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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure

Ref.

Nigel Long
Housing and Regeneration
Heledd Williams
Sarah Baynes

To assess the feasibility of MKC garages in order to bring as many back into
use as possible, to inform a garages strategy and make appropriate
decisions as to potential future redevelopment oppoprtunities.
POLICY CHOICE

Reason (select)
Risk Level (select)

MEDIUM
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Feasibility study into MKC garage stock

Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

21

21
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
Your MK did start a feasibility survey of garage sites, but this was not completed.

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

-21

-21

0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
Service impact would be a failure to listen to our tenants & leaseholders as the initial results of the HRA Business Plan
consultation indicates that customers would most want to see an improvement to garages, when considering their external
surroundings. The financial impact is a conitnuing void rate of 51%, amounting to roughly £18,000 in lost revenue for the HRA,
and a further 853 void garages (38% void rate) owned by the general fund, resulting in further lost income of £22,800.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
A key audit has been carried out on the void garages, with very few reasons for the void being known to MKC. A full feasibility
study is therefore needed to determine their condition, in order to make well informed decisions as to future use. Options
include demolish and build homes, demolish and use the space for alternative initatives, repair, clear or sell. It is likely that all
options are feasible for certain garages, but without a comprehensive survey, developing a robust garages strategy is
impossible.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
6 months work for an officer, or consultant, paid at a building surveyor's rate of pay.

Other relevant information
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure

HP3

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration HRA
Heledd Williams
Sarah Baynes

To allow MKC Neighbourhoods improve its communication with tenants and
leaseholders.

POLICY CHOICE

Reason (select)
Risk Level (select)

MEDIUM
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Production of annual report for tenants & leaseholders
Production of tenants newsletter - 2 x per annum
Annual review and refresh of HRA Business Plan
Annual STAR Survey
Increased consultation - both statutory and non-statutory

Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

15
10
5
5
15

50
0
0
0
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
No annual report or newsletter has been produced for MKC tenants & leaseholders in several years and we have not
developed a Local Offer. These are all regulatory requirements which we have not been delivering. The cost of consulting
leaseholders in a statutory capacity is currently absorbed into the overall HRA budget but is set to increase with the
commencement of regeneration activities.

15
10
5
5
15
0
0
50

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
The production of an annual report for tenants and leaseholders is a regulatory requirement. Without the necessary funding, it
will not be possible to deliver this crucial form of communication without overspending elsewhere wihtin the HRA. Not
consulting in a statutory compliant manner with leaseholders risks MKC being unable to recoup the cost of major capital works

What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
Work is being undertaken to capture tenants' communication preferences, with the intention going forward, with new tenants
initially, of making our default method electronic, with the option of chosing paper means should it be more aporpriate for the
tenant, or support in getting online. This channel shift is part of a wider, corporate digitalisation agenda, the financial benefits
of which are yet to be agreed.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
The cost of sending a black and white flyer to all tenants and leaseholders is roughly £2,000. The annual report, if posted out to
all, will be roughly 5-6 pages, and will most likely be in colour. Until a draft is produced, the exact value cannot be calculated.
The aniticpated pressure value of the tenants' newsletter is smaller because postage costs can be avoided by sending copies in
bulk to sheltered schemes, emailing them out to our tenants who we know communicate digitally etc. The cost to each
tenant/leaseholder, per annum, works out at £3.20 per household.
Other relevant information
There are no staff costs included in this pressure, as the work required will be absorbed by existing teams
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description

HP5

Nigel Long
Housing Revenue Account
Heledd Williams
Sarah Baynes

Brief description of pressure

Environmental Improvements to MKC tenants and leaseholders' built
environment.

Reason (select)

POLICY CHOICE

Risk Level (select)

MEDIUM
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors

Likely to change and impact could be up to but not more than
£200k per annum
Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

Caretaking manager - new post
42
42
Creation of 1 new caretaker post and 1 new cleaner post
48
48
Promotion of 2 existing caretaking/caretaking assistant posts to supers2.4
2
Vehicle fleet improved and rolled out to all caretakers and caretakers assistants
48
48
Improved waste collection service
22
22
Loss in budgeted service charge income for concierge service
45
45
Improved pest control
70
70
Totals
277
0
0
0
277
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
The pressure is not new, and has not been funded, resulting in a deterioration to the quality of MKC estates. There is funding
available in the HRA to invest in this area, and it is emerging as a hghly important issue for customers by way of the HRA
Business Plan consultation. Whilst it is accepted that every resident in MK gets the same level of service for waste collection,
public realm management etc by way of their council tax contribution to the general fund, the level of need on council estates
is considerably, and consistently higher. As a landlord, MKC has a duty to maintain its estates so that they are fit for purpose,
and as such, additioanl investment is needed to ensure that the Council does not breach its obligations in this regard.
What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
If not funded, the capacity to deliver an estates service fit for purpose is insufficient. The impact is both financial in that a
planned programme of works and suitable up-front investment will reduce the need for more expensive, unplanned repairs. In
terms of service impact, if we fail to deliver on the outcome of the HRA business plan consultation, which indicates that serious
investment is needed on estates, we risk further deterioration, a lack of buy-in from tenants, low satisfaction levels, potential
reduced income collected, higher ASB rates adn higher void rates.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
See separate business case for savings offset. However, in brief, the restructure of the Housing & Regeneration service was
predominantly about putting the customer at the heart of the service, and to improve the quality of tenants' built environment
and quality of life. As part of this, the number of Neighbourhood Officers has been increased from 4 to 18. It is hoped that this
vastly improved visibility will in itself help improve MKC estates, but with each caretaker responsible for over 70 blocks each,
the improvements required to our estates will only be realised with further investment. The contibution to an improved waste
collection service is a stop-gap until such time as MKC Neihgbourhoods are invited to participate, as a significant stakeholder, in
the re-procurement of waste management services across the city.

How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)

See link

Other relevant information

Supporting info env imp.doc
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Context
The housing estates owned by the Council have not seen sufficient investment over the last
number of years, and as such, many now need significant attention to bring them up to an
acceptable standard. A 5 year HRA business plan is currently being consulted on, but initial
feedback suggests that the quality of tenants and leaseholders’ surroundings is of critical
importance.
At current staffing levels, each caretaker is responsible for 70 blocks across the city.
Removal of uncollected waste is the biggest problem, taking, on average, upwards of 50% of
their time. Whilst there is no sustainable quick solution to this, Neighbourhood colleagues
are working closely with colleagues in Public Realm to define and implement a short-term
solution, which is likely to involve the funding of a ‘collect all’ service from Serco, and another,
longer term approach that will address the issues following the procurement of a new waste
collection service, as the contract with Serco is due to end in 2023.
Objectives and Expected Benefits
By investing in an improved estate management service, the intention is to create a built
environment that is both fit for purpose, and gives MKC tenants and leaseholders an
improved sense of pride in their estates. This is then likely to reduce anti-social behaviour
and improve income collection rates, albeit difficult to quantify.
The focus of the caretaking and cleaning service needs to change in order to deliver an
immediate, robust and effective service which offers a higher quality and more value to
customers. Properly resourced, it is expected that the team will be able to undertake weekly
cleaning and caretaking inspections, fire safety inspections, addressing fire risk actions,
raising essential health and safety repairs, programming fobs and keys, undertaking fire
alarm or sprinkler testing, landscaping, painting, handy person type duties and supporting the
Neighbourhood Officers with estate and tenancy management.
Income Generation
It is clear that the service charges being levied do not cover the current cost of the service. A
paper went for Delegated Decision in January 2016, recommending that service charges
were increased gradually up to 2020 in order to recover MKC costs. However, the current
position shows that the projection for the 18/19 financial year is behind the predicted
recovery, the exact figure is being finalised by finance colleagues and will be built into the
budget setting process.
Subject to approval and consultation, the service charges for the additional HRA budget
pressures relating to cleaning and caretaking, should, in theory, be recoverable.
Future Provision
There is a real opportunity here, by way of the HRA business plan consultation, to create an
estates team capable of turning MKC blocks into desirable, well-kept properties. With
sufficient investment, the success of the increased capacity and investment should be
demonstrable by way of improved satisfaction levels, improved rent collection, reduced ASB
cases etc. Once the Council can evidence its successes in this regard, there is an
opportunity to benefit from the proximity of other social landlords to MKC estates. Most are
looking to achieve value for money through economies of scale, and if MKC can demonstrate

29/08/18
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it has an excellent, fit-for purpose estates team, there is the real possibility that other
landlords such as Guinness, who ow 5,300 in MK, may be tempted to buy into the service,
creating a long-term, reasonably sustainable income.

29/08/18
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description

HP6

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration HRA
Heledd Williams
Sarah Baynes

Increased mileage costs for Neighbourhoods Colleagues
Brief description of pressure
NEW DEMAND

Reason (select)
Risk Level (select)

LOW
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Allowance for additional mileage

Fixed or unlikely to change and impact less than £50k in any one
year.
Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

21

21
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?

0

0

0

21
0
0
0
0
21

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
MKC would be unable to pay the appropriate travel expenses to its Neihgbourhood colleagues without an overspend
elsewhere in the HRA. The complement of Neighbourhood Officer has increased to 18, roughly 3 times the original provision.
Whislt stock size remqains the same, overall there will be more officers out in communities. Being visible on Council estates is
a key outcome of the service's restructure - the risk of not being so is significant in the context of tenancy management,
income collection, customer service and regeneration.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)

How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
Neighbourhoods currently budget for £7,000 in mileage claims each year. Given that the number of officers out on patch is
essentially trebling, plus, if approved, the creation of a new tenancy sustainment team who will predominantly deliver services
at tenants' homes, the pressure has been estimated at £28,000, so an additional £21,000.
Other relevant information
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure

HP7

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration
Heledd Williams
Sarah Baynes

Training for Neighbourhoods Staff and HRA part-funded staff from the wider
Housing & Regeneration Service.

NEW DEMAND

Reason (select)
Risk Level (select)

MEDIUM
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Specific training and consultancy for In-phase
Technical training
Soft Skills Training
Professional Qualifications

Profile
2019/20
£'000
10
8
10
12

2020/21
£'000
-10
-5

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000
0
8
5
12

Totals
40
-15
0
0
25
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
The need for training is not a new pressure, but given the significant increase in permanent staff across the service, there is a
need for an increased budget from the existing £10,000

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
Statutory and/or regulatory breaches, this is especially important for colleagues who are being slotted into new roles, or for
external recruits who may come from different fields and specialisms. The need for specialist training is espeically relevant for
the Homeownership team given the increase in major works proposed over the next 5 years, where consultations will need to
be 100% accurate to ensure maximum recoup of costs. There is also a potential impact for customer service/satisfaction
overall, as is there to the retention of good officers, unless MKC invests more in its colleagues' ability to work together,
horizontally integrtae across the newly restructured service, and understand the impacts of individual and team behaviour on
others, including customers. There is also room for improvement in terms of professionalism across the Neighbourhoods team
and as such, the ability to fund a limited number of professional qualifications would go a long way to imrpoving the service
overall.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
MKC's legal department operating within its new structure can deliver a significant portion of the legal basics to
Neighbourhoods colleagues at no cost, but specialist advice and training will need to be obtained for the more technical
aspects of the role/s. Similarly with MKC's in-house training and development team, some of the softer skills training can be
arrnaged with no additional cost, but when considering the size of the service, and the need for tailored management training,
the in-house provision is unlikely to cover all of this.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
It is anticipated that the existing £10,000 provision is to be used to plug gaps in knowledge as staff turnover continues, and to
mitigate the risk posed by any change in government policy. If required,t his could also fund coaching sessions for individual
staff members. See link below for training breakdown:
Other relevant information

Calculations for training pressures.docx
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description

HP8

Nigel Long
Housing Revenue Account
Heledd Williams
Income & Homeownership Manager

Brief description of pressure

Creation of a dedicated Tenancy Sustainment Team to mitigate the ongoing
and increasing risks of welfare reform, to both MKC and its customers. This
is particularly in the context of the full roll out of UC in Milton Keynes from
December 2018.

Reason (select)

NEW DEMAND

Risk Level (select)

HIGH
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Creation of 1 x tenancy sustainment team leader
Creation of an additional 3 x welfare benefit officers
Creation of 6 x tenancy sustainment Officers
Hardship Fund

Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

42
105
210
10

367
0
0
0
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
The pressue is not new, but increasing. MKC already employs 2 welfare benefit officers, but their workload is set to increase
dramatically with the intoroduction of full service Universal Credit.

42
105
210
10
0
367

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
Increased rent arrears, increased evictions, increased homelesness presentations, increased TA spend, higher void costs. Initial
modelling based on trends across the sector, specific data colected from stock-holding local authorities and current
performance at MKC, it is projected that the debt owed by tenants in rent arrears, currently at £2.3M, will continue to increase
and will peak at £5.64M in November 2020, if no additional mitigation is put in place.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
Training for Neighbourhoods colleagues in lower-level benefit claims; creation of 14 new Neighbourhood Officer posts so that
early preventative work can be facilitated; close working relationship with DWP Partnership Managers; DWP 'Trusted Partner
Status' and the Univeral Credit landlord portal will be secured during 19/20. see link above for potential income generation
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper).
Expect roughly 50 UC cases per month. A typical welfare benefit case takes approx 8 hours, so 10 officers would be able to take
4-5 cases per week. Not all will need UC supoprt, so the proposed pressure will create capactity to support with other benefit
claims, and target preventative work towards those most at risk of tenancy failure. Experience of similar teams indicates
income generation for tenants of c£3M annually, with over £1.2M of this in housing benefit and DHP. The remainder is
predominantly in disability benefits.
Other relevant information

Full background information can be found here
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Context
Universal Credit (UC) is due to be rolled out in Milton Keynes as ‘full service’ in December
2018. This means that anyone making a new claim for working age, income-related benefits,
apart from families who have more than 2 children, will have to make a claim for UC, which
includes a housing cost element, which the claimant will receive in one monthly payment
and will need to pay MKC the rent out of this payment, unless the claimant is particularly
vulnerable or falls more than 2 months into arrears. From January 2019, larger families will
be included in the UC cohort and from July 2019, the process of ‘managed migration’ will
commence, i.e. the migration of legacy benefit claimants onto UC. The Department for
Work and Pensions (DWP) anticipates this will be complete by March 2023.
Current Position
At MKC, there are currently only 50 UC claimants, who owe, on average, double of that
owed by housing benefit (HB) claimants. The Neighbourhoods department employs two
welfare benefit officers, who, at the present time, are dealing with 68 open cases. These
tenants owe, in total, £97,000 in rent arrears. This poses a significant risk to future income
collection as there is no capacity to carry out any of the necessary pro-active advice work to
prevent arrears from accumulating in the first place.
The figures below shows the predicted impact of the roll-out of UC in conjunction with other
continuing welfare benefit cuts such as the bedroom tax and the benefit cap, to March
2023. The assumptions made are based on MKC current collection rates, along with data
published by the Association of Retained Council Housing (ARCH). This data has been
published following research in 2017 and again in 2018, into the increased rent owed by
tenants of 38 stock-holding local authorities across the country as a result of the
implementation of full service UC. It found that despite 55% of authorities having invested
in additional support provision for tenants, the average debt has increased by 12%, with
25% of this being directly attributable to UC arrears, this cohort only representing 4% of the
overall tenant numbers.
MKC HRA Rent roll: £52M
Current collection rate: 95%
Current debt: £2.53M
Peak debt: £5.64M @ November 2020
In addition, across the sector, evictions due to rent arrears have increased by 38% over the
last 4 years. With a direct cost of £5,300 to MKC per homeless placement, plus generally
unrecoverable former tenant arrears for UC-related evictions at an average of £1,024 per
case, the risk of not investing in additional support staff is considerable.
The Chartered Institute of Housing has also researched this field extensively, and has found
that those social landlords with the best income performance and lowest eviction rates due
to UC are those who have proactively invested in and supported tenants through the
process. This support ranges from 1-2-1 welfare benefit advice, to group budgeting support,
guidance on how to get online, support to open appropriate bank accounts, with a
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significant amount of time spent risk assessing and front-loading targeted support for those
most likely to struggle with UC once migrated.
Whilst the introduction of UC is the driving factor behind this business case, it must also be
considered alongside the fact that the majority of homeless households are eventually
housed by the Council. It is apparent that a more robust affordability and support
assessment at the point of taking a homelessness application, and again at sign-up, would
considerably reduce the amount of homelessness prevention funds and unsustainable
discretionary housing payments made. Furthermore, work to assess the ongoing tenancy
sustainability of current Council tenants, including those who are overcrowded, those in
need of aids and adaptations and those considered highly vulnerable, is currently
undertaken by the Housing Access Team, and consequently funded by the General Fund.
This work needs to be absorbed by the Neighbourhoods Team but due to the specialist
skillsets and continuity of support required to achieve the best outcomes for the tenants, it
is not considered desirable or effective for this work to be undertaken by Neighbourhood
Office or Income Officers. It is therefore suggested that a proportion of the proposed
Tenancy Sustainment Officers’ work will be to address the points above.
It should also be noted that the performance of the Neighbourhoods Department has
historically been relatively poor, with income collection rates continuing to fall, and as such,
placing additional pressures onto existing colleagues whilst attempting to improve
performance and embed a new customer-focused culture, is unlikely to yield the necessary
results.
Capacity Assumptions
The business case has been based on the assumptions set out by the DWP, which is an
anticipated caseload between December 2019 and expected completion in March 2023. We
expect roughly 50 cases per month, some claimants will require significant support, whilst
other will not, but on average, a typical welfare benefit case will take roughly 8 hours to
complete. Based on this, roughly 10 officers will be required to manage the anticipated
caseload. Assuming that not all claimants will need support, the size of the team allows us
to support claimants with claims for other types of benefits, and to front-load preventative,
targeted support to those most at risk but not currently in arrears.
Expected Impact and Benefits
By creating a tenancy sustainment team, the objective is to limit the rent arrears increases
seen by other stock-holding authorities over the last 12 months as much as possible, whilst
giving maximising tenants’ income, giving them the opportunity to repay existing arrears,
and to generally improve quality of life.
An example of the benefits that could be realised for tenants is highlighted by the successful
creation of a similar team at Grand Union Housing Group. This RP owns some 12,000 homes
across Northamptonshire, Central Bedfordshire, MK and beyond. It introduced the team in
2012, in recognition of the risk posed by the introduction of welfare reform, and currently
invests some £400K per annum in supporting its tenants with welfare, debt and tenancy
sustainment advice. Gains for their tenants over the past three years is as follows:
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17/18 Total: £3,567,000
HB: £1,151,698
DHP: £72,880
16/17 Total: £2,853,128
HB: £1,048,349
DHP: £62,330
15/16 Total: £2,131,581
HB: £994,144
DHP: £53,788
It should be noted that after Housing benefit and Discretionary Housing Payments, the vast majority
of gains for tenants were in disability benefits. Grand Union has, as a result, been able to support its
most vulnerable tenants to access the benefits available to them, whilst improving income collection
year-on-year, despite a number of its operating areas being Universal Credit full service areas.
Another example is Trevallis, a social housing provider with a similar stock level based in South
Wales. It invested a similar amount to create a tenancy sustainment team, and managed to improve
their arrears position from 2.77% of an annual rent debit of £50M, to 1.43%, over a 3 year period.
From a landlord perspective, MK would not only benefit from the additional money in tenants’
pockets, but would be able to limit the amount of eviction it carries out. As noted above, the sector
has already seen an increase in evictions of 38% over the last 4 years, which is largely attributable to
welfare reform as a whole. MK evicted 28 tenants last year for rent arrears, a figure which is already
too high, and if the trend in evictions is replicated at MK, without intervention, the mostly
unrecoverable costs associated with eviction, i.e. officer time, void costs, former tenant arrears,
homelessness applications, costs for TA, could spiral out of control. This is in addition to the cost to
the public purse per eviction, which Crisis, a homelessness charity, has estimated to be in the region
of £125K.
Summary
Without sufficient capacity to support those already affected by welfare reform, those at risk of
falling into arrears once on Universal Credit full service and offer preventative, targeted work, the
risk is that MKC will see a significant rise in the rent owed to the HRA. By creating a team offering a
dedicated, tailored service, the risk of increased bad debts is limited.

(12)

Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure

HP9

Nigel Long
Housing
Sandra Rankin
Sandra Rankin
HRA Adaptations

Increased demand for adaptations to council properties to sustain tenancies
and to support older and disabled people to remain at home for longer
without the need for formal support.
DEMOGRAPHY

Reason (select)
Risk Level (select)

LOW
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
increased resource for Mears to issue to contractors

Fixed or unlikely to change and impact less than £50k in any one
year.
Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

400

400
0
0
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
bids for additional money in year have been made and granted in 16-17,17-18 and 18-19 to meet demand

0

400
0
0
0
0
400

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
a backlog of requests for works would build up . Tenants may have to be re housed because their property is not suitable for
them to live in. Increased pressure on social care to provide care and support and possible increase in residential placements

What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
more robust scrutiny of requests for adaptations via a multi agency approval panel. More laiseon with occupational therapists
about improvement programmes to Kitchens and bathrooms to prevent furutre requests for work. Matching tenants to void
proerties where adaptations have already been made.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
This is based on previous years spend and demand and also what is realistic for the contractor to deliver in one year

Other relevant information
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure
Reason (select)

HP10

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration HRA
Stephen Young
Stephen Young
Asset Management

Fund the share of Keystone license & maintenance costs previously borne by YourMK
NEW DEMAND

Risk Level (select)

LOW
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff, cost of consultants, cost of
contractors

Profile
2019/20
£'000

Fund the share of Keystone license & maintenance costs previously borne by YourMK

29

Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
Previously met by YourMK (1/3 of total costs) but no identifiable budget provision.

29

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

0

2022/23
£'000

0

Total
£'000

0

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
Loss of stock condition and componentisation data. Unable to populate planned maintenance programmes.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
Needs further discussion to identify former YourMK budget and/or negotiation with Mears about revised cost allocation.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
As per contract.
Other relevant information
None.
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29
0
0
0
0
0
0
29

Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures

HP11

Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration HRA
Stephen Young
Stephen Young
HRA Dwelling Repairs

Brief description of pressure

Additional budget for lift repairs (Mellish & Gables) due to ASB

Reason (select)

FAILURE DEMAND

Risk Level (select)

LOW
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Additional budget for lift repairs (Mellish & Gables) due to
ASB

Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

30

30
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
New pressure as a result of increasing ASB and vandalism

30

0

0

0

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
Either an ooverspend or lifts being out of service.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
Is expected to be reduced once CCTV service reinstated. New lift cars will be installed once scheme is finalised.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
From historic costs and recent call-out attendance, extent and cost of damage.
Other relevant information
None.
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0
0
30

Outline Business Case - Place Directorate - Housing Revenue Account
Budget Pressures

HP12

Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description

Nigel Long
Housing Revenue Account
Kathryn Eames
Philip Chandler
50Hxxxx NEP (HRA)

Brief description of pressure

Increased provision for NEP support to tenants in Regeneration areas.

Reason (select)

POLICY CHOICE

Risk Level (select)

LOW
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Increased provision for NEP support to tenants in
Regeneration areas.

Fixed or unlikely to change and impact less than £50k in any one
year.
Profile
2019/20
£'000
20

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000
0

2022/23
£'000
0

Total
£'000
0

20
0
0
0
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
The current budget of £50k needs uplifiting to £70k to reflect the tenant/non-tenant split of the Regeneration areas and the
planned £100k cost of NEP support in these areas.

20
0
0
0
0
20

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
As proposed as a GF budget reduction. the dissolution of the College contract would end the delivery of community based job
clubs which have been aligned to the 7 regeneration areas. Thus, in terms of regeneration, this would leave those areas
without any dedicated economic regeneration measures. However, if we reconfigured the Housing ES role, increase the
investment from HRA (from £50k to £70k - this would mean a budget pressure on the HRA of £20k from next year if the
proposal to cut the GF budget was accepted), which would enable an additional advisor post, these 2 posts would then become
the dedicated employment advisors for the regeneration areas. The objectives/delivery model for these posts would be
assertive outreach; targeting unemployed individuals through direct referral, partnership working with the engagement team
and through Housing Needs Assessment data for example. Should this suggestion be adopted then the future NEP model
would consist of dedicated employment support to individuals with mental ill health (commissioned by Adult Social Care) and
targeted employment support to residents of regeneration estates (commissioned by 70% from HRA, 30% GF reflecting tenure
mix).
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
As above and set out in the GF budget reduction Business Case.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
The pressure is based on a 70/30 split of the proposed £100k cost of the service, based on the tenant mix in the Regeneration
areas.
Other relevant information
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure

HP13

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration HRA
Heledd Williams
Sarah Baynes

To allow bespoke estate environmental improvement projects to be
undertaken

POLICY CHOICE

Reason (select)
Risk Level (select)

MEDIUM
Financial Summary

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff,
cost of consultants, cost of contractors
Budget for funding one-off estate-based environmental
improvement projects

Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23
£'000

Total
£'000

54

54
Totals
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?

54

0

0

0
0
0
0
54

0

What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
The Council, in its attempt to engage in a more meaningful way with its customers, is likely to encounter instances where
traditional budgets will not stretch to cover projects that tenants think are important for their estates. As such, being able to
fund small-scale environmental improvements is crucial in developing an effective dialogue with customers, and shows that the
Council is committed to improving estates in conjunction with its tenants and leaseholders.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)

How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
Each of MKC's 18 Neighbourhood Officers will have a patch of between 550 and 600 properties. This is a new initiative and as
such, the benefit is untested and therefore the funds available have been kept purposefully low. The intention is that each
neighbourhood officer will manage a budget of £3,000 with decisions as to how these funds are spent made in consultation
with tenants, leaseholders and ward councillors.
Other relevant information
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Pressures

HP18

Nigel Long
Housing & Regeneration
Michael Kelleher (Service Director)
Stephen Young
50H00160 Housing Asset Management
Resourcing for Estate Renewal and New Build functions
POLICY CHOICE
Very likely to change and the impact could be significant >£200k
Risk Level (select)
HIGH
in any one year
Financial Summary
Profile
Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional staff, cost of
2019/20
2020/21
2021/22
2022/23
Total
consultants, cost of contractors
£'000
£'000
£'000
£'000
£'000
Portfolio Holder
Service Group
Head of Service
Budget Manager / Lead Officer
Cost Centre(s) and Description
Brief description of pressure
Reason (select)

Estate Renewal staffing (2 FTE)

150

0

0

0

150

Development Management staffing (5 FTE increasing to 6 FTE)

350

60

0

0

410

-233

-40

0

0

-273

100

0

0

0

100

Capitalisation of Development Management costs (estimated at 2/3)
Provision for Feasibility Studies & Abortive Fees
Totals

367
20
0
0
387
If not new, how has this pressure been funded or absorbed in previous years?
The responsibility sat with YourMK with expectations that appropriate resourcing would be provided, funded from YourMK's working
capital and Development Management fees. However, resource levels deployed have proved to have been inadequate. This pressure
seeks to provide for sufficient skills and capacity internally, with direct funding from the HRA and capitalisation against Housing Capital
programme resources.
What would be the impact of not funding this pressure? (financial impact if unavoidable, service impact if avoidable)
The impact of not funding this pressure would be that the council's regeneration & estate renewal plans and new build ambitions would
not be deliverable.
What management action has been taken to mitigate this pressure? (including any offsetting savings/income generation)
We have brought the services back in-house to give better oversight and control over resources. Costs will be minimised, possibly
including the use of in-house services rather than external professions, and where schemes progress to completion will be recharged
against the Capital Spend Approval.
How is the value of the pressure calculated? (and link to any working paper)
Based on 7 additional FTE in 2019/20 and 8 in 2020/21 and thereafter, as set out above. The suggested provision for non-capitalisable
Feasibility Studies and Abortive Costs is an estimate based on the number of infill / brownfield / garage sites currently being identified
and investigated ("Pipeline 2" and "Pipeline 3").
Other relevant information
The Council has ambitious regeneration and new build plans to regenerate seven priority estates and deliver up to 37,500 new council
homes by 2050. We are currently on site with two regeneration projects with a further five to come forward in coming years, with
Bradville North starting in early 2019, and have an active pipeline of c.700 homes by 2022.
These services were previously delivered by YourMK, but at the point of bringing them back in house the level of resource employed was
not sufficient to deliver our ambitions. The current regeneration team does not have the full breadth of skills required to deliver
effective regeneration and is primarily an engagement team. This has resulted in a lack of coordination and structure to the
regeneration programme with too much reliance on the appointed master planners for each estate. We currently only have one
development manager to deliver our current programme of c.700 properties. This is significantly under- resourcing and will put the
programme at risk whilst not having capacity to develop our plans further.
This funding will enable us to resource the team appropriately to deliver the Council’s ambitions. It will be possible to charge a
proportion of the cost to housing developments and, therefore, generate an income to mitigate the overall cost. It is anticipated that
fee income will cover more than 50% of the cost once delivery is optimised.
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Reductions and Income Generation Proposals

HR1

Budget Manager / Lead
Budget Code and Description
Head of Service
Service Group
Portfolio Holder
Proposal Type

Income & Homeownership Manager
HRA Dwelling Rent Income
Heledd Williams
Housing & Regeneration HRA
Nigel Long
Proposal Category
Income Generation

Proposal Description

To reflect the value of the additional income generated by setting all rents newly
built/acquired MKC homes using 1-4-1 receipts at Local Housing Allowance levels

Different

Financial Summary
Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional
staff to enable reduction, income generated, reduction
in cost

Green

Risk Review

Profile
2019/20
£'000

2020/21
£'000

2021/22
£'000

2022/23 £'000

Increased income generated over base budget

94

0

0

0

Totals
Invest to Save Required? If yes, please provide details.

94

0

0

0

Total
£'000
94
0
0
0
0
94

No
Implementation Timeline
Task / Activity
Target Date
Set all new-build or acquired MKC homes at LHA levels
As units handed over

Lead / Person Responsible
IHM

Baseline Data and Assumptions (i.e. - how has the proposal been calculated, date of implementation, impact on number of
FTE's, etc):
A saving of £388,000 has already been budgeted for 2018/19, based on the assumption that 82 new builds and acquisitions will
be let at LHA-level rents, along with the gradual conversion of 108 from social rent to affordable rent at re-let, which is
essentially a backdate of the delegated decision sought in November 2017, which accounts for the properties already
built/acquired by MKC via the Right to Buy 1-4-1 replacement funding. The additional income budget proposed herein reflects
the full-year effect of new builds and acquisitions to date.
Explanation of issues, key decisions/dates and other factors affecting delivery:
Link to Delegated Decision
Rents for new council housing 15 Nov 2017 DD.pdf
paper November 2017
Performance Monitoring (how will progress be monitored):
The proposed additional income budget reflects new homes delivered to date, and the completion of units currently under
construction at St Georges Avenue. Monitoring of delivery of "pipeline" schemes, including Coltsfoot, Germander, and the
2018/19 and 2019/20 Acquisition Programmes, will be continued so that further increased income can be brought into the
2020/21
base
budget.
Impact on
External
Service delivery:
none

Context / Mitigation of any Adverse Impact:
none

L:\Committee Services & Scrutiny\Scrutiny\2018 - 2019\BUDGET & RESOURCES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE\4. 11-12-18\A3 Annexes\HR1 Saving affordable rents v2

(19)

Wards Affected:

ITEM

All

2

DELEGATED DECISION
15 NOVEMBER 2017

RENTS FOR NEW COUNCIL HOUSING
Responsible Cabinet Member: Councillor Long, Cabinet member for Adult Care and
Housing
Report Sponsor:
Author and contact:

Michael Kelleher, Service Director Housing &
Regeneration
Mark Smith, Strategic Finance Business Partner,
01908 253904

Executive Summary:
It is proposed that rents for new council housing acquired or constructed with
funding partly from “Additional Right To Buy” capital receipts should be let at
“Affordable Rents” rather than at “Social Rents”.
Charging of an Affordable Rent, as allowed under the agreement between the
council and the government over the use of these receipts, will benefit the Housing
Revenue Account (and therefore tenants generally) by avoiding the revenue losses
which would otherwise be incurred as a result of lower income from Social Rents.
In the interest of true affordability, it is proposed that the Affordable Rent charged
should be limited to the level of the applicable Local Housing Allowance (LHA) for
permanent accommodation, rather than at the maximum allowable within the
government’s definition of 80% of Market Rent. Since rents at LHA level will be fully
covered by Housing Benefit (and subsequently Universal Credit) these tenancies
will be financially sustainable for homeless families being resettled from temporary
accommodation.
The Affordable Rent (at LHA) is proposed to be charged on new properties as they
are completed or acquired and brought into the HRA. Properties constructed or
acquired previously with the use of the Additional RTB Receipts will be charged at
the Affordable Rent from the next re-let, so that current tenants of these properties
will not be adversely affected.
Councillor Nigel Long,
Portfolio holder for Adult Social Care & Housing

1.

Recommendations

1.1

That rent levels for properties newly brought into the HRA, acquired or
constructed through the use of “Additional Right To Buy” capital receipts should
be let at an “Affordable Rent” based on the applicable Local Housing Allowance
(LHA) for permanent accommodation;

15 November 2017
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1.2

That levels for properties previously brought into the HRA, acquired or
constructed through the use of “Additional Right To Buy” capital receipts should
be let at an “Affordable Rent” based on the applicable Local Housing Allowance
(LHA) for permanent accommodation with effect from the next new letting of
each property.

2.

Issues
Background

2.1

Council housing is accounted for within the Housing Revenue Account (HRA).
Rents charged are usually “Restructured” social rents, based on government
policy of May 2014 government formula, which equate to about 40% of an open
market (non-council) rate.

2.2

In past years, councils have had discretion over social rent levels (normally
through annual increases) with the assistance of the government’s Rent
Restructuring guidance. Since April 2016, rents have been decreasing by 1%
p.a. as a result of the Welfare Reform and Work Act 2016 – these decreases will
continue until at least April 2019, after which the government has announced a
return to increases of 1% above the Consumer Price Index.

2.3

Government controls on social rents have (until the Act) been exerted mainly
through the DWP “Limit Rent”, which results in a withdrawal of Housing Benefit
Subsidy (HBS) if average social rents exceed this limit.

2.4

During the Spending Review and Autumn Statement 2015 the government
announced an intention to restrict the level of HBS, or the housing element of
Universal Credit (UC), claimed by tenants in social housing (council and housing
association stock) to the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) rate. For general
needs housing the LHA caps will apply from April 2019 for all tenants on UC,
and to tenants claiming HB whose tenancies began, or have been renewed,
since April 2016. Legislation to implement this measure has not yet been
introduced.

2.5

Cabinet agreed on 4 April 2017 Action to Build More Homes setting out
principles and outcomes to be achieved. This proposal supports these
objectives through increasing the financial resources within the HRA.
New Council Housing

2.6

The council has been acquiring and constructing new council housing in the last
few years, and has an ongoing programme. The costs of acquisitions and
construction (and subsequent management, maintenance, and financing) are
not fully covered by the social rents that will be chargeable on these new units,
so that they represent a reduction in future HRA resources.

2.7

In the context of the HRA’s investment and regeneration needs, continuing to
provide new council housing at an ongoing loss is not a viable strategy.

2.8

New council housing is resourced to the maximum possible extent (usually
30%) from RTB one-for-one replacement funds. The proposal to charge at LHA
rents applies only to new council housing funded from this resource.

15 November 2017
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Priority Areas
2.9

The proposal will not apply to new housing provided as replacement for existing
stock in the Council’s identified priority areas, where each area will develop its
own proposals in consultation with local residents.

3.

Option Appraisal

3.1

Option 1 - To continue to charge social rents on newly acquired and
constructed properties results in ongoing losses to the HRA, and a lessening of
the HRA’s future viability.

3.2

This option is not recommended, since it would detract from the HRA’s financial
viability and capacity to maintain and improve the existing housing stock.
Consequently, unless another option is approved, acquisition and/or
construction of new council housing should be halted.

3.3

Option 2 - To provide new council housing by other routes, excluding them from
the HRA and/or social rent constraints.

3.4

While this option would protect the viability of the HRA, the mechanisms to
achieve this would be complex and take some time to implement. This option is
not recommended as an immediate action, though should receive further
consideration as part of a longer term strategy.

3.5

Option 3 - To provide new council housing at “affordable” (80% of market) rent
levels.

3.6

While this option would maximise income to the HRA, the rents would exceed
LHA and consequently (once the government enacts the capping of social rent
at LHA) be unaffordable for a large proportion of prospective tenants, who would
need to make up any deficit. In particular, this would mean that such tenancies
would not be sustainable for homeless families on restricted income levels (e.g.,
on minimum wage) and would therefore prevent discharge of the full homeless
duty. This option is not recommended.

3.7

Option 4 - To provide new council housing LHA rent levels, about 65%-70% of
market rent.

3.8

This would increase income to the HRA; viability would be assured by applying
a cap to the acquisition and/or construction cost so that ongoing costs would be
(at worst) break-even. Affordability for prospective tenants (and sustainability for
homeless families) would be assured since the rent would be fully covered by
Housing Benefit and Universal Credit. This option is recommended.

4.

Implications
Policy

4.1

The policy implications are included within the preceding paragraphs and option
appraisal.

15 November 2017
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Legal
4.2

The Housing Act 1985 provides for any sub-market rent properties to be held in
the HRA, without restricting to social or any other rent structure.

4.3

The council’s Agreement with the government for use of RTB one-for-one
replacement funds specifically provides for “affordable” rents of up to 80% of
market rent, and for councils’ discretion to charge social or other intermediate
rents.

4.4

Exemptions from the 1% rent cut in the Social Housing Rents (Exceptions and
Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulations 2016 under “Affordable Rent Housing”
para 19 (4) do not, according to legal advice, apply in these circumstances.
Properties let at LHA rents will therefore be subject to the 1% rent cut, though
the impact is not significant during the remaining term of the policy.

4.5

Paras 39-42 in DCLG’s “Right To Buy Receipts And 1-4-1 Replacement:
Updated Guidance” of March 2016 refer to a letter of July 2011 setting out s
process agreed with DWP for local authorities to charge Affordable Rents (i.e.
rents above the Limit Rent); this would prevent the impact of LHA rents on the
average council rent from eroding or breaching the headroom below the Limit
Rent. Para 42 of the DCLG’s Right To Buy Receipts And 1-4-1 Replacement:
Updated Guidance of March 2016 sets out a simpler mechanism: “We have
agreed with DWP to adopt a similar process for homes built using Right to Buy
receipts. In this case, it will be necessary to show your auditor a copy of your
agreement, plus a statement signed by your section 151 officer confirming that
the home in question had been built or acquired using Right to Buy receipts in
line with the conditions set out in the agreement”.

4.6

If this impact on Limit Rent is not preventable, the existing headroom would still
allow the proposal to be implemented without immediate adverse financial
impact.
Resources and Risk

4.7

The following table shows the annual (loss) or gain to the HRA for an example
of a 2-bed property at various acquisition/construction costs:
2 bed property
Social Rent
LHA Rent
80% Affordable
Market Rent

£160,000 £170,000 £180,000 £190,000 £200,000
(2,127)
(2,459)
(2,792)
(3,124)
(3,457)
1,103
770
438
105
(227)
1,772
1,439
1,107
774
442
3,996
3,663
3,331
2,998
2,666

4.8

This shows that such a property would never be financially viable for the HRA at
social rent, but that at LHA a cost between £190k and £200k (£193k, to be
exact) would be viable. The proposal would incorporate capping of costs at this
“LHA viability” level.

4.9

An acquisition programme of approximately 24 properties is funded in the
current financial year. Charging LHA rather than social rent would increase
income by about £100k in a full year; this is roughly equivalent to the loss to the
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HRA under social rent. If the LHA rents are not exempted from the 1% cut for
the next two years, the increased income would reduce by about £2k per year.
4.10 A construction programme is expected to deliver 15 new properties this financial
year, and 50 next. Charging LHA rather than social rent would increase income
by about £216k in a full year; this is roughly equivalent to the loss to the HRA
under social rent. If the LHA rents are not exempted from the 1% cut for the next
two years, the increased income would reduce by about £5k per year.
4.11 The increase (without inflationary adjustments) in rent income resulting from
letting and re-letting at LHA rents rather than at social rents is shown in the
following chart:

4.12 Current average 52-week rent is £84.40, and limit rent £86.52, leaving
headroom of £2.12 per week before HBS would be reduced. The addition of all
properties listed in Annex A would, if a disregard cannot be arranged with DWP,
increase average rent to £85.67, which is within the headroom by £0.85 and so
would not result in reduced HBS. Any disregard arranged would result in a lower
increase in average rent and so leave more headroom.
4.13 There are 29 new-build and conversion properties and 72 acquisitions which
have already been delivered using RTB 1-4-1 replacement funding; if the
recommendation is agreed, LHA rents would be charged on these properties at
their next letting (i.e., no change for current tenants). If all these properties are
eventually converted to LHA rents, the total additional income would amount to
£364k in a full year. Since the current tenancies will be recent, it is likely that relets (and receipt of additional income) would be over a protracted period.
Other Risks
4.14 There is a risk that tenants of the LHA rent properties may accrue arrears in
excess of those that they may have accrued in social rented properties,
particularly in cases of benefit capping or partial benefit entitlement. This risk
would be mitigated by financial sustainability assessments prior to the offer of
these properties, and by appropriate income collection practices, including
where applicable use of Discretionary Housing Payments.
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4.15 There is a risk (considered small) that changes to HB to implement the LHA cap
may conflict with the 50-week rents charged by the council, resulting in a
shortfall in HB/HBS. This will be mitigated by monitoring implementation, and
adjusting as necessary to avoid adverse impact on tenants. There is no conflict
with UC.
Implementation
4.16 A decision is required to implement this proposal. Under the Scheme of
Delegation, the values concerned (the total future additional rent income)
indicate that this should be a Portfolio Holder Delegated Decision or a Cabinet
decision.
4.17 Since this does not constitute a change to existing tenancies, no consultation or
notice is required.
4.18 Minor changes to the Rents IT system would be needed, involving neither
significant cost nor delay.
4.19 Properties at LHA rents would be subject to the 1% rent cuts included in the
Welfare Reform and Work Act 2016 for the remaining two years of that policy.
The government has recently announced that its subsequent rent policy will be
a return to “CPI + 1%” increases; for these properties, however, the intention
would be to immediately re-base to the then current LHA rates, and
subsequently each year to increase (or decrease) in line with future changes to
LHA instead of applying the default CPI + 1%.
N
Y

Capital
IT

Y
Y

Revenue
Medium Term Plan

N
N

Accommodation
Asset Management

Carbon and Energy Management
4.20 No impact
Other Implications
N

Equalities/Diversity

N

Sustainability

N

Human Rights

N

E-Government

N

Stakeholders

N

Crime and Disorder

5.

Background Papers:

5.1

Government Rent Policy

5.2

Welfare Reform and Work Act 2016

5.3

Spending Review and Autumn Statement 2015

5.4

Action to Build More Homes

5.5

Housing Act 1985

5.6

Use of Additional RTB Receipts Agreement
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5.7

Social Housing Rents (Exceptions and Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulations
2016

5.8

Right To Buy Receipts And 1-4-1 Replacement: Updated Guidance

5.9

Scheme of Delegation

15 November 2017
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Outline Business Case - Place Directorate
Budget Reductions and Income Generation Proposals
Budget Manager / Lead
Budget Code and Description
Head of Service
Service Group
Portfolio Holder
Proposal Type

HR2

Sarah Baynes
Heledd Williams
Housing & Regeneration
Nigel Long
Proposal Category
Income Generation

Sustainable Risk Review

Green

To mitigate the HRA budget pressure of improving the general appearance of MKC estates by
deleting unecessary posts and eliminating unecessary charges from third parties for secure
vehicle storage.

Proposal Description

Financial Summary

Profile

Detail of proposal elements - e.g. cost of additional
staff to enable reduction, income generated, reduction
in cost

2019/20
£'000

Delete 2 x concierge posts
Delete 1 x income assistant post
Totals
Invest to Save Required? If yes, please provide details.

Task / Activity

2020/21
£'000

-45
-25
-70

Implementation Timeline
Target Date

2021/22
£'000

0

2022/23 £'000

0

Total
£'000

0

-45
-25
-70

Lead / Person Responsible

Delete 3 posts above
Apr-19
Sarah Baynes
Baseline Data and Assumptions (i.e. - how has the proposal been calculated, date of implementation, impact on number of
FTE's, etc):
The current fleet of service vehicles used by caretaking staff all have trackers fitted, negating the need to pay for secure
storage as vehicles can be kept at colleagues' home addresses. The deletion of the 3 posts above will fund the creation of new
post in the corresponding budget pressure. The service charge income budgeted for an improved caretaking service is subject
to consultation.
Explanation of issues, key decisions/dates and other factors affecting delivery:
The appearance and quality of tenants & leseholders' communal surrundings is of key importance to our customers, according
to initial feedback from the HRA Business Plan consultation. The decision to delete the 2 concierge posts from the
establishment was made approximately 12 months ago and relates solely to the provision at Mellish Court, whilst the decision
was made during the Housing & Regeneration restructure to keep one of the newly created Income Assistant posts empty.
Performance Monitoring (how will progress be monitored):
Monthly budget forecasting with finance colleagues

Impact on External Service delivery:
No negative impact expected - the saving is to negate a proportion of the correspodning pressure, which is intended to
significantly improve service delivery to our customers.
Context / Mitigation of any Adverse Impact:
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6

5

4

3

2

1

2,500,000

On-going 2019/20 Pressures - Green

1,200,000

Public health grant reductions - reductions in contractual spend
required

Total

83,800,000

26,000,000

Continuing Health Contributions & Specific grants not confirmed

Benefits subsidy which can't be reclaimed

55,000,000

Income from Fees and Charges (less new MTFP savings for Charges
to Users)

Income

Total

15.00%

8.00%

100.00%

10.00%

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

per Day

Snow Days

Medium

Low
Low

Med
Med

High
High

Low

Low

Medium

Medium

ASSESSED
RISK LEVEL

Absolute
Absolute
50,000

100.00%

100.00%
100.00%

100.00%
100.00%

100.00%
100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

2.00%

Max
Exposure

Emergency Planning
Bellwin threshold
Risk Allowance for unbudgeted costs

- Growth Assumption
- Appeals/Revaluation
- Other
Total

Business Rates Funding

Availability of Other Funds
7,000,000

1,996,000
705,000

Risk Reviewed 2019/20 Budget Reductions - Green
Risk Reviewed 2019/20 Income Generation - Green

Total

3,214,000
158,000

Risk Reviewed 2019/20 Budget Reductions - Amber
Risk Reviewed 2019/20 Income Generation - Amber

Efficiency Savings/Productivity Gains
Risk Reviewed 2019/20 Budget Reductions - Red
Risk Reviewed 2019/20 Income Generation - Red

Total

25,000
7,000

1,925,000

Housing Bill - Homelessness Reduction Act - new duties

2,669,000

On-going 2019/20 Pressures - Amber

68,600,000

CONTROLLABLE
BUDGET/MAX
EXPOSURE
£

On-going 2019/20 Pressures - Red

Budget Pressures/New Responsibilities

Total

Inflation on General Supplies & Services Expenditure

Global Economy

AREA OF RISK

5.00%

20.00%

20.00%

20.00%

7

30.00%

5.00%
5.00%

30.00%
30.00%

50.00%
50.00%

10.00%

10.00%

20.00%

50.00%

FACTOR

£

335,200

240,000

520,000

1,650,000

350,000

350,000
1,500,000

2,100,000

99,800
35,250

964,200
47,400

12,500
3,500

500,000

250,000

192,500

533,800

686,000

VALUE

RISK ASSESSMENT OF GENERAL BALANCE 2019/20 - AS AT DECEMBER 2018

£

2,745,200

2,200,000

2,100,000

1,162,650

1,476,300

686,000

MINIMUM
PRUDENT
RESERVE

There is an element of benefits subsidy which cannot be reclaimed, relating to temporary accommodation. If demand increases
elements of the subsidy may not be recovered.

Public health grants are anticipated to continue to reduce by around 2.5% per annum over the medium term. It is assumed that
these expenditure reductions will need to be found to offset the reduced income.

Grant income which is not yet confirmed could be subject to change and health care income which may vary with individual
clients.

General risk on the collection of fees and charges due to the continuing weak economic outlook and on-going Welfare Reforms
which could reduce the general publics ability to pay for additional council run services.

MKC could lose up to 7.5% of their business rate funding (£7m) before a safety net applies. The amount of Business Rate
income that the Council can retain each year is subject to a number of significant risks including Business Rate appeals and
bad debts. Since the retained business system was introduced in 2013/14 this has been a volatile and complex source of
income.

Risk assessment of each individual saving proposal based on previous experience of delivery rate.

New Act creates (a) uncertainty of demand from homeless persons to whom we formerly didn’t owe a full duty, but now have a
duty to accommodate, and (b) uncertainty of demand arising from new “duty to refer” on other bodies.

Upon reviewing the pressures, there is good understanding behind pressure proposals, which supports a low risk of further
expenditure required. However, demand continues to increase for Adults and Children's Services and the income from the
Residual Waste Treatment Facility has been removed while the resilience test is undertaken which is due to complete March
2020. These are still areas of high risk for the Council.

Assessment based on the risk of a high growth population area. Specifically around increases in demand for Discretionary
Housing payments to minimise the use of temporary accommodation, increase in care costs due to the expanding ageing
population, increasing costs for residential care and nursing and direct payments for day care and homecare packages. An
estimated increase of 2% in numbers of children requiring support and services. A reduction in car park income due to
reduced footfall in CMK and changing work patterns. Renewing Microsoft licences due to change in emphasis to cloud
solutions and loss of public sector discount.

General budget inflation assumption is 0%, CPI is estimated to be 2% in 2019/20

ASSUMPTIONS
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1,000,000

500,000

7,744,700

£

Maximum fine is rising from £500k to 20m Euro's from May 2019

The Council is responsible under current UK legislation for the safety of its staff, customers and contractors covering a diverse
range of services and assets. In the event of any significant breach the Council could become liable to pay compensation and

Potential additional demand from other providers

In the event of a major contractor failure the Council may need to implement a range of emergency measures to continue
service provision including staff TUPE, spot purchase and also need to fund a major re-procurement exercise.

When the UK leaves the EU, the UK may face significant transitional issues resulting in additional cost pressures (higher
inflation) and particular service delivery issues where service providers are reliant on a significant proportion of their workforce
from the EU leaving the UK i.e., Adult social Care
Insurance claims may require additional contributions, above the known level of outstanding claims
Potential risk of further costs from academy conversion

ASSUMPTIONS

Risk Assessed General Balance Requirement

Total
18,114,850

Additional capacity is required to manage and implement changes

50.00%

94,700

500,000

500,000
400,000

MINIMUM
PRUDENT
RESERVE

500,000

Low

10.00%

£

4,000,000

VALUE

Change Capacity

100.00%

1,000,000

Medium

50.00%

20.00%

FACTOR

May well lead to (a) increased homelessness/threat of homelessness & hence Temporary Accommodation costs, (b) increased
bad debt & arrears – rent, council tax & any others, and (c) additional pressure on Discretionary Housing Payments, Local
Welfare Provision and Homelessness Prevention Fund budgets.

100.00%

947,000

Medium

Medium

ASSESSED
RISK LEVEL

250,000

100.00%

50.00%

Max
Exposure

1,000,000

5,000,000

CONTROLLABLE
BUDGET/MAX
EXPOSURE
£

Universal Credit

Fines from Regulators including Data breaches under the new GDPR

Heath and Safety Breach

National living wage foundation - Adult Social Care

Major Services Contractor failure resulting in both emergency reprovision of statutory services and the unscheduled re-procurement of a
new contractor.

Insurance Claims
School deficits on academy conversion

Brexit

Other

AREA OF RISK
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Active

Active

Active

Active

This fund supports one-off costs associated with Council Terms and Conditions,
Restructuring and Re-organisations.

Internal fund used to manage the financial risk of claims which fall below the excess
limits under the Councils Insurance provider contract.

This is to fund the potential impact from LCTS and the withdrawal of reimbursement of
loss on council tax overpayments from central government.

Provides for one-off funding as and when legal challenges arise to either defend the
Council's position or take action to protect its and the taxpayers interests.

HR Manpower Planning Reserve

Internal Insurance Fund

LCTS & Welfare

Legal Fees Reserve

Parking Facilities Commuted Lump Sums

Ouse Valley Link

Local Government Reorganisation Debt
Reserve

Homelessness Partnership Funding

Heritage at Risk

Events Reserve

Supports economic development projects across the borough.

Economic Development Reserve

Active
Close from 31
March 2019

Active

(0.007)

(0.006)

(6.018)

(0.007)

(0.006)

(4.058)

0.000

0.000

(0.062)

(0.169)

(0.076)

0.000

(0.184)
(0.017)

(0.108)

0.000

(0.516)

(17.856)

(0.835)

(0.225)

(5.993)

(0.400)

(0.347)

(0.932)

(2.272)

(2.363)

(1.595)

(0.423)

(2.471)

(20.479)
(20.479)

Forecast
position
31/03/2019

(0.525)

(0.087)

(0.294)
(0.021)

(0.160)

(0.361)

Active

(1.256)

Close from 31
March 2019

(16.739)

(0.835)

(0.225)

(2.078)

(0.400)

(1.572)

(1.014)

(3.272)

(2.724)

(1.595)

(0.412)

(2.612)

(19.680)
(19.680)

Position
31/03/2018

Close from 31
March 2021

Active

Active

Active

To provide some funding for any future major events, the Council wishes to support but
Active
were not known at the time of setting the budget. Dedicated resources for MK50.
Requirement to engage professional expertise and contractors to address the
deterioration of the Council’s historic structures. Currently we have several examples
Close from 31
where deterioration has reached such a level that without this investment the costs that
March 2019
the Council would have to otherwise incur would be far greater.
Funding for the provision of emergency short-term shelter for those requiring immediate
support, emergency support for those without accommodation including sanitary facilities Close from 31
and an outreach assessment service as proposed by Homelessness Partnership and
March 2019
endorsed by Cabinet on 6th December 2016.
Reserve used to smooth the impact of MRP from the re-organisation of local government Close from 31
historic debt.
March 2021
Close from 31
Endowment for funding works on the Ouse Valley Link.
March 2021
Close from
For spend on parking schemes arising from reviews in Bletchley and Stony Stratford.
31/3/2021

Funding to support the review of Conservation areas.

Broadband Delivery UK project.

Transitional funding for the community and cultural services review (CCSR).

For spend on the Broadband Delivery UK (BDUK) project.

Bradwell Abbey

Community and cultural services review
(CCSR).
Conservation areas

Funding set aside for repairs to Bradwell Abbey.

ASC prevention and efficiency

Balance held to fund unexpected and unbudgeted impacts from welfare reform and
address the financial risks from non-collection of HB overpayments.

Funding will be targeted at preventative measures, to enable people to remain
independent, and will include initiatives such as where community equipment and aids
for daily living, alongside professional advice, can be utilised to meet need.

Total GF Budget Management
GF Temporary Earmarked Reserves

Overpayments and Welfare Reform Reserve

Ordinary Residency – LD Services

NNDR - funding volatility reserve

Active

Active

Recommended balance held to manage the impact of the LA Error Threshold being
breached.

Housing Benefit Subsidy LA Error Reserve

Money Market Reserve

Active

To fund exceptional costs arising from severe weather events and the cost of keeping
local roads accessible and safe (inc Grit Bins) where the base budget is not sufficient.

Highways Severe Weather Reserve

Mitigates against the impact of shortfalls in investment returns on the revenue budget
caused by lower yields.
Reserve maintained to deal with the volatility of business rates income as a result of
unexpected changes to income from appeals and potential future changes to the system
by government.
Risk of costs arising from other Local Authorities in respect of Ordinary Residency
decisions affecting MKC's responsibility to pay for clients' Social Care.

Active

Active

Statutory Reserve to hold sufficient revenue funds to meet unexpected or unplanned
expenditure or shortfalls to income not allowed for within the Councils main revenue
budget.

To fund one-off expenditure of the Council's Operational Buildings in line with approved
Asset Management Plans.

Status

Purpose

Corporate Property Reserve

Total GF Working Balance
GF Budget Management

General Fund (GF) Working Balance

Reserve Name
GF Working Balance

(0.007)

(0.006)

(2.098)

0.000

0.000

(0.026)

0.000

(0.097)
(0.017)

(0.071)

0.000

(0.116)

(16.661)

(0.835)

(0.225)

(5.993)

(0.400)

(0.347)

(0.832)

(2.272)

(1.863)

(1.000)

(0.423)

(2.471)

(20.479)
(20.479)

Forecast
position
31/03/2020

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000
(0.017)

0.000

0.000

0.000

(13.065)

(0.835)

(0.225)

(2.997)

(0.400)

(0.347)

(0.732)

(2.272)

(1.363)

(1.000)

(0.423)

(2.471)

(20.479)
(20.479)

Forecast
position
31/03/2021

Progress has been made on clearing the backlog, which will mean that the error rate will in
the short term increase, thereby increasing the likelihood that this reserve will be called upon
for the 2018/19 and 2019/20 claims. We have made provision for this in the forecasted
balances but this is subject to change.
This reserve will be used to fund one-off costs from staff restructuring. It has been assumed
that we will drawdown £0.500m a year.
The funding level of this reserve is based on recommendations from the Council's Insurers to
provide sufficient resources to meet future liabilities that are not covered by external
insurance policies. Whilst this reserve could be recycled this would require the Council to
place higher levels of external insurance, resulting in higher premiums and is not
recommended.
Given
all of the uncertainty over Universal Credit and wider economic issues the Council
maintains this reserve to help support vulnerable local residents who need additional
temporary support which falls outside of the Council Tax Support scheme or Discretionary
Housing Payments funding from Central Government. Whilst no forecast use of this funding
has been made it is likely that this balance will reduce over the medium term. We will
anticipate small use against this reserve over the medium term and this reflected in the
forecasted balance.
This is a reactive reserve to support the legal costs of unexpected or exceptional cost not
factored into the Councils base budget. There are no current plans to make new contributions
to this reserve but the funding level will be reviewed each year.

A Strategic Asset Management Strategy is currently being developed and it is expected that
this will identify further investment required in Council Operational Assets. The forecast
balance of this reserve is therefore expected to be revised downwards once this Strategy has
been approved.

Commentary

0.000 To be used in 2019/20.

0.000 To be used in 2019/20.

0.000 The balance will be fully drawn down by 31st March 2021.

0.000 To be used in and 2018/19

0.000 To be used in and 2018/19

0.000 The balance will be fully drawn down by 31 March 2021.

0.000 To be used in 2018/19.

0.000

This reserve is held as a risk contingency associated with the delivery of the BDUK contracts
(currently contract 2, with a 3rd approved).
Reserves will be used next 2 years however in 20/21 there is a indicative plan to use the last
0.000 part of the reserves and also reshape an area of the service.
0.000 To be used in 2020/21

0.000 To be used in 2018/19.

0.000 To be used in 2019/20.

The timing over the draw down on this reserve is not easy to predict due to the delays to the
(0.835) roll out of UC and reductions in working age claimants with overpayments which will no longer
be deducted from on-going HB payments.
(12.465)

(0.225)

Our current working assumption is that a reset will arise in 2020/21 as planned and 50% of
(2.997) this balance will be needed to mitigate the impact in year. This will need to be reviewed once
further details are published by Government.

(0.400)

(0.347)

(0.632)

(2.272)

(0.863)

(1.000)

(0.423)

(2.471)

(20.479)
(20.479)

Forecast
position
31/03/2022
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Total Delivering Capital Programme - HRA
Total Reserves

Major Repairs Reserve

Lakes Estates Regeneration Project

Capital Reserve - HRA

Block Improvements/Regeneration reserve

Total HRA Working Balance
Delivering Capital Programme - HRA

Housing Revenue Account Balance

Total 3rd Party
HRA Working Balance

Schools Balances

SALIX Reserve

Revs and Bens LGSS reserve

LGSS Reserve

Total Delivering Capital Programme - GF
3rd Party

Waste Cashflow Reserve

Funding set aside to invest in future years to enable programmes to be delivered on the
Councils Regeneration sites.
HRA Capital Receipts held to finance the current capital programme.
These reserves comprise monies to cover the costs of Lakes Regeneration, set aside in
2009/10 to fund consultation services on the future of the Lakes Estate. Maintenance
budget under spends have been set aside to be utilised in future years on areas such as
Access MK.
Statutory reserve maintained to hold capital funding for future investment in the Councils
Housing Stock or to repay debt.

Statutory Reserve to hold sufficient revenue funds to meet unexpected or unplanned
expenditure or shortfalls to income not allowed for within the Councils landlord function.

Balances of net funds held on behalf of schools. Under the current policy these funds
belong to the schools and not the Council.

Balance of surplus funds held on behalf of the LGSS Partnership managed under a Joint
Committee delegated arrangement.
This reserve covers two areas 1) to manage the demands and resourcing requirements
of the combined LGSS Revs and Bens Joint Committee between the two services – NBC
and MKC. 2) to fund digital transformations in the MKC Revs and Bens service
Government funding held for future investment in energy related projects. Once all
viable projects have been completed the funding must be returned to the government
under the terms of the agreement.

Balance of S106 funds held to be invested in a range of different infrastructure schemes
linked to the relevant development agreement.
Equalisation Reserve to manage the timing differences of debt financing costs
associated with the new Residual Waste Treatment Facility (RWTF).

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Planning Gain Reserve (S106)

NHB funding which is allocated within the capital programme together with £1.347m
which is set aside towards the back dated viridor claim which will be settled in 2018/19.

New Homes Bonus

(73.637)
(184.930)

(23.225)

(0.106)

(49.067)

(1.239)

(7.259)

(7.259)

(9.726)

(8.881)

(0.250)

(0.490)

(0.105)

(38.955)

(4.257)

(0.986)

(13.866)

(13.085)

(0.287)

Active

(6.474)

Active

(4.351)

(4.021)

(0.330)

(0.390)

(0.346)

(0.044)

(76.611)
(166.546)

(23.225)

(0.106)

(52.016)

(1.264)

(7.259)

(7.259)

(9.471)

(8.881)

(0.250)

(0.264)

(0.076)

(21.269)

(3.468)

(0.986)

0.000

(13.052)

(0.287)

(3.476)

(4.885)

(4.601)

(0.284)

(0.332)

(0.332)

0.000

(0.420)
(1.075)

(0.655)

(0.804)
(1.459)

(7.310)

(0.655)

(2.298)

0.000

0.000

(0.040)

(12.733)

(3.434)

Active

Active

Active

Infrastructure Reserve

GF revenue contributions held to finance the current capital programme.
Feasibility funding held to finance the cost of studies for future expansion, sites and new
builds to support the growth of the borough.

Potential clawback and financial reporting system requirements.
Funding set aside to manage the potential financial cost to the Council under the Risk
Sharing Agreement. This is reviewed on annual basis and if further contributions are
required these will be added into the reserve.

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

(0.003)

(0.200)

Close from 31
March 2019
Close from 31
March 2019

(0.130)

Close 31
March 2020

Revenue contributions held to finance the prior year, current and future borrowing costs
of highways investment in the local network.

Total Tariff Management
Delivering Capital Programme - GF
Capital Reserve - GF
Feasibility Work for Education Capital
Programme

Tariff Reserve

Total Trading
Tariff Management
One-off costs of the HCA transfer

Parking Reserve

Building Control

Ring Fenced Trading Account to hold surpluses relating to the trading elements of the
building control service.
Ring Fenced Trading Account to hold surplus funds not yet deployed in respect of On
Street Parking or other related activities.

Balance of unspent ring-fenced grant funding held over for future investment in services.

Public Health

Total Budget management - Ring-fenced
Trading

Balance of unspent ring-fenced grant funding held over for future investment in services.

Total GF Temporary Earmarked Reserves
Budget management - Ring-fenced
Better Care Fund

Value for Money Reserve - To be renamed
Strategic Development Fund

Revenue Financing Reserve

One off funding for additional pot hole repairs

Potholes

This reserve includes monies for arts and sports endowments to cover the cost of
maintaining and repairing works of art and sports facilities within the borough and also
smaller sums for the costs of construction and traffic calming of planned events.
Funds one off costs from new initiatives to enable the Council to realise cost savings,
grow income or both. Releases are subject to the provision of a satisfactory business
case.

To fund Commercial Viability Study which, in turn, is to underpin the Central Bletchley
Prospectus

Planning Studies

(80.850)
(165.914)

(23.225)

(0.106)

(56.231)

(1.288)

(7.259)

(7.259)

(9.382)

(8.881)

(0.250)

(0.175)

(0.076)

(19.861)

(2.644)

(0.986)

0.000

(12.468)

(0.287)

(3.476)

(5.465)

(5.181)

(0.284)

(0.332)

(0.332)

0.000

(0.335)
(0.990)

(0.655)

(4.636)

(2.198)

0.000

0.000

0.000

(85.869)
(163.860)

(23.225)

(0.106)

(61.226)

(1.312)

(7.259)

(7.259)

(9.382)

(8.881)

(0.250)

(0.175)

(0.076)

(18.560)

(1.786)

(0.986)

0.000

(12.025)

(0.287)

(3.476)

(6.045)

(5.761)

(0.284)

(0.332)

(0.332)

0.000

0.000
(0.655)

(0.655)

(2.215)

(2.198)

0.000

0.000

0.000

This reserve is expected to be used to manage the grant reductions by 2020/21.

This reserve will be fully used over the MTFP period and the forecast updated once a clearer
view on the costs of transformation delivery are known.

The reserve will remain in place until the required tariff contributions to meet the infrastructure
costs have been received

This reserve will remaining in use for the term of the borrowing - Borrowing terms vary
depending on the asset expenditure, but the current programme of work continues until 2038

The schools balances hold the balances of the maintained schools as they are consolidated
and are part of the MKC accounts. This is not our money and is fully delegated to schools.

The repayment to SALIX is when we no longer meet the terms of the loan. If we do not have
sufficient energy projects to make use of the loan facility the reserve will need to be repaid.

(85.869)
(161.625)

(23.225) Awaiting approval of the HRA Business Plan and this will then be re-profiled.

(0.106) Awaiting approval of the HRA Business Plan and this will then be re-profiled.

(61.226) Awaiting approval of the HRA Business Plan and this will then be re-profiled.

(1.312) Awaiting approval of the HRA Business Plan and this will then be re-profiled.

(7.259)

(7.259)

(9.382)

(8.881)

(0.250)

(0.175)

(0.076)

(18.560)

(1.786) The borrowing of the RWTF continues until 2042

(0.986)

0.000 Funding is allocated within the Capital Programme for specific schemes.

(12.025)

(0.287)

(3.476) Funding is for specific projects allocated within the current capital programme.

(6.625)

(6.341)

(0.284)

(0.332)

(0.332)

0.000 Reserve will be used in the event of future year trading deficits

0.000
(0.655)

(0.655)

0.000

0.000

0.000 To be used in 2018/19.

0.000 To be used in 2018/19.

0.000 To be used in 2018/19 and 2019/20.
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HRA

HRA
HRA

HRA
HRA

HRA

HRA

HRA

HRA
HRA
HRA

HRA

HRA

HRA

HRA

Nigel Long

Nigel Long
Nigel Long

Nigel Long
Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long
Nigel Long
Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

HRA
HRA

HRA

Nigel Long

Nigel Long
Nigel Long

Service
Group
HRA

Portfolio
Holder
Nigel Long

HRA Pressures

Funding for Asset Management Team - provision for full year effect as
per Cabinet report 10 July 2017

Stephen Young

Michael Kelleher

Heledd Williams

Heledd Williams

Heledd Williams
Heledd Williams

Heledd Williams

Sandra Rankin

Stephen Young

Stephen Young
Kathryn Eames
Heledd Williams

Michael Kelleher

Michael Kelleher

Michael Kelleher

Michael Kelleher

Michael Kelleher
Michael Kelleher

HP1

HP2

HP3

HP4
HP5

HP6
HP7

HP8

HP9

HP10

HP11
HP12
HP13

HP14

HP15

HP16

HP17

HP18
HP19

Additional budget for lift repairs (Mellish & Gables) due to ASB
Increased provision for NEP support to tenants in Regeneration areas.
To allow bespoke estate environmental improvement projects to be
undertaken
Rent loss through Right To Buy & Shared Ownership sales. Sales per year
estimated at 55, 50, 45, 40
Rent loss from 1% rent cut (final year per Welfare Reform & Work Act
2016)
Provision for Utilities and Pay inflation and Corporate Recharges as per
corporate assumptions
Changes in contribution to Regeneration Reserve [RCCO] to ensure
balanced HRA
Resourcing for Estate Renewal and New Build functions
Rent - removal of additional rent day from leap year in 2020
Total Housing Revenue Account - Pressures

Increase in Depreciation charges owing to componentisation, reduced
forecast RTB sales, and increase in new council housing.
To allow MKC Neighbourhoods improve its communication with tenants
and leaseholders.
Removed
Environmental Improvements to MKC tenants and leaseholders' built
environment.
Increased mileage costs for Neighbourhoods Colleagues
Training for Neighbourhoods Staff and HRA part-funded staff from the
wider Housing & Regeneration Service.
Creation of a dedicated Tenancy Sustainment Team to mitigate the
ongoing and increasing risks of welfare reform, to both MKC and its
customers. This is particularly in the context of the full roll out of UC in
Milton Keynes from December 2018.
Increased demand for adaptations to council properties to sustain
tenancies and to support older and disabled people to remain at home
for longer without the need for formal support.
Fund the share of Keystone license & maintenance costs previously borne
by YourMK

Proposal Description

Reference Lead Officer

High
Low

Low

Medium

Low

Medium

Low
Low
Low

Low

Medium

Medium

Low
Low

Medium

Low

Medium

Risk
Level
Low

367
0
470

(2,861)

381

522

208

30
20
54

29

400

367

21
40

277

50

500

2019/20
£000s
64
-

20
130
1,516

648

151

40

234

-

-

-

-

(15)

-

-

309

2020/21
£000s
-

0
0
1,599

1,071

175

-

213

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

140

2021/22
£000s
- Policy Choice

Reason

1,006 Legislative Inc
New
0
Policy Choice
0
New Demand
1,665

188 Inflation

- Legislative

196 New Demand

- Contractual
Change (New
Contract With
High Price)
- Failure Demand
- Policy Choice
- Policy Choice

- New Demand

- Policy Choice

- Policy Choice
- Policy Choice

- Policy Choice

275 Legislative Inc
New
- Legislative Inc
New

2022/23
£000s

Business Case
Financial Model

Financial Model

Financial Model

Financial Model

Financial Model

Business Case
Business Case
Business Case

Business Case

Business Case

Business Case

Business Case
Business Case

Business Case

Business Case

CORPORATE
APPROVED
ADJUSTMENT
Financial Model

Justification

Annex P
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HRA

HRA

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

To assess the feasibility of MKC garages in order to bring as many back
into use as possible, to inform a garages strategy and make appropriate
decisions as to potential future redevelopment oppoprtunities.
Product of additional rent day, arising from leap year in 2020

Heledd Williams

Michael Kelleher

HO1

HO2

HRA

HRA

HRA

HRA

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Nigel Long

Portfolio
Holder Name

Service
Group

HRA Summary

Service
Group
HRA

Portfolio
Holder Name
Nigel Long

Michael Kelleher

Michael Kelleher

Michael Kelleher

HR3

HR4

HR5

Lead Officer

Heledd Williams

HR2

Reference

Full effect of stock acquired to Aug 2018 and new builds to Feb 2019. no
further buybacks or new build assumed
Increase in service charge income by appropriately recovering additional
costs to mitigate the HRA budget pressure of improving the general
appearance of MKC estates
Product of rent increases from April 2020 (CPI 2%+1%) after 1% rent cuts
end.
Increase in General Needs and Sheltered Housing service charge income
due to phased implementation of full cost recovery
Increased interest earned on HRA balances, reducing in future years as
balances applied to fund 5-year capital programme, new council housing,
and regeneration.

Heledd Williams

HR1

Total Housing Revenue Account - Income

Pressures
One-Off Pressures
Income Generation

Proposal Description

Total Housing Revenue Account - Income

Proposal Description

Reference Lead Officer

Total Housing Revenue Account – One Off Pressures

Proposal Description

Reference Lead Officer

HRA Income Generation

Service
Group

Portfolio
Holder

HRA One-Off Pressures

Risk
Level

Low

Low

Low

Low

Risk
Level
Low

Low

Low

Risk
Level

0

2019/20
£000s
470
(111)
(359)

(359)

(145)

(50)

-

(70)

2019/20
£000s
(94)

(111)

(132)

21

2019/20
£000s

-

-

0

2020/21
£000s
1,516
(21)
(1,495)

(1,495)

(25)

(50)

(1,420)

2020/21
£000s

111

132

(21)

2020/21
£000s

-

-

-

-

-

0

2021/22
£000s
1,599
(1,599)

(1,599)

25

(50)

(1,574)

2021/22
£000s

2021/22
£000s

- Sustainable

Primary
Strategy
- Sustainable

-

- Legislative Inc
New

- Invest To Save

Reason

0

2022/23
Primary
£000s
Strategy
1,665
(1,665)

(1,665)

- Sustainable

(50) Sustainable

(1,615) Sustainable

2022/23
£000s

2022/23
£000s

Justification

Financial Model

Financial Model

Financial Model

Business Case

Business Case

Justification

Financial Model

Business Case

Justification

(34)

Proposed
2019/20
Budget
£m
(52.016)
(0.319)
(0.800)
(1.353)
(0.600)
(55.088)
10.560
8.638
2.999
0.043
13.490
0.614
10.782
7.963
55.088
-

Proposed
2020/21
Budget
£m
(53.033)
(0.319)
(0.800)
(1.403)
(0.625)
(56.180)
10.562
8.737
3.034
0.043
13.490
0.614
11.429
8.272
56.180
-

Proposed
2021/22
Budget
£m
(54.394)
(0.319)
(0.800)
(1.453)
(0.600)
(57.566)
10.563
8.822
3.122
0.043
13.490
0.614
12.500
8.412
57.566
-

Proposed
2022/23
Budget
£m
(55.813)
(0.319)
(0.800)
(1.503)
(0.600)
(59.035)
10.565
8.909
3.221
0.043
13.490
0.614
13.506
8.687
59.035
-

*2018/19 budget excludes temporary budget virements in 2018/19 relating to part-year effect of salary increment adjustments and other on-off adjustments

Dwelling Rents
Non-Dwelling Rents
Leaseholders' Service Charges
Fees & Charges
Interest Receivable
Total Income
Repairs & Maintenance
General Management
Special Services
Rents, Rates, Taxes & Other Charges
Depreciation and Impairment
Bad Debts Provision
Capital Transfers
Interest and Repayment of Capital Debt
Total Expenditure
Total Housing Revenue Account

HRA Budgets

Approved
2018/19 *
Budget
£m
(52.520)
(0.319)
(0.800)
(1.303)
(0.455)
(55.397)
10.276
7.334
2.935
0.043
12.978
0.614
13.242
7.975
55.397
-

Housing Revenue Account Budget & Medium Term Forecast

Annex Q

