagement structure, ensuring
information flows across tenant networks and to council officers.

* To provide representation on Scrutiny and the Four Boards, ensuring resident voice is embedded in governance. &

Purpose of the Five Local Housing Forums (LHF)

« To provide a local platform for tenants, leaseholders, and residents to promote positive and effective
engagement.

* Network with other active residents and local councillors.

* Access support and training for resident involvement.

« To help shape and improve housing services, with updates on performance and delivery tailored to their
neighbourhood.

* To be consulted on local policy changes affecting council-owned homes.

* To elect representatives to the Tenant and Homeowner Forums and receive regular updates from them.
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Proposal for Homeowner and Tenant
Forum

« Tenant and Homeowner Forums (TF and HOF) members are elected through a democratic ballot by tenants and
homeowners at Local Housing Forums (LHF), ensuring a representative voice rather than individual perspectives.

« Local Housing Forums (LHF) are open to all residents living in council-owned, leased, or freehold homes in the
area, including those in council-owned temporary accommodation.

« The Chair and Vice Chair of TF and HOF are elected annually by forum delegates. A maximum of three
consecutive years is permitted in either role, followed by a three-year break before standing again.

« LHF Chairs and Vice Chairs are elected annually by attendees at LHF meetings, with the same three-year term

limit and break requirement. &
* Where necessary, actions are escalated to TF, HOF, or the relevant board for further scrutiny and decision-
making.
* Forums are administered by the Resident Engagement Team (RET), with attendance from Directors and Heads of
Services.

 For LHFs, a Housing Area Manager attends, a senior Offier empowered to agree actions based on resident
feedback.

* Tenant voice support is provided by RET and an independent tenant advice provider, who may attend both TF and
HOF.

 The Engage Hub is used to publish papers for transparency and to facilitate member-only discussions.
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Culture and Values of the Forums

 Resident-led: Residents shape the agenda and influence decisions.

* Inclusive: Open and welcoming , diverse voices are welcomed and respected.

* Informative: Places where information and good practice is shared both between the residents and
leaseholders who attend and between the council and the public

« Collaborative: Works in partnership with services to improve outcomes.

 Transparent. Open about decisions, actions, and challenges.

* Accountable: Holds services to account with evidence and integrity.

¥8
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Strengthening Resident Voice: Forums
and Boards Working Together

* The Tenant and Homeowner Forums (TF and HOF) and the Resident-Led Boards form two distinct but connected
parts of a wider resident engagement system. Together, they deliver a stronger, more inclusive voice for tenants
and leaseholders in the design and delivery of housing services. While they are linked through shared
representation, their roles differ:

* Resident-Led Boards focus on deep dives into specific service areas, providing strategic oversight and scrutiny.

 TF, HOF, and Local Housing Forums (LHF) offer broad engagement, enabling wider participation and community-
led input.

a8

This dual structure strengthens resident voice by:
» Ensuring both strategic oversight and grassroots participation.
» Supporting co-design and co-delivery of services with tenants and leaseholders.

» Creating multiple pathways for involvement by a focus on topic ( the boards) a focus on needs of communities
based on tenure (TF and HOF) a focus on neighbourhoods (LHF &TRAs). Enabling both individual voices and
representative groups, tapping into the talent, care, and commitment within our communities.

« Offering different types of scrutiny to dig deep (Boards) and connect widely (Forums).Supporting broader
participation and ensuring a diversity of perspectives in shaping housing services.
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How it connects with existing structures




Single purpose or one-off groups
To support targeted engagement and co-design, resident-led panels and focus groups will be established to

address specific issues or projects. Examples include:

* The Great Estates Programme
 The ASB Working Group

Membership will be drawn from a pool of over 1,400 residents who have expressed interest through outreach
activities.

A

These groups will enable focused collaboration, amplify resident voice on key issues, and ensure our services
reflect the needs and priorities of our communities.
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Resident-Led Board Implementation plan
and Recruitment Timeline

Recruitment Pool:

Drawn from a wide and diverse base of engaged residents:

57 expressions of interest via the Housing Management Board
637 members of the Online Panel

850 residents via the RIO contact form

42+ new volunteers

Board recruitment:

October 2025: Speed dating events to promote board opportunities.
November 2025: Applications open and member events held

28 November: Applications assessed

December 2025: Induction of new board members.

January 2026: Official launch of the resident-led boards.

88

Additional outreach through newsletters, Tenant & Resident Associations (TRAs), and forums

Recruitment Process: Terms of reference and application forms to be agreed and drafted by the Resident
Engagement Team. Social Life will be commissioned to take part in the selection to ensure transparency and

openNness.
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Foreword - Councillor Michael Situ, Cabinet Member for Council Housing

We recognise that our residents are true experts on their homes, their estates, and
the neighbourhoods they help shape every day. Our Good Landlord Plan made a
clear promise: to place residents’ needs and aspirations at the centre of everything
we do. We are committed to creating transparent systems that allow residents to
hold us to account, challenge our performance, and help us improve. Whether
through formal panels, feedback forums, or open data, we will ensure residents have
the tools and access they need to evaluate how well we are delivering on our
promises.

The Resident Engagement Strategy builds on that commitment. It sets out our vision
for the next four years, offering inclusive, flexible and meaningful opportunities for
residents to get involved in shaping the services that matter most to them, through
estate-based decision-making, digital engagement, or face-to-face conversations, we
want every resident to feel empowered to contribute in ways that suit their lifestyle
and availability. We are determined to ensure that our landlord service remains
responsive, effective and good value for money, now and into the future.

Introduction

Our Resident Engagement Strategy is key to delivering on Southwark’s ambition to
be a good landlord.

We understand that our role as a landlord is about far more than bricks and mortar.
A safe, well-maintained home is the foundation for security, opportunity and
community. Through the Good Landlord Plan we have committed to invest £250
million over the next three years in improving safety and estates, to transform repairs
services and to provide a stronger, more responsive approach to complaints and
customer service. Achieving these ambitions will only be possible if we do so with
residents as partners, ensuring that resident voice shapes priorities, decisions and
choices across all landlord services.

We also recognise that getting involved takes time and commitment. Our role is to
make participation easy, flexible and accessible, offering a wide menu of options so
that everyone has the opportunity to influence. From resident-led service
improvement boards to local housing forums, digital channels, estate walkabouts
and co-design workshops, we are creating a wide-variety of opportunities to be
involved.

Most importantly, engagement must be impactful. Our residents’ voices will not only
be heard but will directly influence major investment decisions, service priorities and
the design of neighbourhood improvements. This means residents will be involved in
shaping how we invest our capital programme, delivery of building safety works and
estate upgrades. It also means that service design, such as how we deliver repairs,
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manage complaints, and respond to anti-social behaviour will be informed by lived
experience and co-produced with residents.

Our Good Landlord Plan

Southwark’s Good Landlord Plan is our commitment to becoming a landlord that
residents can trust, respect and be proud of. The plan sets out how Southwark is
responding to the Regulator of Social Housing’s Judgement (RSH) by working
positively to fully meet the RSH’s consumer standards.

The plan is built around six pillars:
o Better Homes
o Better Repairs
o Better Estates
« Better Customer Service
e Stronger Resident Voice
« New Council Homes

At its heart is the principle that residents are active partners in shaping the services
they receive. Our Resident Engagement Strategy aims to ensure that residents have
a real voice in how commitments are delivered, and decisions are made.

Through this strategy resident voice is embedded at the centre of both service
delivery and oversight. It is the way we will ensure that Southwark’s homes are safe,
services are accountable, and communities are empowered.

How we created this strategy

This Resident Engagement Strategy has been shaped directly by the voices of
residents across Southwark. The draft strategy was informed by a literature review
and insights gathered from over 500 council tenants and leaseholders regarding their
appetite for engagement. The revised version has included additional contributions
from our surveys on the engagement hub, and the tenant satisfaction measures
survey of people in our homes.

It also includes expert insight from the Regulator of Social Housing judgement, those
who are active and have considerable experience of engagement with the council
through our engagement with Southwark Group Tenants Organisation (SGTO),
Tenants Forum(TF), Homeowners Forum(HF), Southwark Tenant Management
Organisations Committee(STMOC), Local Housing Forum (LHF) and Housing
Scrutiny Commission.

We commissioned an independent organisation to lead the engagement to develop
the strategy. Their role was to make sure the process was transparent, inclusive and
credible, so residents could be confident that their views were properly heard and
reflected.
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Through this programme, we heard from residents face-to-face across the borough.
Alongside this, we created a range of digital opportunities to be engaged. These
options meant that residents who could not attend meetings in person were able to
take part and influence the strategy.

We held targeted focus groups and co-design workshops where residents shared
their concerns and priorities. These conversations gave us clear insight into the
issues that matter most, from repairs and cleaning to community safety and anti-
social behaviour.

The combination of independent facilitation, in-person discussions and digital
engagement meant a wide range of residents shaped our final strategy. Their
feedback created the final priorities and commitments. As a result, the strategy is
firmly rooted in the lived experience of Southwark residents and provides a strong
foundation for improving landlord services in the years ahead.

What residents told us

Residents were clear that engagement must lead to real change. While they value
being asked for their views, what matters most is seeing a difference as a result.
Many stressed that their time is limited, with jobs, families and personal
commitments often making it difficult to attend meetings or take part in in-depth
processes. They want involvement opportunities to be easy, flexible and worthwhile,
with clear evidence that their contributions shape decisions and lead to action.

A theme from the consultation was a desire for senior leaders to be closer to frontline
housing services. Residents told us they want to engage with Councillors, and
Senior Officers on estates, at walkabouts and in meetings, hearing directly about the
challenges people face. They felt this would help leaders understand local realities,
strengthen accountability and build trust.

Residents expressed a deep sense of care for their area and strong desire to help
set local priorities. They want to be part of shaping decisions on how resources are
spent in their neighbourhoods, with a strong focus on investment in repairs,
improvements in estates, green spaces and community facilities. They told us they
are ready to work in partnership with the council, provided their involvement is
respected and acted upon.

Communication and follow-through were important. Residents want clearer updates
and quicker action on issues with a ‘you said, we did’ approach to show how their
feedback makes a difference.

Finally, residents emphasised the need for inclusive and flexible engagement. They
asked for a broad menu of opportunities; from face-to-face forums and estate
inspections to online surveys, digital panels and community events, so that
everyone, regardless of lifestyle or circumstance, has the chance to be involved.
They also stressed the importance of reaching those who are often
underrepresented, ensuring the full diversity of Southwark’s communities informs
decision-making.
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The objectives our Resident Engagement Strategy
2026 to 2030 are to:

» Deliver our legal obligations on tenant voice with a focus on meeting the
Regulator of Social Housing Customer Service Standards while addressing
the shortfalls identified in the 2024 inspection report.

« Ensure tenants and leaseholders shape, influence and direct the design and
delivery of the council’s housing service and our Good Landlord Plan
commitment on Stronger Voice

« Contribute to Southwark 2030 goals: reduce inequality, empower people, and
invest in prevention.

» Foster safe, supportive communities where residents feel secure and
connected.

Our shared engagement principles

Residents rightly want to see real change as a result of their involvement, working as
part of genuine partnership where their experience shapes decisions. We have
developed the following principles to underpin all of our engagement activities:

e Building trust through every contact

e Accountability and transparency

e Flexibility and accessibility

e Co-design and co-production

e Communication that connects

e Meaningful engagement with visible impact

Building trust through every contact: Every engagement activity, large or small, is
an opportunity to build trust. This means visible leadership, careful listening, and
treating every resident with care and empathy. By showing respect, commitment and
goodwill at every stage, we will demonstrate that engagement is a genuine
partnership where residents’ voices shape decisions.

Accountability and transparency: Residents want to hold us to account and see
senior leaders closer to frontline services. We will be open and honest about our
actions, share performance information in ways that are easy to understand, and
acknowledge when things go wrong. We will welcome scrutiny, learn from mistakes,
and adapt quickly. By doing so, we will show that accountability and transparency
are not just regulatory duties but fundamental to a respectful relationship with
residents.

Flexibility and accessibility: Residents told us they want to be involved but that
time is limited by work, family and personal commitments. Our approach must
therefore be flexible, offering a wide range of ways to participate, such as evening
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meetings, digital channels, shorter surveys or informal conversations on estates. We
will test new approaches, adapt based on feedback, and remove batrriers to
participation. We will ensure opportunities are accessible and inclusive so that
everyone has a fair chance to have their say.

Co-design, and co-production: Residents want to be active partners, not passive
consultees. We will embed co-design, and co-production across landlord services,
bringing together professional expertise, lived experience and data as valued
sources of knowledge. By working in this way, we will create services that are more
relevant, effective and trusted, because they are built with and for the people who
use them.

Communication that connects: Residents highlighted the need for clearer updates
and faster action. We will communicate regularly about engagement outcomes using
plain language, accessible formats and a variety of channels. We will also complete

the loop with a ‘you said, we did’ approach, so residents can see how their feedback
has led to change.

Meaningful engagement with visible impact: Above all, residents want
engagement to be meaningful. We will be clear about what we are asking, the scope
of residents’ influence, and the outcomes they can expect. Change will happen
because of engagement, and we will show, clearly and transparently, how residents’
contributions have made a difference. This is critical to building the trust and
partnership that residents have told us is the foundation of a good landlord service.

Our shared engagement priorities

Through engagement with residents, four priorities have been developed to underpin
our commitment to the highest level of resident involvement. Each priority is
supported by our engagement principles, ensuring that the way we work is as
important as what we deliver. Together, these priorities form the framework for a
landlord service that is accountable, inclusive and built-in partnership with residents.

1. Empowering tenants and leaseholders to shape, influence, and direct the
design and delivery of landlord services.

2. Working together to understand residents’ needs, priorities, and aspirations

for their neighbourhoods and communities and collaborating to find practical

solutions.

Making it easier to hold our services to account

4. Supporting community building, helping residents build relationships,
networks, and thriving communities.

w

1. Empowering tenants and leaseholders to shape, influence, and direct
the design and delivery of landlord services.
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Residents told us they want more influence over the decisions that affect their homes
and communities, and a stronger voice in setting local priorities.

This means not just being consulted but being part of the decision-making process.
We will build on the success of initiatives such as Great Estates by embedding co-
design into our everyday practice.

Senior leaders will be more visible and connected to frontline services, ensuring local
insights drive how resources are spent and how estates are managed. Through this,
residents will have genuine power to shape investment decisions, neighbourhood
priorities and service improvements.

We will establish Housing management boards to scrutinise performance, hold us to
account, and co-design services ensuring members are trained and have the
knowledge and information they need. We will also have a single purpose or one-off
focus groups or panels to address specific issues and project such as Landlord
Services procedure review groups.

Case Study: Tackling Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB)

Residents told us that anti-social behaviour was one of their top concerns,
affecting both safety and quality of life. They also said they wanted clearer updates
and more accountability when cases were being managed.

In response we held an ASB workshop with a diverse group of tenants and
leaseholders. Their 12 recommendations directly shaped our new ASB procedure,
including co-signed action plans between residents and case officers, more
frequent updates during investigations, and a stronger commitment to
transparency.

These changes have already led to improvements: tenant satisfaction with how
ASB is handled has risen by improved by 4%, rising to 57% and residents now
have access to a new ASB and crime dashboard giving them clear oversight of
local issues and council action.

2. Working together to understand residents’ needs, priorities, and aspirations
for their neighbourhoods and communities and collaborating to find practical
solutions.

Residents are clear that involvement must be flexible and accessible, recognising
the pressures of busy lives, jobs and family commitments.
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We will therefore provide a broad menu of opportunities for involvement, ranging
from resident boards and housing forums to online panels, surveys, estate
walkabouts and digital channels.

We will work with residents through Tenant & Resident Associations (TRAS), Local
Housing Forums, Tenants and Homeowner Forums, providing opportunities for
residents to share what is working, what is not, and what matters to them using
forums and direct feedback and work with us to build solutions.

We will continue to innovate, testing new approaches and learning from what works,
so that residents can choose the method that best suits their lifestyle.

By embedding flexibility and accessibility into all our engagement, every resident will
have the chance to contribute in a way that works for them.

By embedding meaningful engagement with visible impact, we will create an
environment where every voice is valued and where decisions are shaped by the
breadth of perspectives in our borough.

Case Study: The Great Estates Programme

Our Great Estates Programme was designed with residents. In pilot projects,
tenants worked alongside the council to identify estate priorities and agree on the
improvements they wanted to see.

Their ideas directly shaped the delivery of new community gardens, food-growing
projects, refreshed playgrounds, better bike storage, improved waste and recycling
facilities, upgraded lighting and CCTV, and local public art. The success of the
Great Estates project highlights the benefits of people power in shaping their
neighbourhoods and estates. The success it has recorded in transforming the pilot
estates is testament to our commitment to working with empowered communities
to transform the way we manage and deliver good landlord services on our estates
and in our neighbourhoods.

Residents rated the results highly, 88% said the programme was good or
excellent. Their feedback is now being used to shape future estate improvements
funded through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), ensuring resident
priorities continue to drive investment.

3. Making it easier to hold our services to account
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Residents want stronger accountability, clearer communication, and visible
leadership that listens.

We will be open and transparent about our performance, publishing data; we will
also welcome scrutiny, empowering residents to test, challenge and monitor services
through formal boards, forums and inspection activities.

In line with our principle of accountability and transparency, we will explain when
things go wrong, how we are putting them right, and what we are learning in the
process.

The establishment of the tenants’ and leaseholders’ led landlord services
improvement boards is to give a stronger voice for tenants and leaseholders in the
design and delivery of all landlord services.

Case Study: Tenant Management Organisations (TMOSs)

Southwark supports 16 Tenant Management Organisations (TMOs), which
together manage around 4,100 council homes and a budget of £40 million a year.
TMOs are run by residents under the national Right to Manage regulations, giving
local people direct control over housing services in their neighbourhoods.

Through TMOs, residents design and deliver services such as repairs, cleaning
and estate management, making decisions about local priorities and holding
themselves accountable for performance. Engagement goes beyond consultation,
residents sit on management committees, set standards, and monitor outcomes.

Performance shows the impact of this resident-led approach: TMOs exceed
targets in key areas, including 95% of repairs completed right first time and nearly
99% overall satisfaction with repairs. TMOs also collect rents and service charges
above target levels and respond quickly to complaints and enquiries.

4. Supporting community building, helping residents build relationships,
networks, and thriving communities.

Residents stressed the importance of inclusivity and fairness and told us that
engagement must reach those who are often underrepresented. We will ensure that
our involvement structures reflect the full diversity of Southwark’s communities,
across tenure, age, ethnicity, gender, disability and lived experience. This means
using a mix of approaches, from events to targeted outreach and digital platforms to
engage groups who might otherwise be left out. By embedding meaningful
engagement with visible impact, we will create an environment where every voice is
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valued and where decisions are shaped by the breadth of perspectives in our
borough. We recognise at an estate and community level our tenants and
leaseholders play a critical role in supporting their neighbours thrive. Our TRAS host
an amazing range of activity supporting young people, our older residents and those
who are struggling with the cost of living. These volunteers run after school clubs,
food banks, knitting clubs and provide safe and warm spaces. We will support
TRAs and grassroots groups with resources, spaces, and funding to nurture their
communities.

Case Study: Investing in our communities

£100K has been allocated in the resident engagement strategy to provide reward,
recognition and incentives to residents who want to serve on the various landlord
service improvement board.

We have allocated £1.3 million towards grassroots resident engagement and
involvement in the design and delivery of high standard landlord services.

We will spend up to £248,000 on community activity run by and for our
communities that improves the wellbeing of our residents.

Ways Residents can get involved

Resident Boards: Southwark has a number of resident-led boards that focus on
different areas of landlord services, including housing management, building safety
and leaseholders. These boards give residents the opportunity to work directly with
senior staff, review performance and influence how services are delivered.

Local Housing Forums: There are five Local Housing Forums across the borough,
each chaired by residents. These forums bring together tenants, leaseholders,
freeholders and licensees with councillors and officers to discuss housing issues and
set local priorities.

Separate forums exist for tenants and for homeowners, alongside joint
meetings when issues affect both groups. These forums provide a space to
consider policies and services from different resident perspectives.

Tenants and Residents Associations (TRAs): TRAs are groups of residents who
come together to represent their estate or neighbourhood. They work with the
council to hold services accountable and deliver community engagement.
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Tenant Management Organisations (TMOs): TMOs allow residents to take on
direct responsibility for certain landlord services under a management agreement
with the council, providing a more hands-on role in service delivery.

Estate inspections: Residents can take part in joint inspections with council staff
and contractors to check the condition of estates, including cleaning, grounds
maintenance and communal repairs.

Resident action days: Action days are organised events where residents, staff and
contractors work together on estate-based improvements or problem-solving
activities.

Online Residents’ Panel: An online panel is available for residents who prefer to
engage digitally. Members can take part in surveys, comment on draft documents
and choose the topics they want to be involved in.

Webinars and Q&A Sessions: Residents can join online events with officers and
councillors, which can be accessed live or watched later, offering flexible
opportunities to ask questions and hear updates.

Surveys: The council uses surveys, both online and by post, to collect resident
views on services. These include the national tenant satisfaction measures set by
the Regulator of Social Housing.

Focus groups and co-design workshops: Smaller groups are brought together to
explore specific issues such as repairs bookings or anti-social behaviour. These
sessions allow residents to explore issues in depth and help shape solutions.

Resident conferences: Borough-wide conferences are held where residents can
hold the council to account on housing services, explore service areas in workshops,
and agree action plans.

Community-based activities: The council supports a range of other involvement
opportunities, including themed cultural events, resident day gatherings, sporting
activities and partnerships with community champions. These activities aim to build
relationships, reach underrepresented groups and strengthen local networks.

Home visits: Resident Involvement Officers carry out home visits to speak directly
with tenants and homeowners about their experiences and to encourage
participation in formal or informal engagement.

Measurement of success

1. We will measure the success of this four-year Resident Involvement Strategy
by measuring our performance against the following outcomes:

2. We will have a wider range of residents involved in a greater number of
involvement activities through the life of this strategy.

3. We will have clear evidence that involvement has made a difference in terms
of tangible service improvements.
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4. Resident Involvement is embedded and forms part of the day job for all staff
and the evidence is collected through the tenant satisfaction measures and

survey of homeowners.
5. We will have achieved improved resident satisfaction with resident

involvement.
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Meeting Name: Housing Scrutiny Commission

Date: 14 October 2025

Report title: Tenda Road (New Build Homes) — Overview and Next
Steps

Ward(s) or groups affected: | South Bermondsey

Classification: Open

Reason for lateness (if N/A

applicable):

From: Managing Director, Southwark Construction

RECOMMENDATION(S)

1. That the Housing Scrutiny Commission notes the complex history of the
project and how the current project position has been reached.

2. That the Housing Scrutiny Commission notes the steps taken to date to
address concerns and the action plan in place to resolve the matter.

3. That the Housing Scrutiny Commission note the appointment of an

independent investigator to review the underlying causes of the project's
position and ensure that appropriate lessons are identified and applied moving
forward.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

4.

The scheme at Tenda Road is a 12-home development, set across three and
four storeys. Itis a mix of 1, 2, 3 and 4-bed homes, with one wheelchair
accessible home. It is constructed on a former carpark and sits within the
existing Manor Estate in South Bermondsey.

Contractor A Appointment

5.

Planning permission for the scheme was achieved in July 2017, and
Contractor A were selected to construct the works. The GW2 was signed in
March 2018 with a total contract sum of £1,943,027, and the appointment
under a JCT Design and Build Contract.

Work began on site later that year in August 2018, with a programme length of
52 weeks.

However, as per a Termination Report written to the Director of Housing and
Modernisation in December 2020, concerns over Contractor A’'s work were
raised early in the project. Reports from the Clerk of Works of poor
workmanship resulted in an independent structural engineer. As a result, a
programme and design for remedial works was discussed, with no further
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works to take place in the affected area. Other matters regarding Contractor
A’s conduct were also raised and there was a breakdown of relationship
between the contractor and Employer’s Agent (EA).

In July 2020, Contractor A stopped work on the site, and the building was left
with the main structure completed. Other elements of work were either out of
sequence or not started. Meanwhile, there were serious concerns about
Contractor A’s financial situation, and resulting cashflow problems, and it
became clear that they had not been paying their supply chain. As such, many
of the suppliers would not return to sign the collateral warranties that should
have been executed at the start of the contract. Ultimately, and following legal
advice from an external legal consultant, it was considered an appropriate time
to terminate the contract, and Contractor A accepted a negotiated release.
The contract was terminated in December 2020. Contractor A were paid
£1,152,938.45 for their work on the project, in line with valuations undertaken
at the time, which was around 54% of the total contract sum. Following the
termination of the contractor, it appeared there was an overpayment of
£39,905.60, and this was recovered following legal negotiation.

At this time, other consultants who had previously worked on the project were
removed, including the Clerk of Works and EA, and both roles were
subsequently re-appointed and have remained consistent to date. A new
building warranty provider was also found, following lengthy discussions.

Contractor B Appointment

10.

11.

12.

13.

Concurrently to Contractor A’s termination, a Gateway 1 Report was put
forward in September 2020 to appoint a new contractor. Following the
submission of quotes, and discussions with interested parties, Contractor B
were awarded the new contract via a single supplier negotiation. Due to the
circumstances in which the building had been left, they were initially appointed
under a Pre-Construction Services Agreement (PCSA) for £78,613.

Ahead of their formal appointment, Contractor B appointed a structural
engineer who had been novated from Contractor A. They undertook a
thorough and fully documented structural review of the building and proposed
some remedial measures, where required. These included:

a). Wall tie choice and spacing

b). Laying of precast floors

c). Lintel installation

d). Residual cracking of masonry

Meanwhile, Contractor B also instructed a fire engineer to undertake a review
of the building’s fire safety elements. It was noted that there were some
areas of concern, and remedial proposals were drawn up to mitigate these.

As part of the agreed PCSA, Contractor B carried out structural and fire
stopping works as per the consultants’ recommendations. In both instances, it
was observed that certain works required mitigation rather than full
reconstruction, owing to the building having already reached partial
completion, for example, the installation of the outer leaf. A further inspection
was undertaken by the same structural engineers in 2022 and a subsequent
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report confirmed that all work had been completed in accordance with their
recommendations.

Several other instructions, previously unforeseen, also had to be made during
the PCSA for other items discovered which were not satisfactorily undertaken
by Contractor A. This included a minor amendment planning application for
work Contractor A had undertaken incorrectly. The PCSA concluded at a total
of £208,884.48.

In January 2022, a Gateway 2 was approved to appoint Contractor B to
undertake a Main Works contract for £3,268,601.42, based on a one-year
programme. The Main Works contract continued without significant issue and
the construction work, as per the design, was completed in June 2023. The
project team proceeded with handover preparations. Throughout the duration
of the project, there have been no questions or concerns over Contractor B’s
performance. Southwark Construction understands that all aspects of the build
were delivered in accordance with the contractual requirements. They have
continued to be collaborative, proactive and passionate about the project since
the build concluded.

Project Timeline

16.

Table 1 below highlights the timeline of key issues for the project.

Event Date
Contractor A Appointed May 2018
Contractor A Removed from Project December 2020
Contractor B appointed (under PCSA) April 2021
Contractor B appointed (under Main Works) February 2022
Building deemed complete August 2023

KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

17.

18.

19.

20.

Practical Completion of the scheme cannot be confirmed, nor can the homes
be let, until the building has been formally assessed and certified by Building
Control.

Since August 2023, a series of issues have been raised by the Building
Control Authority that Contractor B have aimed to satisfy. When this has not
been possible, and the documentary evidence not accepted, they have made
the necessary changes to comply or sought further third-party advice, as
required..

Southwark Construction and Building Control are in clear agreement that they
want to deliver a safe and compliant building, and that will remain the focus
and goal for both parties.

To seek additional assurance and to try to overcome key concerns, Southwark
Construction appointed an external, and independent, building control
authority to conduct a form of ‘peer review’. They attended a site visit and
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subsequently produced a report which reviewed a number of key items.

To further understand the outstanding areas of concern, Building Control
requested that the structure was opened up to allow further inspection. This
took place on 16 June 2025 and 16 July 2025, and a report followed each
inspection. The items raised largely aligned with those areas raised during the
initial structural engineer’s report during the PCSA.

Following these inspections, a meeting between the project team and Building
Control was held in August 2025 to review the next steps. Contractor B
continued to advocate for the justifications already provided, but Building
Control maintained that a comprehensive review of the work that has taken
place is required by the contractor. Building Control as the regulatory body can
then check that this meets the requirements. The contractor needs to justify
their approach on the issues raised by Building Control during their
inspections.

As such, Contractor B, will investigate remedial proposals, but this is due to
take a significant length of time and cost, and will require a new design team
to be appointed.

Throughout this period, there was changes to guidance Building Control
officers were expected to follow, crucially with regards to design advice, as
noted in the Grenfell Tower Inquiry: Phase 2 Report. The situation has not
changed, this guidance reaffirmed that a Building Control Inspector cannot
offer design advice as to suitable remedial steps in the event aspects of the
build do not meet the regulatory requirements.

Legal Position

25.

26.

The liability for the cost of remedial works has not yet been determined. Legal
advice has previously been sought, however, ultimately, unless it can be
proved that Contractor B were responsible for designing the non-compliant
parts of the building, all costs will sit with Southwark. As of August 2025,
Contractor B’s total gross claim was £784,508.01.

Under the Main Works Contract, Contractor B were contractually considered
not to be liable for several of the key elements constructed by Contractor A,
including the foundation and substructure works, the ground floor beam and
blockwork, and the partially completed external walls, many of which have
been raised by Building Control as being non-compliant.

Costs to Date

27.

28.

The project has now been delayed by 27 months. As a gesture of good will,
Building Control matters are resolved, Southwark Construction have continued
to split the cost of 24-hour security with Contractor B. This has resulted in
costs of £376,146.28 to date, around £14,000 per month

The rental income forgone to the council is estimated to be around £170,000,
and moreover 12 homes remain unoccupied for families in housing need.
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Next Steps to Resolve

29. To obtain a full and accurate chronology of the scheme an independent
forensic investigation has been jointly appointed by Southwark Construction
and Building Control. The investigation commenced in August 2025 and is
expected to conclude by the end of the year.

30. This investigation will help to prepare for any potential legal challenges from
Contractor B. As part of their scope, they’ve been asked to assess the
integrity, compliance and performance of the project, to help the council
establish liability and inform next steps. This will also include lessons learnt.

31. As referenced in paragraph 28, following the recent opening up inspection,
Contractor B will look to put forward a package of remedial works. These will
subsequently be presented to Building Control for information.

Policy framework implications

32. There are no policy implications arising from this report.

Community, equalities (including socio-economic) and health impacts

Community impact statement

33. This report is not considered to contain proposals that would have a significant
impact on any particular community or group.

Climate change implications

34. There are no climate change implications arising from this report

Resource implications

35. Paragraphs 32-34 outline the current costs to date. Total costs for the project
are yet to be fully established.

Legal implications

36. There are no direct legal implications arising from this report. Implications
surrounding the project as a whole are yet to be fully established. Southwark
Construction will continue to work with the independent investigator and
external legal advisors to mitigate any legal risk.

Financial implications
37. There are no direct financial implications arising from this report

Consultation

38. There has been no consultation on this report.

5
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https://moderngov.southwark.gov.
uk/documents/s74970/Report%20
Gateway%202%20-
%20Contract%20Award%20Appro
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Gateway 2 — Contract Award Southwark Construction |Georgie Hendriks
Construction of New Build Units at 02075251076

Gateway 2 — Contract Award
Approval — Contractor Services for
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uk/documents/s104591/Gateway
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https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s74970/Report%20Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval.%20Works%20Contract%20for%20the%20New%20Homes%20Delivery%20Programme%20-%20T.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s74970/Report%20Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval.%20Works%20Contract%20for%20the%20New%20Homes%20Delivery%20Programme%20-%20T.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s74970/Report%20Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval.%20Works%20Contract%20for%20the%20New%20Homes%20Delivery%20Programme%20-%20T.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf
https://moderngov.southwark.gov.uk/documents/s104591/Gateway%202%20-%20Contract%20Award%20Approval-%20Contractor%20Services%20for%20the%20Tenda%20Road.pdf

7 Agenda Item 8

Meeting Name: Housing Scrutiny Commission

Date:

14 October 2025

Report title: Response to Housing Scrutiny Commission on Post

Grenfell Compliance & Future Fire Safety Investment

Ward(s) or groups affected: | All

Classification: Open

Reason for lateness (if Not Applicable

applicable):

From: Ceri Theobald — Interim Assistant Director Building

Safety & Compliance
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

3.1

3.2

RECOMMENDATION(S)

Housing Scrutiny Commission members are asked to note the briefing note in
relation to the questions raised.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Chair of the Commission requested a short Briefing Note outlining the
Council’s current position on Fire Safety.

This note aims to respond to the request to update the Housing Scrutiny
Committee on the following points.

Post-Grenfell Compliance - How the Council currently stands in relation to
updated fire safety legislation and the implementation of fire safety-specific
modifications to housing stock.

Future Fire Safety Investment - The Council’s anticipated plans for fire
safety investment over the coming years, including:

e The Housing Revenue Account’s (HRA) commitments to fire safety costs.
e How these commitments compare to other priority investment areas.

This briefing note provides an overview of Southwark’s position in relation to
fire safety and its wider response to Building Safety following the tragic events
at Grenfell.

Post Grenfell Compliance

Background

Following the Grenfell inquiry a series of legislative changes have been
introduced by the government.




3.3

3.4

3.5

4.

4.1
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The Fire Safety (England) Regulations 2022 were introduced to address legal
ambiguities and enforce new duties on Responsible Persons. These include
fire door checks, evacuation plans, and sharing building information with Fire
and Rescue Services.

The Building Safety Act introduced a new regulatory regime for higher-risk
buildings. From April 2024, the Building Safety Regulator oversees building
control and requires registration and safety case submissions from
accountable persons for Higer Risk Buildings.

Responsibility for all fire-related functions (including those under the Fire
Safety Act 2021) have moved from the Home Office to Ministry of Housing
Communities & Local Government (MHCLG) with fire and building safety and
emergency response functions consolidated under the oversight of a single
Secretary of State.

Fire Safety

Requirement

A suitable and sufficient fire risk assessment must be carried out for all communal
areas and residential buildings. These assessments must be reviewed regularly to
ensure they remain valid and reflect current risks.

4.2

4.3

431

4.3.2

4.3.3

Legislation

. Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order (2005)
. Fire Safety Act (2021)

. Fire Safety (England) Regulations (2022)

. Building Safety Act (2022)

Key Obligations

Fire Risk Assessments

. Reviewed at least annually for general housing stock.

. Immediately reviewed if there are significant changes or if the
assessment is no longer valid.

. Reassessment every three years is best practice for higher-risk
buildings.

. From October 2023, all assessments must be formally recorded.

. From 2025, assessments must be conducted by competent persons.

Communal Fire Doors

. Inspected every three months in buildings over 11 metres.

. Checks must confirm good repair and functioning self-closing devices.

Flat Entrance Doors (Individual Front Doors)

. Inspected annually using best endeavours.
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. Checks should identify damage, missing components, or non-
compliant replacements.
4.3.4 Resident Engagement
. Provide annual information on fire door safety, including proper use
and reporting faults.

4.4  Fire Safety Compliance Performance - August 2025

Compliance Areas Aug-25
Fire Safety - FRA (%) 99.94%
Flat Entrance Door Inspections 71%
Quarterly Communal Fire Door Inspections (18m+) 100%

45 Commentary

There are two outstanding FRA assessments due to the time required for a high-
rise block (substantial) to be assessed, two blocks have been carried over by the
surveyor. Both were assessed during the first week of September.

5. Building Safety
5.1 Requirement

The Building Safety Act (2022) introduced a new regime for higher-risk residential
buildings, requiring the Principal Accountable Person (PAP) to register buildings,
maintain a “golden thread” of information, and prepare, maintain and submit Safety
Case Reports to the Building Safety Regulator (BSR).

5.2 Legislation

. Building Safety Act (2022)
. The Building (Higher-Risk Buildings) (Management of Safety Risks
etc.) (England) Regulations 2023

5.3 Key Obligations

. Register higher-risk buildings with the BSR

. Prepare, maintain, and submit Safety Case Reports demonstrating
how building safety risks (structural failure and spread of fire) are
being identified, managed, and controlled

. Respond to Requests for Further Information (RFIs) from the BSR
within 7 calendar days and a comprehensive manner

. Apply for, and display a Building Assessment Certificate (BAC) where

required
Compliance Areas Aug-25
Tranche 1 Safety Case Submissions 100%
BAC Decisions 4 approved

Tranche 2 Data Inputs (pending retrospective fire strategies | 100%
and structural surveys)
BSR RFIs responded to 100%




110

5.4 Commentary

5.4.1 All Tranche 1 Building Safety Case Reports requested by the Building Safety
Regulator (BSR) have been submitted. As of 31 August 2025, the council has
received four Building Assessment Certificate (BAC) decisions: all four have been
approved and are currently displayed in the communal areas of the respective
buildings. All Requests for Further Information (RFI) from the BSR have been
responded to in full.

5.4.2 At the London Councils Fire and Building Safety Group meeting on 5 August
2025, it was reported that the BSR has issued a total of 273 BAC decisions
nationally — 211 refusals and 62 approvals. Southwark’s four approvals represent
approximately 5% of all BACs awarded to date, highlighting the council’s relatively
strong position in demonstrating compliance with the legislation and prioritising the
safety of residents.

5.4.3 Tranche 2 Safety Case Reports have been completed, subjected to the
provision of specialist surveys that have already been commissioned.

5.4.4 The Building Safety Team has also developed a delivery plan to ensure that
all remaining Safety Case Reports are in place by June 2026. This plan is
underpinned by ongoing critical surveys, including Retrospective Fire Strategies,
Visual Structural Surveys, and external wall assessments (where appropriate) for
the remaining higher-risk buildings.

6. Future Fire Safety Investment

Following the August 2024 inspection by the Regulator of Social Housing (RSH)
and the resulting C3 grading, Southwark’s Housing Department, including the
Repairs & Maintenance Directorate, has been actively delivering the agreed
improvement plan.

6.1 Investment Overview

Over the next three years, the Council will invest £250 million to ensure council
homes are:

« Well maintained

o Safe

o Compliant with modern, green, and decent standards
This investment underpins the Council’s Good Landlord Plan.
6.2 Stock Condition and Asset Survey

A £9.1 million budget has been allocated for a four-year stock condition and
engineering asset survey. The first 6—9 months of data will inform a new 5-year
investment plan, to be co-designed with residents and presented to Cabinet in
autumn 2026. This plan will integrate insights from climate and public health
workstreams.
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Safety and Compliance Prioritisation

Safety remains the Council’s top priority. In 2025/26, within a total capital housing
investment programme of approximately £100 million, the following allocations

reflect this:
6.4
Workstream |2:025/26 Capital Notes
orecast
Electrical Safet £26 million Testing, remedial actions, and
y certification across tenanted homes
Building Safety (Type £1 million Urgent works for ~30 high-rise blocks

4 surveys)

Structural Surveys £0.6 million

Additional surveys where issues have
been flagged

Fire Safety (Type 1
FRAS) Maintenance teams

£3.5 million Delivered via Repairs and Planned

Door Programme £3 million

Inspection, refurbishment, and renewal
managed by Specialist Services

This represents circa 35% of the total capital forecast for the year.

6.5

6.6

Forward Planning and Procurement

An additional £11 million is profiled across 2026—2029 for works arising from
intrusive Type 4 surveys.

Costing is underway via newly appointed planned maintenance consultants,
with adjustments based on risk-based prioritisation.

Procurement of two specialist fire safety contractors is in progress, targeting
mobilisation by April 2026.

HRA Financial Pressures

The HRA faces significant constraints:

6.7

6.8

Repairs & Maintenance will operate within reduced cash limits of circa £77
million in both 2026/27 and 2027/28.

Despite pressures, building and fire safety will remain the top priority,
alongside other statutory compliance obligations.

Estate-Based Maintenance

Approximately £28 million in 2026/27 is allocated to estate-based planned
maintenance projects, some already on site.

These projects include elements of building and fire safety, and future
strategy will align planned maintenance with new safety requirements.

Additional Works and Strategic Planning

Further works are likely to emerge from ongoing surveys and inspections.

5
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« Budgets will need to be identified, and a strategic approach will be
formalised in the 2026 investment plan.

6.9 External Funding and Workforce Development

e The Council will continue to pursue external funding, as demonstrated on the
Brandon Estate, particularly for external wall systems.

e Robust training and development plans for staff in building and fire safety will
be developed.

e A blended procurement strategy will ensure responsiveness to urgent works
identified through inspections.

7. KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

The range of current and proposed activities to achieve compliance have significant
financial implications, some of which are not yet known. The adequacy of the budget
envelope to achieve safety and compliance as well as improving the quality of our
homes is therefore not fully known.

8. Policy framework implications

This update report sets out requirements to ensure the council is compliant with the
regulatory framework(s) introduced in the aftermath of the Grenfell Tower Fire.
Failure to comply with these requirements would mean that the Council were at risk
of prosecution by the London Fire Brigade (Fire Safety Order) or subject to
enforcement by the Building Safety Regulator. These sanctions could be of
significant financial, political and reputational risk to the council.

These requirements support the council’s existing policy framework. The Southwark
2030 Strategy sets three principles and six goals for the council. One of the six
principles is ‘Decent homes for all’. The Good Landlord Strategy will ensure that all
37,500 of Southwark’s tenants enjoy their basic right to a decent home.

The changes will complement four other goals in Southwark 2030:
e ‘A good start in life’

o ‘A safer Southwark’
« ‘Staying well’
« ‘A healthy environment’
9. Community, equalities (including socio-economic) and health impacts
Community impact statement
Equalities (including socio-economic) impact statement
Health impact statement

Not applicable



113

10. Climate change implications

Not applicable

11. Resource implications

11.1 Financial issues

The range of current and proposed activities have significant financial implications.
For example, varying existing contracts to carry out monthly checks that are
required will have a significant financial impact. Equally the Building Safety
Programme is actively identifying issues that will addressing in a timely way which
may result in the council having to invest significant additional resources to
address.

11.2 Budget issues

These activities (existing and proposed) are currently being

delivered within the Housing department’s existing budget. It is likely that certain
deliverables will require the re-allocation of resources, or additional resources.
Where this is the case, these issues will be presented in specific reports to the
appropriate decision-making body, as and when they arise.

12. Consultation

Not applicable

13. SUPPLEMENTARY ADVICE FROM OTHER OFFICERS

Not applicable

14. Head of Procurement

Not applicable

15. Assistant Chief Executive, Governance and Assurance

Not applicable

16. Strategic Director of Resources

Not applicable

Other officers

17. Not applicable

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS
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BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

Background Papers Held At Contact
None
APPENDICES
No. Title
Appendix 1 Insert title of document
Appendix 2 Insert title of document
Appendix 3 Insert title of document
Appendix 4 Insert title of document
AUDIT TRAIL

Lead Officer

Ryan Collymore, Director of Repairs & Maintenance

Report | Ceri Theobald
Author
Version | Final
Dated | 02/10/25
Key | No
Decision?

CABINET MEMBER

CONSULTATION WITH OTHER OFFICERS / DIRECTORATES /

Officer Title Comments Comments Included
Sought
Assistant Chief Executive, No No
Governance and Assurance
Strategic Director of No No
Resources
List other officers here
Cabinet Member Yes No
Date final report sent to Constitutional Team 6/10/2025




o Agenda Item 9

Meeting Name:

Housing Scrutiny Commission

Date:

14 October 2025

Report title:

Marie Curie Recommendation to demolish subject to
Cabinet Decision in December 2025

Cabinet Member:

Councillor Helen Dennis
Cabinet Member for New Homes & Sustainable

Ward(s) or groups affected: | St Giles Ward
Classification: Open
Reason for lateness (if N/A

applicable):

RECOMMENDATION(S)

That the Housing Scrutiny Commission:

1. Notes the recommendation to demolish Marie Curie will be presented
to Cabinet in December 2025 and the council must consider appropriate
steps to address the findings of the recent Type 4 Fire Risk Assessment in

2025 (appendix 1).

2. Notes all the options considered in reaching the recommended option
Recognises that a range of alternative options were thoroughly investigated
prior to arriving at the recommendation for demolition, including
refurbishment and phased compliance works.

3. Notes the cost comparison between options
Acknowledges the financial implications, which demonstrates that the cost of
alternative remediation options significantly exceeds or offers less long-term
value compared to the proposed demolition and redevelopment approach.

4. Notes the departure from the original Cabinet recommendation (2022)
Acknowledges the deviation from the 2022 Cabinet-approved
recommendation to undertake Phase 2 fire safety works and remediation.
This change reflects the impact of updated fire safety regulations, the
introduction of a new compliance sign-off process for high-rise buildings,
ongoing market volatility, inflationary pressures, and sustained financial
strain on the Housing Revenue Account (HRA).

5. Notes that Marie Curie and Lakanal House are sister blocks located on
the Sceaux Gardens Estate and share similar architectural features,
including their duplex 'scissors flat' design and concrete frame construction.
However, the decision-making context and safety interventions for each
block differ significantly due to the following factors:
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e Post-Incident Investment and Remediation at Lakanal: Notes in
2015/16 as part of the council’s QHIP programme a contractor was
appointed to carry internal, external and FRA works to Lakanal.

These works were completed under the then 2022 Building Safety Act
and complied with its requirements. Following the Grenfell fire in June
2017 and the recommendations arising from this, new building safety
legislation was put in place which has very stringent requirements for
matters relating to fire. Lakanal is safe and compliant with the then
2022 Building Safety Act and does not require the extent of works
needed for Marie Curie.

e Regulatory Changes Since Lakanal Works: The introduction of the
Building Safety Act 2022 has significantly raised the compliance
threshold for high-rise buildings. The new legislation mandates stricter
fire safety standards, ongoing monitoring, and a “Golden Thread” of
documentation, which were not required at the time Lakanal was
remediated. These changes have materially impacted the feasibility
and cost of similar remediation at Marie Curie.

e Structural Integrity and Explosion Risk at Marie Curie: Unlike Lakanal,
recent structural surveys at Marie Curie have identified critical risks
including:

Structural degradation due to humidity

Insufficient reinforcement cover and carbonation

Presence of gas creating explosion hazards

The building nearing or exceeding its original design life

oo op

6. Notes the progress with the resident engagement and rehousing of residents
and buy backs of leaseholder properties.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

7. Ensuring the safety of residents within their homes is of paramount
importance to the Council in its role as a landlord. In line with the findings of
an independent fire risk assessment and fire stopping report received in
February 2025, it has been confirmed that, although remedial works can be
carried out on the Marie Curie block, the Council would still be required to
undertake ongoing monitoring and maintenance to ensure the block does not
fall into an 'intolerable’ condition.

8. This status would necessitate ongoing monitoring and maintenance by the
Council to manage residual risks and ensure continued compliance. Given
the limitations of this approach and the long-term resource implications, the
findings reinforce the need to explore alternative options, such as full
demolition and redevelopment, to deliver a more robust, sustainable, and
future-proof solution for resident safety.

9. In 2022 the recommendation to Cabinet was to carry out Phase 2 works,
outlined in paragraph 35 of this report, however changes required as a result
of the Building Safety Act, in addition to significant changes to market
conditions and a rise in inflation means that this option is no longer

2
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affordable.

10. The recommendations from a recent fire safety report highlighted that whilst
fire safety remedial works can be carried out to bring the block in line with
the new legislation the block would still require the council to maintain and
review the block on a regular basis to safeguard the building falling into an
‘intolerable’ status.

11.Due to the level of uncertainty that remains in regard to the market, the low
number of residents remaining in the block and to ensure resident’s safety
the recommendation supports demolition over refurbishment based on the
available surveys, information and reports

12.To maintain continuity for residents, estate and key stakeholders, the
proposal is to bring the Marie Curie scheme together with the Florian and
Racine sites on the Sceaux Gardens Estate as part of the Southwark
Construction Development Agreement (DA) Future Programme for new
homes.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

13. Marie Curie is a 16-storey residential block of 98 2-bedroom apartments,
each have two levels and are known as a duplex or 'scissors flat' located on
the Sceaux Gardens Estate in Southwark. It is a sister block to Lakanal. The
block is a concrete frame building constructed circa 1960 and is defined as a
higher-risk building (HRB) under the Building Safety Act 2022 as it is over
18m. Of the 98 properties, 11 were owned by leaseholders.

14. Marie Curie was originally part of the wider Sceaux Gardens Estate 2019/21
major work programme, the Quality Housing Investment Programme (QHIP).

15. Following a report from a resident in November 2020 who was concerned
about a potential breach in the compartmentation of Marie Curie as they
reported smells from incense and scented candles in a neighbour’s flat.
Southwark Council carried out an intensive fire risk survey in an empty flat in
the block and found that there was a possibility of a breach in fire safety
compartmentation.

16. The findings and the recommendations of the survey, in conjunction with the
Fire Risk Assessment strategy report for the block, were reviewed and
incorporated into an overall feasibility report for works recommended to the
building, which included the QHIP works.

17. The findings of the Fire Strategy report identified that extensive work was
required to the properties which would be intrusive and very disruptive to the
residents and would need to be delivered in two phases to minimise as far as
possible any disruption to residents.

18. In 2021, it was recommended that Phase 1 can be reasonably carried out
with residents in occupation as is similar in nature to the type of work
normally delivered through major works programmes. Phase 2 includes more
intrusive works and cannot be reasonably delivered with residents in situ and

3
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vacant possession was required to carry these works.

19. In September 2021, Cabinet approval was obtained for the council to
commence the rehousing of tenants in Marie Curie and to start the individual
negotiations to acquire (buy backs) the leasehold properties. All tenants
were given Band 1 priority on Choice Based Lettings and currently only three
tenants remain in the building. The council have bought back eight leasehold
properties with three remaining leaseholders in occupation.

20. All council tenants have the right to return.

21. In May 2021, the council completed the installation works of a communal fire
alarm system (LD5) and upgraded internal smoke and heat detectors (LD1) to
individual residential properties.

22. In October 2021, detailed design work were progressed through the councils
partnering contractor this included:

Smoke Modelling (used to provide fire strategy)
Fire Strategy report

Fire Risk Assessment report

Fire Stopping report

STRUCTURAL SURVEY CARRIED OUT SEPTEMBER 2025

23. A comprehensive structural survey is currently underway at Marie Curie to
assess its overall integrity and suitability for continued occupation or
refurbishment. While the full Building Structural Safety Case Report is
expected shortly, initial findings have already identified several critical
concerns that pose serious risks to life safety and the long-term stability of
the structure. These emerging issues ranging from structural degradation
due to humidity, insufficient reinforcement cover, and explosion hazards, to
the building nearing or exceeding its original design life highlights the urgent
need for decisive intervention. The following summary outlines the key risks
identified to date, which collectively reinforce the high-risk profile of the
building and the need to consider alternative options, including full
demolition.

24.Structural Degradation from Humidity
e Prolonged exposure to elevated humidity levels and water leaks in
some instances has caused deterioration in structural components:
e Internal staircases within flats
e Spine blockwork walls separating flats from communal corridors.
e This deterioration raises doubts about their continued structural
reliability.

25.Insufficient Reinforcement Cover & Carbonation Risk
e Survey data indicates inadequate concrete cover to reinforcement in
slabs and walls across multiple areas.
e This has led to extensive carbonation, increasing the risk of
reinforcement corrosion.
e Fire resistance is significantly compromised, increasing the likelihood of
4
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premature failure or localised collapse during a fire event.

26.Presence of Gas and Explosion Risk
e The confirmed presence of gas within the building creates a serious
explosion hazard.
e In combination with weakened structural elements, any ignition event,
including the risk of combustion of lithium batteries, could lead to
catastrophic structural failure, including progressive collapse.

27.Exceeded/Neared Design Life
e The original structure was designed for a lifespan of approximately 50—60
years.
e The building has now exceeded or neared this intended design life,
further compounding all other risks.

28.The above concerns reflect a critical combination of structural, fire, and
explosion hazards. Their interaction increases the potential for minor
incidents to escalate into major, life-threatening emergencies. The
forthcoming Building Structural Survey Case Report will provide detailed
comments on these findings, including root causes and recommended
mitigation measures. However, based on current evidence, Marie Curie
presents a high-risk profile that warrants urgent and comprehensive
intervention to ensure resident safety, and the structural integrity is
maintained.

OPTIONS CONSIDERED

29.This section outlines the options available for addressing fire safety and
structural concerns at the Marie Curie Building. Following updated fire safety
legislation and the findings of a recent Type 4 Fire Risk Assessment and fire
stopping report, the Council has reassessed its previous approach.

30.While Phase 2 refurbishment works would only achieve a building status that
could fall into an ‘intolerable’ safety status if not carefully and regularly
managed and controlled.

31. In parallel, a more comprehensive option involving stripping the building
back to its superstructure and rebuilding to current standards has been
scoped.

32. Additionally, demolition is considered offering a permanent resolution to fire
safety concerns and potential to align with wider estate renewal objectives.

33.This section presents the scope, risks, costs, and implications of each option
to inform Housing Scrutiny.

Option 1: Combination of Retrofit & Refurbishment works recommended in
the 2021 Fire Risk Asse