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PRESENT 
 
Committee members: Councillors Daryl Brown, Adam Connell and Harry Phibbs 

 

Other Councillors: Ben Coleman, Wesley Harcourt and Lisa Homan 
 
Officers: Nick Austin, Richard Buckley, Mike England, Valerie Simpson, Ayesha 
Ovaisi and Kathleen Corbett 
 
Members of the Resident Housing Advisory Group: Shirley Cupit, Ian Doolittle, 
Mathias Kulubya, Anthony Mason, Anthony Wood. 

 
34. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  

 
Apologies for Absence were received from Councillors De’Ath and Ivimy. As 
neither the Chair nor the Vice-Chair were present, the meeting unanimously 
elected Councillor Connell as Chair for the duration of the meeting. 
 

35. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest 
 

36. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING  
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 19th January 2016 were agreed to be 
accurate. 
 
 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Minutes are subject to confirmation at the next meeting as a correct record of the proceedings and any amendments arising will 
be recorded in the minutes of that subsequent meeting. 

 

37. PROGRESS UPDATE ON THE STRATEGIC HOUSING STOCK 
TRANSFER PROGRAMME  
 
Mike England explained that the purpose of the item was to allow the 
committee to hear the plans the Residents Housing Advisory Group had 
developed for the new housing association into which the council proposed to 
transfer its stock. The report also covered progress made since decision of 
the council’s cabinet to proceed with the stock transfer programme.  
 
Shirley Cupit explained that the administration had committed in its manifesto 
to  work with council housing residents to give them ownership of the land 
their homes are on. The Residents Commission on Council Housing had 
therefore been set up, and had worked independently of the council to 
produce a report on how this could best be achieved; the commission had 
recommended that the council’s housing stock be transferred to a new 
housing association based on the community gateway model. Ms Cupit 
explained that it was important that the stock was transferred to a new 
housing association which could be controlled by residents, and the cabinet 
had asked the Residents Housing Advisory Group to develop plans for the 
new landlord, based on the Blueprint outlined by the commission.  
 
A resident said that she felt that services had not improved since the 
commission had reported to the council, and asked how the Residents 
Housing Advisory Group was working with the council to improve services. 
Shirley Cupit explained that the group had a narrowly defined role, which was 
to design the new housing association. She explained that the commission 
had suggested some improvements which could be made to services, which 
the council was starting to implement. The new housing association would 
engage residents more than the council could and would be focussed on 
delivering resident focussed services, so she hoped that in the medium term 
the resident would be happier with housing services. Councillor Homan 
explained that the council was also looking at performance indicators so that 
it could monitor contractors more effectively.  
 
Ian Doolittle explained that the new housing association would be set up as a 
charity and a community benefit society. The board would consist of 6 
residents and 5 independents. The independent members of the board would 
be chosen by the resident members of the board, whilst the resident 
members would be elected by a representative assembly consisting of 21 
tenants and 7 resident leaseholders. The representative assembly would in 
turn be elected by the resident membership body which would be made up of 
tenants and resident leaseholder; it was important that the resident 
membership body engaged a large number of residents so that their views 
were adequately represented. Mr Doolittle explained that the council would 
not have any seats on the board, which was unusual in this type of transfer, 
and sent a clear message that residents were to be in control, especially as 
they had a majority over the independent members of the board. The council 
would also have no ‘golden share’ which would have allowed it to block 
decisions. The only controls the council would retain were: a right to stop 
changes to the rules of the association so that it stayed representative of 
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residents; and the control it would have through the contract between the 
association and the council.  
 
A resident asked whether the local credit union would be involved in the new 
housing association. Councillor Homan explained that the council already 
worked with the credit union to support residents. Shirley Cupit agreed that 
the association was very likely to want to work with the credit union, but that a 
formal relationship was not proposed at this stage.  
 
Residents asked whether there would be any changes to the allocation of 
properties. Mike England explained that the council would retain nomination 
rights for the stock, through its contract with the association. He explained 
that the relationship would be the same as those which the council had with 
other housing associations where it had nomination rights. Applications for 
housing would still be made to and assessed by the council, but the landlord 
would be the new housing association.  
 
A resident asked about housing for refugees and asylum seekers, and how 
this would be provided if the council’s housing stock had been transferred. 
Mike England explained that the transfer did not include temporary 
accommodation used whilst applications were being assessed and whilst 
people were waiting for housing, which was generally provided through 
private landlords. Members requested that an item on housing for refugees 
and asylum seekers be brought to a future meeting of the committee. 
 
A resident said that there was a lack of information about the financial impact 
of the transfer on residents. Anthony Mason explained that this detail would 
be included in the offer document. He noted that rents were currently being 
reduced by central government, and that leaseholder service charges were 
based entirely on the cost of delivering services to leaseholders. There was 
likely to be a cap on leaseholder service charges included in the offer 
document.  
 
A member of the public asked what the Council would do if residents voted 
against the proposal. Councillor Homan said that she hoped that residents 
would agree with the council that the transfer was in their interests as it gave 
them real security and control over both the management of their homes and 
the future of their estates. However, if residents were to vote no, the council 
would continue to deliver the administration’s manifesto of giving as much 
power as it could to local residents. A resident explained that he felt it was 
important that residents explained the benefits of the stock transfer to their 
local communities, as the message would be more powerful from others with 
a vested interest in the result. Shirley Cupit agreed, noting that the council 
had the legal responsibility for progressing the scheme but that residents had 
to engage to make sure it happened.  
 
A resident asked whether the council would still be able to sell housing 
estates if the stock transfer took place. Anthony Mason explained that it could 
not, as the estates would not be the council’s to sell; they would have been 
transferred to the housing association, and be under the control of residents.  
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Councillor Phibbs asked whether the treasury had given any indication if it 
would agree to the debt write off required for the stock transfer. Mike England 
explained that an initial meeting had been held with civil servants and 
negotiations were now underway although at a very early stage. A new 
guidance manual on how to deal with stock transfers was being produced by 
central government, and the contents of this would inform the negotiations.  
 
Councillor Phibbs noted that the borough needed more homes, and asked 
whether estate regeneration could be prevented when there was such 
demand for housing. He noted that local planning policies expected significant 
development in Hammersmith Broadway. Mike England explained that the 
new housing association would put residents in control of any changes to 
their estates. The commission had estimated that 500 homes could be built 
without estate regeneration. Councillor Homan noted that planning 
documents saying that new housing could be built in an area did not mean 
that council estates would be redeveloped. 
 
Councillor Phibbs asked when the residents ballot was likely to take place, 
and whether leaseholders would be entitled to vote. Mike England explained 
that the ballot was likely to be in Autumn 2016, but that this was subject to 
negotiations going well. Councillor Homan explained that the law required a 
ballot of tenants. Resident leaseholders would either be balloted or be 
included in test of opinion exercise. Non-resident leaseholders would not be 
included in this. Councillor Phibbs asked what the Council would do if a 
majority of tenants voted in favour of the stock transfer, but when the votes of 
resident leaseholders were added the majority of residents were against the 
proposal. Councillor Homan said that the Cabinet would have to consider the 
result very carefully, although Councillor Coleman noted that owing to the 
numbers of people eligible to vote this was very unlikely situation. A resident 
noted that leaseholders could also make representations to the secretary of 
state during the process.  
 
Councillor Coleman asked Councillor Phibbs if he knew what the view of Greg 
Hands MP, Chief Secretary to the Treasury and Conservative MP for Chelsea 
and Fulham, was on the debt write off. Councillor Phibbs explained that he 
did not, and said that he did not feel it was the role of members of the 
administration to scrutinise members of the Policy and Accountability 
Committee. He said that the administration were gambling a significant sum 
of money on a scheme dependant on a favourable decision from central 
government. 
 
A resident asked what the rationale for having five independent members of 
the board was. Ian Doolittle explained that the aim was to ensure that a broad 
skills set was available to manage business of the new housing association. 
 
The committee thanked the members of the Residents Housing Advisory 
Group for their work.  
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38. IMPROVING THE PRIVATE RENTED SECTOR  
 
Richard Buckley introduced the report, explaining that 40% of the borough’s 
housing stock was in the private rented sector. Some of these were houses of 
multiple occupancy HMO which provided a valuable source of housing stock 
with about 40,000 of the borough’s residents living in shared accommodation; 
however they were also the most likely to be poorly managed, with 1/3 of 
HMOs nationally not decent and 1/6 not safe. The current HMO licensing 
scheme covered properties set over three or more floors or with more than 5 
persons forming more than one household living in the property.  
 
Richard Buckley detailed the council’s current enforcement schemes, 
explaining that the council had managed to fund two additional enforcement 
officers for 12 months from existing resources, and that they would be 
deployed to tackle unlicensed HMOs and to improve standards in HMOs 
below the licensing threshold. The council had been successful in securing 
£91,000 from the department for communities and local government, which 
was being used to inspect private sector properties in a bid to tackle rogue 
landlords. 500 properties had already been visited. The council was also 
running a healthier homes scheme aimed at improving health by improving 
housing.  More than 220 households had been offered help with 68 physical 
adaptations/similar measures being provided. Enforcement action had been 
taken against 17 landlords.  
 
The administration had commissioned a consultation on whether the council 
should introduce: 

- Additional licensing whereby the council could require HMOs currently 
outside of the mandatory licensing scheme, to be licensed if they met criteria 
determined by the Council. The scheme would also give officers information 
about where HMOs were to aid enforcement, and would also allow conditions 
to be added to licences as appropriate. 

• Selective licensing which would mean that properties which fell outside 
of the mandatory HMO licensing scheme and any additional licensing 
scheme, would need to be licenced. The scheme could only cover a 
maximum of 20% of the borough or 20% of private rented stock, and 
anti-social behaviour would have to be proven to be persistent and 
significant.  

• A Hammersmith and Fulham landlord’s charter to engage landlords 
and encourage them to improve standards. 

• Revised local HMO standards which could be used to ensure that 
landlords provide suitable accommodation and facilities.  

 
Councillor Homan explained that she felt the council ought to be doing more 
to protect tenants; she recognised that the borough had some excellent 
landlords, but also noted that the council received far too many complaints 
from those living in private rented sector accommodation. She said that it was 
really important that the consultation engaged with those living in privately 
rented accommodation but also with landlords. The issue became ever more 
important as the proportion of people renting increased, whilst the council was 
also dependent on the sector to meet its temporary accommodation 
obligations.  
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Councillor Brown asked how the council could help those who were living in 
squalid conditions, but who were scared of being evicted or having their rents 
increased if they complained. Richard Buckley noted that those living in poor 
conditions were often paying very high rents anyway, owing to the 
unscrupulous nature of some landlords, but agreed that people could certainly 
be intimidated by their landlords. He explained that the council had powers to 
protect tenants engaged in disputes with landlords, but that there was 
anecdotal evidence that where the council wasn’t involved evictions did take 
place. He also explained that a licensing scheme would give the council 
greater ability to protect residents without their having to complain.  
 
The Chair asked whether engaging residents formed part of the contract with 
the consultation project managers. Richard Buckley explained that the 
contract included an emphasis on this, but noted that a successful 
consultation relied on community members spreading the message, and 
asked all present to tell residents about the consultation when it launched.  
 
A resident asked whether the schemes could include properties converted 
into studio flats. Richard Buckley explained that blocks of studio flats which 
were not compliant with 1991 Building Regulations were included in the 
mandatory HMO licensing scheme. Selective licensing could be introduced to 
include blocks of studio flats, although the council could already take action to 
rectify any ‘category 1’ hazards found in any rented accommodation.  
 
A resident suggested that information could be gathered from property 
managers and from council tax and benefits records. Richard Buckley 
explained that the council already used these sources of information, as well 
as inspections.  
 
Anthony Wood asked how regular inspections would be under the scheme. 
Mr Buckley explained that the minimum was once during the scheme’s five 
year duration, but that these could be more regular. He also explained that 
certification of gas safety and the like was required each year. Inspections 
had to be notified to landlords, but joint operations with police could avoid this 
requirement if that as felt necessary in a case. He stressed however that the 
aim was to resolve any issues amicably.  
 
Councillor Coleman said that he felt it was important that good landlords were 
engaged in the consultation, as they had a significant interest in ensuring that 
they were not being undercut by rogues.  
 
Councillor Phibbs questioned whether further licensing schemes would 
achieve the aim of rooting out bad landlords. He felt that the issue was more 
one of resources than approach, and that licensing would be a burden on 
good landlords. Richard Buckley explained that licensing schemes increased 
the amount of information available to the council to help target resources, as 
well as funding additional officers to run and enforce the scheme. The cost to 
landlords was likely to be around £100 per year, which he didn’t expect to 
have a significant impact on their business models or on the rents charged. 
Councillor Phibbs said that the council had received over 550 complaints 
about private rented sector properties between November 2014-15, but that 
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only 3 prosecutions had been brought, and only 9 improvement notices 
issued. He felt that there was much more which could  therefore be done 
without further licensing. Richard Buckley explained that only a tiny fraction of 
cases were prosecuted as the council sought to achieve improvements to 
properties without resorting to the courts.  
 
Councillor Phibbs asked whether properties rented out for a short period of 
time would need a licence. Nick Austin said that this was a matter which 
would be included in the consultation, and would also likely depend on the 
type of property. There was a balance to be struck between the problem of 
poor conditions in properties let on short term contracts and the potential of 
reducing the availability of accommodation.  
 
Councillor Harcourt asked that the issue of tenants presenting waste for 
collection incorrectly be included in whatever measures were taken. Richard 
Buckley explained that relevant officers had suggested additional HMO 
standards to ensure that adequate provision for waste disposal was made by 
landlords. It was noted that new developments did include better waste 
arrangements.  
 
A resident asked whether anything could be done about rent levels. 
Councillor Homan explained that the council could not set rent levels, but that 
more action could be taken at a regional or national level, if those in power 
there could be convinced to help.  
 
The Chair noted that the London Landlord Accreditation Scheme had not 
attracted many landlords and asked how a Hammersmith and Fulham 
scheme would be more attractive. Richard Buckley explained that the scheme 
would provide a good relationship with the council, access to a network of 
support, and provide a signal to residents that they would provide a good 
service.  
 
The Chair thanked officers for their presentation and the information they 
provided to aid the discussion. 
 

39. ADOPTION OF THE 2016 REVISED STATEMENT OF LICENSING POLICY  
 
Valerie Simpson explained that the Council was required to review its 
statement of licensing policy every five years. As a result of a review in 2015 
a number of technical changes had been made. These had been considered 
by the Community Safety, Environment and Resident Services Policy and 
Accountability Committee, and since then further changes had been made to 
promote economic growth. The policy was therefore being brought to the 
meeting for its comments.  
 
Councillor Harcourt explained that he felt the new policy was encouraging to 
new businesses, but gave the council the powers it needed to protect the 
interests of residents.  
 
Councillor Connell noted that the cumulative impact areas would be retained, 
and asked what the reasoning for this was. Councillor Harcourt explained that 
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they were an important tool for the council, and that they were not a blanket 
ban on new licences being granted, but did require applicants to demonstrate 
that their proposals would not have a negative impact on already sensitive 
areas. 
 
Councillor Harcourt highlighted the new local area risk assessments which 
were now required, explaining that these would help to balance the needs of 
business and residents.   
 

40. WORK PROGRAMME AND DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING  
 
Members noted that the next meeting would be held on 20th April 2016.  
 
Councillor Coleman explained that key performance indicators for Mitie were 
being reviewed, with a pilot scheme based on resident satisfaction underway. 
He suggested that the report the committee had requested could be brought 
in the Autumn, once the scheme had been given time to have an impact. 
 

 
Meeting started: 7.00 pm 
Meeting ended: 9.35 pm 

 
 

Chairman   

 
 
 
 

Contact officer: Ainsley Gilbert 
Committee Co-ordinator 
Governance and Scrutiny 

 : 020 8753 2088 
 E-mail: ainsley.gilbert@lbhf.gov.uk 
 


