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Tenants’ Engagement Group Meeting

Room 6, Millmead, Guildford Borough Council

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 31 March 2026



Present:		Alan Wood (Chair)
			Pat Conroy
			Tony Cuskern
Janet Bell
Tom Woods
Peter Purnell
Leslie Ceridwen


In attendance	
Annalisa Howson – (GBC)
Jon Kanareck – Interim Head of Housing (GBC)
Eshe Dow – Housing Improvement Lead (GBC)
Frida Storvik – Service Improvement & Insight Officer (GBC)
Conor Stredder – Resident Engagement Officer (GBC)




1.	Welcome by the Chair
		
1.1 The Chair greeted everyone to the meeting and thanked them for giving up their time. 


2.	Apologies 

2.1	Apologies were given for Pedro Wrobel, Julian Higson, Julia McShane,  Pat Ayling, Laura Moberg, Nikki Simmons, Dale Askew. 


3.	Minutes of the Last Meeting

3.1	The chair asked if there were any comments on the previous month’s minutes and as they were agreed, the Chair signed off the previous minutes for the files.





4.	Update on Regulator of Social Housing – Annalisa Howson

4.1	Annalisa began by confirming the organisation was delighted to have achieved a Grade 1 (C1) rating and thanked the group for their support and engagement, which played a vital role in the inspection process. She emphasised that this rating demonstrates that we are listening to tenants and continuing to improve our services. This achievement has been a long time coming, and while it is a significant milestone, improvement work is still ongoing.

Annalisa provided background on the regulator and explained since the Grenfell Tower tragedy, social housing providers have been required to meet much stricter Consumer Standards. The Council was pleased to receive a C1 rating. There are four grades in total, and only nine local authorities nationally have achieved a C1. This is particularly notable following a C3 judgement in July 2024. Guildford are the first landlord to be upgraded from C3 to C1, and the first in Surrey to achieve a C1 rating.

Since receiving the C3 judgement, the Council has engaged regularly with the regulator to improve services. Annalisa reiterated that achieving a C1 does not mean we are perfect, but it provides assurance the Council has a robust improvement plan in place and are moving in the right direction. There remains a strong commitment to getting things right.

There are still 12 months remaining on the improvement plan, and 12 months remaining as Guildford Borough Council before becoming West Surrey Council. Key areas for improvement include IT systems and improving our understanding of tenants. Alongside Waverley, Guildford represents approximately 65% of the West Surrey Unitary, and the aim is to hand over the GBC housing stock to West Surrey in the best possible position.

Annalisa extended a huge thank you to everyone involved in the inspection, including those who provided honest views and opinions. This achievement was not delivered by Housing alone; support from HR, IT, Finance and Community Services ensured a joined-up, collaborative approach. Overall, Annalisa reported very positive news.

She also noted that publicity around the outcome has been limited due to the pre‑election period and embargo, meaning the Council cannot be seen to advocate for or support any particular political party.


4.2	Tom raised a question regarding the Council’s responsibility towards vulnerable people, particularly in relation to pavements that are frequently obstructed by parked vehicles. These obstructions often force pedestrians, including disabled residents, to leave the pavement and walk into the road. Tom asked when the Council would begin acting proactively on this issue rather than reacting after an incident occurs, to prevent serious accidents.

Drawing on lived experience, Tom noted that the Police and Crime Commissioner does not view this as their responsibility. However, Tom emphasised that, as a community, we should look out for our neighbours, and it is morally right for the Council to take responsibility for protecting disabled and vulnerable residents.

Annalisa acknowledged that the issue is challenging. She explained that the Diverse Needs Project is in place, and Housing Officers can help residents by directing them to the appropriate service or process. Where a pavement obstruction is actively blocking access, the Police can take action if they are called.

It was noted that any future housing developments should be advised of these ongoing parking and access issues at the planning stage, as it’s an issue in Guildford and nationally.

The group discussed alternatives such as staggered parking, highlighting that disabled residents are currently being restricted and that the situation presents a safety risk. It was noted that bin lorry crews do report reoccurring access problems when collections are affected.

Housing Officers could also review specific locations and send advisory letters to residents where necessary. The issue primarily affects relatively busy roads but was acknowledged to occur across the borough, and not just in Surrey. With more homes being built, there are often insufficient parking spaces, particularly in student lets where multiple occupants may share a property with only one designated parking space.

As a landlord, the Council can speak directly to tenants about where and how they park. Pavement obstructions can also be reported to the Police or to Surrey County Council Highways as a highways issue. In areas without controlled parking, the introduction of permits could create additional challenges.

A community‑led approach was encouraged where appropriate, with residents having conversations to resolve issues locally. However, if any threatening behaviour occurs, this should be treated as a Police matter.

4.3	A question was raised as to whether the Council has the authority to install signage that could deter inappropriate parking. Annalisa confirmed that this is something that could be explored.

Concerns were also raised about who is responsible for enforcement. Tom mentioned that the Parking Enforcement Officers state that pavement obstruction is not their responsibility and refer matters to the Police, while the Police advise that it is not their responsibility either, leading to a lack of clear accountability.

It was noted that implementing a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) requires extensive consultation and is often influenced by financial considerations. CPZs can be either council‑led or community‑led. At present, there is no formal appetite from Surrey County Council (SCC) to introduce a CPZ in the area, although this may change in the future. Jon confirmed that he would look into the matter further.

Tom acknowledged that such changes would not happen overnight and would require consultation with residents. He asked whether a gentle reminder could be sent to households in affected areas in the meantime.

It was suggested that, if cost is a factor, any signage introduced should be prioritised in areas such as Westborough and Park Barn, where the issues are particularly pronounced. While permit charges and parking enforcement can generate income, this is not possible on adopted roads, which remain the responsibility of Surrey County Council Highways.


5.	Performance Information – Jon Kanareck

5.1	Jon gave an overview of the areas that are currently not performing as well as expected. While the regulator recognises that these areas are being managed and addressed, performance has fluctuated, and there are several indicators Jon wished to highlight.

Stage 1 complaints performance has fallen to 51%, which is significantly below target. This decline is linked to a change in the complaints handling process, which was moved to central services. Following the departure of a staff member, a substantial backlog developed. This demonstrates how small changes can make a significant difference to performance. Work is underway to address the backlog and bring performance back in line.

Repairs and Voids continue to be managed under the improvement plan and are expected to experience some fluctuations during this period.

For day‑to‑day repairs, there are significant resource challenges. The hybrid repairs workforce should consist of 18 operatives; however, there are currently 13 in post, with only 7 available for work. On one occasion, only 3 operatives were available. As a result, contractors are being used to cover the remaining work. Currently, an average of 44 repair jobs are completed per day, while approximately 75 new jobs are raised daily.

Contractors are currently completing around 30% of the work, but this will need to increase to 50% in order to keep pace with demand. Consequently, repairs are taking longer than desired. Approximately 60–65% of 28‑day repairs are being completed within target timescales, but some jobs have moved into the 7‑day category, which is contributing to further delays. Work is ongoing with the contractor and internally to improve efficiency and reduce the outstanding repairs backlog.

Tenancy visits are slightly behind target. The original target of 200 visits per month proved overly ambitious; however, the visits are providing valuable insight and information, and progress continues.

5.2	Tom wished to give credit to the service and highlighted recent performance figures. Comparing April 2025 to February 2026, he noted that anti‑social behaviour (ASB) has reduced. Looking at performance over the past year, he stated that the service appears to be moving in the right direction. Tom acknowledged that good work is being done and that it is often easier to hear about complaints than positive outcomes.

5.3	Janet shared an example she had tested jointly with Laura, where both reported a mould issue using different routes. Janet, a mother of three, reported the issue via the front desk, while Laura reported it by phone. 

An inspector attended Janet’s property and identified mould, resulting in jobs being raised to clean and remove the mould and install vents. The inspector also identified pipework issues and advised that a new air vent was required and would be completed in due course. A text message was later received advising that operatives would attend, but no one arrived. When Janet queried this, the operative confirmed they were unaware of the job. Janet then raised the matter with the chair, as the usual reporting channels had not worked.

Eventually, someone attended to treat the mould and later returned the same day to paint over the affected areas. The process took an entire day, and operatives appeared unclear about the scope of the work. A further visit was required on another day to install the fan, with only five minutes’ notice before arrival.

Janet questioned why the correct channels did not work and why it had been necessary to escalate the issue to the chair in order to achieve a resolution.

Jon responded that residents should not have to escalate issues in this way. He explained that a previous contractor, A‑Plus, had dealt with mould issues within timescales. When Access took over the contract in October, there had been discussions with A‑Plus, but as the Council did not have a direct contract with them, A‑Plus carried out treatment work without completing the follow‑on works. As a result, Access had to complete these works, creating a backlog and delays.

Access was also required to build a subcontractor supply chain, as they were new to operating in Surrey. Jon confirmed that two new subcontractors have now been appointed, and improvements should begin to be seen as capacity increases.

Jon suggested that a deeper review of the repairs service may be necessary, noting that communication is not currently where it should be and needs to improve. Janet confirmed that she would be happy to write an article and help monitor issues where work is not completed properly.

Janet also raised concerns about residents who may not have the confidence or persistence to continue chasing repairs. She highlighted her mother’s experience of widespread mould throughout her home and questioned where the support is for residents who do not have the ability or energy to keep following up.

It was noted that while the initial response to repairs is generally completed within the required timescales, there are often delays with the follow‑on works. Where a resident is identified as vulnerable, the team makes additional efforts to track issues and prioritise completion. Janet commented that, once work is completed, the quality is generally very good.
	
	Further detail was shared to illustrate this point. Laura described her experience of reporting two trickle vents that were black with mould. Although both vents were reported, when the repair was attended only one vent was inspected, meaning a further visit will be required to address the second vent.

It was noted that Access has a variation value within which operatives can complete additional work without needing further approval, meaning the issue could potentially have been resolved during the same visit. Jon confirmed that he will meet with Access’s Operations Manager to discuss these issues and that addresses will be reviewed to understand why the works were not completed in full.

Concerns were raised regarding a lack of due care in some cases, and it was agreed that individual operatives who fail to complete work appropriately should be spoken to to understand the reasons for this.

An additional example was shared involving an extractor fan installation at Tony’s property. The fan needed to be vented through the roof, but the work could not be completed in a single visit because it required both indoor and outdoor operatives, who did not attend together. As a result, the job took several days to complete, which was understandably frustrating.

It was acknowledged that there are ongoing challenges due to availability and scheduling constraints, leading to frustration for residents. However, it was emphasised that ensuring the initial action to make a property safe is completed promptly remains the priority, even where follow‑on works are delayed.

6.	Diverse Needs Project – Eshe Dow & Frida Storvik

6.1	Eshe and Frida were welcomed to the meeting. Their presentation was described as very topical and closely aligned with the themes discussed earlier in the meeting. They expressed their appreciation for the opportunity to present the item and were pleased to bring it to the group.

Annalisa reiterated that, while achieving C1 is a significant achievement, there is still work to do. A key focus for the coming year is embedding tenant experience and satisfaction into service improvement. This item provided a more in‑depth overview of the work underway in relation to diverse needs and how the Council can achieve fair outcomes for tenants. This work is not solely about equality, but about recognising individual circumstances and tailoring services accordingly.

The presentation outlined how services can be delivered more effectively and how a broad range of improvements will be informed by the project’s findings. The next stage will involve detailed analysis to identify gaps in service provision, including how the Council communicates with residents, whether communication reflects residents’ preferences, and how information about diverse needs is recorded. A key issue highlighted was ensuring that when residents disclose a diverse need, this information is properly captured within systems so that they are not required to repeatedly re‑explain their circumstances.

Tenancy visits are helping to identify vulnerabilities, including fire evacuation needs, and to better understand residents’ individual circumstances, such as whether additional time to answer the door is required. Work is underway to improve the process for identifying tenants with vulnerabilities. A large research project will be undertaken to better understand tenant needs and preferences.

It was noted that the majority of tenants are aged 55 and over, and that 17% of households currently have recorded diverse needs, though this figure is likely higher as data collection continues. Diverse needs may include language barriers, disabilities and neurodiversity. While there are multiple services across the Council and voluntary sector that support tenants, these services are often delivered independently, with differing access requirements and limited integration, even internally.

A gap in understanding tenant needs was identified, which could lead to unfair outcomes. The Transparency, Influence and Accountability (TIA) Standard requires landlords to understand who is living in their properties. Reference was also made to Housing Ombudsman expectations, which state that landlords should recognise, accurately record and appropriately respond to access and support needs through a clear and consistent strategy.

Frida then outlined the research approach. The project is currently in the data review stage, examining information from tenancy visits, complaints data, Tenant Satisfaction Measures (TSMs) and recurring issues, alongside discussions with staff. Interviews and focus groups will be held with frontline teams, including Contact Services and Housing and Estates Officers, to better understand day‑to‑day interactions with residents and the reasonable adjustments required.

The team will develop case studies to reflect real tenant and staff experiences, identify gaps in provision and build an action plan to address those gaps. Some early improvements have already been identified that can be implemented.

6.2	It was explained that some early improvements will focus on staff training and procedural changes that can be implemented relatively quickly. Updates on these changes will be brought back to this group, including what can be mobilised in the short term.

The presentation outlined how initial feedback would be gathered, followed by the delivery and embedding of the overall strategy. Supporting staff is a key priority, and a toolkit will be developed to help teams understand and apply the approach in their day‑to‑day work. Keeping tenants informed throughout the process was emphasised, alongside improving how different parts of the Council work together. 

The timeline was shared, showing current progress and key milestones. Stakeholder engagement is planned for July, followed by completion of the research report. A formal consultation will take place in August, with the final strategy due for launch in December.

It was suggested by Janet that a case study involving her mother could be included as part of the project. Eshe and Frida confirmed that the project aims to advocate for vulnerable tenants and take a more holistic, person‑centred approach, using real case studies and lived experiences. They reaffirmed their commitment to this approach.

6.3	Pat C raised the importance of communicating tenant needs effectively to sub‑contractors, both when services are working well and when issues arise. He noted that some contractors are keen to move quickly to their next appointment and may not wait long enough for tenants to answer the door, making it essential that access requirements are clearly communicated.

Eshe agreed and explained that contractor requirements and performance are measured. While short‑term influence is limited, longer‑term contracts will allow clearer expectations to be built in, ensuring that all staff interacting with tenants work in line with these requirements.
Janet suggested additional trauma‑informed training for staff, referencing Siobhan Kennedy. This suggestion was noted and will be followed up by Eshe.

6.4	It was noted that resource allocation and prioritisation will be guided by the evidence gathered through the project. This will be a co‑designed approach, involving tenants and service leads. While the project team is awaiting the full research results, decisions will be led by the facts identified in the report. Key outcomes will include staff training and the creation of advocacy‑focused resources.

6.5	It was suggested that outcomes from the project could also be shared through Contact Point once results are available. It was emphasised that the work is focused on developing organisational culture and improving how services interact with residents. Improvements will not wait until the project is fully completed; changes will be implemented as gaps are identified, meaning residents should begin to see improvements before December.

6.6	Tom referred to the strategy timeline, noting it runs from February 2026 to December 2026. He highlighted several key areas he would like to see addressed, including clarity of aims, meaningful tenant engagement, better support for people with bipolar disorder, and preventative approaches to reduce crises before they occur. He stressed the importance of effective allocation and use of resources to ensure tenants’ needs are met in ways that also consider their neighbours and avoid placing additional stress on households.

Tom questioned why women fleeing domestic abuse are sometimes required to move from family homes into flats that are not appropriate for their needs. He noted that families often require access to outdoor space, such as gardens for children to play, and stated that such situations are unfair. He emphasised that residents are human beings who deserve to be treated with dignity, and that nationality should never be a factor. Segregation of any kind should not occur.

The group agreed that improved data collection is a positive step, noting from lived experience that tenant diversity is greater than currently recorded. Tenants expressed a desire for social workers, community partners and probation officers to be involved in the project where appropriate.

Eshe confirmed that a multi‑agency advisory group is being established, involving community partners, social workers and public health colleagues to help identify and shape the right solutions. She explained that the project team wanted to present the work to the TEG first and has now reached the point where resident involvement will begin.

Janet shared that, from experience, social workers and “teams around the family” are often involved, but raised concerns that although joint partnership meetings are set up, they are not always attended by all parties.

6.7	The chair highlighted an area he felt is often overlooked, namely the data relating to former service personnel experiencing homelessness, explaining that current figures are inaccurate. He asked whether this issue is being considered.

Jon Kanareck responded that regulations introduced several years ago provide accelerated housing pathways for former service personnel, giving them prioritised access through armed forces provisions, and that this is now established in law.

Eshe clarified the scope of the project, confirming that it focuses on Council tenants and those placed in temporary accommodation. While there are opportunities for further work in other areas in the future, homelessness is outside of this remit is not currently included.

It was suggested by the group that an update on this work be included in the Council magazine, to help raise awareness of what is happening through Contact Point.


7.	Resident Scrutiny Panel Update – Conor Stredder

7.1	Conor gave a quick update on the resident scrutiny panel, which held a meeting the week before with the Complaints Lead and the Improvement Team.

The Complaints Team provided a comprehensive overview of the complaints process, supporting the panel’s remit to review the service. Panel members asked a wide range of questions and expressed that they were very impressed with the team, noting how helpful and knowledgeable they were.

The panel will meet with the team on further occasions in April / May to continue their review and investigation. As this is the first review, the process may take slightly longer to complete. The panel is aiming to have a report ready by the end of June to bring to TEG, although this may be slightly later depending on progress.

Once the panel has completed its work with the Complaints Team and ensured that any recommendations are realistic and achievable, the report will be brought to TEG. At that stage, members will have the opportunity to ask questions and monitor progress against the recommendations.


8.	Date of Next Meeting – 28th April 2026

8.1	There being no further business the meeting closed at 12.00.


Minutes signed off by Chair…………………………………………………..

Date of Signing: ……………………………………………………………….
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