Kings Moat Residents Meeting

Date: Sunday, 14 September 2025
Time: 7:30 PM
Location: Westminster Park Community Centre

1. Welcome and Introductions

e Chair: Paul Booth (Chair, Kings Moat Residents Association).

o Facilitation: Paul Booth welcomed attendees in person and on Zoom, explained that the
meeting was being recorded, and encouraged active participation.

e Flyers with QR codes were distributed to allow residents to register contact details for
communication and future voting.

2. Kings Moat Residents Association (KRA) and Subcommittee

e KRA has established a subcommittee, KM Team, specifically to focus on issues relating to
RMG and estate management.
o Residents were invited to join either the full committee or the subcommittee.
o Involvement could be as small as acting as a contact point for one’s street or more
active participation in meetings.
e Emphasis: the more residents engaged, the stronger the Association’s position will be.

3. Issues with Current Estate Management (RMG)

o Triple charging concern: Residents pay
1. Cheshire West & Chester Council tax,
2. Dodleston Parish Council precept, and
3. RMG service charges.
o Residents feel they are “paying three times for the same services,” with little to show for it.
e Service levels:
1. Managed areas not well maintained.
2. Lack of accountability and responsiveness (e.g., emails going unanswered).
3. Poor presentation risks impacting future resale values.
¢ Financial concern: Of approx. £60,000 estate running costs, £40,000 goes to RMG
management fees.

4. Guest Speakers - Parish Councillors Chris Reed & Helen Weltman



e Shared their experience forming a new parish council after dissatisfaction with RMG.
o Their estate (built by Redrow/Taylor Wimpey) had similar issues.
e Steps taken:
o Residents Association formed > direct engagement with developer.
o Developer agreed to gift open land to a newly formed Parish Council.
o Parish Council established in 2011, operational from 2012.
e Current operations:
o 11 councillors (non-political, all local residents).
o Full-time clerk employed (£40k salary approx.).
o Preceptincome: £256,000 p.a.
o Contractors employed for grounds, trees, ponds, culverts, and nine play areas.
o Community events (Christmas, summer festivals, etc.) funded from precept.
¢ Advantages of Parish Council model:
o Residents have democratic control and guaranteed income via council tax bills
(avoiding debt issues with non-payers).
o Direct accountability through elections and public meetings.
o Developers often willing to transfer land as it has no commercial value.
e Challenges:
o Estate had to be substantially complete before transition.
o Took severalyears of persistence, including media coverage and political support,
to achieve.
e Advice to Kings Moat residents:
o Consider parish council as a long-term aspiration.
o Inthe meantime, make intentions clear to RMG, Redrow, Taylor Wimpey, and
Cheshire West to show residents’ determination.

5. Presentation — Chris & Ashley O’Brien (Kings Moat Residents, Property Managers)

e Ashleyintroduced himself as both a Kings Moat resident and a professional property
manager (formerly at RMG).
e Provided detailed explanation of Wrexham Road Management Company (WRMC):
o Allhomeowners are members of WRMC.
o Current directors are nominees from Redrow and Taylor Wimpey.
o RMG are only the appointed agents — they do not own or control WRMC.
o Keyrestrictions:
o Toremove RMG requires 50% of all members (approx. 700-750 currently, rising to
1,400 on completion).
o Toamend the Articles of Association requires 75% of members to vote in favour.
e Problems with current setup:
o 50% threshold for removing RMG is unusually high and makes change practically
impossible.
o Riskof repeating cycle if a replacement agent performs poorly.
o Apathy from residents and absent landlords makes mobilisation difficult.
e Options presented:
o Immediate step: With only 5% of members, residents could requisition an
Extraordinary General Meeting (EGM).



= Thiswould force a vote on removing the developer-nominated directors and
replacing them with resident directors.

o Resident directors’ role: Would have access to membership records and greater
ability to hold RMG accountable.

o Medium-term step: Work towards a special resolution (75%) to amend the
Articles and remove the 50% requirement for terminating RMG.

o Fallback option: If 75% cannot be reached, use 50% threshold to directly terminate
RMG, appointing a new agent who would assist in gathering support for
constitutional change.

e Observations:

o Manyowners may be reluctant to act because charges (~£200-£300 p.a.) feel
modest compared to apartment service charges.
RMG benefits from this apathy.

o Current developer directors (Redrow/Taylor Wimpey) have a conflict of interest in
deciding land handovers.

6. Resident Discussion & Questions

o Parish Council timing: Can only happen once estate is largely complete. Recommended
as a long-term goal.
e Ownership and votes:
o Housing Association properties count as one vote per freehold, not per unit.
o Clarification that absent landlords may be difficult to engage.
e Debt collection: Discussion of historic RMG practice of placing charges on properties
rather than actively chasing debt.
e Proxyvoting:
o Possible to collect via door-to-door canvassing.
o Risk of RMG challenging validity; solicitor verification may be needed.
¢ Handoverrisk: If developers remain directors, they can decide to pass substandard areas
to WRMC at residents’ expense.
o Residentdirectors would be in stronger position to reject inadequate handovers.
¢ Community feeling: Consensus that inaction risks Kings Moat ending up in the same poor
position as other RMG-managed estates.

7. Next Steps / Actions Agreed

1. Requisitioning an EGM:
o Explore obtaining 5% support to trigger an EGM.
o Motion to remove developer directors and appoint resident directors.
2. Membership data:
o Onceresident directors are in place, secure full member list (contact info, titles) for
effective canvassing.
3. Articles amendment:



o Begin preparing to seek 75% support for removing the restrictive “50% rule” on
terminating RMG.
o Consider engaging legal support to validate proxies.
4. Resident mobilisation:
o Encourage sign-ups via QR code.
o Volunteers to act as street reps for canvassing.
5. Political engagement:
o Maintain links with Cheshire West councillors and MP for potential future Parish
Council transition.

8. Closing Remarks

e Thanks extended to:
o Councillors Chris Reed and Helen Weltman for their case study and guidance.
o Ashley and Chris O’Brien for professional insight.
¢ Agreement that Kings Moat residents must act soon to avoid future difficulties, with short-
term focus on board control and long-term goal of either Articles amendment or Parish
Council formation.
e Meeting closed with a call for ongoing resident involvement and communication.



