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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA 

TENANT MANAGEMENT ORGANISATION LIMITED 

 

TMO BOARD – 6
TH
 SEPTEMBER 2007 

 

REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF HOUSING MANAGEMENT 

 

REVIEW OF THE AREA REVIEW BOARD REPRESENTATION AND STRUCTURE 
 

 
 

2. Introduction 

 

2.1 The reasons for changing area representation on the Board 
 

2.2 Last year the Board set up a working party to review a number of areas relating to  
           its operations including composition, representation and the current committee  
           structure. The working party met on 3 occasions. Subsequently, at its meeting of  
           the 7

th
 September 2006, the Board agreed to the following recommendation with  

           regard to the ARB structure and related representation. 
 
          ‘that provisionally the ARBs be re-structured to reflect the 4 housing management 

areas. Area representation should be reduced to 4 accordingly, with the other 7 
members being elected boroughwide.’

*
 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
*
 Please note that it is later proposed that the balance should change to 8 boroughwide 
and 3 area representatives  
 

 

1 Purpose of the Report 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek the Board’s agreement to: 
 

i) Amend the resident composition on the TMO board from 4 boroughwide and 
7 area representatives to 8 boroughwide and 3 area representatives.  If 
agreed, this change will be subject to a vote at the TMO AGM.  

 
ii) Re-organise the Area Review Boards to reflect this proposed change and 

that of the existing Housing Management structure. 
 
iii) Agree the revised terms of the reference of the Area Review Board as 

outlined in Appendix 2 
 

FOR DECISION 



2.3    It was noted that: 
 

• Board members now increasingly take decisions which affect the whole borough.  
 

• Also potential Board candidates appear more interested in standing Boroughwide 
than for local areas. In the past 3 years with one exception, area elections have 
been uncontested due to a lack of candidates. 

 

• There is a risk of only having Boroughwide representatives as some parts of the 
Borough might not be properly represented and so some area representation 
needed to remain. 

 
 

2.4 The reasons for changing the Area Review Board structure 
 
2.5 Further to the Board working party a paper was taken to the Neighbourhood      

Conference in May 2007, which supported the working party’s proposals and 
suggested that a review of the Area Review Board structure be considered to 
complement it for the following reasons: 

 

• The TMO’s housing management structure had changed considerably. The existing 
ARB structure does not now mirror the delivery of services through the 
management structure. 

 

• The existing ARB structure had been in place unchanged since 1991 and had not 
since been reviewed. 

 

• The ARB budgets reduced by 25% in 2007/2008 and will be further reduced by the 
same amount in the 2008/2009 financial year. This will inevitably lead to more 
difficulty in delivering projects through the existing ARB’s with much reduced 
funding capability . 

 

• Attendance at some ARB’s had, in some areas, reduced considerably in the last 
few years. 

 

• The TMO needs to consider the cost of administering the ARB’s in the light of 
central government cuts in the management and maintenance allowances available 
to deliver services. 

 
( See appendix 1 for the role of the Area Review Boards) 
 
 

3 The current resident Board composition 
 
3.1     There are currently 7 resident area Board members representing the Kensal, North 
           Kensington, Portobello, Notting Hill, Brompton, Chelsea, and Chelsea West areas.  
          The only area which does not have an Area representative is Lancaster West,   
           because this is managed by the Estate Management Board (EMB). Whilst area  
           elections do ensure that there is  geographical representation at Board, the  
           borough-wide elections have invariably had candidates stand from across the  
           borough. There has also usually been a link between the area representative and  
           their local Area review  Board, however it not a requirement that resident Board 



           members attend local ARBs, and borough-wide resident Board members also  
           actively attend and participate.   
 

 

4 The review of the current arrangements 
 
4.1    Nominations were received from each ARB area from the Neighbourhood 

Conference and a group met on the 27
th
 June to consider how the structure outlined 

might be improved. The group also considered the current standing orders for the 
ARB groups, which had similarly not been reviewed since 1991. 

 
 

5 The recommendations 
 
5.1     After extensive discussion the steering group agreed to put forward the following 3 

proposals for consideration by the ARBs, prior to a decision being taken by the 
Board. The proposals for decision by the Board are as follows: 

 

5.2      Proposal 1.  
 

Resident representation on the Board would change with increased 

representation for boroughwide positions replacing area based positions for 

election 
 
          The current 7 area elected members and 4 borough wide elected positions will be 

replaced with: 
 

• Area defined board positions (East Kensington, West Kensington, and South 
Kensington and Chelsea): 3 in Total 

• Borough wide positions: 8 in total 
 
          This will build upon the more eagerly contested borough wide positions and move 

the election process away from the current position whereby board members have 
been elected for local areas unopposed. It would still guarantee some area 
representation on the Board. There would be no individual area representation for 
Lancaster West or World’s End, as they will be included in the wider electoral areas 
as happens at present. The Board should note that it would take 3 more annual 
Board elections( summer 2010) before this shift would be finally realised.  

 

 5.3 Proposal 2.  
 

           ARBs’ areas to be re-defined to match the Area Management structure  

           delivering housing services to the residents.  
 
         This would result in 5 ARB’s in total covering:  
  

• East Kensington, (currently separate as Kensal and Portobello) 

• West Kensington, (Currently separate as North Kensington and Notting Hill) 

• South Kensington and Chelsea (currently separate as Chelsea and Brompton) 

• Worlds End (unchanged) 

• Lancaster West (unchanged) 
 



5.4   This would mirror the current housing management areas and would allow for a 
greater pooled financial resource for residents to allocate to regeneration schemes. 
Increased attendance at the proposed combined meetings would allow for a healthy 
debate, and shared experiences would generate ideas benefiting from a wider 
audience. The amount of resources required to administer these meetings would be 
reduced, without any effect on the organisation of the meeting or delivery of 

schemes.  The reduction in nominations to Board committees could be overcome 
by agreeing that the 3 new ARBs send two nominations as opposed to one. 

 

5.4     Proposal 3. 
 

To update and agree the terms of reference for the Area Review Boards ( see 

appendix 2) 

 
          This has been updated with some minor changes to clarify the role of the ARB and 

TMO officers in commissioning works, and the number of representatives permitted 
from each local association. The updated terms are attached as appendix 2. 

 

 

6        Area Review Board consultation 
 
6.1 The ARBs were consulted on these proposals during August and verbal feedback 

will be provided to the Board. 

 

 
 
 

Ian Twyford 

Director of Housing Management 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

         

Appendix 1 

 

Area Review Board structure and function 

 

   
There are 8 ARBs; Kensal, North Kensington, Portobeloo, Notting Hill, Brompton, 
Chelsea, Chelsea West ( World’s End) and Lancaster West. Each ARB is comprised of 
resident representatives from their area, with each ARB entitled to nominate members for 
the following Board sub-committees: 
 

• Property Services Advisory Group 

• Carnival 

• Policy 

• Leasehold Services 
 
The primary function of the ARBs is to also consider the following issues affecting their 
area: 
 

• Quarterly performance monitoring of the TMO’s services 

• Area revenue funded works and horticulture scheme progress 

• Bid for additional funding , such as Council Housing Regeneration funding 

• Consider local service issues 

• Wider policy and procedural changes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




