
 

 

   You are invited to attend  
LB Southwark Resident 

Involvement Review Panel – 
Meeting 7  

8th November 2018 6pm 
Objective of meeting: Panel considers digital involvement 

 
AGENDA 

 

1. Welcome and introductions 
2. Meeting 5 Summary and Decision Table 

3. Meeting 6 Summary and Decision Table 
4. Draft Report 
5. Local Involvement 

a. Digital training 
b. Welfare training (including disabled residents paper) 

c. Non General needs (including paper) 
d. Support for setting up TRAs (Sounding Board challenge) 

6. Intermediate Involvement 

a. Terms of Reference 
b. Agenda 

7. Strategic Involvement 
a. Measuring impact of involvement (Sounding Board challenge) 
b. Behaviours for all meetings (Sounding Board challenge) 

c. Fixed groups 
d. Bodies 

i. Cross tenure issues 
ii. Tenant issues 
iii. Leaseholder issues (including Homeowner Council proposal and 

future of MYSHOB) 
e. Funding 

i. Management of funds 
8. Final meeting 19th December 2018 

a. Issues of contention and omission  

b. Final draft report 
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Chairs Briefing – Meeting Seven 

 
At our last meeting we agreed that we would consider further the issue of strategic bodies and strategic 
funding. This would include a summary of the work of the Panel to date in the form of a draft report.  
 
Attached you will find amended versions of the summary note and decision table from Meeting 5, including 
the three changes agreed by the Panel, plus the summary note and decision table from Meeting 6. There is 
one outstanding point about duplication of funding from Tenants Fund and Homeowners Fund to the same 
organisations in isolation. The funding diagram circulated helps understand the funding and Eva Gomez will 
expand on this further at the meeting. 
 
Also attached is the draft report, capturing the decisions of the Panel to date.  
 
The agenda then covers local, intermediate and strategic involvement in turn. 
 
For local involvement I’d like the Panel to consider four issues that I think are non-contentious: 
 

 As we’ve taken digital involvement after the initial discussion on the three Funds there is no 
inclusion of digital training for TRAs and communities in the proposed Communities or Strategic 
Funds. This could cover using social media, holding polls (such as Survey Monkey) and data 
management. 

 There is also a helpful paper from David Eyles (HomeOwners Council & Rotherhithe Area Housing 
Forum) on disabled residents although its scope is wider. It covers cuts in Government funding to 
the Council, benefit changes and the profound impact on residents affected. The paper points out 
the knock-on effect on TRAs and community groups and argues for information and support for 
those impacted by changes. It also makes the case for a Community Engagement Strategy and 
Community Impact Assessment. The Smith Institute have recently published Safe as Houses 2, 
detailing the increase in rent arrears for Southwark residents on Universal Credit. This experience is 
shared more widely with 73% of tenants on Universal Credit being in debt, compared to 29% who 
are not. There is also evidence of negative experiences of residents moving from Disability Living 
Allowance to Personal Independence Payment both in terms of their experience and changes to 
their income. David’s point about supporting TRAs and Community Groups on their engagement 
with impacted residents is welcome and should form part of the topics to be covered in training 
provided for TRAs and funding considered for TRAs and Community Groups. 

 Also attached is a report covering residents who are not General Needs (Temporary 
Accommodation, Sheltered and Extra Care Housing, Supported Hostels and Travellers). The Panel 
are invited to consider whether an acknowledgement should be made of this group in our report. 

 Finally we have received challenge from the Sounding Board about explicitly supporting TRAs being 
set up where this is wanted by residents. This is in line with our previous discussions and should be 
supported. 

 
On intermediate involvement I’d like the Panel to offer some views about the following for the five new 
Housing Forums: 
 

 Terms of Reference 

 Agenda items 
 
A standard agenda could include: 
 

 Key Performance Indicators 

 Ad hoc polls for top two topics to be discussed 

 Red Button issues 

 Complaints summary 
 You Said We Did feedback from previous meeting 

 Networking opportunity 

 ‘Sandpit’ session before the meeting to raise individual issues 
 

http://www.smith-institute.org.uk/book/safe-as-houses-2-a-follow-on-report-into-the-impact-of-universal-credit-on-southwark-councils-housing-tenants-rent-payment-behaviour/
https://healthwatchtrafford.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/The-Healthwatch-Trafford-PIP-project-report.pdf
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The Panel will want to note that if Local Housing Networks are held quarterly there will be 20 meetings per 
year compared to the current 96 Area Housing Forums each year. This releases a considerable level of 
resource to support the new involvement opportunities. 
 
For Strategic Involvement I’d firstly like the Panel to reflect on two challenges from the Sounding Board. 
This focused on concerns about the failure to listen to tenant views and about behaviour shown at 
meetings. 
 
On the first point this could reviewed through a question asked on future surveys “does your landlord listen 
to you and act on your views?” although another standard question may emerge following the Social 
Housing Green Paper. 
 
The point about behaviour at meetings has arisen a couple of times during Panel discussions, although I’ve 
been made aware of sustained concerns expressed around behaviours which are regarded as the norm but 
would not be tolerated by landlords or residents elsewhere. The Panel have already made the point that all 
attending meetings show good conduct to each other. This could be extended to all meetings. My 
experience elsewhere is that good conduct comes from mutual agreement about what is reasonable 
behaviour and what happens in the event of that agreement being broken.  
 
However our main discussions tonight are around strategic bodies and strategic funding. We’ve already 
discussed and agreed the principle that there should be a range of working groups and opportunities to be 
involved, and that involvement should be open to all tenants and homeowners. We’ve set out some 
principles for any strategic group that is formed: 
 

a. That it should be accountable 
b. It should be clear who was a member of the body 
c. That it should represent homeowner/tenant views and concerns 
d. It would receive input from homeowners/tenant 
e. That there should be a code of conduct 
f. Members should seek out views of peers 
g. Members should be elected 
h. To ensure robust governance there should be an annual review 
i. That time limits be set on membership 

 
Since our last meeting I’ve met with Ina Negoita and Liz Errington to discuss issues arising from the work of 
the Panel and their concerns. The Homeowners Council have already been discussing changes to how 
their structure works and I have invited them to make a presentation to the Panel. 
 
Having seen their presentation I welcome the approach they have taken in recognising the importance of 
opening out the new involvement structures to all. There are some issues that would need further 
development to meet all the Panel’s requirements and their point about a skills basis allied to election is 
also worthy of note and discussion. 
 
Their proposal focuses on homeowner issues, touches briefly on cross-tenure strategic issues and does 
not seek to cover tenant only issues. The boycott by the Tenants Council means there is no equivalent 
process in place for a tenant body. 
 
In all our discussions there is a tension between the issues that affect tenants as tenants, homeowners as 
homeowners and issues that affect both. This is resolved in part by new involvement structures being open 
to both tenants and homeowners. This should include major works, cleaning and ground maintenance, ASB 
and repairs. 
 
I’m aware that for issues such as Housing Strategy, and issues arising from the pool working groups, that 
there should be strategic engagement with both tenants and homeowners. This needs to include contact 
with the Lead Member and Directors. 
 
This cascades into our debate about strategic funds. Although neither the Tenants nor Homeowners 
Council control funds it would be obvious that any agreed strategic body or bodies would be part of the 
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funds process (otherwise there would be no point in having them). The Resident Involvement Funds 
Diagram helps with understanding the current arrangements including the three sources, the joint and 
separate funding from those sources, and the amount shared with the Council. The decision on future 
strategic bodies in effect also gives a decision on future engagement with tenants and homeowners on 
strategic funds. 
 
There are some options to trigger discussion: 
 

 Advantages  Disadvantages 

Cross Tenure Strategic 
Body covering tenant and 
homeowner issues 

Covers all services and 
involvement 
Covers all funding 
Separate tenant and 
homeowner issues could 
be covered by working 
groups 
 

Would need to ensure that 
homeowners issues are 
not ignored 
Does not work with 
Homeowners Council 
approach 

Separate tenant and 
homeowner bodies with 
joint meetings to cover 
joint issues 

Compatible with 
Homeowners Council 
approach 
Joint meetings would allow 
for coverage of joint issues 

Resource intensive 
Tenant Council boycott 
means no codesign of 
tenant body 

Cross tenure body plus 
homeowner body 

Allows for homeowners 
issues to be addressed 
 
Allows joint issues to be 
addressed 

Potentially messy – how 
much would be with the 
cross tenure body and 
how much with the 
homeowner body 
 
Would tenants feel they 
too should have a body 
 
Only partially compatible 
with Homeowners Council 
proposal 
 

 
Panel members may also propose options too. 
 
Depending on our discussions above my intention will be to prepare a final draft report for our consideration 
next week, along with any other issues of contention or omission identified by the Panel. 
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Meeting 5 Summary Note 
 
Attendance 
 

o Mark Morris (Home Owner) 
o Adebayo Daniels (Tenant) 
o Teresa Fritz (Home Owner) 
o Hayley Zoil (Tenant) 
o Ina Negotia (Home Owners Council) 
o Hilary Dobson (MYSHOB) 
o Levi Burke attending on behalf of Sharron Smith (Officer) 
o John McCormack (Officer) 
o Eva Gomez (Officer) 
o Phil Morgan (Chair) 

 
Apologies  
 
Omalara Daniels (Tenant) 
 
The Panel agreed the summary note of meeting 4, with the inclusion of what a task and finish group was, 
and the Decision Table. 
 
The Chair reported back on his meetings with Barbara Walsh, Chair of MYSHOB and with Southwark 
TMOs (which is now on the portal). The TMOs meeting had raised their concerns about the process but 
were more receptive about proposed changes to cover all communities and reforming the Area Housing 
Forums. 
 
The meeting noted the LB Southwark update on the work of the Panel and the short summary by Ferenc  
Morath LBS Investment Manager. 
 
The Chair reported that there are three main funds: 
 

 Tenants Fund (£637,000), administered by the Tenants Fund Management Committee 

 Homeowners Fund (£190,000 budget with a contribution of £150,000 from the Homeowners Fund) 
administered by the Homeowners Fund. A payment is made from the Homeowners Fund to the 
Tenants Fund to cover TRAs. 

 Tenants & Residents Social Improvements Grants (TRSIG) £184,000 administered through a 
Grants Panel elected by Area Housing Forums 

 
These funds are allocated through the Housing Revenue Account and agreed by the Council. The Panel 
received reports on the three funds and a summary of challenges arising from the Kaizen Review including 
a lack of awareness of these Funds, the need to emphasise communities and the need to focus on 
outcomes. 
 
The Panel also noted reports on the portal about the Homeowners Fund. 
 
The Chair referred to his research of other landlords providing similar grants. The Housing Association 
examples were very accessible and transparent. There is a clear emphasis on objectives, process, 
including due diligence and wide eligibility. There was also coverage of outcomes, monitoring and 
evaluation. There were also two Local Authority examples which showed how estates could apply for 
funding even without a TRA and also an emphasis on outcomes. 
 
The Panel then considered at length a series of questions around principles, objectives, eligibility, 
communication, decision-making and impact. 
 
This included discussions around two separate roles for grants going forward. Firstly there was a need for a 
community/TRA fund focused at a community level. Secondly there was a need for a Boroughwide fund. 
 



 

LB Southw ark Resident Involvement Review  Panel • southwark.gov.uk • Page 06 

For both funds the Panel thought any approach should be ‘joined up’ with other funds, have a clear focus 
on outcomes, applicants should be accountable for delivery and manage conflicts of interest appropriately. 
 
For the community/TRA fund the Panel identified the following objectives (which may not be exhaustive): 
 

 Estate cohesion and inclusion 

 Quality of Life 

 Community development 
 TRA support 

 Impact 
 
The Panel identified the following as eligible to apply for funding: 
 

 TRAs 

 TMOs 
 Resident Groups 

 Community Organisations (with the support of communities) 
 
The Council should support applications from looser groups without a TRA or a bank account through the 
Tenant and Homeowner Involvement Team. Groups receiving funding should be inclusive of tenure and 
wider diversity. 
 
The Panel supported an open and thorough process for communicating this fund stating the purpose, how 
to apply, what the requirements were and the importance of impact from what the fund supported. 
 
The Panel supported setting up a group consisting of councillors, officers and residents that would decide 
applications based on a transparent process as well as the precise criteria to be used. This group would 
review impact annually and apply learning for future fund objectives and criteria. The process should be 
simple to apply for, administer and decide upon. 
 
This might draw upon the current funds as follows1: 
 

 TRSIG £184,000 

 TRA grants £228,000 

 Small grants scheme for community events £30,000 
 
For the Boroughwide Fund the Panel identified the importance of setting clear objectives and outcomes for 
the fund. The Panel heard that the current provision of training supported by the Tenants Fund is under 
review. Current arrangements are weak in terms of outcomes. 
 
Those objectives should include separate advice and support for tenants and homeowners. This could be 
procured, as with the CAB for Homeowners. Other objectives discussed included holding resident 
conferences. 
 
The Panel supported accountability for all receiving funding for delivery of objectives and outcomes. It also 
supported that there are appropriate and applied mechanisms for dealing with conflicts of interest. 
 
The Panel agreed there should be joined up decision making with other parallel funding processes. 
 
That Panel agreed that there should be a Group that sets the objectives, decides upon applications, review 
impact annually and apply learning for future fund objectives and criteria. This could be the same group as 
for the Community/TRA fund. 
 
However the Panel were not content that they had enough information or understanding to decide upon 
whether this should be a new Group to the existing Tenant Council and Homeowners Council or not. The 

                                                 
1
 This is purely indicative  
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Panel also noted that the Homeowners Council included residents who had undergone training on grant 
decisions and heard concerns that this would be lost. The Chair proposed that rather than take a decision 
now that this is deferred to a later meeting when more information is available2. 
 
The Panel decided not to take up the option of being filmed. The Panel noted that the Lead Member, Cllr 
Cryan, may attend a future meeting. 
 
The next meeting will look at digital involvement. 

 
  

                                                 
2
 It was proposed to take this at the next meeting but this was deferred to an extra meeting subject to the Panel’s 

agreement 
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Meeting Five Decision Table 

 
Decision: 

1. That there should be a Communities Fund. This should include the following: 
a. It should be available for communities.  
b. There should be clear objectives and outcomes for the fund and 

accountability for delivering those outcomes. 
c. TRAs, TMOs, Resident Groups and community organisations (with 

clear support from the community) would be eligible to bid for funds.  
d. The Council should support applications from looser groups without a 

TRA or a bank account  
e. Set objectives for the fund  

i. Estate cohesion and inclusion 
ii. Community development 
iii. Support for TRAs 
iv. Quality of life 
v. Impact 

f. There should be an open and thorough process for communicating 
this fund stating the purpose, how to apply, what requirements there 
were and the importance of impact from what the fund supported. 

g. There should be a group consisting of councillors, officers and 
residents that would decide applications based on a transparent 
process as well as the precise criteria to be used. This group would 
review impact annually and apply learning for future fund objectives 
and criteria. 

 
2. That there should be a Boroughwide fund. This should include the following: 

a. There should be clear objectives and outcomes for the fund  
b. That those objectives include separate advice and support for tenants 

and homeowners 
c. That there is accountability for all receiving funding for delivery of 

objectives and outcomes 
d. That there are appropriate and applied mechanisms for dealing with 

conflicts of interest 
e. That there is joined up decision making with other parallel funding 

processes 
f. That there is a Group that sets the objectives, decides upon 

applications, review impact annually and apply learning for future fund 
objectives and criteria.  
 

3. The Panel decided to defer the composition of the Group in decision 2 to its 
next meeting. 
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Meeting Six Summary Note 
 

o Mark Morris (Home Owner) 
o Adebayo Daniels (Tenant) 
o Teresa Fritz (Home Owner) 
o Hayley Zoil (Tenant) 
o Ina Negotia (Home Owners Council) 
o Hilary Dobson (MYSHOB) 
o Sharron Smith (Officer) 
o John McCormack (Officer) 
o Eva Gomez (Officer) 
o Rod Spence (Officer) 
o Phil Morgan (Chair) 

 
The Chair also welcomed Mark Compton-James, Head of IT and Digital Services to the meeting. 
 
Firstly John McCormack explained that there had been problems with the portal, with papers posted late 
the previous day, which had then disappeared, and then his password had been rejected.  
 
The Chair also explained that as a result of the points raised by the Panel, with their need to understand 
more about the current arrangements including the Tenants Council and Homeowners Council’s roles, he 
had concerns about the time for preparation and reflection. He was also reminded that concerns had been 
expressed about the lack of understanding of the Homeowners Council. 
 
He had met with LBS officers, who had similar concerns, and discussed the prospect of introducing an 
additional meeting to discuss this more fully, and deferring the meetings into later November. 
 
The Panel then discussed whether there should be an additional meeting. On balance they accepted there 
should be to enable them to consider, discuss and come to a considered view on what was an important 
part of their remit. 
 
The Panel then considered options for dates for the additional and final meeting. They agreed more time 
was needed for reflection and preparation and core stakeholders needed to be present for the additional 
meeting in particular.  They agreed that the additional meeting be held on 11th December and the final 
meeting held on 19th December. The Panel were invited to identify what would help them at the additional 
meeting. The Chair will prepare a report capturing the work to date to help with reflection. This will work as 
a draft report and reduce the issues to be discussed at the final meeting. Any other areas of contention 
would also be addressed on 11th December. 
 
The Panel considered three changes to the Chairs summary of the last meeting: 
 

 That the Homeowners Fund budget was £190,000 with a contribution of £150,000 from the 
Homeowners budget 

 That the reference to tenant and homeowners funds be explicit that these are separate funds 

 To hold for now the point about joined up decision making with other parallel funding processes and 
receive further information to support this (and if this is not available to withdraw that point). 

 
 
Subject to those changes the Panel agreed the summary and Decision Table. 
 
The Chair was also challenged by one Panel member about his meeting with the Chair of MYSHOB. He 
explained it was part of his role to meet with stakeholders and had done so with MYSHOB Chair, 
Homeowners Council Chair and Board and the TMO Committee. He would continue to do so when 
appropriate. 
 
The Panel noted an example of engaging young people on grant decision-making.  
 

https://www.tpas.org.uk/members-news/what-happens-when-teenagers-get-to-make-the-decisions
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The Panel shared their experiences of using digital technology. This was a mixed set of experiences with 
people reporting ways in which they used technology to order goods, access accounts (when trusted), use 
platforms for discussion, and phone apps. There was also some negative views about when the technology 
didn’t work, or had become intrusive. 
 
The Chair referred to the five case studies and his experience that digital engagement could mean digital 
engagement about service delivery (and some of the subsequent discussion was around experiences of 
LBS service delivery) as well as digital involvement (which was the focus for the Panel’s discussions). In 
addition there was both the costs of setting up digital involvement tools, and the time/costs of moderating 
them. 
 
The Panel discussed their experiences of using on-line forums and chat rooms for issues such as repairs 
and involvement and how these could be used for locality or theme. There was also discussion of on-line 
bullying.  
 
Mark Compton-James gave an overview of the current situation in Southwark. He accepted points made by 
the Panel about MySouthwark and that the Council would revisit this in the future. Inevitably for a local 
authority with limited resources looking to ensure value for money the IT ‘offer’ would not match commercial 
standards. Currently IT supported 600 services and 1000 processes. There was an element of prioritisation 
which applied to services such as housing repairs (which still wasn’t good enough). 
 
His experience of Forums was that they were expensive to run in terms of time, needed policing and a 
different set of skills to current staff. It was also a full time activity rather than a bolt-on to a current post. 
 
He also reflected that people tended to choose their own routes of existing free technologies such as 
emails, Facebook and What’s App. 
 
The technology was the easy bit. Consideration had to be given to processes. 
 
The Panel asked how a Forum might be set up and the ways in which voice could be heard through both 
surveys and forums. The Tenant and Homeowner Involvement team could provide the support needed to 
moderate these. 
 
Mark also touched on a point made earlier about digital exclusion and referred to the Digital Champions 
project which was training 50 residents to be Digital Champions who would support others accessing the 
internet. John explained about the Go On Southwark project, funded by the Tenants Fund, also sought to 
train residents, although this had been problematic in terms of monitoring. 
 
The Panel discussed what might be priorities for digital involvement. It identified Major Works, which would 
be locally based and a Panel priority for engagement, as well as communication (thematic) and setting up a 
Sounding Board through emails. 
 
Mark explained that this needed further co-designing through sprint testing and user testing to ensure it did 
what was needed. He also estimated that it would cost £20-50K to set up a platform although future costs 
would be around licenses rather than another platform. 
 
The Panel agreed this as a way forward. 
 
 
  



 

LB Southw ark Resident Involvement Review  Panel • southwark.gov.uk • Page 11 

Meeting Five Decision Table 

 
1. The Panel agreed to introduce an additional meeting to consider strategic 

bodies and strategic funding. The meeting due for 8th November would be 
cancelled. The additional meeting would be held on 11th December and the 
final meeting on 19th December. 
 

 

2. The Panel agreed three pilot projects for digital involvement covering: 

 Major works 

 Communication 
 Sounding Board 

 
The Council should draw up costs and plans, including co-production, to implement 
these.  
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LBS proposals to Co-design Panel – 11 December 

Grass Roots 

TRAs are the grass roots of the Resident Involvement Structure. The Panel said the council should 

 Expand TRA coverage 

 Hold inclusive annual  meetings where no TRA 

 Simplify Model Constitution 

 Support for resident initiatives through Communities Fund   

Proposal 

TRAs are highly valued by both residents and the council. They enable thousands of residents to contribute 

to improving their communities.  The panel felt that there should be more TRAs and that the council should 

support them to increase participation. TRAs have a role in estate based scrutiny as well as a community 

development one – clubs, events, trips, projects, campaigning. 

To increase the number of TRAs the council will 

 Increase normative payment  

 Simplify the model constitution 

 Organise annual meetings where there is no active TRA 

 Support resident networking through Local Housing Networks 

To promote community 

 Funding to support projects 

 IT support to connect with residents 

 Broader training opportunities 

Current methods for estate scrutiny will remain e.g. walkabouts, dedicated RSO, but TRAs will be able to 

develop their own relationships through joint activities and projects. Support officers will work with TRAs to 

connect with their residents, link with neighbouring TRAs, provide information, help with funding 

applications and training opportunities.  

Local Housing Networks 

 The current Area Housing Forums are outdated but the panel felt that the Involvement Structure needs to 

have an intermediate level.  

The panel agreed that the council should 

 Establish  5 new Housing Forums open to all council tenants and homeowners 
 Ensure the Forums match housing management areas 

 Organise structured meetings with regular agenda 

 Provide a means for residents to escalate systemic concerns 

 Create mechanism so  Community Fund application can be considered by a group consisting of 
councillors, officers and residents 

 Make communication with residents a digital priority  
 

Proposal 

The council will replace the AHFs with 5 Local Housing Networks (LHNs). These areas will be made up of 2 

housing management patches (see attached).  

Membership is open to all LBS residents in the area regardless of tenure 
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The networks will each operate as an online community with a dedicated, managed webpage to provide 

information and encourage interaction e.g. selection of topics for meetings. Establishing the online 

communities will be a priority for improving digital involvement. 

 

They will also involve quarterly meetings open to all the area’s LBS residents. Meetings would have a 

regular agenda and combine resident scrutiny and community development.  

 

Network meetings would include: 

 Quarterly  reporting of area performance 

 Discussion of a topic chosen by residents – through  the webpage    

 Highlight systemic concerns 

 Announcements, networking 

 Activities, workshop, learning, e.g. discussion of TRA funding  proposals 
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Live streaming (not RiR paper) 

Note of meeting with Marvin Crichlow – 15 October 2018 

MC (Business Transformation Project Manager – Modernise) and a colleague met with John and I. They 

have been piloting the live streaming of a number of formal LBS meetings – Council Assembly, Cabinet, 

Planning Cmte, Overview & Scrutiny Cmte, Environment Cmte, Brexit Panel. 

These have proved both logistically/technically feasible, but also popular enough to want to extend live 

streaming, including to resident meetings.   

Any meeting can be streamed as long as the camera can take the right pics and the sound quality is OK. 

Consent is required from those being filmed and provision is needed to allow attendees who do not want to 

be on camera to sit out of sight. It is low cost as stream is done on YouTube. 

Marvin’s team trained up colleagues in Constitution so that they are now able to manage the streaming as 

part of their servicing of these meetings. This took only an hour and went down well. We discussed that it 

would be good to get a clear and full council  statement on live streaming to re-assure all. 

We agreed that it would be good idea to ‘live stream’ the final Co-design panel meeting (discussing the final 

report and reccs). This would not actually  be streamed live, but rather recorded and we could put the video 

up on the RIR webpage (show transparency). This needs to be agreed with Phil and  the Panel and Marvin 

would be responsible for the technology.  

We also discussed the wider IT neds for the RiR going forward. We need to get on the IT development 

team’s matrix (Darryl Durno) so we have the right support when we need it next year. 

We agreed that, at this time, no other resident meetings are suitable for live streaming. 

Marvin was happy with all this. 

 

MK  
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Paper from David Eyles (HoC & Rotherhithe AHF) on disabled residents the Resident Involvement Review, 
October 2018 
 
We all know that 2018/19 is shaping up to be a year when Southwark Council has and is making some very 
difficult choices about which services to prioritise. Some services have already been reduced and others 
may need to be cut altogether. 
  
I know that a lot of families like to place blame on one person or group. But there is no single reason why 
2018/19 is turning out to be such a difficult year (although nationally the cut in government support to local 
authorities will be the largest since 2012/13). 
  
The squeeze is a result of an accumulation of funding reductions, expenditure pressures, which have been 
building over a number of years, a series of other risks and bad decisions, overspending, bad policy and 
central government austerity measures. 
  
The story of how Southwark Council has coped so far can be broadly summarised as follows: 
 
Southwark Council has suffered a faster rate of cuts than most other areas of government spending. Deep 
cuts have already been implemented, leading to a 27% reduction in its spending power. 
  
So far, Southwark Council has coped with budget contraction, demonstrating resilience and a capacity to 
adjust to a new funding landscape. They have managed to set balanced, legal budgets by delivering the 
required savings each year. While there have been some high-profile protests about some of the 
measures, there has not yet been a big outcry from the residents of Southwark about reductions and 
withdrawals of council services and its TRA’s. 
  
One reason for this may be that Southwark Council have attempted to shelter front-line services by loading 
savings onto ‘back-office’ functions and making other kinds of efficiency saving. Southwark Council have 
also tried to protect those services on which poorer groups and areas are most reliant, such as social work 
and social care, etc. This has meant that other services have had to absorb the savings such as the TRA’s.  
  
Southwark Council begun to change as a result of the cuts. They have coped with the necessity of making 
savings by withdrawing from some services and refocusing others on the needs of the most disadvantaged 
or vulnerable. They have also attempted to redesign services in ways that not only make savings but have 
the potential to be more effective. As well as new collaborations and service models, Southwark Council 
have and are managing austerity by passing some responsibility for outcomes to other public bodies, the 
voluntary sector and individuals and its TRA’s 
 
The impacts of this change and the new welfare reform are being felt by residents across Southwark, with 
up to half of all families seeing their incomes fall. Many of these families continue to cope, although impacts 
will grow as rises in rents and prices outpace benefit income. 
 
The key groups that are struggling now are. Families where one member is disabled or has a health 
condition. Lone parent families. Families on low incomes.  Many of these households are already in contact 
with Southwark Council or other services and are receiving some support. 
 
However, the impacts of the budget cut, Council Change and welfare reform will continue to grow in the 
future, as the gap between living costs and benefits income further widen. 
 
  
So far the disadvantages of the new welfare system and its impact are: 
 
 1.         Financial hardship. 
 
Families will find budgeting difficult- if faced with a choice of feeding children or paying rent, Families will 
feed children. Families feel they do not have enough to exist on. There has been and will be an increase in 
crime e.g. shoplifting of bread      and nappies. Welfare reform did not aim to stop poverty or starvation- 
many Families are now relying on food banks. 
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2.         Bedroom tax. 
 
The bedroom tax is causing financial hardship and stress for many   tenants, with many in more debt. The 
bedroom tax is forcing Families move out of their community or pay more to stay there. There are not 
enough smaller properties to move to so many are faced with no choice but to stay and pay the tax. The 
bedroom tax does not target those who are most under-occupied those over 62. 
 
3.         Lack of support from agency staff. 
 
Families are not informed about which benefits they are entitled to. Staff are not knowledgeable and cannot 
offer clear information. Agency staff advise borrowing when faced with financial problems. Families are 
advised to go to libraries, but there is a limit for library computer use and no one is trained to help. 
 
4.         Stigma. 
 
Staff in the DWP have a negative attitude towards claimants The system stigmatises social tenants and 
social housing Families feel labelled - all benefit claimants treated as scroungers. The system is more 
intrusive. 
 
 
5.         Lack of support for vulnerable 
 
The system singles out Families who are already vulnerable – single parent families, older people and the 
disabled. Those with an alcohol, drug or gambling addiction will use direct payments as another way to pay 
for their addiction 
 
There are no more crisis loans - Families cannot afford basic necessities, such as food and heating .In new 
system there are many families will feel more isolated than       before. Child poverty will increase. 
 
6.         Mental stress 
 
Many Families are experiencing increased stressed and worry about the knock on effects of changes. 
Claimants who have to prove their health condition to ATOS find the process extremely stressful. Families 
are sanctioned but are not informed – the system is not transparent. Families who lack computer skills 
worry about making errors. Lack of security in the system has impacts that are not measurable in monetary 
terms. In some cases the financial pressures are contributing to or resulting in suicidal thoughts!  
 
7.         Inaccessible/difficult to understand. 
 
The new systems is unworkable and confusing – it relies on skills and resources many do not have. Forms 
are complicated and repeat questions in different formats with        those giving different answers getting 
penalised. Many Families do not use computers or have access to the internet -       those who are not tech 
savvy can get into trouble.          System is made less accessible to Families deliberately – they want 
Families to fall out of the system. Universal credit is not inclusive of different educational backgrounds – 
e.g. unable to display NVQs There are so many faceless bureaucrats. 
 
8.         Direct payments. 
 
Families will rack up debt and arrears by not prioritising rent - not   everyone can budget. Families who 
have never budgeted for longer than a week will be expected to do it for a month. Direct Payments make 
collecting rent more difficult. 
 
9.         Lack of consultation -   Families feel that the DWP don’t listen to any feedback 
 
10.       Premium rate phone numbers - Premium rate numbers for DWP are very expensive. 
 
11.       Enforcement. 
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The timescale of change is too fast and system is slow when mistakes  are made. The system is faceless 
and uncaring. Council tax is just another debt mounting- they use aggressive collection. Techniques, 
sending bailiffs after two missed payments.    There are constant threats because of targeted sanctions to 
remove families from benefits.     Sanctioning causes debt and stress and the appeal process is lengthy - 
Universal credit paid only to head of household – this will create problems for many women. Outside 
tribunals cost £250 upfront, which make them inaccessible for many. Under 25s are excluded from housing 
benefits - Families face eviction and homelessness. Dental care is excluded for many claimants.   There 
are no crisis loans. Housing Benefits calculated as income within the benefit cap. 
 
 12        Disability payments. 
 
Pressure from government to move unemployed, to avoid DLA for life. Private company are asking medical 
questions but employing non-medical staff who follow rigid specifications to do assessments. Assessments 
are poor – they are quick to suspend payments and then it takes a long time to appeal. Disability 
assessments have driven people to contemplate suicide People with terminal illnesses have been deemed 
fit to work.        There are cases of people dying within six weeks of re-evaluation. 
 
13.       Work programme and training. 
 
Travel costs to get to training are not covered. They are encouraging free labour – state money is 
subsidising private Industries. 
 
14.       Work and jobs. 
 
People are forced in to interim periods of employment because of Sanctioning. There are fewer jobs 
available. There are more Families on in-work benefits because of zero hour job Contracts. 
 
16.       General. 
 
People will just find a new loophole in the system- money will still go to     the wrong people. Food banks 
are not a sustainable alternative to fair benefits, with many    offering only three visits a year. 
 
 As you can see Universal Credit and the Personal Independence Payment will have are new demands on 
families, support services and Southwark. 
 
TRAs 

 
I believe that TRAs and community groups will have to take up the slack and help our own Families. W hy 
because there will not be anybody else left. The local Councils have and are managing austerity by passing 
some responsibility for outcomes to other public bodies, the voluntary sector and individuals. 
 
 TRAs should be one of those group and we already are. 
 
 It is important that we understand the potential impacts on our community and sources of support that we 
can get for our community. 
 
  
So what should  TRAs and communities’ reaction be? How should we respond? What should our 
stakeholder objective be? 
 
 Responding to change – objectives 
 
 In developing our response to change, we might want to consider these three key objectives: 
 
 1.      To ensure that all households have access to the right information on change that may affect them, 
and know where they can go for support 
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2.      For those in crisis now, to ensure that they have access to timely, appropriate and joined-up support – 
to: 
 
2.1       Increase their income – in particular through finding or increasing    employment; 
 
2.2       Reduce their outgoings – in particular by reducing their rent; 
 
2.3       Cope in the short term – including transitional support to deal with shortfalls, moving home, problem 
debts; and 
 
2.4       Manage in the longer term – for example through budgeting, housing, skills            and other 
support. 
 
  
3.      For those at most risk, ensure that they have access to the right support to mitigate those risks – 
through many of the steps above – and to build resilience for the future. 
 
  
How? 

 
I really strongly believe that we need to have a comprehensive community strategy we have already been 
working on having a co-ordinated and strategic approach to our TRA’s needs to community engagement 
and involvement. So we can weave in to it these objectives and draw up our own comprehensive 
community engagement st 
 
Draft;-  TRAs and Community comprehensive community engagement strategy 
 
·         Connects councillors, community and citizen engagement and partnership decision making. - 
Improved service delivery, efficiency and effectiveness. 
 
·         Commits all partners to work with each other and with communities to empower local Families and 
improve local - Strengthened communities and Cohesion outcomes. 
 
·         Starts from the perspective of the locality and the Families who live in the area, not from the 
perspective of separate organisations or services. 
 
·         Enables engagement about local aspirations, issues and improvements that require joined up 
working by partners and communities. - Strengthened accountability of partners and partnerships 
 
·         A framework that enables partners to bring together their community engagement work and plans - 
Families are engaged about things that matter to them. 
 
When ? 

 
            Now or as soon as we can put this in place in line with the findings Resident Involvement Review 
Co-design Panel 
 
 I strongly believe that the Council should put in place a Community: Impact Assessment once the result of 
the Resident Involvement Review Co-design Panel has been reached with the objectives of the Community 
assessment are twofold: 
 
• To manage and reduce the effects of TRA loss on local communities  
 
• To reduce or avoid disproportionate impacts on any social group 
 
 This is an assessment of impacts on those communities closest to the out comes of the Resident 
Involvement Review Co-design Panel its implications for housing and community cohesion. There will be 
other impacts on these and on wider communities – in terms of noise, air pollution, health and employment. 
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These impacts are assessed in their respective modules. 
 
This assessment initially uses official statistics to present a current baseline of the local community 
affected. It then describes the Resident Involvement Review Co-design Panel’s view of community impacts 
based on the information currently available, including an assessment of how effective mitigation measures 
might be in ensuring neutral outcomes from these impacts. Wider knock-on effects, such as relocated 
households’ impacts on their new communities, are not considered in detail, but should be addressed as 
detailed plans are taken forward. The assessment summarises the corresponding views of the scheme 
promoters on these matters, including their mitigation suggestions/proposals. 
 
As the Appraisal Framework sets out, schemes have been subjected to an equalities screening, to 
ascertain whether a full equalities impact assessment (EqIA) is necessary. The purpose of the screening is 
to identify any disproportionate effects of the scheme on ‘protected’ characteristics related to age, gender, 
religion or belief, disability, ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender reassignment, and pregnancy and 
maternity. There is some overlap with DfT-recommended distributional analysis, which will also involve an 
initial screening, although the latter does not cover all the protected groups. That the Resident Involvement 
Review Co-design Panel seem to have ignored. 
 
 
  



 

LB Southw ark Resident Involvement Review  Panel • southwark.gov.uk • Page 20 

Resident Involvement Review – non-general needs tenants 

Resident involvement also needs to take account of the needs and circumstances of residents (tenants) 

who live in LBS properties (or are housed by LBS), but who do not fall into the general needs category. 

This includes residents of sheltered and extra care housing and those placed in temporary accommodation. 

In addition, Southwark runs 4 Gypsy & Traveller sites and manages 3 supported hostels.  

Temporary Accommodation (TA) 

The council provides temporary accommodation to those who it has accepted  a duty to house, but for who 

it cannot (yet) provide permanent  accommodation. The numbers  of those in TA have risen in recent years 

due to a lack of affordable accommodation (public or private sector), which puts  financial pressure on the 

council. To manage the growing number of clients, residents are placed  in void council properties or in one 

of the council’s 19  family hostels. There is also a growing number of TA clients placed in private sector 

accommodation.  

Unlike general needs tenants, those is TA are not secure tenants, but occupy their homes on the basis of 

non-secure tenancies or licenses.  Those housed by the council in the private sector have assured 

shorthold  tenancies. Despite it name, temporary accommodation  often lasts for months or years, so 

residents should be included in the resident involvement structure, both because they receive housing 

management services, but are also part of their local community. 

LBS estate properties – there are around 800 TA households living in LBS estate properties, many of 

them on the Aylesbury. The average stay for this  type of accommodation is around a year, with the longest 

stay currently at more than 6 years. TA residents  pay their rent  into the HRA and are entitled to participate 

in their local TRA (according to the TRA model constitution). 

Family hostels - LBS runs 19 family  hostels with 349 units. Residents have licenses. The average stay is 

around a year and longest stay over 3 years. Where a hostel is located within a TRA area, residents are 

entitled to take part in the life of the TRA. Where there is no functioning  TRA, the council can arrange an 

annual meeting for residents.  

Private sector  -of the 212 households placed in private sector accommodation, more than 50 are located 

in other London boroughs. The average stay for this client group  is more than 5 years. Even though 

residents pay rent to the private landlord, it is important that the council maintains contact with them as the 

placing authority. The Resident Involvement team can provide additional support to the TA management 

team to ensure that these residents are informed about service standards and have the opportunity  to 

have their say. 

Sheltered and Extra-Care Housing 

Sheltered housing – sheltered housing is used by older or frailer residents who can manage a degree of 

independent living. Almost all the council’s 20 sheltered schemes now have their own TRA which is 

supported by sheltered housing staff. Resident Services will continue to work with the remaining schemes 

to establish TRAs 

Extra-care – there are only 2 extra-care schemes, providing accommodation with onsite carer support to 

very frail residents. One of these is located at a former sheltered housing unit and has its own TRA. 

Resident Services is looking to establish a TRA at Tayo Situ House in conjunction with the care provider.  

Supported Hostels 
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The council owns 2 and manages a third supported hostel. The hostels are used primarily by single men, 

many street homeless. Residents can have extensive physiological or psychological problems and turnover 

in hostels is high.  

Due to the particular needs of this client group, it is not considered feasible to establish TRAs in hostels. 

Instead, service information and the opportunity to have their say can be addressed through the onsite 

hostel staff 

Travellers 

Southwark has 4 traveller sites with 42 pitches. Residents are primarily families and are licensees. The 

council has a dedicated Travellers Service managing the sites. Due the particular service and cultural 

needs of this group, resident involvement is the responsibility of the Travellers Service.  

 

  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 


