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Record of Great Baddow Area Forum on 31 August 2011
at 14:00 at Tusser Court, Meadgate Avenue
Present:

Elizabeth Walker (EW) – Chair, Area Forum (note-taker)

Tim Hatcher (TH) – Area Forum; Central Forum rep; CRF Website Co-ordinator
Sue Cornelious (SC) - Area Forum
Darren Brewer (DB) – Area Forum

Karen Head (KH) – Area Forum
Ruth Jarvis (RJ) – Area Forum, Central Forum rep; Younger Persons’ Co-ordinator      (from 14:45)
Judith Sheppard (JS) – Area Forum
Giles Lewis (GL) – Area Forum (from 14:35 to 16:10)

Ray Canham (RSC) – CHP Resident Involvement Manager (until 16:00)
Helen Gregory (HG) – CHP Neighbourhood Co-ordinator (until 15:40)
Danielle Rushton-Hickman (DRH) – Essex Police, PCSO (until 15:00)
The meeting began at 14:05.
1.
Welcome and apologies

No apologies for absence had been received.
2.
Notes of Area Forum July 2011
EW reported that the CRF Chair, Fiona Stirling (FS), had some concerns about the notes of the previous meeting, which suggested that the area forum had sold home made preserves to the public at the Meadgate Festival, which she was not sure was legal on health and safety grounds.  The meeting discussed this but decided that since the notes were a record of what had taken place at the meeting, the notes should not be changed.  They were signed as a true record. [Post-meeting note: please see under Any Other Business, para 5.]
3.
Matters arising
There was a discussion concerning the disposal of large items of rubbish.  It was thought that CBC were charging £11.50 to collect three items.  CHP was using Any Junk (AJ) to collect bulky refuse that had been dumped.  KH wondered whether, since CHP was a client of AJ, CHP residents might also use them for a discounted fee.
4.
Any other business

Residents in two dwellings in Sawkins Gardens [addresses known but withheld] had complained about the behaviour of dogs belonging to a neighbour [address known but withheld].  HG would make inquiries.
SC reported that residents had complained about the noise from parties being held in a flat above the Meadgate shops [address withheld].  Trevor Butler (TB) and PCSO Maz Keenan (MK) had taken action, since when things had been quiet.  SC asked that they should be thanked for their prompt and effective response.

SC and EW would contact Great Baddow Parish Council to find out how to apply for the provision of dog waste bins.  It was felt that one was needed on Meadgate Avenue, close to the footpath that ran either side of the brook, and another at Chelwater.

SC also reported that a resident of a maisonette above the Meadgate shops had been verbally abused by residents from nearby maisonettes about allowing her cat to foul the balcony.  She had never allowed her cat to do so and was very upset by her neighbours’ attitude.
SC informed the meeting that she had received a donation of £1 to area forum funds from a resident and had given him a bag of sweets left over from the Meadgate Festival.  At the meeting a further £3 was donated in return for home made jam.  This meant that the area forum now owned half the gazebo and EW the other half.  It was suggested that further donations be made by area forum members until EW had been reimbursed.  [Post meeting note: After discussion with various people, EW established that FS was probably right about selling home made products to the public.  The area forum would not sell home made food to the public in future.]
5.
Quality of Life Team, PCSO and Resident Involvement
Quality of Life Team (QoL)
HG told the meeting about free dog health checks and electronic chipping that would be provided in the Meadgate shopping centre car park on Thursday 22 September.  Members of the forum volunteered to help deliver publicity material in the area.
The meeting discussed Wednesday walkabouts and those conducted by the Peer Group Review team.  SC told the meeting about a woman in Westlands who had cleared weeds and spruced up the grounds where she lived without proper tools.  She wondered whether CHP might provide a set of basic gardening tools to people who were willing to keep their neighbourhoods tidy.  HG would feed this suggestion back to her team.

RJ felt that our identity was not obvious enough to passers by while we were on walkabouts.  Others felt that if people wore their ID badges, it would be.  PCSOs and CBC staff wore clothing that clearly identified them.  Those on walkabouts engaged with people they met and explained what was happening.

PCSO
DRH [a Galleywood PCSO] told the meeting that none of the Great Baddow PCSOs had asked her to raise any issues.
EW and SC reported that MK had dealt with the issue of people riding mini-motes on the public highway and asked DRH to convey their thanks.  They noted that on the recent walkabout at The Maltings they had learnt that this was still a problem there.
Resident Involvement
RSC reported that his team was looking at where resources were being and should be focused particularly in relation to the Five Year Plan, which was being prepared.  One key issue was the lack of involvement of under-35s.  In future, Jenna Oram’s (JO) time would be divided between looking after the needs of residents outside the Chelmsford Borough and under 35-year-old residents throughout the county.

Many residents had fed back to CHP that there were too many surveys conducted.  In future there would be Star Surveys twice yearly in October and April.  These would not be anonymous and therefore people would not have repeatedly to give information CHP already had.  Residents would continue to be given feedback forms to complete after work was done in their homes.
CHP’s annual report for 2010/11 was being prepared in consultation with residents, whose contributions had been valuable.  For example, statistics would be expressed numerically and not in percentages.  The full annual report would be published online on 1 October 2011 and the summary report for residents would be sent out in October.

RSC also mentioned briefly that details of immediately available homes, which used to be called hard-to-let properties, would continue to be circulated.

Lastly, he informed the meeting that CHP was sponsoring Essex Pride on Saturday 10 September and that he and JO would be attending together with Chris Knight from QoL.
6.
CRF Constitution
EW explained that she had invited FS to attend the meeting to give the background to the rules about conflict of interest between resident CHP Board members and their members of their households who were CRF Chairs but she declined, feeling that it would serve no purpose.  CRF’s Constitution would not be changed in that regard in the foreseeable future and CHP would not be changing its rules either.

Further discussion of this matter was deferred to an informal meeting to take place at KH’s home on 6 September at 11:00.

7.
Health and Safety issues in blocks of flats
EW  and TH raised two matters.  The first was the misuse of entryphones.  Residents often let in people who could not gain entry to visit other residents.  This was unacceptable from the point of view of residents’ privacy and possibly safety, eg a resident who was being harassed or even threatened should not be faced with him/her standing outside her/his front door.  One frail and elderly resident, on hearing a neighbour’s entryphone buzzer sound, sometimes went to the communal front door to let people in.  This compromised not only her neighbours’ privacy and safety but her own.
Secondly, there had recently been two incidents when EW and TH had smelt gas in the communal area of their block.  TH had rung Transco who had called and identified the premises from which the smell was emanating.  It was that of a neighbour who had told TH there was no problem in her flat.  The cause turned out to be a burner on the hob of her gas cooker that was faulty and not turning off properly.  A couple of days later the same thing happened and the fault was again in the same flat (though possibly not the same cause).  EW and TH wondered whether a short article could go in the next issue of Your Home to stress how important it was, particularly in blocks of flats, for residents to ensure that their gas appliances were safe. HG said she would do this.  She also mentioned that R G Francis had been taken over by Carillion but that as far as residents were concerned it was business as usual.
8.
Central Forum report
See below.  Each item was discussed briefly.
9.
Date of next meeting

Tuesday 20 September 2011 at 14:00 at Purbeck Court, Dorset Avenue.  
The meeting ended at 16.30.
Signed as a true record:…………………………………………..

Name:……………………………………………………………….

Date:…………………………………………………………………
Central Forum Report August 2011

Housemark:   There is an accreditation for landlords complaint procedures. The Chair stated she had passed details onto CHP for consideration.

Garages: It was suggested CRF members may be in a position to support CHP in checking on and reporting issues relating to garages in their local area.  A meeting to scope the implications of this is to be held.  CHP will report back to the CRF after the meeting as to a way forward.

Housing update:

The CHP Board meets in September and the CRF views would be taken to the Board on the 5 topics covered.

4.1 CHP BID TO THE HCA FOR FUNDING TO BUILD NEW HOMES

CHP bid via the ARC consortium was unsuccessful (as were 46 others). The HCA considered CHP wanted too much grant to develop sites. Grant award in the East region was an average of £15,000 per dwelling (some as low as £11,000; CHP bid for £30,000).

CHP expected to be able to negotiate with the HCA, where we could have improved our bid but unlike previous bid rounds this did not happen. 

4.2 AFFORDABLE RENT (AR)
The Government policy is that AR – (up to 80% of the Market rent) will be used to fund the provision of new housing in the future. The additional income from AR increases the capacity within the company to take on loan and contributes to the cost of building new homes. 

As CHP is not part of the Governments grant funded programme they cannot convert properties in the existing stock to an “affordable rent” when they fall vacant for re-letting.

However, the Tenant Services Authority has confirmed that registered providers like CHP will be able to charge AR on new properties, subject to certain conditions:

· Completing  a Short Form Agreement for all schemes which involve AR;

· The HCA being able to count the number of properties built in their own completion number! 

CHP therefore remains able to develop new homes within the capacity of its Business Plan which could be up to 450 up to 2015.

AR will be charged on new build homes that are commenced after Sept 2011.

4.3 FIXED TERM TENANCIES (FTT)

The Government has changed its policy and amended its instructions to the TSA so that any FTT should generally be for a 5 year period. Previous policy amendments had relaxed the initial policy that lifetime tenancies were no longer relevant, and local discretion is now the policy.

Local discretion means the CRF can help CHP decide its approach. 5 year FTT’s for houses still seems a good idea, with reasons for non-renewal remaining as:

1. Non-compliance with conditions of tenancy;

2. Dwelling is too big, or too small;

3. Adapted but the current household does not need the adaptations (and some other household in need does);

4. Household needs adaptations, but not considered VFM in existing dwelling;

5. Tenant has given CHP notice to leave.

The new FTT needs to be created with involved residents and agreed at Board.  

Discussion took place about accommodating the growing older population in the Chelmsford area.  CHP had ample sheltered accommodation of various types for demand in the future and that there were no plans to build more. Concerns were aired around the fear of losing ones home in later life could cause such stress as to have serious impact on life and that as the Board had already agreed only sheltered units be granted lifetime tenancies this be extended to those of the same age group.  

There would be no threat involved and FTT would only apply to new lets so the relationship and expectation would be set from the date of the first letting.   CHP could use FTT on houses only as they are the properties in most demand and can be under occupied following comments and suggestions from members.

In response to concerns about older people being forced to move CHP stated that the nature of FTT’s would mean the discussions would be taking place a lot earlier in the ‘life’ of the tenancy.

 It was also suggested CHP consult more widely and look at all tenancies including 3 bed flats and maisonettes. 

The evidence shows that they are generally very hard to let and would not need to be considered for FTT. Other options could be looked at so long as they were options that were allowable in statute.

A further discussion took place on room sizes and soundproofing in flats. CHP had to weigh up cost against impact and residents had a significant impact on the design standard through the Resident Design Advisory Group.

4.4 NEW DEVELOPMENT IN THE FUTURE

The decisions of the Government to enable registered providers not included in their Grant Programme to charge AR on new build means that CHP will retain a new build programme up to 2015 (and possibly beyond).

CHP consider a programme of 450 new dwellings is possible up to 2015. However, it means that it has to generate subsidy from within the business to help pay for the programme.

This can be achieved in a number of ways without the cost being borne by existing tenants. The main way is to become tax efficient, as described in Section 5 below.

CHP will also be looking to sell property that offers lower standards, or is costly to maintain and reinvesting the proceeds of sale in new homes. 

CHP are actively considering how we can give preference to existing CHP tenants when letting the new homes from the very first let.

4.5 CHARITABLE STATUS

CHP is a not-for-profit local housing company, registered with the TSA. CHP does not generate profits (and for example distribute profit by paying dividends on shares) CHP can generate surpluses that are invested back in the business.

Any surplus of income over expenditure is taxable through Corporation Tax. This currently means that as from 2012 any surplus will be subjected to a 25% tax.

There is a mechanism available to organisations such as CHP, known as conversion to Charitable Status which could ease the level of tax that could be paid. The majority of registered providers in the housing sector are already ‘charitable objective’ organisations.

This means that CHP’s activities and operations will need to meet a “charitable purpose”. Any surpluses generated on charitable activities – namely the day to day functions of CHP - would then not be subject to Corporation Tax. Non charitable activities (e.g. selling property on a share ownership basis, shop income) would generally continue to be subject to Corporation Tax. 

However, Charitable status is not simply about tax, and the Board would remain responsible for ensuring the continuing compliance of activities, investment and new investment with the charitable objects and in accordance with charity law. 

Over the 40 year period of the Business Plan conversion to charitable aims could save CHP up to £90m in tax. This can all be reinvested in the purpose of the business – the provision of homes and services that are affordable and high quality. CHP would not have to register with the Charities commission (which would have involved another layer of bureaucracy) and the TSA remains our regulator.

Tenant’s homes and tenancies would be unaffected. It does not mean that residents are the “recipients of charity”. 

Are there any disadvantages of becoming a charitable conversion?

Charitable conversion is a one way conversion, and it is extremely difficult to convert a charitable entity back to a “for profit” company. Change in Government housing policy is bringing the affordable / social housing sector closer to the private sector providers of housing for rent. It is possible to envisage that over time, the Government will be compelled to erode the tax benefits enjoyed by charitable Registered Providers. This will be particularly true when large private sector providers (for example, Grainger plc) establish Registered Provider subsidiaries. 

Are there alternative options for CHP to reduce the liability to tax? 

The most common alternative is to form a group with a charitable parent company. Taxable profits would be paid over by way of gift aid to the charitable parent company and be used to invest in new charitable activities. The disadvantage with this is that the gift needs to be paid in cash, and this would have implications for the funding, covenant compliance and value of CHP. Lenders often place restrictions on the amount of gift aid that may be paid.  In context of the profile of CHP this is unlikely to be the most efficient way of saving tax.

The other alternative is to reduce taxable profit by increasing tax deductible investment or spending. 

Making Progress.

The CHP Board has asked for a detailed report to be made about conversion to charitable status, and will seek the view of all tenants on the idea. The financial argument to convert to charitable status is overwhelming. 

Q. If CHP could explore all options and alternatives to achieving the same value for money.  For example Cooperatives and Tenant Management Organisations. 

A. CHP Board were not decided but had expressed an interest. CHP outlined the timetable necessary for adopting charitable status if the Board agree at their meeting in September. 

As a six week consultation meeting was necessary then it would be expedient to change the date of the joint conference to accommodate a vote by company members.

This would have a significant impact on the CRF AGM and several issues had to be dealt with.   By moving the date of the Joint conference would need some things taken into consideration as the: 

· Guest speaker is booked.

· Notification has gone out in Your Home already

· Approval from CRF for CRF AGM and conference to move

· Central forum meeting date in November would need to be changed as it was the same day

It was pointed out that should a vote be required on charitable status (i.e. if Board approved it) then it would be a very good draw and could increase attendance.

After discussion it was agreed that the CRF would agree in principle to the date moving. A letter would need to go out to all residents informing them of the date change CHP would meet the cost and consider doubling up with other correspondence to achieve the best value for money possible.

Working with Younger people – Ray Canham

Ray introduced a presentation on the broad direction CHP are looking into for engaging with younger people. 

He explained that the plans were being drawn up and that the purpose of the presentation was to give the CRF the opportunity to influence them as they developed and to get involved. 

Copies of the presentation were handed out and are available on request from ray.canham@chp.org.uk  or by calling 01245 613061

Summary of key facts:

· Feedback from STATUS survey suggests younger tenants less satisfied than others with CHP services.

· Average age of first lets is 35yrs old

· Younger people includes children and families and younger residents (under 36 years old) 

· Detailed analysis through Equality & Diversity Working Party (EDWP-action plan to follow)

Opportunities under consideration include:

· Volunteering and educational opportunities 

· Introduce 21st century engagement – social networking, text etc. 

· Micro-grants for support to employment or to enhance opportunity (RI Team – under discussion)

· Younger persons advisors
PC offered support and feedback from initiatives he is aware of and will let RSC know details.

After discussion CRF agreed to support the way forward.
Feedback from Great Baddow forum

The Chair referred to the notes of the last Gt. Baddow forum previously circulated and a discussion between herself and Elizabeth Walker (EW), Chair of the Gt. Baddow forum concerning interpretation and clarification of eligibility to belong to the forum should EW be elected to the CHP Board.

There followed a discussion about the reasons, how the enquiry escalated and the effect on the forum if no eligible one wants to take over running it.

The Chair said that she would reply to Elizabeth on behalf of the forum and pointed out:

· The CRF wanted to keep people involved and the rules concerning membership and edibility were for everyone’s protection.

· They had been put in place following problems in the past (not concerning anyone currently involved).

· CHP rules were more stringent and appeared to take precedence over the CRF.

Fiona Stirling
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