
Tower Hamlets Federation of Tenants and Residents 
Association

Questions to Cllr Rabina Khan - June 2012

(Note:  this lists includes questions which arose at the Fed meeting on 25th June, but also 
other questions which were formulated at an officers meeting the following day.)

Question Status/
Action

Residents Charter
RC 1 RK to send Fed invite to next Housing Forum (the one after 18th 

July).  Please advise date when known so we can keep it free.

Meeting is Wednesday 26th September 2012.

Tracey St Hill to get item placed on agenda and liaise with 
Martin Ling over invitations.

Martin Ling has met with Phil Sedler and discussed the format 
of the meeting.

RK

RC 2 Some months ago, RK/Fed discussed Fed having two reps on the 
Housing Forum on a regular basis, to improve communications 
(both ways) between RPs and residents.  Is this possible?

It is recommended that the Federation Representatives make 
their request at the meeting on the 26th September.

RK

RC 3 RK said (June Fed) that THH should set a good precedent for other 
social landlords.  Will RK ask THH to adopt the Charter?

A request will be made to Tower Hamlets Homes for their new 
Board to consider once it is in place.

RK

General Housing Authority matters
GHA 1 RK to consider whether Council officers who were part of stock 

transfer and/or drew up transfer documents and who then took jobs 
with receiving housing associations had a conflict of interest.

Council Officers who took up posts with stock transfer 
associations were transferred under the Transfer of Public 
Employees (TUPE) regulations which is a legal right for 
employees where their posts are outsourced to a separate 
organisation. These rights and this position have been verified 
by the Council’s legal team.

It should be noted that when Tower Hamlets Homes was set 
up the Head of Housing chose not to transfer to the ALMO and 
the post was subsequently advertised externally.

RK



Social Housing in New Developments
SHND 1 Of the 4,000(?) new homes pledged during this administration, 

what is the breakdown between the various categories of rent?

All the 2,739 new homes delivered so far 2006 have been for 
social rent.  Of the schemes now on site, the majority are also 
for social rent but there are 175 units being delivered for 
affordable rent.   

The Council will provide a fuller breakdown of the location of 
those homes, many of which were funded through Section 106 
agreements in due course.     

RK

SHND 2 How many existing homes were demolished to make way for the 
new homes (in SHND 1) to be built (i.e., what is the net figure 
built)?

During the period in question (i.e. from Mayor’s election in 
October 2010 until the present) 259 residential units were 
demolished (191 on the Ocean Estate, 38 at the East Thames 
scheme at Tiller Road and 30 at Southern Housing’s Mile End 
Road scheme).   The net figure is therefore 2480 new homes.

SHND 3 The planning policy is that all new developments should have 35% 
(on site) or 50% (off site) of social housing, but this can be varied if 
the developer argues that the scheme is not affordable with this 
percentage.  What percentages of social housing have been 
achieved in developments finished in this administration to date?  
How does this social housing break down between the various 
categories of rent?

Delivery on all development sites aims to maximise affordable 
housing but is subject to viability testing.

In terms of the number of affordable housing delivered over 
the last five years (2005/6 to 2010/11), this equates to 4,915 
(source GLA – annual monitoring returns returned by LAs). 
This is has exceeded the GLA annual target of 2885.

The Council relies on the annual monitoring returns set out 
above to measure the final number of affordable homes 
provided within any one financial year. 
 
In terms of the current administration which began in 
September 2010, we therefore only have GLA figures up 
2010/11.
 
It would be difficult and resource intensive to keep an ongoing 
record of affordable housing provided as a percentage of all 
new developments and to measure at a given point in a 
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financial year. 

This is because:
 
The 35% applies to the habitable rooms and units.  Habitable 
room calculations are used at planning decision stage, but 
thereafter completions are only monitored by unit numbers.

We do not keep a running record on of in year completions of 
private housing units to measure social housing completions 
against.  

We do not keep a record on of in year completions of private 
housing completions to measure social housing completions 
against.

Developments of under 10 units of private housing are not 
subject to affordable housing agreements and these are not 
monitored formally by the Council.

The Affordable Housing team can provide a breakdown 
affordable housing under the current administration as 
follows: 

Q3 & 4 in 10-11 - 489  (242 social rent and 247 intermediate)

Q1-4 in 11-12  - 1968  (1597 social rent and 371 intermediate)

Q1 and part of Q2 up to end Aug 2012  is 282  (167 social rent 
and 115 intermediate)

It should be noted that following a government announcement 
in September 2012, developers will be able to reopen and 
renegotiate affordable house provision set out in existing 
S106 agreements on stalled sites.

SHND 4 Enforcement:  what measures are taken to inspect developments 
to ensure the correct percentage of social housing has been built?

Building plans approved as part of a planning application, 
whether by a social landlord or a private developer, are 
adhered to in the construction phase.  On-site checks of 
standards of build are made by building control officers.  At 
completion of a scheme with social housing, the Registered 
Provider confirms the numbers and types of units handed 
over and the affordable housing team checks this against the 
legal obligation (S106 agreement) of the planning permission.

RK

SHND 5 Please update us (in due course) on negotiations to increase the 
number of homes allocated to LBTH from the Olympic site.

Discussions are still ongoing via the East London Housing 

RK



Partnership. The Council has written to senior officers at the 
GLA to set out its position and seek support to ensure that 
there is a fair distribution of all types of homes between the 
boroughs. Cllr Khan will give a more detailed response when 
she attends the Federation’s meeting in October 2012.

East End Homes
EEH 1 RK to update Fed (in due course, after EEH Board meeting) about 

co-operation with THCH.

RK to report back after the meeting.

RK

EEH 2 JO referred to an EEH action plan which they discuss monthly.  
Can RK send Fed
a) a copy of the action plan
b) the minutes of the monthly meetings?

There are regular meetings between senior Council Officers 
and the Chief Executive of East End Homes.  The purpose of 
the meetings is to ensure that issues of concern to the Lead 
Member Housing are raised with and dealt with by East End 
Homes.  Notes of the main outcomes from the meeting will be 
produced in the future.

There isn’t a formal action plan which can be provided but the 
on going actions agreed at the meetings will be covered in the 
notes that can be provided.

RK

EEH3 RK to investigate what tenant consultation is (a) necessary (b) 
desirable if a Housing Association merges with another one (e.g., 
EEH and THCH).

At present the two organisations are considering how they 
can work together to improve services rather than embarking 
upon a formal merger.

For the record, the level of consultation required for either co-
operation or a formal merger is dependent upon a number of 
factors.

It will primarily depend upon exactly what is being proposed.  
A merger can mean many different things from a full merger 
(where two organisations become one) to the formation of a 
group structure or transfer of engagements.  There are further 
variations based on who owns the assets and various forms of 
incorporation. In addition there are more variations where 
what is being proposed is not a merger but some form of joint 
working.

It should be noted that if a registered provider decide it wishes 
to effect a merger or transfer of engagements to another 
provider, the statutory consent of the Homes and 
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Communities Agency is required before the Financial Services 
Authority decides whether it should also give its consent.

The HCA's consent will be  made  in accordance with their 
standard processes, Guidance note 1 in Annex B to the 
Regulatory Framework for Social Housing in England from 
April 2012 (available on the HCA website) gives advice and 
guidance on how they exercise this statutory power and the 
considerations and factors they take into account including 
the level of consultation. 

http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/ourwork/regulatory-
framework

Island Homes
IH 1 RK to respond to briefing to be supplied by JF (below).

A Report on the Island Homes transfer of engagements went 
to Cabinet on July 25th.

A complaint regarding the Island Homes transfer of 
engagements has been registered with the Council and a full 
response will be provided to Jenny Fisher.

JF/RK

Community Halls
CH 1 RK to give the Fed a list of community/TRA halls owned by LBTH.

Completed and sent to Federation.

RK

CH 2 RK to give the Fed a briefing note on repairs to community halls.

Memorandum of Occupation for Managing Agents in HRA 
Halls managed by Tower Hamlets Homes was agreed in March 
2011 which sets out the repairing obligation of the landlord 
and the users.

In broad terms:

The managing agents will be responsible for all internal 
maintenance, repair, and re- decoration and cleaning as 
appropriate.

THH will be responsible for the external maintenance, repair, 
defect rectification, re-decoration and cleaning related to the 
structure, external elements, shared, joint, common parts or 
areas forming part of a larger community hall / room.

No further funding has been identified within the HRA for the 
internal repairs and upkeep of HRA halls.

RK
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A copy of the Memorandum of Occupation is attached.

The difficulties that tenants associations have raised in 
relation to their maintenance obligations is recognized and 
Cllr Khan will raise this with her Cabinet colleagues to 
consider whether the conditions in the Memorandum of 
Occupation can be revisited.

Officers will also liaise with Tower Hamlets Homes to gauge 
their understanding of the outstanding repairs to tenants’ 
halls which TRAs have not been able to complete because of 
funding difficulties.

CH 3 RK to ensure “Victor” provides TRAs with current position on halls 
in writing.

The current position is covered adequately in the 
Memorandum of Occupation will be forwarded to the 
Federation.

RK

New Council Homes (built by the Council)
NCH 1 Can RK give the Fed a list of homes (a) built by the Council and (b) 

which the Council is planning to build?

There were 15 homes built by the council during 2011-12 using 
HCA grant.  Consideration is also being given to  plans for 
homes on several council owned sites with the issue of 
finance being the main obstacle to overcome.

The homes finished to date are as follows: 

4 x 5bed houses Quinn Close, E2
1 x 2b house, 2 x 4bed house, Stayners Road, E1
6 x 2b flats, Oswell House, Prusom Street, E1
2 x 3bed maisonettes, Malay House, Prusom Street, E1

It should be noted that the Council, through it Section 106 
planning gain works in partnership with both stock transfer 
and non stock transfer housing associations to provide new 
housing across the Borough. It is this partnership working 
that underpins the common housing register and choice 
based lettings arrangements.

RK

DLO
DLO 1 RK to consider possibilities of having a DLO:

a)  for new-build;
b)  for repairs (THH and/or to compete for RP repair contracts).

Tower Hamlets Homes has not considered establishing a 
Direct Labour Organisation. Like most Local Authorities in 
London, Tower Hamlets has moved away from directly 
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employing maintenance workers and now carries out repairs 
through contracts with established competent businesses. 
This enables a more flexible and cost effective approach to the 
maintenance of the Council’s housing stock. The cost of 
establishing a direct labour coats with its attached 
accommodation and equipment overheads would be 
prohibitive in the current financial climate.

Knock-throughs
KT 1 RK to consider whether knock-throughs could be used to increase 

the supply of larger units (perhaps offsetting the advantage of 
getting S106 housing in smaller units).

Knock throughs are part of the solution to the demand for 
larger housing however knock throughs are not necessarily a 
cheaper alternative to the building of new homes. In addition 
the Council has funded extensions to buildings in order to 
provide additional bedrooms where the flat/ estate layout has 
provided the space to achieve such an outcome. 

RK

Roman Road
RR 1

RR 2

RK to find out why Roman Road cash office has shorter hours, as 
service users are suffering.

RK to find out what steps are being taken to mitigate the suffering 
of cash-paying service users at Roman Road.

Savings were included in 2012/13 budget setting and agreed 
by full Council.

This was agreed as more and more people are using 
electronic services rather than travelling to Albert Jacob 
House. For those wishing to make cash payments there are 12 
post offices (including one in Roman Road) and an extensive 
network of businesses that offer the paypoint service.

Further consideration will be given as to how best to ensure 
that these alternative payment points for those wishing to pay 
in cash can be publicised more effectively, especially before 
the Roman Rd cash office closes on 2013. This could include a 
map with directions and a guide to how to pay as well as an 
article in East End Life.

RK

Robin Hood Gardens
RHG 1

RHG 2

RHG 3

Will RK arrange to attend a TRA meeting to update herself with 
residents’ concerns?
RK to meet leaseholder (present at June Fed) who had concerns 
about service charges.
RK to investigate what is happening with Millennium Trust and 
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report back to Fed 
The Members Office has either set up and or is in the process 
of setting up these meetings on behalf of Cllr Khan.

Access
A1 RK to check that (a) planning applications for recent developments 

and (b) actual built developments met Lifetime Homes standards.

All new affordable housing built with the aid of HCA grant 
must now meet the Lifetime Homes standard.  Planning 
applications include details to confirm that homes are 
compliant.  The homes actually built must comply with the 
detailed drawings submitted as part of the planning 
application.

RK

A2 RK to consider whether LBTH could require developers to meet 
higher standards in some areas (e.g., door widths, height of 
electrical sockets) so more homes are more easily adaptable 
if/when necessary.

Both LBTH and London Plan policies require 10% of all new 
homes to be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable.  It 
would not be economically viable to require developers to 
provide a higher number of properties to this higher standard

Planning policy does not go into the detail mentioned above.  
However the Council has an Access officer whose role it is to 
inform on these matters through the development 
management / application process and develop best practice 
There is also an Accessible Housing Group which is convened 
regularly to review sites etc.

RK

Tower Hamlets Homes

THH 1 Can RK please advise us who the new resident members of the 
THH Board are?

Details of the residents will be available shortly. (Martin Ling 
should be able to report back verbally on some of the 
appointments on Monday 24th September).

RK

THH 2 Can RK please advise us if the new Chair of the THH Board is (or, 
if not, what the timescale for this appointment is).

Details of the new Chair will be available shortly.

RK

Questions from TH Federation of TRAs

FED 1 Does RK consider that the length of time taken to respond to the 
Fed’s questions is reasonable?

The number and variety of questions are quite complex. In 
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order to produce a comprehensive set of responses, a number 
of officers have been involved in producing the responses. A 
combination of the holiday period and the 2012 games have 
added to the seasonal pressure. In future the Council will 
endeavour to provide responses more promptly.



Brief and selective of Island Homes problems

IH Island Homes
IoD Isle of Dogs
HC Housing Corporation
LBTH London Borough of Tower Hamlets
ODPM Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (supervised Housing Choice)
THA Toynbee Housing Association
TIH Toynbee Island Homes
TMO Tenant Management Organisation (a tenants group which has exercised its statutory 

right to take over management of its own estate from the Council)
TSA Tenants Services Authority

c. 2003-
2005

Residents of six Council estates on IoD form a Residents Steering Committee and 
participate in Stages 1 and 2 of Housing Choice.
Two estates opt for East End Homes.
Four estates (Barkantine, Kingsbridge, St John’s, Samuda [a TMO]) opt for THA as 
preferred bidder.
LBTH Report to ODPM at end of Stage 2 promises ballot results of all estates will be 
declared separately.  Samuda estate will be declared separately because Samuda has a 
TMO (SELMO).

c. May 
2005

Stage 3 concludes with a ballot on the basis of the Council’s Offer Document to 
tenants.
Key pledges in Offer Document:
-Four estates to transfer to TIH, a separate RSL, newly set up to own and manage the 
estates.
-THA will help TIH become established.  It will have three seats on the TIH board to 
help oversee TIH in its early stages.  TIH may buy services from THA or from any 
other body it wishes.  After five years, TIH is able to decide whether to continue with 
this arrangement with THA or to choose another partner or stand alone without a 
partner.  This is required by HC before it endorses the proposed structure.  HC refers to 
THA as having a “parental” role in TIH (i.e., helping it “grow up” into an “adult” 
housing association).
-TIH will be a local housing association, delivering local services from local offices.
-TIH will be resident-led.  To achieve this, each of the four estates will elect one tenant 
and one leaseholder to the TIH Board.  These 8 board members plus the 3 THA board 
members will do a skills audit and 4 community board members will be elected to fill 
the skills gap.  Thus elected residents have a majority on the board, which will 
guarantee the board is responsive to residents’ wishes.
-Council will enforce promises in Offer Document (with legal action if necessary).
Tenants vote “yes” in the ballot to transfer.  Estate by estate results are not given 
separately: letter from Liz Urmston (Ormston?) on behalf of Council states Council has 
decided this is now not practical.

May to 
December 
2005

Residents Steering Committee becomes a Shadow Board.
Difficulties in drawing up Transfer Document.
Unknown to residents, but known to the Council, THA has been audited by Audit 
Commission and received “amber light” (i.e., it is judged not capable of managing 
itself, let alone overseeing a new housing RSL).  THA is required to take action to 
correct its management failings.

05.12.05 Transfer document finalised and signed at 11.45pm on last day ballot is valid for 
transfer to take place.



Dec 05- TIH begins to function.  THA unable to provide necessary services under an SLA, e.g.:
-no computer system in place to log repairs (takes months to rectify);
-no policies in place (none ever finalised - see below);
-no job descriptions for TUPE’d staff (ever done?).
TIH Board so dissatisfied it asks THA for a refund of money paid under SLA.  Refund 
of £70k paid.

?2006? To comply with Audit Commission requirements, THA decides to merge with 
Community Housing (with which it had been doing developments) without first 
advertising its need for a partner (as usually required by HC).
Merger takes place:  THA and Community form OHG as a non-asset holding umbrella 
organisation to strengthen the management of THA.
Discussions on what to do about TIH.  TIH Board agrees to become a third housing 
association within OHG, on same level as THA and Community - with the OHG 
umbrella providing the “parental” role which THA had previously had.  TIH to be 
renamed “Island Homes” (IH).  Consultation with residents consists of a postcard from 
Managing Director of TIH stating that THA had decided to merge and residents could 
say if they had any views but would not be affected.

?2007? OHG ask IH Board to change its rules, etc.  Main changes OHG want are:
-Change the name in the formal documents from TIH to IH (agreed).
-Change financial rules to increase maximum amount IH can borrow to £2 billion 
(more than IH could ever repay alone) and to introduce new ability for IH to guarantee 
third party debt (agreed under OHG pressure).
-Change the structure of the IH Board; reduce its size; OHG and community 
representation to remain, but elected residents to be removed and replaced by two 
residents chosen by OHG.
-IH to relinquish rights to buy services from whomever it wants; instead to buy 
services from OHG only, with OHG choosing what services IH needs and what level 
of services will be provided.
IH Board refuses to agreed to the last two changes.  OHG repeats request three times.

2007 IH conducts kitchen and bathroom major works.  IH Board appalled at poor level of 
technical service from THA.  Technically qualified Board members have to put in 
hours of unpaid work to correct deficiencies.

late 2007 IH Board continues to have problems with services provided by THA.  In particular, is 
concerned that the Managing Director, appointed by THA and who appears now to be 
a THA employee rather than an IH employee, is not up to the job.  IH Board wants to 
investigate MD’s performance.  Under pressure from OHG, IH Board agrees to appoint 
Crispin Tickell consultants to investigate all staff and report on performance to Board. 

Early 
2008?

Notice received that IH will be audited by Audit Commission in July 2008.  

April 
2008

OHG “steps in” and sacks IH Board.  
A clause in IH documents provides that the “parent” can step in in extremis  if the IH 
Board is acting perversely.  In those circumstances, it is to appoint an interim board to 
run IH until a new Board can be established (by implication, on the same basis as the 
original Board structure).
OHG explains that because IH Board has refused to implement the changes it, OHG, 
recommended, no work has been done on putting the policies in place that have not 
been there (because THA failed to do them) since inception of TIH.  Without policies, 
IH would fail an audit.  Therefore, OHG says, IH Board is acting perversely because if 
it doesn’t agree OHG changes it won’t get the policies in place and is therefore intent 
on failing the audit.
OHG circulates letter to all residents stating it has had to sack the IH Board because of 
perverse actions and because of various apparent corruption on the Board.  (The latter 



allegations are never pursued and over coming months all previous IH Board members 
except the elected residents who refused to change the rules as OHG requested are 
reinstated on the IH Board.)

April 
2008

OHG changes terms of reference of Crispin Tickell.  They are no longer required to 
investigate staff performance but are now required to do a pre-audit audit in 
preparation for the Audit Commission audit.

April 
2008

Residents meet and establish campaign group to retrieve Island Homes.

2008 Crispin Tickell produce report and action plan to prepare for audit.  OHG swings into 
action: new MD appointed, new practises instituted.  Interim Board appointed with two 
residents chosen by OHG.  New interim board accepts all changes in IH documentation 
and structures that OHG asked the original Board for (but which the original Board 
refused to do).

July 2008 Audit Commission audit.  IH receives a poor result and must improve.
? 2008 IH residents address Council meeting and ask for assistance.  Council agrees to back 

residents in their campaign against OHG.
In particular, residents ask Council to broker mediation between residents and OHG.  
Cllr Marc Francis, Lead Member for Housing, is sure he can arrange mediation.  Cllr 
Francis asks OHG to attend mediation.  OHG tell Cllr Francis to f-off (almost 
literally).  Cllr Francis “gobsmacked”.
Cllr Francis asks LBTH Legal Department to investigate whether it can use legal 
action to enforce Offer Document.  Legal says that it “forgot” to put Offer Document 
as an appendix in the Transfer Document, so there is little or no basis for legal action.  
Cllr Francis attends residents meeting to report this and apologises for this oversight 
(negligence?).  
Letter from Mick Sweeney, Chief Exec of OHG, to Jim Fitzpatrick MP reveals that 
OHG has investigated abandoning group structure and merging all three housing 
associations into one (OHG).  All that has prevented this is that Barclays (with which 
IH has an overdraft facility to fund major works) has refused to endorse this until 
major works are complete and its total liability has been confirmed.  Mick Sweeney 
indicates that OHG will seek merger at this point.

2008 Council officers meet OHG on a regular basis to discuss IH post-audit action plan.  It 
seems that despite Council policy on supporting IH residents, officers condone all 
OHG’s plan for IH.

2009 Cllr Francis writes to Margaret Beckett, Housing Minister, asking for her assistance in 
keeping OHG to Offer Document promises.  Cllr Francis advises residents Ms Beckett 
has agreed to his request and she asks LBTH and TSA to sort this out with OHG.
OHG receives Short Notice Inspection of resident involvement.
OHG prepares Action Plan to deal with SNI report.  
OHG announces that it will increase the number of residents on the IH interim board so 
that residents have a majority and will make the board permanent.  Again, the 
increased number of residents will be chosen by OHG.
IH residents’ campaign representative meets Cllr Francis to point out that the Offer 
Document did not just guarantee a resident majority on the board but also a method of 
election.  Cllr Francis points to page 35 of Offer Document, which refers to a resident 
majority on the board.  Resident refers to page 36 of Offer Document which refers to 
method of election.  Cllr Francis is taken aback.  He advises that he did not read the 
Offer Document himself and has relied on a briefing from officers on what was in the 
Offer Document.  His officers have been attending discussions with TSA and arguing 
only for a resident majority, and not for the actual promise in the Offer Document.

2009? The IH board, although it has a majority of residents (who are appointed by OHG), 
continues to agree OHG requests.  Notably, it removes repair reporting from IH offices 



and combines IH repairs system with OHG repairs system via a call centre (contrary to 
Offer Document promise that services will be local).  IH Board no longer does its own 
repairs contracts and opts in to OHG contracts.  IH having lost repairs function, OHG 
closes one local estate office and there are redundancies.
IH residents attend Council meeting, which promises full support in restoring repairs 
function to IH.

2009+ Council officers continue to meet OHG.  No reports to residents on whether they are 
putting forward views of Council in favour of residents.

2009/10 THA and Community housing association merge into OHG.  OHG is now a housing 
association, still performing the parental role in IH.

2010 Representative of IH residents meets newly elected Mayor and officer (Jackie 
Odunoye) to see what can be done for IH residents and to progress support from 
Council.  Ms Odunoye states that she is well briefed on the issue, as she is the Council 
officer who has been in on negotiations with TSA and has had meetings with OHG.  
Mayor listens to resident’s views and then states that he will have to go and hear what 
“the other side” has to say.   Subsequently, Cllr Maium Miah (one of the residents 
appointed to the IH Board by OHG) leaves Conservative Group and supports Mayor’s 
Administration.  Mayor seen attending OHG events: residents receive no indication 
that Mayor is pursuing their concerns.

Early 
2011

IH Board increases service charge element of tenants’ rents by adding new elements.  
IH argues that the costs of these services have previously been met by core part of rent 
rather than being separately listed.  However, core element of rent is not reduced now 
that these charges have been moved to service charge element of rent.  Some tenants 
face up to 40% increase in service charge element of their rent, a 14% increase in the 
total rent they must pay. 

Summer 
2011

Major Works programme, which has been going on since 2009, peters out.  
IH Board contracted OHG to handle the Major Works on its behalf.  IH’s architects, 
Bailey Garner, advise that Major Works are done in 6 specific contracts.  OHG Major 
Works department has a general preference for “Design and Build” contracts.  IH 
Major Works are done in one “Design and Build” contract.  
Massive resident dissatisfaction with Major Works.  Contractor and Bailey Garner and 
OHG are very unresponsive to residents’ concerns.  Sample problems are as follows.

*Main contractor subcontracts renewal of communal aerials to electrical works 
subcontractor, who subcontracts the renewal work.  The sub-subcontractor does the 
work, but then claims it hasn’t been properly paid.  OHG says it paid the contractor, 
which paid the electrical subcontractor, which says it paid the aerial sub-subcontractor. 
The aerial sub-subcontractor insists it has not been paid and that until it is paid the 
equipment it has installed belong to it.  It attends overnight and removes all its 
equipment.  OHG decides to appoint its own contractor to install new equipment 
afresh.  This takes weeks to do, and residents are without TV for weeks (some having 
been without TV for 18 months beforehand, as scaffolding appears to have affected the 
previous communal aerial, though the contractor claims that aerial was coincidentally 
broken).

*Electrical supplies to blocks are passed by contractor and by Bailey Garner and by 
OHG.  Subsequently, several supplies are found to be unsafe and have to be re-done.

*Major works included repointing work.  Where brickwork was found to be defective, 
bricks were replaced.  New bricks were a different colour from old bricks and were 
painted to fit in as best as possible.  Residents draw OHG’s attention to brick faces 
which have been painted but which are not new bricks and ask OHG whether it has 



paid for these as new bricks (why else have odd old bricks been painted?).  OHG 
refuses to investigate.

*The Major Works contract included dealing with longstanding drainage problems on 
Samuda estate.  The contract specifies that walkway external drains are to be jetwashed 
and repaired/unblocked where necessary.  It is then found that these drains cannot 
safely be jetwashed as where there is disrepair, water will leak into flats.  They are too 
narrow and bendy for CCTV survey.  The contractor walks away, as the contract 
specifies only that the drains will be jetwashed, not that they will be repaired.

*Poor scheduling left some blocks scaffolded for 18 months, though work done to 
them took three or four months, spread out over the scaffolded period.

There are many more examples.  Many leaseholders refused to pay for major works 
and IH took legal action against them.  The cases were referred to the LVT and some 
200? or so leaseholders are involved in an action which will be heard in November 
2012 and which will affect all c. 700 leaseholders.  If it is found that leaseholders’ bills 
are unreasonable because of poor work, work not done or unnecessary work (which 
would mean that tenants have similarly incurred unreasonable charges), residents will 
argue that as IH contracted OHG to handle the major works, OHG should pay 
compensation to IH.  However, if the merger goes ahead (see below), IH will not have 
separate finances and there will be no compensation paid and it will have to share in 
paying its own compensation.

December 
2011

Having heard rumours that IH is to merge into OHG, TRA representatives ask IH if 
this is the case.  They receive non-committal answer stating that this is not a current 
issue.

March 
2012

TRA representatives receive email from IH advising that IH Board has decided to 
merge into OHG (just as OHG said it would in 2008).  Two hours later, a letter is 
delivered to all residents stating that the Board wishes to do this and asking residents to 
complete and return an enclosed postcard indicating their views.  An unknown number 
of letters do not enclose a postcard.  IH supplies extra postcards to residents who say 
they didn’t get one (at least three residents obtain two postcards each).  IH also sends 
staff knocking on doors of residents from whom no postcard has been returned.  It is 
not known what IH staff were requested to say to residents to whom they handed 
postcards and from whom they collected them.  The postcards were in any event a 
response to IH’s case stating why it wished to merge, and residents were not given any 
alternative viewpoint to consider.
The letter advises that if the merger goes ahead, IH will be able to save some money 
(e.g., by only having to prepare one set of accounts for OHG rather than a separate one 
for IH - sic).  The letter does not point out that OHG has prevented IH from saving 
money by shopping round for services rather than paying OHG for services decided by 
OHG and at a cost decided by OHG; that OHG has made IH pay for consultants and a 
top heavy, ineffective staffing structure; or that OHG has made IH pay for the OHG 
Community Investment Team which has given virtually no service to IH residents, etc.
The letter advises that IH will, if it merges, adopt OHG policies and procedures, but 
this has been, in effect, what IH has done in recent years when its board has opted in to 
all OHG decisions anyway (this because OHG has appointed the board and OHG has 
refused to listen to residents and restore IH to what was promised in the Offer 
Document).
The letter advises that IH will be part of an eastern region of OHG and there will be a 
residents consultative board (of eastern region?  of the IH estates?) chaired by a 
resident (appointed by OHG).  Such a consultative board will be entirely meaningless, 



as OHG has failed to take heed of any feedback from residents at any point, ever.
Staff answering questions at a drop in session advise that IH has financial problems 
because of accounting changes in depreciation and because it only completed on two 
(rather than the budgeted four) right to buys last financial year.
Staff at a public meeting assure residents that they will personally ensure that IH 
residents “continue” to get a good service.  Asked what happens if they change jobs at 
some point in the future, staff are unable to offer any other guarantees.

What the Mayor’s administration can do to start fulfilling Council policy of backing IH 
residents in their campaign to remove the predatory OHG and restore IH on the basis of the 
promises in the Offer Document.

1. Inspect the postcards returned in the “consultation” on the merger.  IH has not released any 
voting figures.  The postcards asked whether residents were in favour of the merger (yes/no) 
and if they understood what the merger was about (yes/no).  IH says there was a majority in 
favour of the merger but does not say what percentage of the merger understood/did not 
understand what they were voting on.

2. Advise OHG that it has grave concerns about the merger.  Ask OHG for details of IH 
accounts: for example, payments from IH to OHG for “services”.

3. Ask OHG to delay merger until after the LVT hearing in November, so that the question of 
compensation for major works can be dealt with.

4. Advise the TSA and FSA of its concerns.

5. Investigate whether the transfer document has any conditions which would prevent or change 
or put safeguards on the merger (in particular the references to local offices and services).

6. Consider whether the clause in the transfer document stating that TIH would keep to “the 
agreements” with the BMT and SELMO refers to the Barkantine Partnership Agreement and 
SELMO’s Modular Management Agreement (IH states that it does not refer to SELMO’s 
MMA and in any event SELMO has forfeited its right to an MMA on the grounds that, IH not 
having ever observed it, the MMA has not been in operation - sic).

7. Invite OHG and IH TRA representatives to join it in round table discussions to consider what 
should be done.


