[bookmark: _oo06955ahgzw]Discussion points missing from the council minutes following our meeting on 9 July 2026
[bookmark: _rxyrx92ilu7p]Information requested
We have repeatedly stressed throughout this consultation that we want to see analysis of the extent of the problem, evidence that the underground mains are causing issues, and evidence of the extent of those issues.
We have also repeatedly requested information showing the benefits residents can reasonably expect to see as a result of these works, for example:
· reduced heating costs;
· increased availability;
· fewer outages;
· reduced repair costs;
· reduced heat losses;
Our concern is that we have received some raw data without a clear explanation linking it together.
We still have not seen a clear evidence trail showing:
This is the problem → these are the causes → these are the options considered → this is why underground mains replacement is the preferred option → these are the benefits residents should expect to see.
We want to see the evidence that demonstrates replacing the underground mains is the best option at this stage and that residents will see measurable improvements as a result of the work.
We also requested analysis showing:
· the extent of the problems currently being experienced;
· evidence that the underground mains are causing those problems;
· the scale and cost of those problems;
· how the proposed works are expected to improve outcomes;
· how those improvements will be measured.
This was discussed extensively during the meeting but is not reflected in the published minutes. 
Post-meeting observation
Since the meeting, the Council has shared its Heat Networks Strategy and options comparison model. Having reviewed both documents, residents note that the Strategy states that significant investments should be supported by detailed options appraisals considering capital costs, operational costs, lifecycle costs, resident bills, carbon impacts and maintenance complexity, with resident views forming part of that process. Residents do not believe we have yet seen that full appraisal process. 

In particular, we have not seen evidence that a 'do minimum' option, based on continued maintenance, reactive repairs and targeted replacement, has been fully appraised alongside full underground mains replacement, as would ordinarily be expected as part of an options appraisal.
Timing of this work and impact of delays
We asked, and have repeatedly asked, why this work was delayed from 2020.
We raised concerns that the delays have increased costs for leaseholders and freeholders through:
· increased construction costs;
· increased material costs;
· paying for ongoing repairs during the intervening period;
· works that may have been avoided had the project proceeded earlier.
We also highlighted that residents were led to expect improved reliability and reduced costs following the boiler replacement works carried out in 2020. Residents do not feel those expected benefits have been realised and this is why we need assurance that this work will deliver benefits in terms of cost, reliability etc. 
We therefore questioned whether delaying the underground mains replacement has:
· reduced the benefits expected from the boiler replacement project;
· resulted in continued expenditure on repairs that may have been avoidable;
· contributed to the scale and cost of the works now being proposed.
We understood from the discussion that these works had previously sat with a different team. However, residents do not feel a clear explanation was provided as to why the project did not proceed earlier or what the impact of delaying these works was..
This formed a significant part of the discussion but is not reflected in the published minutes. 
Request for additional time to respond before tender
We asked whether residents could be given more than 30 days to respond to future consultation documents before the Council proceeds to tender.
This request was made because we expect to receive further technical information and want adequate time to review and respond to it properly.
We also raised practical concerns regarding the consultation process:
· Council letters frequently arrive one to two weeks after the date shown on the letter;
· a significant proportion of the consultation window may therefore already have elapsed before residents receive the information;
· the Homeownership Team email auto-response advises that replies may take up to 28 days;
· residents therefore have no confidence that issues / questions raised during consultation will necessarily be reviewed and acted upon within the consultation period.
These concerns are not reflected in the published minutes. Metrics for the heating system
We raised concerns that the Council appears able to measure availability but does not appear to have a clear baseline for affordability.
The discussion focused heavily on availability and the target of achieving 99% availability and we were told this was the council’s priority objective. While we understand why reliability is important, affordability is equally important to residents and has become even more significant given recent increases in energy prices and wider cost-of-living pressures.
If affordability is one of the objectives informing investment decisions, residents would expect to see:
· a baseline;
· a target;
· a way of measuring success.
Without this, it is difficult to understand how affordability is being considered as part of the decision-making process.
We raised a similar concern regarding carbon.
We have heard references to decarbonisation and carbon neutrality but have not seen a quantified comparison of the carbon impacts of each option, the projected carbon reductions expected from the preferred option, or an explanation of how carbon considerations influenced the final recommendation. This discussion is not reflected in the published minutes.
This discussion is not reflected in the published minutes. 
Guarantee for works completed
During the discussion, officers stated that the replacement pipework would be protected by a long-term guarantee and that costs associated with defects attributable to newly installed pipework would not be passed on to leaseholders and freeholders.
Throughout this consultation we have repeatedly been told that it is difficult to isolate data and determine exactly which issues are attributable to particular sections of pipework.
We have concerns, therefore, as to whether we will in reality be protected by any guarantee. 
This discussion is not recorded in the published minutes. 
Feedback and resident engagement
We expressed confusion regarding the role of resident engagement within this project.
Residents were advised that engagement would increase when project works begin on site. However, residents consider the project to have already started.
Activities such as:
· scoping;
· option development;
· design;
· procurement preparation;
· drafting tender documents;
· consultation before procurement;
are all project activities.
We consider these to be some of the most important stages of the project because they determine what residents are ultimately being asked to pay for.
We therefore questioned an approach where dedicated resident engagement begins only after key investment decisions have already been made.
Residents believe there should be dedicated engagement support from the point the Section 20 process begins through to project completion.
We also highlighted the absence of a clear feedback loop.
At present residents do not know:
· what feedback has been received;
· how that feedback has been considered;
· whether it has influenced project scope;
· whether it has influenced decision-making;
· what actions the Council has taken in response.
This was a significant part of the discussion but is only partially reflected in the published minutes. 
We also expressed concerns regarding the recommendation of contractors.
We were informed that residents are no longer able to recommend contractors because the relevant consultation period has now passed. However, when the Notice of Intention was issued, only very high-level information about the project was available.
Residents feel that meaningful consideration of alternative contractors or approaches was difficult because we had not yet received sufficient information about the scope of the works.
This concern is not reflected in the published minutes. 

[bookmark: _ypb12nxvyt54]Quality of data
We raised concerns regarding the quality of the data being used to make decisions about the estate.
As discussed during the meeting, residents believe that:
· the Contact Centre does not always accurately record communal outages;
· we believe that OCO records may not always provide a complete picture of issues on the estate;
· there may be gaps between what residents experience and what is ultimately recorded in official systems.
While some concerns regarding Contact Centre reporting are reflected in the minutes, our wider concern was that investment decisions are being made using data which is likely inaccurate. 
Residents therefore questioned how robust the evidence base is and what assurance exists regarding the quality of the data being relied upon.
This is partially included in your minutes but doesn’t fully reflect the concerns raised. 
Lack of joined-up working
We expressed concern that no representative from the Homeownership Team was present at the meeting, or previous meetings, despite many of the issues raised over the last 9 months being directly relevant to leaseholders and freeholders and requiring answers from the Homeownership Team. 
Throughout the consultation we have raised questions relating to:
· project costs;
· payment options;
· impacts of delays on costs and service;
· fairness of charging arrangements;
· resident engagement;
· consultation governance.
Residents feel that the project team is understandably focused on delivering the engineering solution, but that broader issues which matter greatly to residents are not always being considered alongside the technical aspects of the project.
While the minutes note that Homeownership should attend future meetings, they do not fully capture the wider concerns raised regarding ownership of resident concerns and coordination between departments, or the frustrations in still not having answers to these questions initially raised 9 months ago. 


