MAUNSEL (FOURTH CO OWNERSHIP) HOUSING SOCIETY LTD

Minutes of the meeting of the Management Committee held on

Monday, 8th July 2013, 7.45 at 50 Wesley Square

Present: Hilary Arnold (HA); Judith Blakeman (JB) ; Thomas Bullock (TB); Chris Bushell, (CB); Joanna Campling (JC); Edmund Cohen (EC); Philippa Collie Cousins (PCC); Denise Heywood (DH); Jennifer Jeffrey (JJ); Murray John (MJ); John MacArthur (JM). Kirsten Tormod Pedersen,
In attendance: Saskia Roddick, Minute Take.
	
	
	ACTION

	1.
	Apologies for absence received from: Ben Gladstone (BG), Basia Kapp (BK), Michelle Soupe (MS), JMW Barnard.
	

	2.
	Proposals for Alterations from Andrew Woodford, no. 43 .

Introduction by Chris Bushell, who agreed to act as chair for the meeting.

· CB briefly went over Andrew’s proposition for the benefit of those who had not been in attendance of the last Committee meeting. There are two stages of alterations, internal and excavation of a basement. Meeting called to decide whether to grant agreement in principal for Andy’s proposal subject to him receiving planning permission. Each person in attendance encouraged to give their opinion.

· JM reads BG’s email with 3 main points for opposing the plan :              1)  takes a year, sometimes 2 to dig by hand, hidden pipes and complex engineering makes it slow and unpredictable; 2)  loud percussive noise from digging and drills, constant rumble from conveyor machine;           3) financial benefits will see other ground units following over time. The dig would have Wesley Square sounding like a major building site. For these reasons BG votes against the proposal.
· JB: suggests plans wouldn’t get planning permission as borough has changed rules regarding basements. Also points out that to sell the freehold to Andrew allowing him to go ahead with extension would go against co ownership = all equal, all same lease, thus new leases would need to be drawn up. (JB reminded meeting of the nightmare of previous lease change which  took a lot of time and cost a fortune). Insurers could also have a problem with this leading to massive increase in premium, increase in service charge. Also believes everyone involved in the square needs to be consulted as this is a big decision and that flat owners would need the right to veto such developments as the value of their property would be affected . JB opposes

· BK email: Andrew needs to put up for planning permission and pay for this to happen before making a decision on whether this is good for the square. If he were to go ahead she would agree. BK for

· JC: fundamentally against because of the nature of the  co-ownership. Agrees with BG and that it would be a minimum of 2 years of work. MS has described other projects like this that have been allowed to go ahead leading to an array of problems: people being sued, re-housed etc. Doesn’t believe he would get planning permission full stop. Can’t make a decision until documents have been drawn up. Can’t pre-empt. JC against

· PCC: doesn’t believe there would be incessant noise, nor that it would encourage a chain reaction of developments in the square. Space in London is an issue and communities are all diverse and should allow change and support each other. Neighbours in the immediate vicinity should be consulted, and with right timing agreements (for noise) could be fine. Needs to consult with site management for what are reasonable conditions, he could engineer his plans so it didn’t dramatically affect everyone. In theory if he came back with these plans would support. PPC for.

· HA :  Referred to TB trying to get planning permission for his extension which he proposed with pictures and plans. Would want to know exactly what it looked like before discussing further. Spoke to planning department and they are highly reluctant to give permission where there is not an existing cavity. If it concerns a terrace of houses as such as this the entire terrace would have to be surveyed, and this report would have to be done prior to basement group coming on site (between 5 and 10 thousand pounds). Can’t stop someone trying to alter their house. If he wants to spend money should be told in advance that they’re fascinated about what the results would be for seeking planning permission but aren’t happy about it. HA against

· MJ: Also spoke to planning department. Reluctant to give planning permission where view or light impaired. Need to excavate 3-5m front and back garden which is more than 50% in sight, so for these reasons doesn’t believe he will get permission. Discusses survey done by engineers in the area. Any building would make it unbearable for any neighbour who wants to stay in bed in the morning, children, working from home. Also 2 bedrooms, kitchen, bathroom from the proposition = separate unit, making the co-ownership 51 residences. They have no right to stop him getting planning permission but should make it clear they’re not encouraging it. MJ against

· PCC: Also read survey but found it positive and has known lots of basement developments in old and modern builds. Under  reasonable conditions believes it should go ahead as this area of London isn’t going to get any cheaper and space is an issue; shouldn’t oppose change.
· DH: The square consists of 24% of single people, some who are older and don’t have children. It is a very mixed square with different people and different lifestyles, not just children. DH against.

· EC: His understanding was they don’t own land beneath houses, so need to check if land even can be leased, and regardless this is not easy to sign off. 
· TB: any decision regarding the sale of , which has financial implications for M4, should include a consultation among all co-owners
· JM: Points out income sale of Freehold only a few thousand pounds, would  the flat above have to pay AW a Ground Rent? At present it is clear and simple there are 50 co owners, with equal status.

· KTP: From her experience when neighbours did much more minor alterations it lead to cracks in walls. Concerned about whole time scale and how it would affect people working from home. KTP against.

· JJ: Would love more space but ramifications of this are larger: nervous about such a major structure. JJ against
· CB: The way the committee deals with this could set a precedent for future plans of a similar nature. The minutes of last meeting suggest he’s asking agreement in principle to go ahead prior to seeking planning permission. 

· In light of this CB calls a vote: Does the committee agree in principle to Andy’s proposal subject to him receiving planning permission: 
· Vote : 2 for; 11 against; 
	· Email from Ben Gladstone attached
· Emails from Basia Kapp attached.
· MS to draft a letter to Andrew Woodford on the results of a vote. It was agreed that this email should simply tell him the result of the vote and if he wanted more information they could send him the minutes from the meeting. 

	3.


	Matters Arising 
AW’s proposal was circulated to committee
JC unable to obtain structural plans of the building.
	

	4.


	St. Andrews- Parking

To be deferred till next meeting as MS absent.
	To be discussed at next meeting 

	5.


	Windows – M4’s responsibilities in accordance with the lease

· JM: with regard to non Velux windows it’s not clear in the Underlease where M4’s and co-owners’ responsibilities lie. Is M4 only responsible for the external coats of paint? During the 2007 redecorations some windows (not frames) were renewed or repaired at M4’s expense.
· JM: authorised to get expert advice on where we stand bearing in mind the 2007 precedent.
	JM to seek expert advices on the windows in accordance with the lease

	7.
	AOB 

· Email from Andy Woodford saying he wished to install CCTV in the front and back of no. 43 and get the front bushes taken right back. Agreed that MS should write to him saying he could do what he wished within his own property.

· Date of Summer Party to be Saturday, 7th September.
	MS to write to AW telling him he can go ahead with this if he wishes as within his own property

	8.
	Date of next meetings: 

Next scheduled Committee Meeting - Monday 9th  August.
	

	
	The Meeting closed at 8.55
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