MANSFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL


	Director of Communities 
To

The Portfolio Holder for Housing
For a Delegated Decision

On
1 August 2018 

	

	Options for Melville Court Meden Vale 


1.
SUMMARY

Melville Court is a difficult to let sheltered scheme and has been over a number of years. The Council has a duty to secure efficiency, effectiveness and economy and ensure the Council’s housing stock is fit for purpose. Due to the number of empty units within the scheme there was an options appraisal of this scheme to assess if it was sustainable.
The result of the appraisal was that Option One is preferred. This option provides a sustainable longer term outcome that meets the demand for the Meden Vale area. The approximate cost of this option is £2,600,000.

The decision to amend the Capital Program by £2,600,000 is a Council decision. Prior to this decision being taken, and due to the vulnerability of the residents concerned, to support existing residents to relocate will be provided.   

This is a key decision as the value of the capital expenditure exceeds £250,000 and is on the forward plan.
2.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation to the Portfolio Holder for Housing

(i) That the Council supports existing residents of Melville Court to move at an approximate cost of £250,000 is approved. 
Recommendation to Council

(i) That Option One to demolish Melville Court and re-develop the site at an approximate cost of £2,600,000 is approved and the HRA capital program amended accordingly.

3.1
BACKGROUND

3.1.1 Over many years and particularly the last 4 , the Council has tried extensively to allocate the flats in Melville Court. Since 2014 flats have been advertised 150 times but only 8 flats have been let during this period. There are currently 16 flats empty with the average cumulative time of flats being unoccupied in Melville Court totalling 3 years.
3.1.2 There has been a wide range of initiatives to encourage interest including, inviting partners to look at developing the scheme; open days were advertised and qualifying applicants were invited to look around the scheme; photographs and wording on the advertisements were varied to try to gain interest in the scheme. Those that qualified for this type of housing were contacted directly to inform them of current vacancies and in addition the age restriction was lowered for the upper flats. Despite this there was a continuous pattern of lack of interest with regular adverts receiving no bids at all for these properties. The average number of bids in the last 12 months for Melville Court properties has been 2. The majority of applicants were either unsuitable for sheltered accommodation or rejected due to affordability of the district heated scheme.  Of those that have been offered the properties 50% refused due to location, even after applying for them. 
3.1.3 Meden Vale is an area that attracts very few bids for properties for older people. Since April 2016 there have been 14 bungalows advertised specifically for older people which have been a mixture of one and two bedrooms. For these bungalows the highest number of bids received was 15, with the average number of bids being around 6. In other areas of the district these types of properties receive an average of 30 plus bids per week per property.
3.1.4 The residents of Meden Vale, including tenants of Melville Court, have a good community spirit and want to remain in their area but unfortunately Melville Court is not the type of scheme that is attracting people to live there.
Consultation

3.1.5 The Council has been looking at the future of the site and the following options were put forward to residents at a consultation event which were as follows:
· Option One - Clearance and redevelopment 

Given the difficulties that the Council has had in respect of maintaining full occupancy levels of the scheme the preferred option is to demolish the complex and re-develop the site bringing some new build into the community. The total cost to demolish the complex and re-develop the site with 13 properties (which could be a mix of houses and bungalows) and create a new detached community centre is around £2.6m. This option still allows for the retention of the privately owned property attached to the complex.
· Option Two  - Refurbishment of existing properties

The existing 36 x one bed flats could be refurbished along with the communal areas. The estimated cost of this work including the installation of individual gas boilers is estimated to be £1.35m. 
· Option Three - Refurbishment and re-modelling of existing properties 
The complex could be re-modelled to create 14 x two beds and 14 x one bed flats within the existing building footprint, over two floors. The estimated cost for this is £2.5m which would include gas installation and the demolition of the boiler house.
· Option Four – Change the heating from district heating to gas only

There is the option to do nothing other than change the heating system, however, this still wouldn’t address the issue of low demand for this sheltered scheme and would approximately cost circa £150,000. 
3.1.6 During the consultation event the existing residents were disappointed when hearing about new build schemes in other parts of the district, as they felt like they had been left behind. The majority were keen to remain in Meden Vale/Warsop areas. 
3.1.7 The tenants were subsequently visited individually a couple of weeks later to understand their particular needs. Given the nature of the work involved in the first three options, and the vulnerability of the residents, it would not be possible for any residents to remain in their properties during the works, and each household would need to be decanted during this period. Each household has been supported to complete a Homefinder application, to enable the Council to look at where they would like to live, whether the move is temporary or permanent, along with who provides their support, whether they wanted to be near other residents currently living at Melville Court and what adaptations were required. Regardless of the preferred option, we wanted to ensure the tenants felt fully involved with the process and choices available to them. If residents were to leave temporarily it could be up to a 2 year period.
3.1.8 The tenants understand the need to leave the building, but moving will be an upheaval for them. MDC will ensure that support and assistance is available to them as they require it, to minimise the disruption on each household. Currently Homefinder officers have held from advertisement all suitable properties in the Meden Vale and Warsop area to enable the Council to try and meet the needs of each resident. A couple of the residents have shown an interest in Town View and they have been advised that they would be given priority for that scheme. 
3.1.9 Each tenant will be eligible for a disturbance allowance to cover relevant moving costs including for example, re-connection of white goods, the moving and relaying of carpets, Royal Mail post re-direction and assistance with packing and furniture removals. In addition each tenant will also be eligible for a home loss payment of £6,100.  If there are opportunities for residents to return to the scheme after works are completed they would be able to register their interest in doing this, although the disruption of moving twice may not appeal to everyone.
3.1.10 Prior to full Council making a decision on the options within this report the Council would like to pro-actively try to re-locate residents and provide appropriate support to achieve this. Residents will not be made to live where they do not want to go. No work will commence until all residents have been rehoused.
Consideration of options
3.1.11 When considering the options the benefits of new build appear to be less restrictive than refurbishment. The Council has to take into account that new build allows for more environmental sustainability, including allowing more control over energy consumption. The building materials, flooring plans and electrical and plumbing systems can all be built with energy efficiency in mind, therefore reducing energy costs in the long term and will future proof the new build housing option through design. The comparative costs for each option are detailed in 3.1.5. Although as outlined in 3.1.3 there is limited demand for older person housing, however there is a demand for 2 and 3 bed housing. There have been 1 x 3 bedroomed and 2 x 2 bedroomed houses advertised in Meden Vale over the last 12 months (PA Housing) and there were 48 bids on average for each property. 
3.1.12 The current rent loss for Melville Court is £163,897 and the Council Tax liability is in the region of £45,000. These figures will continue to increase until a sustainable and viable option for the scheme is agreed and developed.  

3.1.13 The long term demand needs to be evident to ensure that the size of investment is worthwhile and can provide suitable high quality housing for the lifetime of the investment. That cannot be evidenced by the level of demand as highlighted in paragraph’s 3.1.1; 3.1.2; and 3.1.3. 
3.1.14 If the Council refurbished the flats there is insufficient evidence of demand over the last few years to ensure sustainability. Similarly if remodelled and refurbished these costs are on a par with new build but would not provide the future proofing and long term sustainability required to support that decision.
3.1.15 .In considering the options in order to ensure costs effectiveness, value for money and longevity, and the new build option is preferred for this scheme. 
4. OPTIONS AVAILABLE

4.1
Option One (recommended option) – That the recommendation of clearance and development at section 2 of this report is approved.

4.2 Option Two – (not recommended) – the refurbishment of existing properties would be an expensive option and still not make the location for those outside of the community attractive as outlined in paragraph 3.1.3

4.3 Option Three – (not recommended) – the cost of refurbishment and re-modelling is on a par with the new build and looking at the pattern of demand as outlined in paragraph’s 3.1.1; 3.1.2; 3.1.3 this could be a risk to the Council.    
4.4 Option Four –   (not recommended) – doing nothing other than changing the heating system would not address the lack of demand for this sheltered scheme.
5. RISK and OPPORTUNITY ASSESSMENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND OPTIONS
5.1  The risk and opportunities associated with Option One (recommended) have been

 assessed in line with the Risk and Opportunity Management Strategy. The risks of Option One are low and the Opportunities are deemed to be high.

	Risk
	Risk assessment
	Risk level
	Risk management

	The residents Melville Court are vulnerable with varying levels of need including poor mobility/health, wheelchair dependence, mental health and learning disability and there is a concern a move could result in a deterioration in health and well-being of the residents

	The Council has spoken to each resident during a consultation process via a focus group and individually. This  informed the Council of  the individual risk to each resident 
	Medium
	The Council will be working closely with each individual resident and have developed a profile of each person to ensure their identified needs are considered and met.
The individual profiles  have ensured all relevant personal information is collated and the support provided will be bespoke and tailored to each resident to reduce the impact on them  
 The Equality Impact Assessment will be updated through the process to ensure all needs identified are addressed to minimise any impact on their individual health and well-being



	Risk
	Risk assessment
	Risk level
	Risk management

	There is insufficient local alternatives available for tenants within Melville Court
	The Council has a duty to find alternative accommodation for those affected 
	Low
	All properties within the Meden Vale and Warsop areas are being held to ensure the needs of tenants of Melville Court are met


	Risk
Melville Court
	Risk assessment
	Risk level
	Risk management

	There is no demand for replacement properties once completed 
	Based on existing demand  figures for properties in this area
	Low
	Property mix can be adjusted to best meet the demands of the housing register


	Opportunity
	Opportunity assessment
	Opportunity Level

	Social
	A new build scheme will enhance the community offer and ensuring the new community centre is part of the development will encourage social inclusion 
	High

	Economic
	Mansfield District Council’s Housing Department needs to ensure their housing stock is fully occupied and targets the needs of the housing register. A new build scheme  will encourage uptake of properties which will maximise rental income
	High

	Customer
	MDC will work with each resident individually to ensure they are fully supported throughout the process, and they are able to secure accommodation which best suits their requirements
	Medium 

	Reputation
	There is currently insufficient new build in the Meden Vale area. The delivery of a new build scheme will be beneficial by enhancing opportunities for rehousing within the community.   
	High


5.2 The risks and opportunities of Option Two have been assessed in line with the Risk and Opportunity Management Strategy.  The risks of Option Two are deemed to be high and there are no recognised opportunities associated with this option.
	Risk
	Risk assessment
	Risk level
	Risk management

	Economic
	Mansfield District Council’s Housing Department needs to ensure their rent collection is maximised which includes ensuring its housing stock is fit for purpose.
	High
	Refurbishment of the existing properties would not guarantee demand for the flats. There would need to be clear evidence of long term demand that demonstrates the size of investment is worthwhile and would provide suitable and high quality housing for the lifetime of investment. The Council cannot demonstrate this therefore is unable to mitigate the risk

	Reputation
	If the Council spent public money to refurbish property without being able to justify the demand it could be held in disrepute.
	High
	Refurbishment of the existing properties would not guarantee demand for the flats. There would need to be clear evidence of long term demand that demonstrates the size of investment is worthwhile and would provide suitable and high quality housing for the lifetime of investment. The Council cannot demonstrate this therefore is unable to mitigate the risk


5.3 The risks and opportunities of Option Three have been assessed in line with the Risk and Opportunity Management Strategy.  The risks of Option Three are deemed to be high and there are no recognised opportunities associated with this option.
	Risk
	Risk assessment
	Risk level
	Risk management

	Economic
	Mansfield District Council’s Housing Department needs to ensure their rent collection is maximised which includes ensuring its housing stock is fit for purpose.
	High
	Refurbishment and re-modelling of the existing properties would not guarantee demand for the re-modelled flats. There would need to be clear evidence of long term demand that demonstrates the size of investment is worthwhile and would provide suitable and high quality housing for the lifetime of investment. The Council cannot demonstrate this therefore is unable to mitigate the risk

	Reputation
	If the Council spent public money to re-model or refurbish property without being able to justify the demand it could be held in disrepute.
	High
	Refurbishment and re-modelling of the existing properties would not guarantee demand for the re-modelled flats. There would need to be clear evidence of long term demand that demonstrates the size of investment is worthwhile and would provide suitable and high quality housing for the lifetime of investment. The Council cannot demonstrate this therefore is unable to mitigate the risk


5.4 The risks and opportunities of Option Four have been assessed in line with the Risk and Opportunity Management Strategy.  The risks of Option Four are deemed to be high and there are no recognised opportunities associated with this option.
	Risk
	Risk assessment
	Risk level
	Risk management

	Economic
	Mansfield District Council’s Housing Department needs to ensure their rent collection is maximised which includes ensuring its housing stock is fit for purpose.
	High
	The Council continues to lose revenue for this scheme due to it being low in demand for both style and area.

By changing the heating system alone the Council is unable to mitigate the risk

	Reputation
	If the Council spent public money to change the heating system of a scheme that is low in demand due to other factors. 
	High
	The Council continues to lose revenue for this scheme due to it being low in demand for both style and area.

By changing the heating system alone the Council is unable to mitigate the risk



6.
ALIGNMENT TO COUNCIL PRIORITIES

Maintaining safe communities where people are able to enjoy their home and neighbourhoods.

Enabling people to live independent lives through provision of good quality affordable housing, and developing homes for life.
The above are both Corporate Priorities aligned with helping the Council to achieve these priorities.
7.
IMPLICATIONS RELATING TO RELEVANT LEGISLATION

(a)
The home loss payments will be made in accordance with the statutory instrument ‘The Home Loss Payments (Prescribed Amounts) (England) Regulations 2017. 
(b)
Human Rights

There are no human rights implications.

(c)
Equality and Diversity

           The recommendation could have an impact on the residents due to factors such as age, poor    mobility /health, wheelchair dependence, mental health, learning disability and the concern a move could result in deterioration in health and well-being of the residents. An Equality Impact Assessment has been undertaken to ensure any impact will be monitored and addressed throughout the process.
(d)
Climate change and environmental sustainability.


There are no climate change and environmental sustainability implications.

(e)
Crime and Disorder


There are no crime and disorder implications.

(f)
Budgetary Implications

Budget /Resource  
            Relocation costs – these are anticipated to be in the region of £250,000         .These costs can be identified within the current HRA Revenue budget

HRA Resources
7.6
The HRA currently has resources of £40 million and also capacity to borrow (headroom) of £16 million.  At 31 March 2018 (subject to audit) the breakdown of the resources was as follows:

	HRA Resources
	At 31 March 2018

(£000)
	Forecast changes 2018/2019

(£000)
	At 31 March 2019

(£000)

	HRA unallocated Balance
	7,078
	(136)
	6,942

	Capital Receipts Reserve
	542
	(510)
	32

	Capital Grants
	311
	(311)
	0

	1-4-1 Replacement Receipts
	633
	(187)
	446

	Recycled Capital Grants
	93
	0
	93

	Sub Total 
	8,657
	(1,144)
	7,513

	Major Repairs Reserve (MRR)
	13,680
	1,098
	14,778

	Allocated HRA
	1,608
	0
	1,608

	Loan Repayment Provision
	16,074
	3,348
	19,422

	Total HRA Resources
	40,019
	3,302
	43,321

	Headroom Capacity to Borrow
	16,234
	1,500
	17,734


7.7
The table above shows that there is £7,513,000 that could be used for financing new build schemes.  There is currently £13,680,000 in the Major Repairs Reserve (MRR).  These funds can be used for the financing of capital expenditure on the HRA’s existing assets or for debt repayment.  Further funds could be released for new build if the annual revenue contribution to the MRR was reduced or funds were used from the MRR for debt repayment.

7.8
The forecast in the above table does not include any further HRA capital receipts from right to buys and HRA land sales which would add to the funds available for new build schemes.  In 2017/2018 the HRA retained £1,152 000 from right to buy sales. The Council is expecting approximately £700k in capital receipts. In addition, the Housing Department has an ongoing program of disposing of unused and unviable Council owned garage sites which could support the capital program.    
7.9
The currently proposed HRA building programme would result in a decrease of the HRA resources by £21,450,000 however this is likely to be substantially reduced once grant funding is obtained and/or future capital receipts be generated.  Excluding the loan repayment provision and the currently allocated HRA balances the HRA’s total resources available for capital total £21,193.

7.10 
The Melville Court options would require a further £1,350,000 to £2,600,000 from HRA resources in addition to the £21,450,000 in 7.9.  Should it not be possible to generate capital receipts and grant funding then the HRA may need to borrow to complete all the schemes on the proposed programme or the Melville Court scheme may have to be prioritised over another scheme. The bulk of the development costs for Melville Court will be met from the 2019/20 – 2020/21 capital program.
HRA Revenue

7.11
Any additional expenditure from managing the dwellings would be covered by the additional income from the rents received. As highlighted in 3.1.11 the current rent loss on Melville Court is £163,897 which will continue to increase whilst it remains in its current position.
8.
COMMENTS OF STATUTORY OFFICERS 
a)
Monitoring Officer –  As with any decision that will have a significant impact upon residents the Portfolio Holder needs to take into account both the benefits and the negative aspects of the proposal.  In particular the potential for an adverse impact upon those with equality related characteristics, which are addressed in the attached Equality Impact Assessment, need to be fully considered.

b)
Section 151 Officer – This project will form part of the wider HRA capital programme which will be phased to reflect external grants approved other anticipated requirements and resources available. The HRA Business Plan is being reviewed and will form the basis of future capital works. Relocation costs need to be funded from the Revenue account, this is possible through virement.
9.
CONSULTATION

Consultation with tenants of Melville Court and Member for the area 
10.
BACKGROUND PAPERS

10.    None 
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