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Terms of Reference

1.

Consideration of all called-in Cabinet, individual Cabinet Member or officer
decisions in accordance with the Overview and Scrutiny Procedure Rules.

2.

The assessment of the effectiveness of existing policies and practices.
Types of Call-In Considered by the Executive Scrutiny Panel

1.

Procedural Call-In: When a decision is called-in on the basis of an alleged
procedural anomaly.

2.

Policy Call-In: When a decision is called-in on the basis that a decision is
allegedly flawed in policy terms.
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AGENDA
1.

Welcome and Introductions

2.

Apologies

3.

Minutes
To approve, and the Chair to sign as a correct record, the Minutes of the
meeting of the Panel held on 28 September 2011 (Item 3) (Pages 6 to 11)

4.

Disclosure of Interests
Members to disclose any personal or prejudicial interests they may have in
the business to be transacted, and officers to disclose any interests they may
have in any contract.

5.

Call-In of Cabinet Decision – Fenny Lock Review (Minute C158)
The Cabinet, on 28 February 2012 considered the outcome of the Fenny Lock
Review and resolved:
“1.

That the scheme to develop a travellers’ site at Fenny Lock be stopped
as the site represents poor value for money in terms of meeting priority
housing need.

2.

That the £1.2m be invested in new Council-owned ‘wheelchair
standard’ bungalows, targeted to release social rented family homes
units for households in the highest level of need (i.e. “Band 1”).

3.

That the commitment to meet the needs of gypsies and travellers in a
cost effective and sustainable manner be re-affirmed.

4.

That, in the Site Allocations/Development Management part of the Core
Strategy process, alternative sites to Fenny Lock and Bottle Dump
which are capable of cost-effective and sustainable development, be
considered.

5.

That the needs of the three gypsy and traveller households in the
highest need (“Band 1”) be met by making a more cost-effective bid to
the Homes and Communities Agency to refurbish/expand the existing
site at Willen Road.”

The report considered by the Cabinet is attached at Item 5(a) (Pages 12 to
172). Additional information circulated at the meeting of the Cabinet relating
to the number of households who are accepted as “band one” cases is
attached at Item 5(b) (Page 173)
This decision has been called-in by 20 residents of the Borough. The reasons
cited for the call-in are that:
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“1.

The site has full planning permission.

2.

The decision offends the principles of equality and diversity.

3.

The decision not to build a travellers site is contrary to the local plan.

4.

The money was awarded specifically for a travellers site.

5.

£600,000 has already been spent on preparing the site.

6.

The money allocated was ring-fenced in the Council’s Budget for the
Site.

7.

Financial comparisons on which the outcome of review is based are
misleading as they exclude consideration of the New Homes Bonus,
cost of land for Council houses and other already identified funding for
other schemes.”

The Panel is requested to consider the item considered by the Cabinet and
the reasons for the call-in, in accordance with the Council’s Constitution, and
either:
(a)

refer the item back to the Cabinet, setting out the nature of the Panel’s
concerns;

(b)

not refer the item back; or

(c)

refer its views directly to the Council.
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Health and Safety
Please take a few moments to familiarise yourself with the nearest available fire exit,
indicated by the fire evacuation signs. In the event of an alarm sounding during the
meeting you must evacuate the building immediately and follow all instructions
provided by the fire evacuation officer who will identify him/herself should the alarm
sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is safe
to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched to silent or is switched off
completely during the meeting.
Agenda
Agendas and reports for the majority of the Council’s public meetings can be
accessed via the Internet at: http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/cmiswebpublic/ Wi Fi
access is available in the Council’s meeting rooms.
Recording of Meetings
The proceedings at this meeting may be recorded for the purpose of preparing the
minutes of the meeting.
Comments, Complaints and Compliments
Milton Keynes Council welcomes comments, complaints and compliments from
members of the public in order to make its services as efficient and effective as
possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding the usefulness of the
paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have attended.
Please use the slip below by detaching it and passing it to the Committee Manager.
Alternatively the slip can be returned by post to Democratic Services, Milton Keynes
Council, Civic Offices, 1 Saxon Gate East, Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ, or you can email your comments to meetings@milton-keynes.gov.uk
If you require a response please leave contact details, ideally including an e-mail
address.
A formal complaints / compliments form is available online at http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/complaints/ or is obtainable at the meeting from the Committee
Manager.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Meeting Attended:
Executive Scrutiny Panel
Date of Meeting:

21 March 2012

Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Contact details:…..……………………………………………………………………………

Milton Keynes Council,
Strategy and Partnerships, Civic Offices, 1 Saxon Gate East, Milton Keynes, MK9 3EJ
Tel: (01908) 691691 Fax: (01908) 252456 Hays DX 31406 Milton Keynes 1

(5)

ITEM

3

Minutes of the meeting of the EXECUTIVE SCRUTINY PANEL held on
WEDNESDAY 28 SEPTEMBER 2011 at 6.00 PM
Present:

Councillor Tallack Chair)
Councillors Barney, Brackenbury, Coventry, Hoyle, Jury, Lloyd,
Maric, McLean (substitute for Councillor Klein) and Shafiq

Officers:

J Reed (Assistant Director [Housing]), P McCourt (Assistant Director
[Law and Governance]), N Fenwick (Assistant Director [Planning,
Economy and Development]) and S Heap (Democratic Services
Manager)

Also Present: Councillors Edwards, Crooks, Galloway, A Geary and A Morris
Number of
Public Present:
ES03

4

MINUTES
That the Minutes of the meetings of the Panel held on 10 March
2011 and 24 May 2011 be approved and signed by the Chair as
correct records.

ES04

CALL-IN OF CABINET DECISION – ‘AFFORDABLE RENT’:
INTERIM PLANNING POLICY POSITION
The Panel noted that the decision of the Cabinet made on 6
September 2011, relating to an interim planning policy position on
‘Affordable Rent’, had been called-in by Councillor Crooks,
Councillor Edwards and Councillor Long.
It was noted that the Cabinet had decided:
“That for planning purposes, where a viability assessment (in
accordance with the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD)) shows that the required SPD tenure mix renders a
development unviable, the use of ‘affordable rent’ be accepted as an
affordable housing tenure in Milton Keynes.”
The reasons cited for the call-in by Councillor Crooks, which were
presented by Councillor Galloway, were that:
(a)

the new Government policy was simply a guideline and not
mandatory;
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(b)

it would lead to significantly higher rents at a time when
Housing and other benefits were being capped and in some
instances reduced and therefore would impact hardest on
those who are least well off.

The reasons cited for the call-in by Councillor Edwards were:
“Because of distinct analysis of the question of Affordable Rent
within the local market and the question of calculation and the
understanding of the definition remains in the Draft National
Planning Policy Framework.
‘Affordable rent’ is set at a maximum of 80% of open market rent
including service charges. Although a maximum, 80% has become
the expected level of rent. ‘Affordable rent’ is a distinct product from
social rent but would be allocated in the same way.
Obviously the ‘affordable rent’ tenure did not exist at the time that
evidence for the Local Plan or SPD was produced or when the latest
Strategic Housing Market Assessment was undertaken. Therefore
‘affordable rent’ is not referred to in these policy documents, nor is it
included in the submission Core Strategy. The existing policy
documents do however allow the tenure mix to be varied on viability
grounds.”
The reasons cited for the call-in by Councillor Long, which were
presented by Councillor Edwards, were:
“Strategic Context.
1.

2.

The paper focuses upon asking Cabinet to adopt an interim
planning policy position, yet its consequences are profound
for the meeting of housing need and the creation of
sustainable communities. The Cabinet needs to consider the
strategic housing context before adopting an interim planning
policy position.
The consequences of adopting the
recommendation in the Cabinet paper undermine the meeting
of 2 Council strategic aims:
(a)

Developing cohesive communities (Strategic Aim 1)

(b)

An economy with a sustainable and long term future.
(Strategic Aim 4)

The paper solely considers the narrow issue of whether the
Affordable Rent as a key feature of flexible tenure being
introduced through the Localism Bill and by amendment to
the Tenant Services Authority regulatory standards, should be
accepted as “an affordable tenure in Milton Keynes”. The
paper therefore fails to consider the wider strategic context
such as the important role Affordable Rent might play
alongside their tenure options. This being the key point in the
CLG Impact Assessment (June 2011) is that Affordable Rent
is one element of the approach required to meet housing
need.
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3.

The failure to consider the strategic housing context arises
from the paper’s focus on the need to ensure the viability of
housing developments. Developing an interim planning policy
to allow development to proceed is a recipe for bad
developments that do not reflect existing Council policy on
tenure mix or the wider strategic policy commitment to
sustainable communities.

4.

Fourthly, whilst recognising that the use of Affordable Rent
could to be seen as part of the package of tenure
requirements that should be reflected in all planning
applications the Cabinet report is silent on this key strategic
planning and strategic housing matter. What is the new
balance to be achieved?

Affordability.
5.

Fifthly it is clearly the case that Affordable Rent levels in
Milton Keynes are not affordable. The report in sections 2.14
to 2.16 is very clear that Affordable Rent will not meet the
housing needs of the city. This suggests that the
recommendation to Cabinet is simplistic reflecting the
emphasis on concluding planning applications rather than
meeting housing need and the long term sustainability of new
communities. The evidence is drawn from Housing Needs
Assessments.

Allocations.
6.

Given that Milton Keynes Council does not have a clear and
transparent allocations policy, it is not clear how the allocation
of Affordable Homes would be consistent with the allocation
of social housing lettings, another Government objective. The
Localism Bill will require the Council to establish an
Allocations Policy that will cover matters such as grounds for
determining a flexible tenancy. This policy will need to reflect
the Allocations Strategy of the Authority that all registered
providers will be expected to sign up to. That strategy will
need to be clear on the role for Affordable Rent, both where
linked to AHP requirements and in other non-Government
funded developments and in the re-letting of social housing.
The Cabinet paper is silent on this key area because its focus
is too narrow.

Loss of Social Housing.
7.

The Council should adopt a strategic housing policy on the
use of Affordable Rent before adopting an interim policy for
planning purposes. The consequences of the interim policy
are long term and could see 860 social rented homes lost
through conversion to an ‘unaffordable’ rent model.
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Security of Tenure and stable sustainable communities.
8.

No consideration is given in the report to the move to flexible
tenancies. They are the short term tenancies which are a
requirement of Affordable Rent under the AHP and implicit in
the wider (unfunded) use of Affordable Rent. I do not believe
the Council would support the ending of life time tenancies in
favour of the instability created by flexible tenancies.

9.

That the Cabinet should re-state the Council’s strategic
commitment to creating stable, prosperous communities.
However that commitment should reflect both the need to
meet housing need, but also recognition of the importance of
diversifying who can access social housing. The early
adoption of an interim planning policy on Affordable Rent
suggests a lack of consistency with long term Council
commitments to sustainable communities and clearly reflects
a desire to sign off planning applications. It may help meet
immediate development pressures but the long term
implications could be profound.

Benefit Dependency and Worklessness.
10

The interim policy and use of Affordable rent will either fail to
meet housing need (paragraph 2.14) or create benefit
dependency and deep pockets of worklessness. Bringing a
wider range of people into social housing is a positive move,
but there has to be a balance with the meeting of housing
need.
The failure to address this balance will see
homelessness costs to the Council increase. The interim
planning policy will have implications for other Council
services and budgets as well as potentially damaging long
term implications for some communities.

11

The paper suggests that the consequence of not adopting
Affordable Rent will be to put at risk Section 106 and CIL
funding for infrastructure. This suggests that a discussion is
needed on how the social housing in any development might
be funded. Could a mix be achieved by use of land
contributions, New Homes Bonus money, prudential
borrowing or by only working with registered providers who
make contributions to any new development where they are
the chosen partner?

Equality Impact Assessment.
12.

The interim planning policy position has profound equality and
diversity implications. The report is silent on this area and
there is no Equality Impact Assessment. Given that the
reason for the paper is to address the tenure mix within
housing developments and given that social housing is aimed
at households not served by the marketplace it seems remiss
that the paper and its consideration of the Affordable Rent
model does not consider the equality and diversity
implications. I suspect the adoption of Affordable Rent will
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either lead to increased homelessness, where the Council
has a duty to the household, or to benefit dependency. Both
these will impact disproportionately on low income and
vulnerable households and on people within the 7 equality
strands where the Council has a public duty under the
Equality Act 2010.”
The Panel also heard from representatives of Shelter and the
Guinness Trust who were called as witnesses.
The Panel considered the reasons submitted for the call-in, together
with evidence presented at the meeting by Members and witnesses.
The Panel noted that it could either:
(a)

refer the item back to the Cabinet, setting out the nature of
the Panel’s concerns;

(b)

not refer the item back; or

(c)

refer its views directly to the Council.

RESOLVED –
1.

That the decision be referred back to Cabinet requesting that
the Cabinet consider additional evidence, factual information
and a clearer proposal for a detailed Interim Policy, which
specifically:
(a)

takes account of:
(i)

risks;

(ii)

the unique situation of Milton Keynes;

(iii)

the draft nature of national policy in respect of
funding; and

(iv)

the impact on other benefits.

(b)

differentiates between Affordable Rents and social
rent;

(c)

makes it clear that the Interim Policy does not change
the Council’s Planning Policy to require 25% social
housing and 5% shared ownership for new residential
development, but if necessary limits any Affordable
Rent element to a proportion of the 5% currently
allocated for shared ownership, unless the
achievement of that is proved to be extremely
unviable; and

(d)

looks at more wide ranging options in response to
problems of development viability, such as commuting
of funds from developers to allow the Council to build
new social housing, either itself or in partnership with
housing associations.
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2.

ES05

That the Cabinet be requested to review the Interim Policy by
June 2012.

CALL-IN OF CABINET DECISION – REVISIONS TO THE CAPITAL
PROGRAMME AND SPEND APPROVALS
It was noted that the call-in of the Cabinet’s decision on 6
September 2012 relating to the allocation of resources in the Capital
Programme 2012/13, giving spend approval for the MK Rose
Cenotaph project had been withdrawn.

ES06

CALL-IN OF DELEGATED DECISION – STREET LIGHTING
CAPITAL PROGRAMME
It was noted that the call-in of the Leader of the Council’s decision,
taken on behalf of the Cabinet Member responsible for Transport
and Highways, on 7 September 2011, relating to revisions to the
street lighting arrangements in order to achieve budget savings of
£394,380 in the current financial year had been withdrawn.

THE CHAIR CLOSED THE MEETING AT 9.01 PM
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ITEM
Wards Affected: All Wards but primarily
Bletchley and Fenny Stratford, Ashland
and Simpson, Walton Park

5(a)

EXECUTIVE SCRUTINY PANEL
21 MARCH 2012

Report considered by Cabinet – 28 February 2012
FENNY LOCK REVIEW
Author:

Jane Reed (Assistant Director of Housing]) Tel: (01908) 253553

Executive Summary:
This report advises Members of the outcome of the Fenny Lock Review and makes
recommendations regarding the future of the Fenny Lock site, alternative proposals
for the use of the available finance, and managing future need.
The review, which included an extensive consultation process, concluded that
better value for money in terms of meeting need in the most cost effective way can
be obtained by increasing the supply of housing rather than continuing with the
Fenny Lock scheme at this time. It notes that the issues are finely balanced and
considers such factors as the comparatively high cost of the proposed new pitches,
the low number of traveller households in high need and the opportunities to meet
a greater range of need through the alternative use of the capital currently allocated
to Fenny Lock.
1.

Recommendation(s)

1.1

That the scheme to develop a travellers’ site at Fenny Lock be stopped as the
site represents poor value for money in terms of meeting priority housing
need.

1.2

That the investing the £1.2m in new Council-owned ‘wheelchair standard’
bungalows, targeted to release social rented family homes units for
households in the highest level of need (i.e. “Band 1”), be agreed.

1.3

That the commitment to meet the needs of gypsies and travellers in a cost
effective and sustainable manner be re-affirmed;

1.4

That, in the Site Allocations/Development Management part of the Core
Strategy process, alternative sites to Fenny Lock and Bottle Dump which are
capable of cost-effective and sustainable development be considered.

1.5

That the needs of the 3 gypsy and traveller households in the highest need
(“Band 1”) be met by making a more cost-effective bid to the Homes and
Communities Agency to refurbish/expand the existing site at Willen Road.

2.

Background

2.1

The Council already has a good history of making provision for gypsies and
travellers in Milton Keynes. It provides and manages two sites (at Calverton
Lane and Willen Road) and has allocated 3 new sites in its Local Plan (at
Fenny Lock, Bottle Dump and Newton Leys).
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2.2

On 26 July the Cabinet agreed to suspend development of the Fenny Lock
site pending the outcome of a value for money review (Minute C41 refers).
The Review has now been completed and is at Annex A to this Report
(circulated under separate cover). In summary the Review noted that:
(a)

If the Fenny Lock project was cancelled this would result in the greatest
Financial Impact to the Council;

(b)

Funding for Aids and Adaptations achieved high scores across all
categories;

(c)

Public consultation showed a preference for the remaining £1.2m to be
spent on obtaining new homes for people in housing need.

3.

Issues

3.1

The issues are finely balanced and can be summarised as follows:

3.2

The site has a valid planning permission and £600,000 has already been
spent. If the project does not proceed it could be considered inequitable on a
number of grounds and a waste of money. The Council received £1.8m from
the Government specifically to build the Fenny Lock site for Gypsies and
Travellers. Whilst there are site/development-related technical problems with
the site, the £1.8m was given to the Council to overcome these difficulties.

3.3

The costs of Fenny Lock are significantly above the current national average.
In January 2012 the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) advised that
bids for Traveller Pitch Funding required subsidy below £90,000 per pitch for
new schemes (with a national average of around £63,000). Fenny Lock
equates to £180,000 per pitch.

3.4

The Review noted that a large number of families were in need of permanent
accommodation. In December 2011 there were 363 households in the highest
level of housing need (“Band 1”). 31 households had been placed in bed and
breakfast accommodation at a cost of around £50 per household per night.

3.5

Lower numbers of traveller households with high need - the Council’s Gypsy
and Traveller Accommodation Assessment set the overall level of need at 36
households (which could be met by developing the sites in the Local Plan and
from vacancies arising from the existing sites). However the Fenny Lock
Review showed that the overall level of need appeared to be lower at 20
households (of which only 3 were in “Band 1”).

3.6

Greater levels of need could be met by spending on Aids and Adaptations to
properties for people with physical disabilities/older people and that there was
a need for approximately 101 wheelchair standard bungalows.

3.7

Consequently, in terms of unit costs, the development of the Fenny Lock site
does not appear to represent value for money because:
(a)

ES ITEM 5

The cost of £180,000 per pitch is considerably higher than the national
average of £63,000 (and the maximum of £90,000 per pitch);
21 MARCH 2012

PAGE 2

(13)

3.8

(b)

The unit cost of new build housing can be as low as £70,000 - £80,000
per unit and wheelchair housing can be between £117,000 - £130,000
per unit;

(c)

The unit cost of obtaining new supply from existing housing can be as
low as £40,000 - £120,000.

In terms of meeting housing need, the Fenny Lock project does not appear to
represent value for money due to:
(a)

The high number of people in “Band 1” at 363 households, some of
which were in bed and breakfast accommodation outside of Milton
Keynes at a cost of £50 per night per household;

(b)

The high need to build new wheelchair standard housing for people
with physical disabilities (approximately 101 homes);

(c)

Only 3 gypsy and traveller households are in “Band 1” which could
potentially be met by improving Willen Road rather building a new site.

3.9

Consequently the remaining funds should be spent on providing new housing
for the high number of households in “Band 1”. Ideally this would be
wheelchair standard housing for people with physical disabilities/older people,
targeted to households who can release accommodation for homeless
households or other households in “Band 1”. This option would thus meet a
range of identified needs. It would also broadly be within the original aim of
the Government’s allocation which was to provide new accommodation in the
form of a Council-owned asset.

4.

Alternative Options

4.1

The Review Paper sets out a wide range of alternative options.

5.

Implications

5.1

Policy
Current national planning policy and guidance for gypsy and traveller and
travelling showpeople sites is set out in Circular 01/2006 and Circular
04/2007.
The Fenny Lock site was one of the sites identified for Gypsies and Travellers
in the Council’s Local Plan. This went through an extensive consultation
process, as outlined in the Review Paper and it has a planning permission.

5.2

Resources and Risk
Resources – Stopping Fenny Lock has the greatest ‘Financial Impact’. This is
because around £600,000 has already been spent/committed on the project.
If the project is cancelled then any costs incurred to date would be considered
abortive. These costs would be no longer eligible for capital expenditure and
must be met from revenue expenditure. The effect of this would be a charge
to the General Fund of the £600,000. This sum would need to be resourced
from revenue within the year that the charge is made. The cost would
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therefore be met from the Council’s Building Assets Renewal Reserve, which
is currently a revenue reserve. The Reserve will then be restored to its
existing level by using £600,000 from the £1.8m capital grant funds (the
Building Assets Renewal Reserve will then contain a mixture of capital and
revenue resources). The amount of capital grant available for other schemes
will therefore be £1.2m.
Risk – The Council has given a clear and firm commitment to develop Fenny
Lock by putting it in its Local Plan, granting planning permission, bidding for
the funds and then starting work. If the Council decided to cancel the project
then there is a risk that a case could be made that it is failing in its duties
under the Equalities Act and the Human Rights Act. This is because of the
legitimate expectation created by previous Council decisions that this project
will progress to completion. However, an Equalities Impact Assessment has
been carried out which is available on the Council’s web site at
http://bit.ly/EqIA-FennyLockReview and at Annex B.
The Senior School Organisation and Planning Officer has advised that in
terms of provision of school places, across Milton Keynes as a whole the
Council will have an increasing deficit of school places and schemes are being
put in place to tackle this. There is a shortfall for the in area schools for the
Fenny Lock development. So although the additional number of pupils
anticipated is very low, it will be in the context of an existing shortage of
places.

5.3

Y

Capital

Y

Revenue

N

Accommodation

N

IT

Y

Medium Term Plan

N

Asset Management

Carbon and Energy Management
If new homes were to be built or if the project at Fenny Lock were to proceed
then the properties would comply with the Code for Sustainable Homes thus
meeting the Council’s energy management and planning policy.

5.4

Legal
Under the Local Government Act 1999, a local authority has to secure
continuous improvement having regard to economy, efficiency and
effectiveness. A key way to secure best value is to test, challenge and, if
necessary, stop projects.
Under Section 225 of the Housing Act 2004 the Council has a duty to assess
the needs of Gypsies and Travellers.
Under the Equalities Act 2010
functions, have due regard to
between persons who share a
who do not share it [(b)]. In
particular, to the need to:
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(a)

Remove or minimise disadvantages suffered by persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic that are connected to that
characteristic; and

(b)

Take steps to meet the needs of persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic that are different from the needs of persons
who do not share it

The Equalities Act recognises Gypsies and Travellers as having a protected
characteristic. Case law has also established that the Government has a duty
to “facilitate the gypsy way of life” for ethnic gypsies and travellers under the
Human Rights Act.
Under the Housing Act 1996 a person is homeless if their accommodation
consists of a moveable structure, vehicle or vessel designed or adapted for
human habitation and there is no place where he is entitled or permitted both
to place it and to reside in it. If a traveller household is in “priority need” and if
they are homeless then the local authority has a duty to ensure that
accommodation is made available. The Review notes that the case law
surrounding this issue suggests that if a traveller pitch cannot be found then
conventional housing may have to be offered.
Current national planning policy and guidance for gypsy and traveller and
travelling showpeople sites is set out in The Government proposes to replace
these circulars with a new, Planning Policy Statement.
Local planning
authorities will have to plan for a five-year supply of traveller pitches/plots. If a
local planning authority does not do this then the draft policy asks them to
“treat favourably” applications for a temporary permission.
5.5

Other Implications
Y

Equalities/Diversity

Y

Sustainability

Y

Human Rights

N

E-Government

Y

Stakeholders

N

Crime and Disorder

Equality and diversity
There are significant implications for equalities and diversity, human rights and
stakeholders in these proposals. In brief, Gypsies and Travellers are one of
the most disadvantaged groups in society. Authorised travellers’ sites can
provide the basis for local authorities to tackle their inequalities. In turn this
will reduce the number of unauthorised sites and the tensions they can create
between travellers and the settled community and reduce the need for costly
enforcement action. The provision of good quality sites also plays an
important role in promoting community cohesion and sustainability whilst
ensuring that local areas are inclusive for all irrespective of their background.
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Set against this is the pressing need faced by the 363 households who are in
“Band 1”, which is the highest level of housing need. The Council also has a
further 160 homeless households in temporary accommodation and its
Comprehensive Equality Scheme 2010 – 2013 sets out a target to reduce the
number of homeless households in temporary accommodation to 70.
Background Papers:

Fenny Lock Review Paper
Equalities Impact Assessment
http://bit.ly/EqIA-FennyLockReview
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ANNEX A

Housing

Milton Keynes Council

Findings of the Fenny Lock Gypsy and
Traveller site Review

www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/housing-strategy
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Executive Summary
On 26th July Cabinet agreed the following:
That works to further the development of Fenny Lock Gypsy and Traveller Site be
suspended, pending the outcome of:
(a) a full review to consider whether the project still offers best value as a means of meeting
established and evidenced housing need, and whether a broader range of housing needs
could be addressed through alternative capital initiatives to give greater value for money;
and
(b) consultation with interested parties and stakeholders to inform the review and the
subsequent Cabinet meeting on receipt of the review’s outcome.”
The Council’s Procurement Strategy states that “To determine value for money there needs
to be a balance between whole life costs and matching customer requirements. In most
instances, the Council will use ‘most economically advantageous’ as the criteria which may
include economy, efficiency, effectiveness, equality and diversity, environment, health and
safety, e-commerce, sustainability and social impact”.
The Council’s rules for evaluating tenders state that when evaluating a tender, the tender
price cannot be below 50% of any assessment/scoring criteria unless prior approval is
obtained from the appropriate Cabinet Member. In addition the relevant scrutiny committee
must be informed of any award where the price proportion of the MEAT (“Most Economically
Advantageous Tender”) is less than 50%.
The cost of works already carried out/committed on the Fenny Lock project has previously
been estimated at around £600,000. As a result all alternative options only consider the
impact of investing £1.2m (compared to the total cost of the Fenny Lock project at £1.8m).
For the purposes of this Review the two Categories used to evaluate the options available
were:
1) Financial Impact: This category is broken down into
•
•

Unit Cost
Cost reduction, Annual Income/Savings

2) Other Factors: – This category consists of the following sub-categories:
•
•
•
•

Equalities: does the option tackle major/multiple disadvantage? (High = Yes, Low =
No)
Risk: does the option contain risks or costs if selected? (High = Risky, Low = No/little
risk)
Delivery: can the scheme be delivered quickly? (High = Within 12 weeks, Low = Over
1 year)
Customer Needs: in terms of meeting customer needs & expectation? (High = Yes,
Low = No)

The tables overleaf set out the respective scores. All figures given are estimates and
some projects will need further development.
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New Supply from New Build

Project

Fenny Lock
(10 pitches)

Financial Impact
Unit
Total Cost Equalities
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
£180,000 £643,580
High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Medium

New Build, Housing Association
£32,190 MediumLow High
Medium

A: Social
rent, land
cost (10
homes)
B: Social
rent, land
cost (15
homes)
C:
Social
rent,
land
cost
(25
homes)
Supported
Flats
Wheelchair
Housing (9
homes)

£120,000

£126,659

£52,101

A: Social
rent, land
cost RP
estimate (6
homes)
B: Social
rent, land
cost, DTZ
(10 homes)
C: W/chair
Housing RP
estimates (9
homes)
D: W/chair
Housing,
DTZ
estimates
(10 homes)

£198,500

New Build, Council
£19,314 MediumMedium
High

Self-Build
(32 homes)

Medium

Customer
Needs

Low

Low

High

£80,000

£48,285 MediumHigh

Low Medium

Low

High

£48,000

£80,475 MediumHigh

Low Medium

Low

High

Low Medium
Low Medium

Low

High

Low

High

Low

High

£70,000

£92,973

High
High

£121,921

£32,190 MediumHigh

Medium

Low

High

£130,458

£52,101

High

Medium

Low

High

£117,423

£57,890

High

Medium

Low

High

Low

Medium

£37,500

Self-Build
£47,008 Medium

High
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New supply from Existing Homes

Project

A: Flats (17
homes)
B: Houses (10
homes)
Newly built (11
homes)

Financial Impact
Other Factors
Unit
Total
Equalities Risk
Delivery
Cost
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
MKC Purchase of Existing Homes
£68,771
£35,700 MediumMedium
Medium
High
£117,335
£21,000 MediumMedium
Medium
High
RP Purchase of Existing Homes
£109,090
£23,100 MediumMedium
Medium
High
Empty Homes
Medium Medium£10,000 £191,960 MediumHigh
High

Private Sector
Empty Homes –
Best Case
Private Sector
£40,000
Empty Homes –
Worst Case
MKC
Empty
£93,750
Homes
Temporary
£34,000
Accommodation
Willen Road
£120,000
Traveller Site

Customer
Needs

High
High

High

LowMedium

£81,240 MediumHigh

Medium

MediumHigh

£27,300 MediumHigh
£106,848 MediumHigh
£47,312
High

Low

Medium

High

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

LowMedium
MediumHigh

LowMedium

Improvement of MKC Homes

Project

Doors &
Windows
Communal
heating
Communal
Areas
Reema
Blocks

Financial Impact
Unit
Total Cost Equalities
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
£4,500
£0 MediumHigh
£4,661
£0 MediumHigh
£0 Medium£3,200
High
£5,729
£0 MediumHigh

Risk

Other Factors
Delivery

LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Customer
Needs

MediumHigh
MediumHigh
MediumHigh
MediumHigh
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Other Projects

Project

Aids &
Adaptations
Shared
Ownership
Shares
Mortgage
Rescue
LAMS (40
homes)
Offices to Flats
Option A: 15
homes
Offices to Flats
Option B: 9
homes

Financial Impact
Unit
Total
Cost
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
£4,600
£452,000

Equalities

High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Low

High

Customer
Needs

High

£13,500

£12,000 MediumHigh

Medium

MediumHigh

Low

£139,500

£5,250 MediumHigh
£82,805 Low

High

Low

Medium

LowMedium
Medium

Medium

£40,000

£48,285 MediumHigh

Medium

Medium

High

£122,000

£28,971 MediumHigh

Medium

Medium

High

£30,000

In terms of an overall “winner” Aids and Adaptations scored maximum scores in all
categories.
Stopping Fenny Lock has the greatest ‘Financial Impact’. This is because around £600,000
has already been spent/committed on the project. If the project is cancelled then any costs
incurred to date would be considered abortive. These costs would be no longer eligible for
capital expenditure and must be met from revenue expenditure. The effect of this would be
a charge to the General Fund of the £600,000. This sum would need to be resourced from
revenue within the year that the charge is made. The cost would therefore be met from the
Council’s Building Assets Renewal Reserve, which is currently a revenue reserve. The
Reserve will then be restored to its existing level by using £600,000 from the £1.8m capital
grant funds (the Building Assets Renewal Reserve will then contain a mixture of capital and
revenue resources). The amount of capital grant available for other schemes will therefore
be £1.2m.
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Background
In December 2010 the Council’s Traveller Site Review Group recommended to the Cabinet
that “………..that given the wider resource constraints which the Council is experiencing that
the Cabinet should consider, in order to achieve better Value for Money, investing in the
Council's housing stock or supporting the provision of new social housing. As a result we
recommend that the tendering process be deferred until these explorations are complete.”
The Cabinet noted this recommendation but decided nevertheless to proceed with the
development of the Fenny Lock site. Work started but was subsequently put on hold
following the local elections in May 2011 when a new administration was formed.
On 26th July Cabinet agreed the following:
That works to further the development of Fenny Lock Gypsy and Traveller Site be
suspended, pending the outcome of:
(a) a full review to consider whether the project still offers best value as a means of meeting
established and evidenced housing need, and whether a broader range of housing needs
could be addressed through alternative capital initiatives to give greater value for money;
and
(b) consultation with interested parties and stakeholders to inform the review and the
subsequent Cabinet meeting on receipt of the review’s outcome.” (Minute ref C.41 refers).
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Best Value/Value for Money
The first part of the Cabinet resolution required the Review to consider “…..whether the
project still offers best value as a means of meeting established and evidenced housing
need, and whether a broader range of housing needs could be addressed through
alternative capital initiatives to give greater value for money;”
The Council’s Procurement Strategy states that “To determine value for money there needs
to be a balance between whole life costs and matching customer requirements. In most
instances, the Council will use ‘most economically advantageous’ as the criteria which may
include economy, efficiency, effectiveness, equality and diversity, environment, health and
safety, e-commerce, sustainability and social impact”. i
It also notes that “In the context of a procurement process, obtaining “best value for money”
means choosing the bid that offers “the optimum combination of whole life costs and benefits
to meet the customer’s requirement”. This does not necessarily mean selecting the lowest
initial price option and the assessment of quality and the ongoing revenue/resource costs
require thorough assessment as well as the initial capital investment. The Council needs to
apply value for money principles in making all procurement decisions. The Council can
include social, environmental and other strategic objectives as part of its requirements and
these must be defined at the earliest stages of the procurement cycle as they will form part
of the decision making process. The way in which these requirements are expressed will
influence the procurement exercise and there is an increasing trend towards the use of
outcome based specifications which encourages more flexibility amongst providers to
consider alternative and innovative options.” ii
A further point to consider is that the Strategy notes that the pursuit of best value requires an
approach that embraces the 4Cs which are as follows:
•
•
•
•

Challenging the need for the procurement (hence the Review)
Comparing options against all those available (outlined in this Paper)
Consulting with key stakeholders to appreciate service priorities (a key part of this
Review)
Competition - ensuring open and fair competition in the appropriate market (in this
context the process of evaluating different options for spending the money)

The Council’s rules for evaluating tenders state that when evaluating a tender, the tender
price cannot be below 50% of any assessment/scoring criteria unless prior approval is
obtained from the appropriate Cabinet Member. In addition the relevant scrutiny committee
must be informed of any award where the price proportion of the MEAT (“Most Economically
Advantageous Tender”) is less than 50%.
This would mean that other factors can affect the outcome, i.e. an award of a tender wouldn’t
necessarily be on the basis of the lowest cost price if other benefits were sufficiently high. It
The cost of works already carried out/committed on the Fenny Lock project has previously
been estimated at around £600,000. As a result, alternative options evaluated only consider
the impact of investing £1.2m (compared to the total cost of the Fenny Lock project at
£1.8m).
The tables overleaf set out the respective scores. All figures given are estimates for
illustrative purposes only and some projects will need further development.
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Scoring Categories
For the purposes of this Review, the two Categories will be:
•
•

Financial Impact
Other Factors

Financial Impact
There can be different ways to evaluate this. For example, when considering new build
housing, factors to determine value for money could be the lowest amount of capital grant to
build a house or the lowest build cost per square metre. iii
A further issue is that wherever possible, like must be compared to like. The cost of building
the Fenny Lock Traveller site cannot be strictly comparable to carrying out a refurbishment of
council housing.
The Financial Impact category has therefore been broken down into the following:
•

•

Unit cost –This is the lowest amount of grant needed per property. So for new build,
this would reflect the number of homes built and households assisted. For
refurbishment/improvement, it would show the greatest number of homes that can be
refurbished (and again this would reflect the number of households assisted). The
unit cost will also show the number of homes/households assisted
Cost reduction, Annual Income/Savings: - Any income generated for the Council
by way of reduced costs, income generation or savings made in one year

Other Factors
The Other Factors category is broken down into the following sub-categories using a
High/Medium/Low scoring system
Equalities: does the option tackle major/multiple disadvantage? (High = Yes, Low = No)
Risk: does the option contain risks or costs if selected? (High = Risky, Low = No/little risk)
Delivery: can the scheme be delivered quickly? (High = Within 12 weeks, Low = Over 1
year)
Customer Needs: in terms of meeting customers needs & expectations? (High = Yes, Low =
No)
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A scoring matrix would therefore be as follows:
Example of Scoring Matrix - New Build
Financial Impact
Project Unit Cost Total Cost
Equalities
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
for project
1
(13
£100,000
£52,000
High
homes)
2
(10
£105,000
£255,000
Medium
homes)
3
(5
Medium
£30,000
£728,000
homes)

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Customer
Needs

Low

High

Low

LowMedium
Medium

High

Medium

MediumHigh

Medium

In the example above, Project 3 has the best scores under Financial Impact (as it has the
lowest Unit Cost and the highest Total Cost Reduction/Annual Income/Savings).
Consequently it has been highlighted in green to emphasise this.
With regards to the Other Factors, Project 1 will help to tackle multiple disadvantages, is
low risk and can be delivered in weeks. Consequently it scores the maximum (i.e. Best)
scores possible in the Equalities, Risk and Delivery categories and so they have been
highlighted in Green to emphasise this.
Project 2 can also be delivered in weeks and thus scores a maximum (i.e. Best) score in the
Delivery Category. It has a reasonable score for Risk (between Low-Medium).
In this scenario, although Project 1 has the best scores for Other Factors, Project 3 scores
best for Financial Impact. However, Project 1 will deliver 13 homes as opposed to Project 3
which delivers 5 homes. A recommendation could therefore be made to the Cabinet to fund
Project 1 on the basis that it delivers the greatest number of homes and achieves maximum
scores on three out of the other four categories.
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Public Consultation
Between August 2011 & September 2011 discussions were held with relevant council
officers to:
•
•
•

Discuss how the project should be progressed
Establish details about the Fenny Lock project & consider the consultation options
Put together a Consultation Paper

The project was discussed with the Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Management
Committee on 1st September. On the same day the project was discussed with the Housing
Services Forum.
The main public consultation process started on 15th September and ran until the 9th
December. This consisted firstly of the distribution of a Consultation Paper seeking views on
the following options:
1) Continue with the Fenny Lock Gypsy and Traveller Site
2) Spend the money on getting more homes for those in need
3) Spend the money on improving council housing
4) A mix of the above options
5) None of the above but a different housing project
The Consultation Paper was circulated to key stakeholders, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

All Councillors
All Parish Councils
MKC Staff (Staff Bulletin)
Registered Providers (housing associations)
Citizens MK
Age UK MK
MK Mind
Autism UK
Valuing People
Disability Action Group
BME Elders Forum
Travellers Forum
MK Gypsy & Traveller Action Forum
Gypsy Council
Friends, Families and Travellers
MK Pensioners Association
Community Action MK
MK & North Bucks Chamber of Commerce
Invest MK

In addition the Consultation Paper was put on the Council’s web site.
Local residents in the Bletchley and Fenny Stratford ward circulated the paper to all
households in the Ward and in Simpson.
The Cabinet Member for Communities, Corporate Services and Transformation was
interviewed for “The Politics Show” on BBC television in September 2011.
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In October 2011 an article was placed in the local newspapers and the Cabinet Member for
Communities, Corporate Services and Transformation gave a radio interview.
Officers attended a number of fora to discuss the project, namely:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing Services Forum – 1st September 2011 (public meeting)
Travellers Forum – 23rd September 2011 & 11th January 2012
Parishes Forum – 29th September 2011
Disability Action Group – 17th November
Partnerships and Growth Scrutiny Committee – 6th December
Black and Minority Ethnic Forum – 15th December
Strategic Housing Partnership – monthly from September – December
Housing Services Forum 1st December 2011 (public meeting)
Safer & Stronger Communities Scrutiny Committee 6th December (public meeting)

An article was placed in the November edition of the Parish Newsletter that was distributed
to all Parish Councils.
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Stakeholder Review Group
A Stakeholder Review Group was established to check and moderate upon the Review. The
Stakeholder Review Group consisted of the following:
Members
Bletchley & Fenny Town Council
Simpson & Ashland Parish Council
Walton Parish Council
Shelter
Equalities Council
MK Traveller Forum
MK Council Tenants
MK Housing Services Forum
MK Gypsy & Traveller Action Forum
Labour Group – Housing spokesperson
Liberal Democrat - Housing spokesperson
Conservative – Housing spokesperson
Independents
Assistant Director of Housing MKC
Others:
Linda Ellen - MKC
Anthony Hodson-Curran
Jeremy Beake - MKC
Stewart Andrew - MKC
Tom Podd – MKC
Martin Tootell - MKC
Citizens: MK

Rationale for selection
Fenny Lock is in this Parish & one of the
options is about continuing with the project
Parish is adjacent to Fenny Lock – as above
Parish is adjacent to Fenny Lock – as above
One of the options is around increasing
homes for people in housing need
All of the options have equalities implications
The original aim of the project was to provide
a Gypsy and Traveller site
One of the options is about improving existing
council housing
General Forum of residents that meets
quarterly to discuss housing issues in MK
Forum that represents Gypsy & Travellers in
MK
Opposition party
Opposition party
Administration
Opposition party
Chair of the Group
Head of Tenancy & Estate Services
Head of Assets and Strategy
Corporate Equality & Diversity Officer
Housing Services Project Manager
Planning
Senior Traveller Liaison Officer
Citizens:MK is a broad based alliance of
community groups – churches, mosques,
schools, unions and community associations
– that work together for a better Milton
Keynes – it wanted to observe rather than be
part of the group
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Results of the Public Consultation
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The public consultation ran from 15th September to 9th December. A total of 1,235
responses were received to the Consultation Paper. The table below shows a breakdown of
the responses received according to the options presented.

Option
Individuals Councillors
1) Continue
with
the
Fenny Lock
Gypsy and
Traveller Site
60
4
2) Spend the
money
on
getting more
homes
for
those
in
need
509
1
3) Spend the
money
on
improving
council
housing
326
0
4) A mix of
the
above
options
235
0
5) None of
the
above
but
a
different
housing
project
58
1
1188
6
Total

MKC
Officers

Organisations

Parish
Councils

Total

2

1

3

70

0

19

2

531

0

4

0

330

2

6

1

244

1
5

0
30

0
6

60
1235

The pie chart below sets out the percentage score for each of the options in the Consultation
Paper.
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Summary of consultation responses

1) Continue with the Fenny Lock Gypsy and Traveller Site
2) Spend the money on getting more homes for those in need
3) Spend the money on improving council housing

5%
20%

6%

4) A mix of the above options
5) None of the above but a different housing project

42%
27%
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The pie chart below sets out an analysis of the responses by ethnic origin.

Public Response - Analysis by Ethnic Group

1%
0%
1%

14%

0%
1%
White
Black
Mixed
Asian
Chinese
Other
Not given

83%
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The pie chart below shows a break down by age.

Public Responses - Analysis by Age

17%

3%
14%

Under 25
25-44
45-59
60-74
75+

24%
42%
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The pie chart below sets out breakdown by gender.

Public Responses - Analysis by Gender

47%
Male
Female

53%
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The chart below shows that the majority of responses came from the Bletchley area, followed by Simpson and Fenny Stratford.

The 10 Areas with largest response rates
1000
925
900

800

700

600

500

400

300

200
123
100

49

42

25

6

5

5

4

4

Bradwell
Common

Caldecote

Newport
Pagnell

Ashland

Granby Ct

0
Bletchley

Simpson

Fenny
Stratford

Not given

Walton Park
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Continue with the Fenny Lock
Gypsy and Traveller Site
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Background
The background to this Option has been exhaustively covered elsewhere iv. The key points
are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

The planning process for the site started in the late 1990s with the work of the
Citizens Advisory Group on Travellers;
Fenny Lock was one of three new sites put in the Local Plan in 2001-11 (adopted
December 2005 ) – the others were Newton Leys and the Bottle Dump;
The planning application for Fenny Lock had gone through a subcommittee, the
Cabinet and full Council, with permission granted in March 2010;
The project was subjected to further scrutiny before the contract was let, notable by a
Travellers Review Group in December 2010 and an Overview and Scrutiny
Committee meeting in January 2011
In May 2011 a new Administration took control and in July 2011 the Cabinet put the
project on hold in pending the outcome of this Review
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Unit Cost
Fenny Lock
The land was formerly in the ownership of the Parks Trust and it was passed to the Council
at nil cost.
The site requires a significant amount of servicing that the Council will need to pay for. For
example, the access to the site will be from Fenny Lock roundabout along Bletcham Way.
The highways requirements are that the access road to get to the site will be around 100
metres which has to be at grid road standard (around 7.5m wide compared to around the
normal width of around 4.2m - 4.8m) at a cost of £150,000).
Around £1.34m of the Fenny Lock budget represents the costs of building the site and the
remainder represents the costs of designing, planning, preparing and servicing the site. The
application site is around 1 hectare in size of which around 0.6ha is developable. The
scheme will deliver 10 pitches and each pitch will have a semi-detached amenity block
comprising a kitchen/day room, bathroom and storage area of around 40m2. The pitches will
be self contained with fencing and sufficient space to park a caravan and 2 cars. The pitches
will be arranged around a central play area with 5 pieces of play equipment. The site as a
whole will be fenced and enclosed by a bund. Build costs are in the region of £1,000 per m2
which compares favourably to new-build housing estimates obtained from housing
associations of around £1,100 per m2.
In terms of the project representing value for money, the tender report was prepared by an
independent firm of quantity surveyors called Gleeds which stated as follows:
“It is our recommendation that the contract for provision of design and construction services
be awarded to Johnson Midland based on it being the most economically advantageous. The
costs have been reviewed and represent value for money when benchmarked against the
other projects of a similar nature.”
To date around £600,000 has been spent or committed (which leaves the current resources
available of around £1.2m). v
The gross Unit Cost would be calculated at £1.8m divided by 10 pitches = £180,000.
A key point to consider is that unlike most residential sites in Milton Keynes, the Fenny Lock
site will not be a serviced site (i.e. where the former Milton Keynes Development Corporation
or Commission for New Towns provided all the necessary drains, road access, site
clearance etc to enable residential development to take place at an economic cost).
Site development costs are therefore inevitably going to be high because the sites are not
serviced residential sites in residential areas. They have significant constraints such as
access/levels, have no residential value and thus are considered to be acceptable for Gypsy
and Traveller sites. Yet because they are un-serviced, difficult sites that aren’t in residential
areas the costs are inevitably going to be higher. The grant of £1.8m for Fenny Lock
therefore reflects and covers the need for the Council to put in these facilities.
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Other sites in England
In terms of whether the project offers best value the costs were compared to sites in England
developed recently or under construction. The table below sets out some examples:
Site
Russell
Street
Derby
(owned by Derby City
Council
–
recently
completed 2011 )
Rose
View
Drive
Holbeach (to be owned by
Travellers themselves –
developed 2009)
Severalls Lane Colchester
(developed in 2003: Case
Study in CLG Guidance)
South Liberty Lane Bristol
(developed in 2006)

Total cost
£1.6m

Pitches
12

Unit cost
£133,333

Notes
Hard standings, power
points and toilet blocks

£1.0m

10

£100,000

Hard standings, power
points

£1.7m

12

£141,666

£1.5m

12

£125,000

Fenny Lock Milton Keynes £1.8m
(work started 2011)

10

£180,000

1 site office, 12 amenity
blocks (lounge, kitchen
& bathroom)
Semi-detached
utility
buildings
that
incorporate a day room,
kitchen, bathroom/toilet
and separate toilet,
communal play space
for children.
Semi-detached amenity
blocks
comprising
kitchen/day
room,
bathroom and storage
area + play area

The Fenny Lock unit costs are higher than the examples shown above. However, it was the
most recent of the projects and it has been designed completely in line with Government
guidance. vi
On 5th January 2012 the HCA announced that £38,783,856 would be made available to fund
617 new pitches, which produces an average unit cost of £62,589. The HCA has advised
that the maximum national average for new sites where there was no local authority funding
other than free land was around £90,000 per pitch. Given that the costs of the Fenny Lock
project are around double the maximum bid level of £90,000 and nearly 3 times the broad
national average amount, it would be hard to justify spending £1.8m on the project in the
current economic climate.
Other sites in Milton Keynes
The project at Calverton Lane was considered in order to establish value for money.
However the Calverton project was a refurbishment project. By contrast, Fenny Lock is not a
refurbishment project but a new build project. Consequently, it could not be a “like for like”
comparison.
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Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
Rental Income
Each pitch will deliver a weekly rent to the Council of around £107 per pitch which will result
in an income of around £54,000 per annum. After allowances for repairs, maintenance, bad
debts, voids and a capital sinking fund the project should produce a surplus of around
£20,000. The weekly rental is far greater than the average social housing rents in Milton
Keynes as set out in the table below. By contrast the average social rents in Milton Keynes
are set out below.
Average Social Rents in Milton Keynes
Average Weekly Social Rent by Property Type
(Tenant Services Authority Data as at August 2010)
1 bed
2 bed
3 bed
4 bed
£73.83
£86.51
£92.91
£100.31
Source: Tenant Services Authority
Abortive Costs
A key factor to consider is the £600,000 that has already been spent/committed vii. Advice
received from the Council’s Finance department is that if the project is cancelled then any
costs incurred to date would be considered abortive. These costs would be no longer eligible
for capital expenditure and must be met from revenue expenditure. The effect of this would
be a charge to the General Fund of the £600,000. This sum would need to be resourced
from revenue within the year that the charge is made. The cost would therefore be met from
the Council’s Building Assets Renewal Reserve, which is currently a revenue reserve. The
Reserve will then be restored to its existing level by using £600,000 from the £1.8m capital
grant funds (the Building Assets Renewal Reserve will then contain a mixture of capital and
revenue resources). The amount of capital grant available for other schemes will therefore
be £1.2m.
Clearly if the project was to proceed then the £600,000 would no longer be abortive costs
and would continue to be charged to and covered by the capital grant (with no call on the
Building Assets Renewal Reserve).
New Homes Bonus
Sites for Gypsies and Travellers in public ownership also qualify for the New Homes Bonus
and the New Homes Bonus supplement for affordable homes. The amount of Bonus would
be paid to the Council each year for 6 years at the rate of the national average of the council
tax band.
The Department for Communities and Local Government has advised that the amount
payable per pitch would be based on the national Band A average of £958 per pitch. In
addition the affordable homes supplement would be payable at £350 per pitch.
Consequently the total New Homes Bonus payable per year would be £1,308 x 10 pitches =
£13,080.
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Savings on Bed and Breakfast
The Cabinet report of 21st December 2010 noted that the site had attracted a high level of
interest from the Gypsy and Traveller community resulting in 20 full options assessments
being carried out (for consideration for one of the 10 potential pitches). It is understood that
3 of these families are living in social rented housing (council or housing association).
Consequently, if the site was built and these families moved out of council housing, the
resulting units could be offered to homeless families who are either currently living in bed
and breakfast accommodation (as at December 6th 2011 this was 31 households) or to
prevent a bed and breakfast placement. A figure to reflect this based on savings on the bed
and breakfast budget has therefore been calculated as follows:
•
•
•

£50 per household x 7 nights x 10 weeks per household (which is the average length
of stay of a household) = £3,500 per household.
After allowing for a recovery rate of 50% this would therefore reduce to £1,750
For three households the savings would therefore be £1,750 x 3 = £5,250

Total Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The total can thus be summarised as follows:
Amount spent/committed to date
Surplus on Rental Income
New Homes Bonus
Savings on bed and breakfast
Total

£600,000
£20,000
£13,080
£5,250
£638,330
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Equalities
In 2006 the Government published Circular 01/2006 viii. The Circular noted that
“A new Circular is necessary because evidence shows that the advice set out in Circular
1/94 has failed to deliver adequate sites for gypsies and travellers in many areas of England
over the last 10 years. Since the issue of Circular 1/94, and the repeal of local authorities’
duty to provide gypsy and traveller sites there have been more applications for private gypsy
and traveller sites, but this has not resulted in the necessary increase in provision.”
It also noted that:
Gypsies and Travellers are believed to experience the worst health and education status of
any disadvantaged group in England. Research has consistently confirmed the link between
the lack of good quality sites for gypsies and travellers and poor health and education. This
circular should enhance the health and education outcomes of gypsies and travellers.” ix
In 2009 the Equality and Human Rights Commission published a report that examined the
inequalities faced by Gypsy and Traveller Communities x. The report evaluated and
discussed the available evidence on a wide range of subjects such as accessing healthcare,
social care, education and other public services; racism and discrimination; the situation of
Gypsies and Travellers in housing xi. In particular, the report noted that:
“One core theme which arises across all topics is the pervasive and corrosive impact of
experiencing racism and discrimination throughout an entire lifespan and in employment,
social and public context…….. The lack of suitable, secure accommodation underpins many
of the inequalities that Gypsy and Traveller communities experience xii”
Sir Michael Marmot, in his 2010 review into health inequalities xiii, noted that
“…..many population groups have additional health needs, such as the elderly, people living
with disability or mental illness, ethnic minority groups, the homeless, refugees and asylum
seekers, Gypsies and Travellers. Population-wide and individual interventions need to be
adapted to meet needs within a universal framework.” xiv
The Review also noted that that focusing solely on the most disadvantaged will not reduce
health inequalities sufficiently. To reduce the steepness of the social gradient in health,
actions must be universal, but with a scale and intensity that is proportionate to the level of
disadvantage. This ‘proportionate universalism’ requires us not just to dwell on the
communities faring worst, but to look at them all and consider what the proportional
response is to each. Greater intensity of action is likely to be needed for those with greater
social and economic disadvantage, but focusing solely on the most disadvantaged will not
reduce the health gradient, and will only tackle a small part of the problem xv.
A further report issued by the Equalities and Human Rights Commission in 2010 xvi showed
that Gypsies and Travellers continue to experience a wide range of inequalities. For
Gypsies and Travellers who do not wish to reside in ‘bricks and mortar’ housing, there are
limited sites of good quality. The location of sites can be poor (for instance, under motorways
or next to sewage works), and present health hazards (such as contamination by vermin or
decayed sewage) or poor services (a lack of water fittings, poor-quality utility rooms or lack
of fire safety). When families accept the alternative of local authority housing, they are often
housed on the most deprived estates, sharing the wider environmental disadvantages of
their neighbours and being exposed to more immediate hostility towards their ethnicity. Local
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authority housing may also involve dislocation from their families, communities, culture and
support systems, leading to further cycles of disadvantage.
The Council prepared its own Equalities Impact Assessment for the Fenny Lock project in
November 2010 (to accompany the Cabinet report of 21st December 2010) xvii. Key points to
note were as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Consultation with Milton Keynes Roma and Gypsy community showed that they do not
thrive in conventional housing and long to live in pitches in communal accommodation;
If development does not proceed Gypsy & Travellers will remain a disadvantaged group;
The development of the site would result in improved outcomes for members of the
Gypsy & Travelling community particularly in terms of health and education;
Options assessments were completed for 20 households interested in this proposed new
site. As some of these households are large they may need more than one pitch, so it is
possible at this stage that Fenny Lock would not accommodate all live demand
If the decision is agreed, there would be some potential for adverse impact in terms of
good community relations
If the decision was not agreed the impact would be critical for the equality of protected
groups, and the chance to build good community relations and combat discrimination
would be missed.

In February 2011 the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) published its Affordable
Homes Framework which noted that:
“As a group, travellers remain one of the most disadvantaged in the country experiencing
deep inequalities, with very poor outcomes in health and education in particular.
1.42 The July 2010 DCLG Caravan Count showed that over 3,600 caravans, 20% of the total
caravans in England, had no authorised place to stop.
1.43 Authorised travellers’ sites can provide the basis for local authorities to tackle the
inequalities experienced by travellers. Increased authorised provision will reduce the number
of unauthorised sites and the tensions they can create between travellers and the settled
community and reduce the need for costly enforcement action.
1.44 The provision of good quality sites also plays an important role in promoting community
cohesion and sustainability - whilst ensuring that local areas are inclusive for all irrespective
of their background. Furthermore, the provision of good quality sites and pitches provide a
platform that can support travellers to access key public services which will contribute to
tackling inequalities and disadvantage.” xviii
In April 2011 the Government published a consultation paper entitled ‘Planning for traveller
sites’ xix. With regards to Equalities the Consultation Paper noted the following:
“Discrimination and existing poor social outcomes among traveller communities must be
addressed. The Government is particularly concerned about poor health and educational
outcomes: Gypsies and Travellers are 12 per cent more likely to have a long-term illness
compared to comparable members of the settled community; Gypsy and Traveller mothers
are 20 times more likely to experience the death of a child than the rest of the population;
and school attendance and educational attainment of Gypsy and Traveller pupils has been
considerably lower than their peers at every key stage. The Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government has formed a cross-Government Ministerial Working
Group to explore ways to address inequalities experienced by Gypsies and Travellers”.
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From 5th April 2011, the Equality Act 2010 places the Council under a duty, known as the
‘public sector equality duty’. This means that the Council, must, in the exercise of its
functions, have due regard to the need to—
a)
eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under this Act;
(b)
advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it;
(c)
foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic
and persons who do not share it.
These needs are also more specifically defined by the Equality Act as
Having due regard to the need to advance equality of opportunity between persons
who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it involves
having due regard, in particular, to the need to—
(a)
remove or minimise disadvantages suffered by persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic that are connected to that characteristic;
(b)
take steps to meet the needs of persons who share a relevant protected characteristic
that are different from the needs of persons who do not share it;
(c)
encourage persons who share a relevant protected characteristic to participate in
public life or in any other activity in which participation by such persons is disproportionately
low.
Gypsies and Travellers are recognised as having a protected characteristic under the
Equality Act 2010. Planning for their special accommodation needs will provide more
equality of opportunity for them to have their own home.
Section 175 (2) (b) of the Housing Act 1996 states that a person is homeless if their
accommodation “…..consists of a moveable structure, vehicle or vessel designed or adapted
for human habitation and there is no place where he is entitled or permitted both to place it
and to reside in it.” Following from this, if a traveller household is in “priority need” and if
they are homeless within the definition of Section 175 (2) (b) then the local authority will have
a duty to ensure that accommodation is made available. xx Case law also sets out the
concept of gypsies and travellers having a cultural aversion to conventional housing.” xxi
With regards to housing, the Council’s approach is summed up in its Corporate Plan 2012.
One of the Outcomes is that residents of Milton Keynes will occupy fit for purpose housing
that meets individual needs. This is the universalism aspect. In terms of proportionate, the
Fenny Lock project appears to be a proportionate response given that:
•
•

Gypsies and travellers have a protected characteristic under the Equality Act, and
Their cultural aversion to conventional housing which is established in law

Consequently, continuing with the Fenny Lock project would appear to meet the needs of a
highly disadvantaged group and would thus warrant a score of High.
Risk
The project already has finance allocated by the Government and this was obtained for the
express purpose of carrying out the Fenny Lock project). It has a valid planning permission
and work has already been undertaken on the site xxii.
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It could be argued that failure to carry out the project would bring the score in the Risk
category to High. A fuller list of the Risks if the project did not go ahead was reported to
Cabinet on 21st December 2010. xxiii In brief the risks were as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Financial – the re-charge of abortive costs to the General Fund for which no revenue
funding would be available;
Loss of rental income estimated at around £53,560;
Relationships with the Gypsy & Travelling community may be adversely affected should
this scheme not proceed;
Relationships with the Parks Trust may also be affected should the proposed transfer of
land not proceed;
Failure to proceed could lead to increased roadside encampments and unauthorised
sites being set up;
Possible legal challenge against the Council’s decision should the development not
proceed.

Since the report of 21st December 2010 a further risk has emerged. In Aril 2011 the
Government issued a consultation paper entitled ‘Planning for Travellers Sites’. xxiv The
Government proposes to ask local planning authorities to plan for a five-year supply of
traveller pitches/plots. If a local planning authority has not planned for a five-year supply of
traveller pitches/plots, the draft policy asks them to “treat favourably” applications for a
temporary permission. This makes the policy more consistent with the equivalent policy
relating to the provision of housing for settled communities, which also asks local planning
authorities to treat applications “favourably” in the absence of a five year land supply. This is
opposed to the current circulars that say that “substantial weight” should be given to unmet
need when considering whether to grant a temporary permission.
The requirement for pitches/plots should be assessed against the most up-to-date
assessment of need. In Milton Keynes this remains the Gypsy & Travellers Accommodation
Assessment (2006) which identified a requirement of 27 pitches up to 2011. The Council can
currently meet this need through the Local Plan allocated sites (Newton Leys, Fenny Lock
and Bottledump). However, with the introduction of a 5 year requirement, the longer these
allocated sites aren’t delivered, the greater the risk of applications on unallocated sites being
permitted. A further consideration is that if the site was not developed then the needs of the
20 households xxv currently waiting for/wanting a pitch would not be met. Balanced against
this is that only 3 of these households were in the highest category of need (Band 1) and
these needs could potentially be met by other options set out in the Review (such as extra
provision at the Willen Road site). Furthermore, of the 20 households wanting a pitch, 16
were considered to have housing with only 4 households having no security at all (of which 1
household did not have any connection with Milton Keynes at all).
A further risk would appear to be in respect of obtaining further capital funds from the HCA
for Gypsy and Traveller sites if the Fenny Lock funding was spent elsewhere. The advice
received from the Department for Communities and Local Government is that what happens
to the grant awards paid by DCLG in the past using its powers (such as for Fenny Lock) will
not affect future bids for grant via the HCA. The exception would be if grant funding for an
aborted scheme was diverted to other uses and an additional bid was then put in for the
same site. The HCA pay grant under their own powers, which means they can stage and, if
necessary, claw back payments where local authorities are not delivering schemes as
planned.
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Set against this are the risks if the project does go ahead.
The results of the public consultation showed very little support for continuing with the
project. In light of this lack of support the public would struggle to understand any decision
to proceed with the project.
A further point to consider is that illegal encampments will not necessarily stop if the site
were developed. It is likely that once the project was built then the site would become fully
occupied and remain full (as is usually the case at the existing sites in Willen Road and
Calverton).
It would appear that there was no technical feasibility work carried out before Fenny Lock
was put into the Local Plan. In some ways this is not surprising given that the site selection
was carried out before the introduction of the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) process xxvi. The SHLAA process requires local authorities to carry out
an assessment of the deliverability/developability of each identified site (i.e. in terms of its
suitability, availability and achievability to determine when an identified site is realistically
expected to be developed. Financial viability and costs are key considerations. In some
respects it could be argued that as the Council received the grant from the Government to
overcome all of these problems then the site is deliverable.
A further issue which arose at the Stakeholder Review Group is that it was hard to see how
this site matched the Council’s own criteria set out in Local Plan Policy H12. Similar
concerns were voiced about the other sites in the Local Plan at Newton Leys and
Bottledump.
One of the key constraints on the site is the need to access the site via the grid road reserve.
This in turn means that the road has to be built to grid road standard which might potentially
pose a risk of further caravans parking illegally along the road. In mitigation the site would
be owned and managed by the Council and any illegal parking should thus be dealt with.
In terms for value for money, as previously noted, the HCA has advised that the maximum
national average for new sites was around £900,000. On 5th January 2011 it announced that
£38,783,856 would be made available to fund 617 new pitches, which produces an average
unit cost of £62,589 xxvii. Given that the costs of the Fenny Lock project are around double the
maximum and nearly 3 times the broad national average amount, it would be hard to justify
spending £1.8m in the current economic climate.
Consequently if the project were to proceed the project would appear to warrant a score of
Medium.
Delivery
The project already has a budget with finance allocated by the Homes and Communities
Agency that was obtained for the express purpose of carrying out the Fenny Lock project. It
has a valid planning permission and work has already been undertaken on the site. We
were advised that work could re-start in 8-12 weeks depending upon negotiations with the
main contractor. However it would still take xx weeks to complete the work. Consequently
the project would appear to warrant a score of Medium.
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Customer Needs
The report of the Travellers Review Group in December 2010 noted the improvements
carried out to the Calverton site and the cohesiveness that had taken place between the two
different communities. It was noted that the travellers community have specific social needs
and that this is taken into account when forming recommendations rather than taking the
viewpoint of ‘one size fits all.’
The Travellers Review Group also heard from 2 members of the Travellers community and
the Chief Executive of the Citizens Advice Bureau (CAB). Both speakers from the Travellers
community informed Members that there was a need and demand for pitches. The Members
were told that the Travellers community was happy with the site. The Chief Executive of
CAB informed the Review Group that there were 30 families waiting for pitches, some of
which had lived in Milton Keynes for over 10 years.
Appendix 3 to this Review shows that that as at September 2011, 20 households have been
given Options interviews & are considered eligible for a pitch. Of these twenty households, 8
are resident in Milton Keynes currently (of which in turn 3 households are in social rented
housing).
In terms of housing need,
•
•

3 of the 20 households are in Band 1 (the highest level of need) and
4 households fall into Band 2

The decision to put the Fenny Lock project on hold was discussed with most of these
households in the summer and from the feedback received there was a lot of concern and
disappointment. However, the Housing Options Data suggest that the level of housing need
of the customers who want to live at Fenny Lock seems to be low. Consequently a score of
Low would seem to be appropriate.
Overall Project Scoring

Fenny
Lock
Traveller
Site

Financial Impact
Unit Cost Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£180,000 £643,580

Equalities

High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Medium

High

Customer
Needs

Low
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Get more homes
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New Build with a Registered Provider: “General Needs” housing
Background
There are a number of advantages to funding new build housing which can be summarised
as follows:
•
•
•
•

Modern homes built to modern standards
New build properties typically come with a 10 year warranty
The Council would receive New Homes Bonus (and the Affordable Housing supplement)
The Council would have rights to nominate who could/should be allocated to the property

Working with a Registered Provider (RP – such as a housing association that has
Investment Partner status with the Homes and Communities Agency) to provide new build
“general needs” xxviii affordable housing has traditionally represented good value for money.
This is because RPs normally work under a “mixed funding” system.
Under mixed funding, the Government provides a capital grant called social housing grant.
This is payable for a percentage of the total scheme costs (broadly around 50%). RPs would
then find the balance from the money markets or their own resources. This “mixed finance”
approach thus makes public money go further, as it will deliver more homes for any given
amount of public money. In addition, there are no revenue implications for the Council as
the costs and risks are all met by RPs (who also receive the rental income).
The Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) has recently changed the grant element of the
mixed funded system. It has moved away from providing social housing grant to build social
rented housing (except for very limited circumstances such as regeneration schemes). It will
now generally only provide this for ‘Affordable Rent’ schemes. Such schemes will have rents
at up to 80% of market rents (as opposed to social rents which are around 40% of market
value).
Discussions with registered providers have shown that it is hard to be precise about what
constitutes an average cost. Much depends upon:
•
•
•
•

Build cost
Land cost
Fees/charges (also known as “on-costs”)
Grant rate - the amount of grant needed per unit for the RP to make the scheme work

With regards to build costs, the following key factors can all affect estimates in different
ways:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tenure type (e.g. Social Rent, ‘Affordable Rent’, Shared Ownership)
Unit type (flat, house, bungalow and the number of bedrooms)
Land cost (depends upon value which in turn depends upon various factors such as
location, planning status)
Site conditions (e.g. ground conditions, levels, access)
Section 106 Contributions payable
Accessibility standards – building to Lifetime Homes incurs an extra cost although this
should be only around £550 if designed-in at the project’s inception xxix
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•
•

Design/space standard – broadly the higher the standard the greater the cost per unit –
Secured by Design can typically add around £440 per property to the building cost xxx
Energy/sustainability standards – as above. The Council’s Low Carbon Living Strategy
sets out to achieve Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes in new properties.
However in August 2011 the Department for Communities and Local Government
published a paper that suggested that for a two bedroom terraced property the additional
costs of trying to reach Code Level 6 would be around £36,000 per property xxxi

Land costs can vary depending upon a number of factors such as:
•
•
•
•

The location
Access
Ground conditions
Planning designation

Estimates from RPs have established that based on data from BCIS (the Building Cost
Information system from the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors), a reasonable rate for
build in Milton Keynes would be anywhere between 1250 – 1500 per m2. This in turn is
dependent on unit types and additional items (such as meeting Level 4 of the Code for
Sustainable Homes) xxxii and other factors such as and design/landscape features, site
conditions (assuming generally good).
For the purposes of this Review a housing association has submitted some cost scenarios
which are set out in Appendix 2 of this paper. The scenarios include fees but assume that
there are no abnormal site conditions or Section 106 (S106) contributions payable xxxiii, and
that Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes is reached. The broad assumptions are
that:
•
•
•

Build costs are around £1,450 per square metre
An allowance of around 11% has been added for fees/charges/contingencies
Land price has been estimated at around £50,000 per property

By comparison, Appendix 2 also shows costs obtained from DTZ xxxiv. Costs are broken
down to a finer degree, showing:
•
•
•
•
•

The cost to build a property (showing different costs for a house and a flat);
The cost to carry out external works within the site that the properties would need (e.g.
roads, sewers
Fees
Costs to reach Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes
Land price

It must be stressed that these costs are estimates. A more formal “tender” situation may
produce lower estimates of build costs, fees and land prices. Indeed as this section will
show, one RP gave an extremely competitive estimate. The converse is also true and “true”
costs will depend upon an actual site being developed.
Finally, much will depend upon the cost of land. The scenarios broadly show that where a
price is payable for the land, then £1.2m will deliver around 10 – 12 new social rented
homes. However, when land is made available on a “nil cost” basis, then around 11 – 15
new homes can be produced. xxxv With regards to nil cost land, there is an argument that the
cost should still be taken into account to reflect the potential loss of a capital receipt.
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Unit Cost
A) Social Rent, land cost payable (Option 1 App. 2, shown as Target Rent)
Using the figures shown in Appendix 2 supplied by an RP, a new build project could deliver
10 homes at Social Rent for the £1.2m grant (5 two bedroom homes and 5 four bedroom
homes). This would produce a unit cost (in terms of the public money invested) of £120,000.
Two other RPs have confirmed that whilst different assumptions can be made around
elements such as the build cost/fees elements the costs were broadly in line with their
expectations. Appendix 2 also shows costs modelled by DTZ who recently carried out work
(to help the Council prepare for the introduction of the Community Infrastructure Levy. The
costs are again broadly similar.
If it was decided to use the new ‘Affordable Rent’ tenure then 14 homes could be built (7 two
bedroom homes and 7 four bedroom homes). This would produce a unit cost of £85,714.
However social rent remains the Council’s preferred affordable housing tenure xxxvi.
B) Social Rent, land cost payable, “live scheme”
As part of the Review a housing association also advised the Council that it was working on
a scheme of 11 homes (5 flats and 6 houses) for ‘Affordable Rent’. It advised that it could
consider changing the tenure to social rent provided that a capital grant of £874,000 could be
made. This would therefore produce a unit cost of £79,454 per unit. If a grant rate of
£80,000 was achieved as a result of a tender, then it could be possible to achieve around 15
social rented homes for the £1.2m available.
C) Social Rent, land cost payable”, live scheme”, approvals needed
The same association further advised that it might be able to reduce the grant requirement
further. This was subject to both internal Board approval and approval from the HCA (as the
reduction would come about by the association being able to recycle capital grant in respect
of property disposals). If the approvals were forthcoming then the housing association could
reduce the grant requirement to £522,000 which would reduce the unit cost still further to
£47,454 per unit. If the Council was able to apply a target grant rate of £48,000 per unit it
would be possible theoretically to achieve around 25 social rented homes for the £1.2m
available.
This reinforces the point made earlier, namely that a more formal “tender” situation may well
produce lower estimates of build costs, fees and land prices.
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Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The table below summarises the annual cost reduction/income/savings for each of the
options discussed previously. With regards to New Homes Bonus, this has been calculated
on the basis that the properties would be likely to fall within Bands B or C. The national
average rate of £1,119 for a Band B property plus the affordable housing supplement of
£350 per property has been used (£1,469).
Option
A - £120k per unit
B - £80k per unit
C - £48k per unit

Units
10
15
25

New Homes
Bonus
£14,690
£22,035
£36,725

Bed and
Breakfast
£17,500
£26,250
£43,750

Total
£32,190
£48,285
£80,475

Equalities
The Marmot Review 2010 xxxvii into health inequalities in England noted that
“Bad housing conditions – including homelessness, temporary accommodation,
overcrowding, insecurity, and housing in poor physical condition – constitute a risk to health.
A study carried out by Shelter in 2006 suggested that children in bad housing conditions are
more likely to have mental health problems, such as anxiety and depression, to contract
meningitis, have respiratory problems, experience long-term ill health and disability,
experience slow physical growth and have delayed cognitive development.199 These
adverse outcomes reflect both the direct impact of the housing and the associated material
deprivation”. xxxviii
Shelter’s research has found that temporary accommodation for homeless households has a
devastating impact on children’s health and education. Two thirds of respondents to a study
carried out in 2004 said their children had problems at school, and nearly half described their
children as ‘often unhappy or depressed’. Over half the families surveyed said their health or
their family’s had suffered due to living in temporary accommodation. Another Shelter
research report showed that more than 60 per cent of respondents with depression said that
living in temporary accommodation had worsened it. xxxix In its view reducing the number of
households in temporary accommodation will play a key role in eradicating child poverty.
The Marmot Review also noted that
“…..many population groups have additional health needs, such as the elderly, people living
with disability or mental illness, ethnic minority groups, the homeless, refugees and asylum
seekers, Gypsies and Travellers. Population-wide and individual interventions need to be
adapted to meet needs within a universal framework.” xl
The report “How Fair is Britain?” from the University of York xli also received evidence
specifically about inequalities faced by the homeless. This evidence showed that the
following characteristics are associated with a disproportionate risk of homelessness, with
evidence to indicate that these inequalities are persistent and, in some cases, growing:
•
•

Age - young people face a much higher risk of being accepted as statutorily homeless by
British local authorities than do older people, with those in the middle age ranges most at
risk of rough sleeping;
Gender and household type – women, especially female lone parents, are overrepresented amongst statutorily homeless households, but single men are heavily over37 (54)

•
•

•
•

represented amongst rough sleepers and other non-statutory homeless groups.
Homeless women tend to be younger than homeless men;
Ethnicity – Black people are strongly over-represented across most forms of
homelessness in England, especially in London;
Nationality and immigration status - the most notable (and growing) concern is rough
sleeping amongst A10 migrants who lack recourse to public funds. There is also some
evidence that former asylum seekers are a substantial subgroup of statutorily homeless
families in England, especially in London;
Disability – mental ill-health is the most important type of disability associated with
homelessness;
Socio-economic status – there are high levels of worklessness amongst all homeless
groups

The Council’s Comprehensive Equality Scheme 2010 – 2013 sets out a target to reduce the
number of homeless households in temporary accommodation to 70. xlii As at the end of
November 2011 there were 160 households classed as homeless in temporary
accommodation. xliii
Consequently a new-build scheme that sought to tackle the problems of homeless
households in temporary accommodation would appear to warrant a rating of Medium-High.
Risk
The risk in any new-build project would be taken by a registered provider/housing
association that has expertise in developing new homes. New build properties typically
come with a 10 year warranty. As an RP would own the properties the Council would have
no management/maintenance liabilities. The management and allocation of the properties
would not actually be carried out by the Council. However, any new-build development
would need a planning permission and the granting of any application depends upon a
number of factors such as conformity to planning policy, design, massing etc. Also, most
affordable housing developments are part of larger schemes carried out by private house
builders and much depends upon the viability of the scheme. Any stand-alone development
of affordable housing would have to be less than 12 homes to confirm with the Council’s
planning policies. Consequently it is felt that this would appear to warrant a score of LowMedium.
Delivery
Building new homes in Milton Keynes should be a deliverable option. At the 1st October
2011 there were planning permissions in place to build 16,262 homes (3,967 Full
permissions and 12,295 outline), and a further 8,847 potential units on existing Local Plan
sites – 25,149 dwellings in all. xliv.
There are some key stages that would have to be carried out:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Council approval to fund a new build project from its capital programme
A site/scheme would need to be secured – there would need to be some form of market
testing or tendering which will take around 3 months
Council Approval to accept a tender
A scheme would need to be designed up by the successful RP to Planning stage
The Council would need to grant detailed planning permission (usually takes 13 weeks)
Final design, RP selects contractor and gets final Board approvals
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•

Construction

It usually takes around one year to identify the site, design the scheme, carry out
consultation and obtain planning, with an additional year for the construction period. More
complex projects will of course take longer. It could be that some tenders are in respect of
projects that are about to go on site or are already on site which could shorten these
timescales.
Also, a tender situation could well produce lower unit costs and better value for money. For
example, one scheme currently being progressed by an RP in Milton Keynes involves the
construction of 11 two bedroom homes (a mix of flats and houses). The RP would require a
capital grant of £874,000 in order to provide all 11 homes as social rented housing which
would produce a unit cost of £79,454. If there was certainty of grant funding from the
Council the grant requirement may be reduced to £522,000 which gives a unit cost of
£47,454.
Nevertheless in view of the time scales involved a new build scheme would not seem to
provide a quick solution to the current bed and breakfast problem.
Consequently this section would appear to warrant a score of Low.
Customer Needs
The Borough of Milton Keynes is one of the fastest growing districts in the country. Between
1991 and 2010 the population is estimated to have grown by 62,720 people (a 35%
increase). The population of Milton Keynes in 2010 was estimated to be 240,990. Our
population is projected to grow to 276,880 people by 2019. This is an increase of 35,890
from 2010 (a 15% increase) xlv.
The Council’s Housing Options process only provides homes for people with a high housing
need, who have a local connection with Milton Keynes and who are eligible on immigration
and behaviour grounds. xlvi Applicants have a high housing need if they fall into two or more
of the grounds below (although they cannot have grounds A & B at time same time). The
criteria are set out in Appendix 1 to this report.
Each month the Council deals with around 1,000 enquiries for housing and it has a statutory
duty to provide assistance to around 20% of these (approx 200 households a month).
However there is only a total supply of around 100 properties a month available to meet
these needs. Bed and breakfast accommodation is currently being used (out of Milton
Keynes). At 7th December 2011 there were 31 homeless households in bed and breakfast
accommodation. The costs are in the region of around £50 per household per night. This
cost is met from the General Fund.
In addition there were 363 households who were considered to be in “Band 1” (which is the
Council’s highest level of need) and who were waiting for an offer of accommodation. xlvii
Clearly the Council does all it can to mitigate this and this Review is in itself one feature of
this. However it must be pointed out that this level of households in bed and breakfast has
been prevalent for around one year. At the time of writing this report the Council was
increasingly competing for bed and breakfast accommodation with other local authorities.
The lack of supply is a serious problem.
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The number of households in bed and breakfast accommodation is arguably also a feature
of the slow-down in the number of new homes being built in the Borough each year. The
Council’s Core Strategy has a housing target of around 1,750 new homes per year. This
rate of house building has only been achieved twice in the last ten years xlviii. Also, the
forecast for 2011/12 is that a maximum of 1,628 dwellings could be built on active sites.
Consequently meeting the target of 1,750 new homes will be a challenge.
New build also provides the opportunity to achieve higher quality, energy and space
standards xlix such as:
•
•
•
•
•

Lifetime Homes – a standard to meet the needs of people with disabilities
Higher sustainability standards (Level 4 or higher of the Code for Sustainable Homes)
‘Secured by Design’ – to design out/help prevent crime
Good internal space and storage standards
Building for Life “Silver Standard (which also covers external environment) l

Consequently as this option would deliver homes to meet the needs of households who are
in the highest housing level of need this option would warrant a score of High.
Overall Project Scoring

Financial Impact
Option Unit Cost
Cost
Equalities
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
A
(10
£120,000
£32,190 Mediumhomes)
High
B
(15
£80,000
£48,285 Mediumhomes)
High
C
(25
£48,000
£80,475 Mediumhomes)
High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Medium
Medium
Medium

LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium

Customer
Needs

High
High
High
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New Build with a Registered Provider:
Specialist/supported housing
Background
At the meeting of the Disability Action Group in November 2011 a request was made that the
Review should consider the needs of people with disabilities.
The Milton Keynes Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) Update 2009 provided a
profile of households with supported housing and health needs. The profile found that there
were 2,500 households who:
•
•
•

Had at least one member of their household with a health problem, and
That their health problems affected their housing requirements; and
Their homes were not currently adequately adjusted to meet their health problems.

This equated to 2.7% of households in Milton Keynes. The problems that these households
identified were with bathing and showering, climbing stairs and general mobility. All of these
were considered to be natural consequences of the health problems being linked to mobility
and old age. li
From the 2,500 households, the majority (71%) felt that their current home could be adapted
to meet their needs and that the majority of these households required bathroom
adaptations, stair lifts and handrails to be fitted. 390 households (17.4%) felt that their
current home was unsuitable for adaptation. However when asked whether they wanted to
move, 250 households wanted to move. Arguably this could indicate the level of need for
housing specially designed to meet the health needs of the borough.
Of the households who contained at least one member of the household with a health
problem, who felt that their current home was not adequately adjusted to meet their health
problem and who felt that they needed and wanted to move to another home which was
more suitable for their needs, 213 households wanted to move to a Council or Housing
Association property.
It should be emphasised that the results are based on a sample survey and that for many
problems there is a very small number of cases in the dataset.
The profile also showed that there were approximately 14,000 properties in Milton Keynes
that already have adaptations fitted, however around 5,343 of these properties were
occupied by households who did not have a member of the household with health problems
Broadly speaking therefore the biggest demand for specialist housing appears to be for older
people and those with mobility problems.
A report for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation has noted that nationally:
“Although age alone does not determine whether or not people have high support needs, it is
a good guide and it is likely that over the next twenty years the numbers requiring such
support will rise considerably… Over the coming decades, the older population will also
become more diverse with people from black and minority ethnic backgrounds comprising an
increasing share of the population. Changes in both social norms and the legal context
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mean that it is likely that in future there will be more older people living in civil partnerships
and openly gay relationships. Service providers will need to take account of this growing
diversity in the provision of culturally sensitive and appropriate services.…….There is clear
evidence that the prevalence of disability, however it is measured, rises with age – with the
increase being most pronounced at ages after 74. For example, the prevalence of severe
disability as measured by the ability to perform various activities of daily living is less than
5% amongst those aged under 55 compared with around 40% amongst those aged 85 and
over.” lii
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Unit Cost
For specialist housing schemes, costs tend to be higher and the amount of grant needed is
thus higher. For example, the total scheme costs for building the extra care sheltered
scheme for people with dementia at Bletchley Park were around £3.8m for 34 units of social
rent - a gross unit cost of £111,000. Social Housing Grant of £2.38m was awarded (with the
housing association finding the balance). Consequently the net unit cost (in terms of the
public money invested) was reduced to around £70,000. Working on this basis, if the
Council wanted to provide similar sheltered or supported flats for people with disabilities
housing the HCA grant of £1.2m would probably provide around 17 homes.
The findings of the SHMA (i.e. that housing and health problems were health problems
linked to mobility and old age) & from “Lifetime Homes Lifetime Neighbourhoods” would
suggest it would also be advisable to consider the provision of wheelchair housing. This is
not to say that other client groups are in way “less deserving”. The point here is that
wheelchair housing has a particular built form which can be quantified, is in short supply, a
need has been clearly quantified and each unit has the potential to meet two (or even more)
needs.
Consequently, for wheelchair housing, assuming social rented housing (with a land cost of
£750,000 per acre payable), the HCA grant could deliver 9 homes (4 one bedroom and 5 two
bedroom) giving a unit cost of around £126,659.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
For supported flats it has been assumed that New Homes Bonus would be payable at the
Band B rate. For Wheelchair standard homes would be built to a larger space standard and
consequently we have assumed that the New Homes Bonus would be paid at the national
council tax average for Band D (£1,439). The affordable homes supplement of £350 per
property would also apply. This would equate to £1,789 x 9 homes = £16,101.
No allowance has been made for bed and breakfast savings as it is felt that it would be
unlikely for anyone with disabilities to be kept in bed and breakfast for any considerable
length of time.
In December 2009 the Housing our Ageing Population Panel for Innovation (HAPPI)
published a report which noted that:
“….postponing entry into residential care by a year could reduce costs by £26,000 per
person”. liii
The cost of £26,000 comes from research carried out in 2004 liv. This showed that savings
actually come about as a result of carrying out aids, adaptations and assistive technology at
an estimated cost of £22,000 per property – a net saving therefore of £4,000 per property. lv
Summary of Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
Option
Supported flats - 17 homes
Wheelchair
homes

Housing

-

9

New Homes
Bonus
£24,973

Postponing
Care Costs
£68,000

£16,101

£36,000

Total
£92,973
£52,101
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Equalities
In 2008 the Government published ‘Lifetime Homes Lifetime Neighbourhoods - A National
Strategy for Housing in an Ageing Society’. Key findings of the report were as follows:
“The ratio of people of working age to those of pensionable age in the UK will fall from 3.3 in
2006 to 2.9 by 2031. The number of people aged 85 or over will increase by 2.3 million by
2036 – 184 per cent increase – the oldest age groups are growing fastest. At the same time,
older people represent a considerable economic and social resource, whether as workers,
volunteers, or carers. But emerging evidence suggests that as we live longer, we also spend
longer in ill-health.
The overarching picture of population ageing is one of increasing affluence, but this masks a
much more complex reality, with many asset rich but income poor older people. The vast
majority of older householders (68 per cent) owned their own home in 2001, and this is
projected to rise to 75 per cent by 2026. Households of people over the age of 60 owned
£932 billion of equity in their homes in 2004.
30 per cent of all households are already headed by someone over retirement age. Older
people will make up 48 per cent of the increase in new households by 2026, with this figure
reaching as high as 90 per cent in some areas. Older people are key to the housing market
and may become even more dominant in a less buoyant market. Because the housing
market is dynamic, housing decisions that older people make – whether to move, stay put,
make improvements or adaptations – will impact across the entire market.
As we grow older, we spend more time in our homes, and they become more important to us
and more likely to enhance or undermine our health and wellbeing. Older people tend to be
the most satisfied with their accommodation, but for some this perception is likely to be
because they have lower expectations. Many older people in fact live in the worst housing
conditions or lack suitable accommodation, with a third of older people (2.1 million
households) living in non-decent or hazardous housing. These hazards bring many costs
which could be significantly reduced, for example, if we could prevent older people from
falling and being hospitalised or institutionalised too early.” lvi
The report also noted particular pressures around the lack of wheelchair housing:
“Projected numbers of people needing wheelchair accessible housing are due to rise
considerably, reflecting projected increases in numbers of people with disabilities and
mobility impairments. Whereas Lifetime Homes are designed to adapt to changing needs
overtime and do include features helpful to wheelchair users, fully wheelchair accessible
homes are purpose built to suit the needs of wheelchair users. These are designed with the
necessary circulation space and level access to provide full wheelchair access to all parts of
the home. They are also equipped with adjustable fixtures and fittings to enable occupants to
live more independently and enjoy a better quality of life. It is therefore critically important for
housing needs assessments to consider and plan for appropriate levels of provision of
wheelchair standard housing. This should be considered within mixed tenure residential
developments in locations with good access to amenities and services.” lvii
The HAPPI report referred to earlier notes that
“The number of over-60s is projected to increase by 7 million over the next 25 years Office for National Statistics, 2009”………Older people spend 70- 90% of their time in their
homes, much more than any other age group”. lviii
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In addition, the HAPPI report notes that:
“……old age often still means isolation, especially when a spouse dies or children move
away. Inadequate housing exacerbates health problems and creates others; poor insulation
and time spent indoors can lead to difficulties in meeting the cost of winter heating. As things
are, without better housing in the community to which we belong, the choice often lies
between ‘getting by’ in unsuitable accommodation or up-rooting to some form of institutional
home, often removed from familiar surroundings. Such moves are usually triggered by crisis
rather than planned ahead, adding to the stress of the experience.” lix
In terms of the housing, the report recommends that
“while we believe strongly in greater accessibility – using Lifetime Homes standards (even
with modifications) for all new homes – solutions to our housing needs will very often be
found in purpose-built new homes that are specially designed and planned with older people
in mind.” lx
The Equalities and Human Rights Commission has noted that there are also links between
disability, employment and pay:
“Evidence shows that some disabled employees experience a significant pay gap when
compared to non disabled employees. In addition, disabled women suffer from a gender pay
gap, and earn less than disabled men. Estimates of the disabled hourly pay gap vary from
six to 26 per cent (this variation is due to the use of different data sources and definitions of
disability). Recent research has found that when compared to non disabled men, disabled
men have a pay gap of 11% and disabled women of 22%”.
A report by the Demos in 2006 looked in detail at the barriers faced by people with
disabilities, particularly in the areas of transport, education, employment, status, leisure and
housing. It was found that:
•

More than 40% of disabled people in England and Wales experienced difficulty with
travel.

•

While almost two-thirds of households that include a disabled person do not have access
to a private car, only 27% of non-disabled households don't have a car. But the general
trend in public transport shows an improvement, though in the words of the authors,
"massive barriers remain".

•

The lack of accessible housing in the UK was described as "chronic". While it estimated
that nearly 1.5m people require adapted accommodation, almost a quarter of them don't
have it.

•

The report highlights a lack of reliable information about the availability of accessible
housing as contributing to the problem.

Consequently this option would appear to merit a score of High.
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Risk
The risk in any new-build project would be taken by a registered provider/housing
association that has expertise in developing new homes. New build properties typically
come with a 10 year warranty. As an RP would own the properties the Council would have
no management/maintenance liabilities. The management and allocation of the properties
would not actually be carried out by the Council. However, any new-build development
would need a planning permission and the granting of any application depends upon a
number of factors such as conformity to planning policy, design, massing etc. Also, most
affordable housing developments are part of larger schemes carried out by private house
builders and much depends upon the viability of the scheme. Any stand-alone development
of affordable housing would have to be less than 12 homes to confirm with the Council’s
planning policies. Consequently it is felt that this would appear to warrant a score of LowMedium.
Delivery
The key stages would be the same as considered under the new-build general needs option.
Ideally the Council should allow one year to identify the site/design the scheme/consult and
obtain planning permission, with an additional year for the construction period. It could be
that some tenders are in respect of projects that are about to go on site or are already on site
which could shorten these timescales. Nevertheless a new build scheme would not seem to
provide a quick or short term solution.
Consequently this section would appear to warrant a score of Low.
Customer Needs
The key issues around new-build generally have been covered in the previous new-build
option (on page xx). Additionally, and more importantly, wheelchair housing would be
meeting the needs of a disadvantaged group.
A report by Habinteg Housing Association and London South Bank University in 2010 lxi sets
out a methodology for calculating the unmet housing need of wheelchair user households at
a local authority level. The methodology involves the following approach:
A. Taking the regional figure for the percentage of all households that are wheelchair user
households (for the South East region this was 2%);
B. Multiply this by the number of households in the local authority (as at 1st April 2011 this
was 101,100);
C. Multiply this by the regional figure for the percentage of wheelchair user households with
unmet housing need (5%).
So for Milton Keynes the figure would be 101 wheelchair user households with unmet
housing need. A project that aimed to meet some of these needs would therefore appear to
warrant a score of High.
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Overall Project Scoring

Option

Supported
Flats
Wheelchair
Housing

Financial Impact
Unit Cost Cost
Equalities
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£70,000
£92,973 High
£126,659

£52,101 High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

LowMed
LowMed

Customer
Needs

Low

High

Low

High
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New Build Council Homes
Background
The Council could ask an RP to build the units and to transfer them to the Council. As in the
previous examples of funding an RP, much depends upon land cost, type of units to be built
and the tenure type.
The advantages to this are as previously stated, namely
•
•
•
•
•
•

Modern homes built to modern standards
New build properties typically come with a 10 year warranty
The Council would own the asset
The Council would also receive New Homes Bonus (and the Affordable Housing
supplement)
The Council would decide at all time who could/should be allocated to the property
All of the rental income would accrue to the Council (the Housing Revenue Account HRA)

By contrast there are the following disadvantages:
•

•

•
•

The risks would be taken by the Council. It has not built its own homes for many years
hence why it would need to employ a RP to build them on its behalf and employ an
experienced project manager to supervise the project. This will come at a cost of around
2.5% - 3% of the total scheme costs. Consequently the unit cost will be higher
The Council would have to fund all of the costs to build the properties. Social housing
grant would not be payable by the HCA except in very limited circumstances (such as
regeneration). The Council would therefore not be able to deliver as many new homes
for the £1.2m as an RP;
The Council would have the management/maintenance liabilities (but new properties
should come with a warranty to cover the first 10 years)
If the Council were to build general needs social rented housing then the tenants would
have the “right to buy” (although it should be noted that a similar “right to acquire” exists
for tenants of RPs). This could however be avoided if the Council decided to build
specialist accommodation. lxii
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Unit Cost
It should be noted that the Council would not receive social housing grant for social rented
housing and would have to fund all of the costs itself. In addition, the Council would need to
either employ qualified staff itself or use a housing association to provide the
design/construction expertise that it currently lacks. For the purposes of this exercise this
has been factored in by employing an RP as an agent at a rate of 3% of total scheme costs
(although in a tender position it may be possible to reduce this further). The estimates are
set out in Appendix 2. A land price is also included (as in the RP examples) to allow for the
“opportunity cost (e.g. the potential loss of a capital receipt).
Option A: Social Rent, land cost payable, RP estimates
Appendix 2 shows that using the costs supplied by an RP, the Council could build 6 homes
for £1.191m. This produces a unit cost of £198,500. The option shows the advantages of
building with a registered provider using mixed funding (as it can provide more homes for the
same amount of grant).
Option B: Social Rent, land cost payable, DTZ estimates
Appendix 2 also shows costs prepared by DTZ as part of its work for the Council on the
Community Infrastructure Levy project. This shows that a scheme of 10 houses could be
built for £1,219,218. This would produce a unit cost of £121,921.
Option C: Wheelchair Housing, social rent, land cost payable, RP estimates
Using the costs provided by an RP in Appendix 2, the total scheme cost for 9 homes would
be £1,139,927. The agency fee of 3% would need to be added which amounts to an
additional £34,197. The total scheme costs would therefore be £1,174,124 which would in
turn produce a unit cost of £130,458.
Option D: Wheelchair Housing, Social rent, land cost payable, DTZ estimates
Using the cost estimates provided by DTZ this shows that a scheme of 10 two bedroom
wheelchair bungalows could be built at a total scheme cost of £1,174,231. This produces a
unit cost of £117,423.
The option of delivering supported flats has not been evaluated as this would require a level
of design and support expertise that the Council does not currently possess.
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Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
If it was minded to build wheelchair standard bungalows for older people, bearing in mind the
findings of the HAPPI report (that postponing entry into residential care by a year could
reduce costs - see page xx) then the Cost reduction/Annual Savings/Income could therefore
be calculated as £36,000.
Option

A (6 homes)
B (10 homes)
C (9 homes)
D (10 homes)

New
Bed
and Postponing Total
Homes
Breakfast
Care Costs
Bonus
£8,814
£10,500
£0
£19,314
£14,690
£17,500
£0
£32,190
£16,101
£0
£36,000
£52,101
£17,890
£0
£40,000
£57,890
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Equalities (High = Tackles major inequalities)
The score would be the same as for the registered provider general needs option: MediumHigh. If however specialist wheelchair accommodation was built then this would warrant a
score of High.
Risk
The Council would be developing, owning, maintaining and paying for the properties. There
is also the risk referred to in the registered provider options around new-build around
obtaining a planning permission. Consequently this option appears to warrant a score of
Medium.
Delivery
The key stages would be the same as considered under the new-build general needs option.
Ideally the Council should allow one year for to identify the site/design the scheme/consult
and obtain planning permission, with an additional year for the construction period. It could
be that some tenders are in respect of projects that are about to go on site or are already on
site which could shorten these timescales. Nevertheless a new build scheme would not
seem to provide a quick or short term solution to the current bed and breakfast/number of
households in Band1 problem.
Consequently this section would appear to warrant a score of Low.
Customer Needs
The key issues have been covered in the previous option on page xx. It is felt that this
option would warrant a score of High.

Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Option Unit
Cost
Equalities
Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
A
(6 £198,500
£19,314 Mediumhomes)
High
B (10 £121,921
£32,190 Mediumhomes)
High
C
(9 £130,458
£52,101 High
homes)
D (10 £117,423
£54,690 High
homes)

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Customer
Needs

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

High
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Purchase of Existing Properties by the Council
Background
An alternative to commissioning a new-build scheme would be to either:
•
•

Buy some new-build properties completed by a builder which are unsold (“Off the
shelf”); or
Buying some existing “second hand” properties e.g. former “right to buy” properties
(“Existing satisfactory purchases)

There are a number of advantages to this option:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Properties are already built so there are no planning/construction lead-in times
Modern homes built to modern standards (although they are likely to cost more)
New build properties typically come with a 10 year warranty
The Council would own the asset
The Council would also receive the New Homes Bonus payable at the Affordable
Housing rate only (£350 per property)
The Council would decide at all time who could/should be allocated to the property
All of the rental income would accrue to the Council’s HRA.

However, there are some disadvantages:
•
•
•
•

•
•

The Council will not get so many as properties for its money as a new-build scheme
(although a better deal could be achieved if there are a block of flats or a group of
homes available somewhere in MK at the right price)
Consultation with local residents may be needed as often prospective purchasers
become anxious when nearby properties intended for sale unexpectedly become
rented properties for homeless families
Purchasing the right properties in the right condition in the right location would also
still take time.
There are many properties on the market that were not built to the standards that the
Council or RPs would be happy with. This could however be overcome by purchasing
homes such as former “right to buy” properties that would have been built at/near
Parker Morris standards
Existing satisfactory properties tend to need some remedial works carried out before
letting (but this could be dealt with by using part of the HCA grant and/or reflecting this
in the purchase price;
There would still be a lead-in time as Cabinet approvals would be needed, a scheme
would have to be tendered, a contract let and properties purchased. However the
overall time should be far less than the new-build options described previously and
the whole process could be finished within 6-9 months.
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Unit Cost
Land Registry data in September 2011 shows that the average house price for a
maisonette/flat was £68,771 (which in turn means that the Council could potentially buy
around 17 properties) lxiii.
For a terraced house in Milton Keynes the Land Registry data showed that the average price
was £117,335 (which in turn means that the Council would be able to buy approximately 10
properties). The options of purchasing terraced houses has been selected as it can give
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The Annual Income/Savings that would result can be calculated as follows:
Option
A – 17 Flats
B – 10 Houses

New Homes
Bonus
£5,950
£3,500

Bed & Breakfast

Total

£29,750
£17,500

£35,700
£21,000

Equalities
The Equalities issues have been covered under the previous options for purchasing general
needs properties with a registered provider and/or building council homes. Consequently a
score of Medium-High would appear to be appropriate
Risk
Risks are as outlined in the Disadvantages section on page. Overall a score of Medium
would appear to be appropriate
Delivery
There would still be a lead-in time as Cabinet approvals would be needed, a scheme would
have to be tendered, a contract let and properties purchased. However the overall time
should be far less than the new-build options described previously and the whole process
could be finished within 6-9 months. Consequently this section would appear to warrant a
score of Medium.
Customer Needs
The key issues have been covered in the new build options discussed previously and a
score of High would seem to be appropriate.
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Overall Project Scoring

Option

A-17 Flats
B-10
Houses

Financial Impact
Unit
Cost
Equalities
Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£68,771
£35,700 MediumHigh
£117,335
£21,000 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Customer
Needs

Medium

Medium

High

Medium

Medium

High
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Purchase of Existing Properties by an RP
Background
The background is similar to the option whereby the Council purchases properties.
Unit Cost
The registered provider estimate is for new-build properties rather than second hand
properties. Under this option it could obtain 6 two bedroom properties and 5 four bedroom
properties, making a total of 11 new-build homes for the grant available. This would thus
reduce the unit cost slightly to £109,090. It is possible that the Council select a registered
provider to buy cheaper properties which should reduce the costs further.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The Annual Income/Savings that would result can be calculated as follows:
New Homes Bonus
£3,850

Bed & Breakfast
£19,250

Total
£23,100

Equalities (High = Tackles major inequalities)
The Equalities issues have been covered under the previous options for purchasing general
needs properties with a registered provider and/or building council homes. Consequently a
score of Medium-High would appear to be appropriate
Risk
Risks are as outlined in the Disadvantages section on page. Overall a score of Medium
would appear to be appropriate
Delivery
The main disadvantage would be a longer lead-in time. This is because we would need to
select an RP by a tender process (and go the OJEU route with a 56 day tender process).
However the overall time should be far less than the new-build options described previously
and the whole process could be finished within 6-9 months. Consequently this section would
appear to warrant a score of Medium
Customer Needs
The key issues have been covered in the previous registered provider new-build option on
page xx. A score of High would appear to be appropriate.
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Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Unit
Cost
Equalities
Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£109,090
£23,100 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

MediumHigh

Medium

Customer
Needs

MediumHigh
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Bringing Private Sector Empty Homes back into use
Background
The Empty Homes Agency notes that of England’s three quarters of a million empty homes
nearly half of them are long-term empty which is enough homes to house a million people.
Whilst about half of these are empty for transactional reasons (e.g. they are being
refurbished, are for sale or to let) the rest are to some extent stuck. A significant minority of
them have been totally abandoned.
These properties can cause huge problems for people who live around them. Empty
properties can potentially attract petty crime, fly tipping, vandalism and occasionally arson.
Areas with high numbers of empty homes can easily fall into a spiral of decline. With less
customers living nearby, shops and services close leading to further decline.
There are environmental benefits for realising the potential of empty homes to meet housing
supply is a costly environmental mistake. Creating new homes from empty property saves
substantial amounts of embodied carbon dioxide over building new houses, and minimises
the amount of land used for development. With declining house building rates bringing empty
homes back into use makes sense.
In Milton Keynes there were approximately 82,000 private sector houses and 1,790 reported
empty by the Council Tax team in March 2011. The Council’s Private Sector Housing Team
has identified that that there are around 137 long-term problematic empty properties.
To support the council’s work an empty homes loan scheme has been introduced, which
provides a 5 year, flexible, bridging finance secured as a charge on a property. lxiv The
scheme is managed overall by the Flexible Home Improvement Loans Company, which also
covers some local authorities in Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Berkshire and Surrey
(although the advice from the Council’s Finance team is that such loans cannot be counted
as capital expenditure and thus the £1.2m could not be put into the Flexible Home
Improvement Loan scheme could not be used).
Unit Cost
It is hard to be precise about the unit cost. However, using the Flexible Loans scheme as an
example, loans appear to be in the range of £10,000 - £40,000 per property. A “best case”
scenario therefore would be that at £10,000 per unit the Private Sector Team could bring
around 120 homes back into use. If a “worst case” scenario of £40,000 per unit was
assumed the Team could still potentially bring around 30 homes into use.
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Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The Council would receive a New Homes Bonus for bringing the properties back into use.
Unlike with the new-build option however this would be at the lower affordable housing
supplement of £350 per property.
If the resulting properties were also used for families in bed and breakfast accommodation
then there would be notional bed and breakfast savings for this option. Whilst the best case
option potentially produces 120 homes, the total bed and breakfast saving has calculated on
31 households. This is to reflect the numbers actually in bed and breakfast as at 6th
December 2011.
In summary the Annual Income/Savings could be as follows:
Scenario
Best Case (120
homes)
Worst Case (30
homes)

New
Bonus

Homes Bed
& Total
Breakfast
£114,960
£54,250
£169,210
£28,740

£52,500

£81,240

Equalities
If the people nominated to the resulting properties were homeless families then the
Equalities implications would be as discussed earlier in the new-build options. The project
should then warrant a score of Medium-High.
Risk
There are a number of powers available to the Council to deal with empty homes. However
none of the powers are an absolute power in every case. All of them require time and
resources to make them work and the amount of Risk will vary depending upon the option.
Empty Dwelling Management Orders
Part 4 of the Housing Act 2004 gives the Council powers to make Empty Dwelling
Management Orders (EDMO’s) which will enable the Council to take over the management
of some residential properties that have been empty for more than six months. There are a
number of exceptions and the Government has also announced its intention to restrict the
use of EDMOs as follows lxv
•

They will be limited to empty properties that have become magnets for vandalism,
squatters and other forms of anti-social behaviour - blighting the local neighbourhood ;

•

A property will have to stand empty for at least two years before an Empty Dwelling
Management Order can be obtained, and property owners will have to be given at least
three months' notice before the order can be issued

•

The Government will use secondary legislation to introduce safeguards that restrict the
use of Empty Dwelling Management Orders 2006, and will be engaging with interested
parties on the extent of the changes.
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There are two types of EDMO. An Interim EDMO lasts for a year during which time the local
authority must try to work with the owner to get the property back into use. An Interim EDMO
has to be approved by a Residential Property Tribunal. A Final EDMO can be made if no
agreement is reached the local authority which can last for up to seven years.
EDMOs do not appear to have been a popular tool with local authorities as it is hard for a
local authority to be able to recoup its costs. Many long tem empty properties are in poor
repair and therefore need investment to bring them up to the decent homes standard.
However in theory the rent charged can be used to fund the Council’s costs but any surplus
rental income has to be returned to the owner. The conditions attached to the use of EDMOs
require that the rent set must be a market rent. It is understood as at January 2011 only
around 40 EDMOs have been made in England. lxvi
Compulsory Purchase:
Probably the strongest power available. Various Acts give the Council the power it needs but
generally local authorities can rely on Section 17 of the Housing Act 1985. The local
authority will need to demonstrate that there is a compelling case in the public interest for the
property to be compulsorily purchased, and that other methods of returning the property to
use have been tried and have failed. In most cases this means that compulsory purchase is
a method of last resort. The Council also needs to have the money available to purchase
the property;
Purchase by Agreement:
The simplest method as no statutory orders are needed but the Council would need funds to
purchase a property;
Enforced sale
This is actually a procedure that allows local authorities to recover debt, but a number of
local authorities have used it as a way of getting empty properties back into use. The power
dates back to the Law of Property Act 1925. This gives local authorities the power to sell
properties in order to release the money tied up in the value of the property. This enables
them to recover any money they are owed. Where the owner fails to repay the debt secured
on their property the power enables the local authority to force the sale of the property in
order to recover the debt. Debts are secured on properties by the local authority making a
local land charge or making a caution on the land registry certificate at HM Land Registry.
Once the charge is in place the local authority can pursue the enforced sale without further
legal recourse;
Section 77 of the Building Act 198
Enables local authorities to deal with buildings that it considers to be dangerous. It can apply
to a Magistrates’ Court for an order requiring the owner to make the building safe or
demolish it. If the owner fails to comply, the Council can carry out the works in default;
Section 78 of the Building Act 1984
Allows local authorities to deal with buildings that pose an immediate danger. This
emergency measure allows the local authority to carry out remedial works itself without
giving the owner the opportunity to deal with it himself. The local authority is only entitled to
carry out works that remove the danger;
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Section 29 of the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982
This allows local authorities to carry out works to an unoccupied building to prevent
unauthorised entry or to prevent it from becoming a danger to public health. 48 hours notice
is needed unless the works are required immediately. Costs are recoverable;
Sections 79-81 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990
This power allows the local authority to require abatement of statutory nuisances. The term
statutory nuisance applies to a range of problems that might arise from empty homes,
including accumulations of rubbish or dampness affecting neighbouring properties. The act
allows local authorities to serve an abatement notice on the owner of the premises requiring
works to abate the nuisance. If the notice is not complied with the local authority can carry
out works in default;
Section 215 Town and Country Planning Act 1990: Section 215 provides a local planning
authority (LPA) with the power, in certain circumstances, to take steps requiring land to be
cleaned up when its condition adversely affects the amenity of the area. If it appears that the
amenity of part of their area is being adversely affected by the condition of neighbouring land
and buildings, they may serve a notice on the owner requiring that the situation be remedied.
These notices set out the steps that need to be taken, and the time within which they must
be carried out. LPAs also have powers under s219 to undertake the clean up works
themselves and to recover the costs from the landowner. The use of s215 by LPAs is
discretionary and it is therefore up to the LPA to decide whether a notice under these
provisions would be appropriate in a particular case, taking into account all the local
circumstances. LPAs will need to consider, for example, the condition of the site, the impact
on the surrounding area and the scope of their powers. In some circumstances s215 notices
may be used in conjunction with other powers, for example, repair notices in respect of listed
buildings or dangerous structure notices. The most important message that LPAs should be
aware of is that s215 action can be taken against land and buildings (in s336 of the same Act
the definition of ‘land’ includes a building).
An empty homes project would appear to warrant a score of Medium as all of the powers
available in the main depend upon either the willingness of the owner to co-operate or use of
legal powers if the owner does not co-operate
Delivery
Approximately 20 properties will have been brought back into use for the year, which
provides an early indication of the successes of a focused approach. Ten units of
accommodation will be brought back into use through the loans scheme, with four loans in
progress and a further two pending. The remaining properties have been brought back into
use through skilful negotiation with the owners. It is felt that this option warrants a score of
Medium - High.
Customer Needs
The key issues have been covered in the previous options around new-build and purchasing
existing homes. However it is worth adding that the properties would still remain privately
owned and that nomination rights would generally be for no longer than the life of the loan (5
years). Consequently it is felt that a score of Low-Medium would be appropriate
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Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Option
Unit
Cost
Equalities
Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
Best
Case
£10,000
£191,960 Medium(120 homes)
High
Worst case
£40,000
£81,240 Medium(30 homes)
High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Medium
Medium

MediumHigh
MediumHigh

Customer
Needs

LowMedium
LowMedium
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Bringing Empty Council Homes back into use
Background
This option is around refurbishing Council properties that are empty because funds do not
exist to make them habitable. This option will require development.
Unit Cost
As an example, it is estimated that Buckland Lodge (a sheltered housing scheme with 8 flats
out of use due to subsidence) could require £0.75m if the Authority decided to bring back the
empty flats. This would produce a unit cost of £93,750. Consequently £1.2m could
potentially bring 13 properties back into use.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
Assuming that 13 homes could be brought back into use, the Cost Reduction/Annual
Income/Savings can be calculated as follows:
New Homes Bonus
£4,550

Bed & Breakfast
£22,750

Total
£27,300

An allowance has been included for bed and breakfast costs on the basis the 13 homes
could release under-occupied family housing (which could in turn then be used for families in
bed and breakfast).
Equalities (High = Tackles major inequalities)
If the properties are allocated to homeless families it would be appropriate therefore to award
a score of Medium-High.
Risk
The properties are already owned by the Council. Consequently there should be little in the
way of risk which would appear to warrant a score of Low.
Delivery
As the properties are already owned by the Council it should be a reasonably straight
forward option to improve the properties. There would however still need to be Cabinet
approvals to the expenditure and, depending on the work needed, tendering may be
required. It is felt therefore that this option warrants a score of Medium.
Customer Needs
The key issues have been covered in the previous options around Council new build.
Consequently a score of High would appear to be appropriate.
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Overall Project Scoring

Financial Impact
Units
Unit Cost

13

Cost
Equalities
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£93,750
£27,300 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Low

Medium

Customer
Needs

High
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Option 3
Improve Council Housing
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Background
Cabinet Report July 2011
A report to Cabinet in July 2011 showed that the Council owns approximately 14,000 homes
within its Housing Revenue Account (HRA). Ideally investment is needed to meet current
and future housing need, thereby contributing to wider growth, regeneration, carbon
reduction, and health objectives. Investment must also ensure that assets provide current
tenants and leaseholders with homes that are safe and affordable to heat. lxvii
The properties within the HRA need significant investment to ensure that they remain fit for
purpose. The estimated medium term challenge (2012/13-2016/17) identified is £180 million,
summarised as follows: lxviii
a) £60 million continuing capital investment (up to £12 million p.a.) to keep abreast of ongoing investment in window replacements, new heating installations and urgent structural
problems;
b) An investment requirement of around £60 million to deal with issues highlighted in the
stock condition survey of 2004 that formed the basis of the Decent Homes programme.
Due to funding constraints at that time, it was decided that the Decent Homes
programme would only seek to meet what was identified as ‘minimum decency’.
Consequently, there is a ‘backlog’ of work that should be carried out to meet out the
acceptable overall standard of accommodation proposed by the stock condition survey,
coupled with the need for works to deal with elements of the stock that have become
‘non-decent’ over the past five years or will become so over the next five years;
c) £60 million is required to improve the energy efficiency of approximately 5,000 properties
of non-traditional construction (flat roofs and/or solid walls so without lofts/ cavity walls
that can be easily insulated), and which are classed as ‘hard-to-heat’.
The report noted that consultation with tenants had taken place about the drafting of
priorities for a new Asset Management Strategy which would continue to shape investment
decisions in the future. The key concerns raised were:
•
•
•

The urgent need for improved energy efficiency measures in the face of rising fuel bills;
An improvement in the quality of internal fittings, such as kitchens and bathrooms;
The need to address the condition of the wider neighbourhood: footpaths and estate
roads (some of which remain in HRA ownership), road safety, litter and anti-social
behaviour.

b) “Self-financing”
Recently a report has been prepared for the January 2012 meeting of the Cabinet 1.3 Until
the changes introduced by the Localism Act 2011, the Housing Revenue Account was part of
a wider national subsidy system to which it was a net contributor (c.£12 million per annum)
rather than a beneficiary. The capital resources for the Council’s own stock were thus around
£12m. On 1st April 2012, this system ends. Instead, Local Authorities take on redistributed
debt locally. Councils share out the debt involved in the subsidy system and manage
treasury and resource allocation themselves within a debt cap. A new plan has been put
together which could increase capital funding for maintenance / improvement to £15 to £20
million. However the challenges still remain considerable.
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Unit Cost
The sums of money required are considerable and clearly £1.2m will not solve any of these
problems in their entirety. The Cabinet report of 26th July into the Fenny Lock project gave
some examples of where and how the money could be spent.
It is clear from that there are a large number of projects where the money could be spent in
line with Council objectives and tenants concerns. This Review cannot hope to scope and
cost them all in the timescale available.
The Cabinet report of 26th July identified some projects that would seem to meet both the
medium term challenge and tenants concerns. Unit costs can be identified as follows:
•

Increase coverage of retrofit fuel poverty reduction programme, including faster
replacement of windows and doors. Scope and costs associated with this are currently
being assessed, but to give an idea of what could be done, the current average cost of
replacing doors and windows on a 3 bedroom property is £4,500. Consequently around
266 homes could be improved;

•

Increase speed at which communal central heating systems are replaced, primarily in
sheltered housing. Schemes where there is a known replacement need are currently
costed at £1.1m. It is estimated that 236 units could be replaced, which equates to a unit
cost of £4,661 per unit;

•

Improve the standard of communal areas and facilities in blocks of flats. Much work is
already identified and included in capital programmes for the next 2 years. The report
noted that work to a value of £2.7m is as yet unfunded. It is estimated that with the
£1.2m available, approximately 375 communal areas could be improved at a unit cost of
£3,200 per area

•

Deal with urgent failing components such as underpinning, lifts, fencing etc. The Authority
has 16 ’Reema blocks’ (192 flats) that would benefit from new roofs and cladding, not
programmed, but estimated to cost £1.1m. This would give a unit cost of £5,729

Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
We have been advised that there would not be any Cost Reduction/Income/ Savings for the
Council in respect of this option.
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Equalities
The Hills Report lxix notes the following with regards to people living in social housing:
“Over the last quarter century the role of social housing has changed. The sector has
become much smaller as a proportion of the total, although nearly 4 million households still
live within it. While post-War provision was aimed at households on a range of incomes,
since the 1980s provision has become more tightly constrained and new lettings focussed on
those in greatest need. As a result, the composition of tenants has changed, with tenants
much more likely to have low incomes and not to be in employment than in the past or than
those in the other tenures. Seventy per cent of social tenants have incomes within the
poorest two-fifths of the overall income distribution, and the proportion of social tenant
householders in paid employment fell from 47 to 32 per cent between 1981 and 2006.
Tenants have high rates of disability, are more likely than others to be lone parents or single
people, and to be aged over 60. More than a quarter (27 per cent) of all black or minority
ethnic householders are social tenants (including around half of Bangladeshi and 43 per cent
of black Caribbean and black African householders), compared to 17 per cent of white
householders”.
The SHMA also showed that across the different tenures in Milton Keynes, 59.7% of Council
tenants and 53.1% of housing association tenants are in receipt of housing benefit. This
implies that over half of social tenants in Milton Keynes receive housing benefit and indicates
that the majority of households in social housing in Milton Keynes are not able to afford to
live in any other tenure. By comparison, only 22.4% of households in the private rented
sector received housing benefit.
The Hills report also looked at the housing conditions of people living in social housing and it
noted the following:
“…….there has been substantial improvements over time in the number of dwellings failing
to meet successively higher standards since 1971. Between 1971 and 1986, the proportion
failing to meet the “old” standard of fitness fell from 7 per cent to 5 per cent. Against a higher
standard, the proportion of the stock failing the “new” fitness standard fell from 9 per cent to
5 per cent by 2004. The current standard – with an explicit government target to meet it
within social housing by 2010 – is that of “decent homes”, covering not just the basic
physical standards of “unfitness”, but also the state of repair, the presence of modern
facilities and services and thermal efficiency (see Box 4.1). Rapid progress has been made
against this standard since 1996, although 29 per cent of homes were still below it in 2004.
As Figure 4.6 shows, the highest rates of failure to meet the standard are in the private
rented sector, but also with above average failure rates in local authority housing, whereas
housing association property is as likely to meet the standard as owner-occupation. There
are marked differences between the most and least deprived areas. Households with
disadvantages are also somewhat more likely than others to live in housing that does not
meet the standard.”
In Milton Keynes, whilst the Decent Homes standard has been met with its own stock, the
Background section to this option showed that considerable sums of money are still needed
to meet current and future housing need to contribute to wider growth, regeneration, carbon
reduction, and health objectives.
Given that so nearly 60% of Council tenants are on housing benefit, options to improve their
housing conditions would appear to warrant a score of Medium-High
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Risk
As the properties are already owned by the Council it should be a reasonably straight
forward option to improve the properties. Consultation would be needed with residents and
some adjustments may be needed to works programmes if vulnerable clients are affected.
However it is felt therefore that this option warrants a score of Low-Medium
Delivery
As the properties are already owned by the Council this should be a reasonably straight
forward. There would however still need to be Cabinet approvals to the expenditure and,
depending on the work needed, tendering may be required. Consultation would be needed
with residents and some adjustments may be needed to works programmes if vulnerable
clients are affected. It is felt therefore that this option warrants a score of Medium.
Customer Needs
The option of Improving Council Housing would require further consultation to establish
which of the many possible improvement options would be the preferred choice.
Consequently this option has been awarded a score of Medium-High.
Overall Project Scoring

Project

Doors &
Windows
Communal
heating
Communal
Areas
Reema Blocks

Financial Impact
Unit
Cost
Equalities
Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£4,500
£0 MediumHigh
£4,661
£0 MediumHigh
£3,200
£0 MediumHigh
£5,729
£0 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Customer
Needs

MediumHigh
MediumHigh
MediumHigh
MediumHigh
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Option 4
A Mix of Options
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Background
One of the options presented to the public was that it might be possible to consider a mix of
Options 1-3.
This simply involves splitting the money between projects, rather than
spending it on just one of the options. For example, some of the budget could be spent on
Bringing Empty Private Sector Homes back into use and some could be spent on Improving
Council Housing.
Unit Cost
There is no unit cost per se for this option as it is a composite of the previous options
discussed previously.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
This would depend upon the options chose as outlined previously in this report.
Equalities
This would depend upon the options chose as outlined previously in this report.
Risk
This would depend upon the options chose as outlined previously in this report.
Delivery
This would depend upon the options chose as outlined previously in this report.
Customer Needs
This would depend upon the options chose as outlined previously in this report.
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Option 5
A Different Project
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Aids and Adaptations
Background
Aids and Adaptations are carried out to properties to enable people with health problems to
live more independently (such as older people, people with disabilities or mobility problems).
A grant can be used to give you better freedom of movement into and around your home
and/or to provide essential facilities within it. Types of work can include:
•
•
•
•
•

Widening doors and installing ramps
Providing or improving access to rooms and facilities - for example, by installing a stair lift
or providing a downstairs bathroom
Improving or providing a heating system which is suitable for your needs
Adapting heating or lighting controls to make them easier to use
Improving access to and movement around the home to enable you to care for another
person who lives in the property, such as a child

An occupational therapist looks at the persons circumstances first and then recommends the
type of adaptation(s) needed. Requests are graded as critical, substantial or moderate
need. Critical comprises the following:
•
•
•
•
•

A person’s health is at risk of deteriorating & may lead to admission to hospital
or nursing home; or
The person may face unnecessary risk whilst carrying out day-to-day tasks;
The adaptation is required to provide the correct level of care & if not provided may
mean that the care may not be able to continue in the correct way;
The adaptation is necessary to help with a person being discharged from hospital;

For private tenants or householders Disabled Facilities Grants are payable. For the
Council’s own tenants, the Capital Programme contains an Aids and Adaptations budget.
Unit Cost
For Disabled Facilities Grants, the Council’s Capital Programme contains a budget of
£709,912 for 2011/12. For the Council’s own tenants, the Council’s Capital Programme
contains a budget for Aids and Adaptations of £679,140. Consequently the total expenditure
is around £1.38m per year.
The type of works that could be funded is very wide-ranging. Much also depends upon the
persons circumstances. However, most of the demand for aids and adaptations is for flat
floor showers (around 60% of the demand) and for stair lifts. The average cost of a flat floor
shower and a star lift is broadly similar lxx. The average unit cost is therefore estimated to be
around £4,600. lxxi
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Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
On average the Council deals with a total of 113 aids/adaptations for people falling within the
“Critical” criteria. Following the previous methodology on page xx (based in turn on the
HAPPI report) this option could arguably produce notional annual savings of £4,000 x 113 =
£452,000.
Equalities
A key part of this programme would be to help with paying disabled facilities grants as well
as carrying out aids and adaptations to the Council’s own stock. Given the discussion
elsewhere in this document it is clear that these grants are particularly useful for older people
and they play a vital role in helping people with health problems to maintain their
independence. Consequently it would seem that a score of High would be warranted.
Risk
The Council already has procedures and budgets in place in order to promote the health and
well-being of its residents. Consequently a score of Low would appear to be appropriate.
Delivery
Given that the current budget for both Disabled Facilities Grants and Aids and Adaptations
comes to around £1.38m, an allocation of £1.2m would nearly double the budget. Our
understanding is that each aid/adaptation takes on average 6-8 weeks to complete. This
would therefore appear to warrant a score of High.
Customer Needs
Demand remains high and given the findings of the SHMA it seems clear that this will make
a substantial difference to a lot of people who are in high need. Consequently a score of
High would appear to be appropriate
Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Unit
Cost reduction, Annual Equalities
Cost
Income/Savings
£4,600
£452,000 High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery
Low

MediumHigh

Customer
Needs
High
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Buying back shared ownership shares on hardship grounds
Background
Under this option the Council would buy back shares from householders in the Council’s
shared ownership properties in order to prevent homelessness. Much would depend upon
household size, share purchased, property value etc.
Unit Cost
From enquiries made to date to the Shared Ownership team by 7 households, a notional
total expenditure for these households would be £95,000. This therefore gives an average
payment/unit cost of £13,500). Consequently an investment of £1.2m where 10% shares are
purchased could potentially prevent homelessness in around 88 households.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
An additional benefit would be that the Council would be charging a higher rent on an
increased share. Rental yields on the 7 households assisted so far have increased from
£1,100 per year to £2,100 per year to reflect the additional shares purchased. Broadly
speaking therefore the Council would receive an extra £1,000 for every £100,000 invested in
the scheme. So for an investment of £1.2m it would receive an extra £12,000 per year in
rental income.
Equalities
Failure to pay a mortgage on the grounds of financial hardship does not and should not in
itself lead to the Council declaring a household “intentionally homeless”. This is especially
true if the household can demonstrate that it did all that it could in order to save the home. If
the money could be used to prevent statutory homelessness for families who are considered
to be in “priority need” (such as families, older people, people with disabilities) then this
option would appear to warrant a score of Medium-High.
Risk
The Council already has systems in place to assess homelessness as well as a team that
deals with leaseholders and shared ownership accounts.
The scheme would apply to
shared owners who are in severe financial difficulty, have exhausted all other options and
require their landlord to buy back a share of their property as a last resort. A formal policy
would have to be written and adopted by the Council but there are examples of good
practices elsewhere, notably Circle Anglia. Consequently a score of Medium would appear
to be appropriate.
Delivery
The Council already has systems in place to assess homelessness and to consider
assistance for shared owners. There may be a question around the staffing capacity to
deliver this option given the potential significant increase in the budget. Consequently
delivery of this option is considered to warrant a score of Medium-High.
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Customer Needs
In this financial year the Council has dealt with 3 MKC shared ownership households who
sought assistance with re-housing. Only one of these households was made homeless. The
Council has only had 3 cases so far this year (one of whom handed the keys in themselves,
one who was living in Australia and one repossession where someone was made homeless).
Demand is thus minimal and in any event a mortgage rescue scheme may be more
appropriate. The situation may of course change if the number of possession cases starts to
rise. Consequently a score of Low would appear appropriate.
Overall Project Scoring

Financial Impact
Unit
Cost reduction, Annual Equalities
Cost
Income/Savings
£13,500
£12,000 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery
Low

MediumHigh

Customer
Needs
Low
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Mortgage rescue
Background
A further option to help prevent homelessness would be to put the money into a Mortgage
rescue scheme. An example is the scheme set up by the Government, which is a “mortgage
to rent” scheme designed to help the most vulnerable households on low incomes with little
chance of sustaining a mortgage. Bedfordshire Pilgrims acts as the Government’s regional
agent, purchases the property and the applicant pays rent at a level they can afford following
a full assessment of household finances. Any money left over from the sale will be used to
pay off the mortgage and any loans secured against the property. Any further money
remaining can go towards paying off any other household debts.
Unit Cost
The price payable is 90% of the valuation of the property (up to a ceiling of £235k per
property). Recent sales have been in the region of £155,000 therefore 90% of this will give a
unit cost of £139,500. Investing the grant of £1.2m would therefore enable us to assist up to
8 households.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The scheme is only for people who are statutorily homeless and in priority need. Homeless
acceptances from households with mortgage arrears are minimal and to date only around 3
households a year have been assisted. There is little sign that this number is likely to
increase in the near future. Consequently the notional annual income/savings would be
calculated as £1,750 x 3 = £5,250.
Equalities (High = Tackles major inequalities)
If the grant is used for statutorily homeless households then this would warrant a score of
Medium-High
Risk
The scheme would have to be operated and run by the Council (unless a means could be
found to grant-aid a housing association). Consequently this option needs a lot more work
and at present the risk is considered to be High.
Delivery
Given the timescales involved in purchasing a property this warrants a score of LowMedium.
Customer Needs
Homeless acceptances from households with mortgage arrears are minimal and to date only
around 3 households a year have been assisted. There is little sign that this number is likely
to increase in the near future. Consequently a score of Low would appear to be warranted.
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Overall Project Scoring

Financial Impact
Unit
Cost reduction, Annual Equalities
Cost
Income/Savings
£13,500
£5,250 MediumHigh

Risk
High

Other Factors
Delivery
LowMedium

Customer
Needs
Low
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Temporary Accommodation for the Homeless
Background
One option is that the Council could convert some of its properties into temporary
accommodation for homeless households. The rationale would be to reduce the numbers of
families placed in out of area temporary accommodation.
Unit Cost
One scheme that is currently being considered involves the conversion of three bungalows.
The scheme could be converted to 10 rooms at a cost of around £344,000. This gives a unit
cost of £34,000 (although it must be stressed that the units are rooms rather than complete
dwellings).
In theory therefore, given that a conversion costs £344,000, a grant of £1.2m could deliver 3
schemes totalling 30 rooms.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
The estimates have been calculated on the basis that all of the £1.2m would to be used to
provide 30 hostel rooms.
Each hostel place created reduces reliance on bed and breakfast which in turn creates a
saving on the Council’s bed and breakfast budget. Using the standard bed and breakfast
calculation across 30 households this is a potential saving of £52,500.
A further advantage of using council-owned hostel accommodation is that it would produce
an income for the Council. For temporary accommodation scheme this can be calculated as
follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Temporary accommodation charges: £12.38 per adult per night and £6.75 per child per
night;
Average household size: one adult and two children which equates to an income of
£25.88 per night per household (£181.16 per week);
Assuming one household spends 10 weeks in temporary accommodation this would be
10 x £181.66 = £1,811;
For one scheme of 10 households this would then equate to £18,116
For three schemes providing housing for 30 households this would be £18,116 x 3 =
£54,348

The total Annual Income/Savings can be calculated as follows:
Income (Temporary
Accommodation Charges)
£54,348

Savings on Bed and
Breakfast
£52,500

Total
£106,848
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Equalities
A scheme that sought to tackle the problems of homeless households by providing a local
alternative to bed and breakfast would appear to warrant a rating of Medium-High
Risk
If the Council uses its own dwellings the main risks appear to be around obtaining a planning
permission to carry out the work and a score of Low-Medium would seem warranted.
Delivery
Any conversion would require a planning permission and the necessary Cabinet approvals
would be needed. Consequently the scheme would still take some time to deliver and thus a
score of Medium would seem appropriate.
Customer Needs
Whilst a good quality local alternative to bed and breakfast is desirable, it would not be
providing permanent accommodation and thus would not be a household’s first choice of
accommodation. Consequently a score of Medium would seem to be appropriate.
Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Unit
Cost reduction, Annual Equalities
Cost
Income/Savings
£34,000
£106,848 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery
LowMedium

Medium

Customer
Needs
Medium
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Self-Build
Background
Self-build was a suggested option put forward at the Housing Services Forum on 1st
September.
A report by the National Self Build Association in 2008 lxxii showed that up to 20,000 homes a
year are currently built this way. Self build appeals to a wide range of people – old and
young, well off and less well off. The market has been growing steadily over the last 30
years, partly as a result of the widespread media exposure on programmes like Grand
Designs. Another key factor is the growing realisation that people who build their own homes
save a lot of money so, for many, it makes housing more affordable; and people who build
their own homes are able to custom design the property so they get exactly what they want something that is very difficult for the big house builders to deliver.
The report identified that the benefits of encouraging an expansion of self build in the UK are
as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

It is a way of delivering affordable homes. With self build people can get a foot on the
housing ladder more easily as the total cost of a home is much less than buying from one
of the big house builders;
Each self build home requires, on average, 2-3 construction workers for a year; if the
output of self built homes was doubled then 50,000 construction jobs would be
safeguarded;
Self build homes are greener. An extra 25,000 self build homes would save around
100,000 tonnes of CO2 per year;
Self builders are innovative and entrepreneurial – skills the country needs to encourage;
Expanding the sector leads to investment into the economy, encouraging regeneration
and faster economic recovery. And, as they are cheaper to build, a higher proportion of
self built homes would help to bring down the retail price index;
Self build encourages community spirit and cohesiveness;
Self built homes are generally built to very high quality and workmanship standards, and
they are custom designed to exactly meet their user’s requirements – so levels of owner
satisfaction are very high;
The one real hurdle that is holding back the expansion of the self build sector is the
availability of land.

Milton Keynes has been a real pioneer of self build from its initial planning stage back in the
early 1960’s. In the first 30 years of its life the Milton Keynes Development Corporation
provided 1649 individual sites for self builders. At its peak 150 sites a year were provided.
The Corporation also showcased some very innovative one-off homes with exhibitions like
Energyworld (in the mid 1980’s) and Futureworld (mid 1990’s).
English Partnerships continued with bringing self-build sites to the market as:
•
•
•

It resulted in an interesting variety of housing
It was helpful in attracting senior executives to the new town – the sites enabled people
to have a custom designed home built to their own specification
It encouraged innovative designs, and novel ways of delivering homes – for example
housing co-operatives
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Since 1998 a further 121 plots have been made available. All are sold at the market rate,
either via tender or at auction. The HCA plans to encourage further self build in the city by
providing 24 self build plots at Tattenhoe Park.
An article in ‘The Guardian’ lxxiii identified that obtaining a mortgage has long been the key
stumbling block to self-build housing. The article noted that the Norwich & Peterborough
building society – one of the most established providers of self-build loans will loan up to
75% of what it costs to buy the plot of land, and then 75% of the actual building costs. The
payments are staggered as the building work progresses and paid in arrears. The building
society says that it would want to see strong evidence that a prospective builder would know
what he/she was doing.
N&P's best self-build mortgage, currently at 5.3%, is fairly typical. The mortgage tracks base
rates, and there is a 3% of balance redemption fee for switching out of the mortgage early. It
comes with a £995 fee and after three years the self-builder can remortgage to a more
standard loan.
Plenty of small building societies offer similar loans. Another major player is Buildstore
Financial Services through its website, buildstore.co.uk. In October, it announced a deal with
Melton Mowbray Building Society and a body called Ecomerchant to come up with
mortgages for people building their own green homes, offering a 0.75% discount on the
lender's standard variable rate (4.99%) for the term – currently 4.24%. Buildstore is a great
resource for self-builders, not least because it will put a self-builder in touch – for £30 a year
– with agents selling plots of suitable land. The article does acknowledge that finding land
has been the other major hurdle for self-builders in the past.
Unit Cost
Ted Stevens, chairman of the National Self Build Association, says: "Hundreds of thousands
of people in the UK are keen to build their own, very affordable homes, so anything the
government can do to help make this happen has to be applauded. By encouraging more
self-build, people will get the homes they want cost effectively. It's perfectly possible to build
a three-bed home for around £150,000."
The Council could therefore assist by making loans available. If building societies are willing
to lend 75% the Council could consider making loans in respect of the 25% of finance that
would not be funded by the building society. The loans could be secured as a charge
against the properties and, like the building society mortgage, it could be paid in stages.
Consequently, using the average house price in Milton Keynes of around £150,000, the unit
cost would be £150,000 x 25% = £37,500. At this unit cost the grant of £1.2m would provide
funds for around 32 homes.
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Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
New homes built under self-build would qualify for New Homes bonus. Consequently 32
homes would produce a bonus of £35,808 based on the national average band B council tax
rate of £1,119. If a scheme could be put together and targeted at providing affordable
housing for people in need it could then qualify for the affordable housing supplement of
£350 per property. The bonus could then potentially be £1,469 x 32 = £47,008.
.Equalities
This option does not appear on the face of it to tackle equalities issues. However elsewhere
in the country self build on a “community self build” basis has been used to tackle
unemployment or homelessness lxxiv. In Milton Keynes this approach was taken some years
ago with Orbit Housing Association. Consequently, provided that a self-build scheme was
operated with the intention of tackling homelessness a score of Medium appears
appropriate.
Risk
There are several risks with this option. The main risk faced by the Council would be around
loan defaults/projects not proceeding.
A further risk is that in order to make loans, the Council would need staff trained and
regulated by the Financial Services Authority. It may be possible however to mitigate this to
some degree by setting up a form of Local Authority Mortgages Scheme with a building
society (see page xx).
There are additional risks with the expertise of the self-builders and their ability to build-out
the properties (although these can be mitigated through the loan agreement and the Building
Control process).
There is also the issue of land availability. The supply of land in Milton Keynes for self build
housing has all but dried up.
There is also the risk referred to in the registered provider options around new-build around
obtaining a planning permission.
This option needs further work and development and consequently the score for this
category is assessed as being High.
Delivery
This would not be an option that could be delivered quickly. A scheme would need to be
worked up, ideally with a participating building society. Each builder would need to find land,
obtain planning permission and build the properties. Consequently a score of Low would
appear to be appropriate.
Customer Needs
At first glance it would not appear to meet the needs of those in bed and breakfast and Band
1. However, a scheme was carried out some years ago with Orbit Housing Association to
meet the needs of people in housing need. More work would be needed to develop this
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option (such as assessing the local demand for this option) and so it is felt that a score of
Medium is currently appropriate.
Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Unit
Cost reduction, Annual Equalities
Cost
Income/Savings
£37,500
£35,808 Medium
(32
homes)

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery
High

Low

Customer
Needs
Medium
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Local Authority Mortgage Scheme (LAMS) with Sector/Lloyds
Background
Sector Treasury Services Limited has developed a Local Authority Mortgage Scheme with
Lloyds to assist first time buyers. The scheme works by the local authority making funds
available to Lloyds so that Lloyds can give 95% mortgages to first time buyers. The
minimum amount is £1m and the maximum is £2m. The scheme would count as capital
expenditure. The funds will be repaid to the local authority at the end of 5 years.
Unit Cost
The Council can specify a maximum value. If this value was set at the average house price
of £150,000 then the Council would need to cash-back 20% of the value which would equate
to £30,000. This option would thus provide enough funds for around 40 first time buyers lxxv.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
Under the scheme properties have to be “second hand”, not new-build. Consequently there
is no scope for attracting New Homes Bonus. However, the money earns 3.5% interest over
5 years and is re-cycled back to the Council. The annual income (interest only) from this is
therefore likely to be around £109,805. The Council would have to pay around £3,000 to join
the scheme which would reduce the amount to £106,805.
There is however a risk around default. Sector advises that whilst the Council of Mortgage
Lenders view is that the default rate is 0.3%, a more realistic rate would be 1% - 2%.
Assuming a rate of 2% this would be £1.2m x 2% = £24,000. Consequently the Annual
Income/Savings figure has been reduced to £106,805 - £24,000 = £82,805.
Equalities
This option does not appear on the face of it to tackle equalities issues so a score of Low
appears appropriate.
Risk
The scheme would need a lot of scrutiny and input from colleagues in Finance & Legal.
Elsewhere, 31 local authorities have signed up to the scheme so far with a further 8 due to
join in October/November. There are six lenders that form part of the scheme:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lloyds
Saffron Building Society
Furness Building Society
Leek United Building Society
Teachers Building Society
Leeds

Consequently there is a supply of documentation and experience that can be used.
There is a risk around default which has been discussed in the Annual Incomes/Savings
section above.
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Applications for mortgages are all dealt with by Lloyds. The mortgages are repayment
mortgages and are full status (i.e. income and credit checked).
Consequently a rating of Medium would appear to be appropriate.
Delivery
Much depends upon how quickly the scheme could be scrutinised by colleagues in Finance
and Legal. Given that this is a brand new scheme to Milton Keynes it would seem realistic to
give this category a score of Medium.
Customer Needs
Successive Housing Needs studies and Strategic Housing Market Assessments in Milton
Keynes have shown that most of the new housing needed in Milton Keynes is market
housing. A major problem that first-time buyers face is finding a deposit. With a typical 80%
mortgage a prospective buyer would still need a 20% deposit. Given that the average house
price is around £150,000 this would equate to a deposit of £30,000. A LAMS scheme would
thus seem to help first time buyers overcome this problem and help them to meet their
expectations of owning their own homes. However, this is highly unlikely to meet the needs
of homeless households in bed and breakfast and those households in Band 1. In this
regard a score of Medium would appear to be justified.
Overall Project Scoring

Unit
Cost
£30,000
(40
homes)

Financial Impact
Cost reduction, Annual Equalities
Income/Savings
£106,981 Low

Risk

Other Factors
Delivery

LowMedium

Medium

Customer
Needs
Medium
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Refurbishment & Enlargement of Willen Road Travellers Site
Background
This scheme would produce 4 extra pitches in addition to the current 6 pitches as part of a
major refurbishment scheme. An expression of interest was made to the HCA for funds to
cover the costs under the Traveller Pitch Funding Stream but was unsuccessful.
Unit Cost
The Council’s bid for grant to the HCA is for £1.2m. This would therefore produce a unit cost
of £120,000 per pitch.
On 5th January 2012 the HCA announced the results of its Traveller Pitch Funding
programme. This showed that £8,245,540 had been allocated to improve 167 pitches which
produces an average unit cost of £49,374, which is significantly less than the Council’s bid
for £120,000 per pitch.
The HCA has kept back £13m of funding for additional allocations where schemes are
progressed and are able to deliver, and provide good value for money. These will be
operated on a rolling basis under which offers will be considered for their value for money,
deliverability and meeting local need, as they are developed. Given that the Willen Road
project is a hybrid scheme (in the main refurbishment but with some new pitches) it may be
possible to make a new bid for funding but clearly there would have to be a significant reworking of the costs/funding to make value for money bid.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
Each pitch will deliver a weekly rent to the Council of around £105 per pitch. Consequently
for 4 pitches this will result in an annual income of around £21,840. After allowances for
repairs, maintenance, bad debts, voids and a capital sinking fund these four additional
pitches should, using the Fenny Lock example, produce a surplus of around £8,080 lxxvi.
In addition, the new pitches will qualify for the New Homes Bonus of £1,308 per pitch which
equates to £5,232 in total.
It is understood that due to the way that the water supply is currently provided to the site the
Council is incurring costs of £5,000 per quarter. Consequently if the site was refurbished
with separate water meters installed as part of the refurbishment the Council could
potentially save a further £20,000.
A further issue has been identified with the sewerage cost. The Council currently has to
bear these costs which are in the region of £14,000 per year. However if the site was
refurbished then the sewerage charge would also be metered and this cost would be
defrayed.
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The total Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings would therefore be summarised as follows:
Rental
New Homes
Surplus 4
Bonus
pitches
£8,080
£5,232

Water
Charges

Sewerage
Charges

£20,000

£14,000

Total

£47,312

Equalities
The issues have been discussed under Option 1: Continue with the Fenny Lock scheme and
a score of High would appear to be appropriate.
Risk
A further risk would appear to be around getting a planning permission for the project
However, unlike Fenny Lock, Willen Road is an established site. Consequently the risk
would appear to be Low-Medium.
Delivery
The site is owned by the Council. A planning permission would be needed as well as the
necessary Cabinet approvals. The scheme would therefore still take some time to deliver
and thus a score of Medium would seem appropriate.
Customer Needs
This would produce 4 extra pitches as well as being part of a broader, much-needed
refurbishment scheme. Consequently this option would appear to warrant a score of LowMedium.
Overall Project Scoring
Financial Impact
Unit
Cost reduction, Equalities
Cost
Annual
Income/Savings
£120,000
£47,956 High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

MediumHigh

Medium

Customer
Needs
Low-Medium
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Converting Office Blocks to Flats
Background
One option suggested at the Fenny Lock Stakeholder Review Group meeting was that the
Council consider a scheme whereby empty office blocks can be converted into flats. An
example was given where this has happened recently in Bletchley at Ambassador House.
Unit Cost
Option A: RP (15 homes)
Ambassador House in Bletchley was converted by a private developer into 41 flats in the
spring of 2011. An RP received a capital grant from the Homes and Communities Agency of
£600,000 to enable 15 of the 41 flats to become two bedroom social rented homes. This
equates to a grant rate of £40,000 per unit.
Option B: Purchase by MKC (9 homes)
The same developer currently has plans for converting a further block in the area to provide
9 homes. He has suggested that the costs would be around £1.1m which would produce a
unit cost of around £122,000 per unit. The costs are broadly in line with the newbuild/existing purchase costs set out in Appendix 2.
Cost reduction/Annual Income/Savings
Assuming that the properties would all be affordable and that they would fall into council tax
band B the New Homes Bonus of £1,469 would be payable.
Scenario
Option A: 15 homes
Option B: 9 homes

New
Bonus

Homes Bed
& Total
Breakfast
£22,035
£26,250
£13,221
£15,750

£48,285
£28,971

Equalities
The Equalities issues are as discussed under the previous options around new
build/purchase of existing properties/empty homes. If any resulting properties are used for
homeless households it is felt that a score of Medium-High would be warranted.
Risk
If the Council worked with a RP then the RP would take on the risks associated with the
project.
Conversion of office blocks to flats would normally require a planning permission. Policy E1
of the Milton Keynes Local Plan 2001 – 2011 seeks to protect existing employment sites.
The policy states as follows:
"Within the City of Milton Keynes and the three key settlements, planning permission will be
refused for the change of use or redevelopment of any land identified for employment
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purposes on the Proposals Map to other purposes, unless there would be no conflict with
existing or potential neighbouring uses and:
i.
ii.
iii.

The proposal would result in a significant reduction in the detrimental environmental
impact of an existing use.
The proposed use is one that cannot be satisfactorily accommodated other than in an
employment area.
The proposed use will not significantly reduce the provision of local employment
opportunities.”

Policy H7 (Housing On Unidentified Sites) would also be relevant as follows:
“....seeks to assess proposals for new housing on sites within the limits of development of
settlements defined on the Proposals Map against the following criteria:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

vi.
vii.

Whether the site has been previously developed.
Whether any buildings on the site are empty or under used and suitable for
conversion to a residential use.
The location of the site and accessibility to jobs, shops and services by means other
than the car and the potential for improving such accessibility.
The compatibility of housing development with existing land uses in the surrounding
area.
Whether there is sufficient capacity in existing infrastructure, including water supply,
drainage and other utilities and community facilities (such as schools and health
facilities) to
serve the proposed development.
Whether there are any physical and environmental constraints such as contamination,
noise and flood risk affecting the site.

In April 2011 the Government consulted on the change from commercial (B use classes) to
residential (C3 use class) lxxvii without the need to apply for planning permission. The
consultation closed in June 2011 and to date the Government has not announced its
intentions.
The experience of Ambassador House shows that planning applications to turn offices into
flats can be successful. However much will depend upon the circumstances in each case
and consequently a score of Medium is considered appropriate.
Delivery
The project will need the necessary approvals for inclusion in the Council’s capital
programme and a planning permission. The work would also need to be carried out but the
Ambassador House project showed that this could be completed within a 6 month timescale. Consequently a score of Medium is considered appropriate
Customer Needs
The key issues have been covered in the previous sections on new build option. Assuming
that properties would be offered to people in bed and breakfast or in Band 1 a score of High
would seem appropriate
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Overall Project Scoring

Project

Option A: 15
homes
Option B: 9
homes

Financial Impact
Unit
Cost
Equalities
Cost
reduction,
Annual
Income
/Savings
£40,000
£48,285 MediumHigh
£122,000
£28,971 MediumHigh

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Customer
Needs

Medium

Medium

High

Medium

Medium

High
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Developing an alternative Traveller site
Background
At the request of the Stakeholder Review Group the option of developing a site elsewhere
was considered.
Calverton Lane
The Calverton Lane site is an existing, long established 12 pitch Gypsy and Traveller site
that is owned and managed by Milton Keynes Council. There is a possibility of developing
land adjacent to the existing site which the Council currently owns.
As a result there
appears to be opportunities which may warrant further investigation, namely:
•
•
•

Develop the land which is currently set aside as paddock land
Try and accommodate further pitches within the site
Look at adjacent land

However, there are some initial issues which would need to be addressed, namely:
•

•

•
•

The residents of the current site would need to be fully consulted and involved.
Feedback from local residents in the past has been that they would not welcome this
idea, although if the pitches were allocated for family members then depending upon the
overall size of the site this might acceptable. This would therefore need to be carefully
considered within/against the confines of the Council’s Housing Options system. It could
perhaps be overcome by using something similar to our “rural exceptions site” planning
policy (which in turn could be a planning condition). Under this policy, priority would be
given to family members who have a local connection to the site and then a “cascade
mechanism” would be used (i.e. other travellers within MK would then be considered and
then travellers from outside the Milton Keynes who nevertheless have a connection. At
all times households would have to be in housing need as assessed by the Council’s
Housing Options process;
The site currently takes 12 pitches which is a manageable size. Expansion of the site, if
technically possible, needs to be balanced carefully with the need to have a manageable
site. Initial informal estimates are that it may be possible to increase the site to 15
pitches. The Government Guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites notes that
whilst there is no one ideal size of site or number of pitches, experience of site managers
and residents alike suggest that a maximum of 15 pitches is conducive to providing a
comfortable environment which is easy to manage. Any expansion would therefore need
to be small scale;
The land around the site is zoned to form the Western Expansion Area, which is a major
development of around 6,000 homes with associated facilities. Any significant expansion
of the site would therefore have a potential impact upon this proposed scheme;
The site layout is such that any new pitches will probably require a new access road
which will in turn add to the costs

It must be stressed that a lot of further work would be needed to develop this idea further as
a full technical/feasibility study would need to be commissioned and paid for to produce
indicative costings and residents views. Consequently this option cannot be evaluated
further at this stage.
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Bottle Dump
It is understood that this site will deliver 10 pitches. The estimated total costs are the same
as Fenny Lock i.e. £1.8m. Like Fenny Lock, there are significant site servicing issues. The
main issues appears to be around flood plain problems. This will require the ground to be
made up by around 1 metre, which in turn will require piled foundations and a drainage
system to deal with the resulting accumulation of water. Given that the problems/costs are
very similar to Fenny Lock and that the costs are significantly above the current national
average of £900,000 - £1m the option to develop this site does not appear to be feasible.
Newton Leys
There are two other new gypsy and traveller sites proposed in the Local Plan. The first is at
Newton Leys & the second is at Bottle Dump.
Newton Leys is a site that is due to delivered to the Council for £1 by a house builder under
a planning legal agreement (unlike Fenny Lock which was owned by the Parks Trust). The
house builder is obliged to provide a serviced site of 8 pitches that consists of the following:
•
•
•
•

Mains supply water, electricity and sewerage
Hardstandings
Palisade perimeter fencing
Appropriate interior street lighting

The original legal agreement was signed by St James Property Ltd who subsequently
disposed of the site to Taylor Wimpey. There does not appear to be a date in the legal
agreement that stipulates when the site should be transferred to the Council. The exact
location of the site has also not been specified in the agreement, merely that the location
shall be subject to the agreement of Milton Keynes Council. As this scheme will be privately
funded, should be delivered privately and does not involve or require the use of public funds
it has not been considered further.
A different site
At present there are no other identified gypsy and traveller site in the Local Plan. In theory it
is possible to develop a new site elsewhere (and for others such as private landowners or
gypsies and travellers themselves) to apply to develop provided that any application meets
the criteria set out in the Local Plan Policy H12. In practice it may prove difficult to find a
suitable alternative site that a landowner would part with, which fitted the criteria in Policy
H12, that would be capable of being developed at an economic cost and which would
receive public support. As a result this option has not been evaluated further.
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Summary of Scores
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New Supply from New Build

Project

Fenny Lock
(10 pitches)

Financial Impact
Unit
Total Cost Equalities
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
£180,000 £643,580
High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Medium

New Build, Housing Association
£32,190 MediumLow High
Medium

A: Social
rent, land
cost (10
homes)
B: Social
rent, land
cost (15
homes)
C:
Social
rent,
land
cost
(25
homes)
Supported
Flats
Wheelchair
Housing (9
homes)

£120,000

£126,659

£52,101

A: Social
rent, land
cost RP
estimate (6
homes)
B: Social
rent, land
cost, DTZ
(10 homes)
C: W/chair
Housing RP
estimates (9
homes)
D: W/chair
Housing,
DTZ
estimates
(10 homes)
Self-Build
(32 homes)

£198,500

New Build, Council
£19,314 MediumMedium
High

Medium

Customer
Needs

Low

Low

High

£80,000

£48,285 MediumHigh

Low Medium

Low

High

£48,000

£80,475 MediumHigh

Low Medium

Low

High

Low Medium
Low Medium

Low

High

Low

High

Low

High

£70,000

£92,973

High
High

£121,921

£32,190 MediumHigh

Medium

Low

High

£130,458

£52,101

High

Medium

Low

High

£117,423

£57,890

High

Medium

Low

High

Low

Medium

£37,500

£47,008 Medium

High
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New supply from Existing Homes

Project

A: Flats (17
homes)
B: Houses (10
homes)
Newly built (11
homes)

Financial Impact
Other Factors
Unit
Total
Equalities Risk
Delivery
Cost
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
MKC Purchase of Existing Homes
£68,771
£35,700 MediumMedium
Medium
High
£117,335
£21,000 MediumMedium
Medium
High
RP Purchase of Existing Homes
£109,090
£23,100 MediumMedium
Medium
High
Empty Homes
Medium Medium£10,000 £191,960 MediumHigh
High

Private Sector
Empty Homes –
Best Case
Private Sector
£40,000
Empty Homes –
Worst Case
MKC
Empty
£93,750
Homes
Temporary
£34,000
Accommodation
Willen Road
£120,000
Traveller Site

Customer
Needs

High
High

High

LowMedium

£81,240 MediumHigh

Medium

MediumHigh

£27,300 MediumHigh
£106,848 MediumHigh
£47,312
High

Low

Medium

High

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

LowMedium
MediumHigh

LowMedium

Improvement of MKC Homes

Project

Doors &
Windows
Communal
heating
Communal
Areas
Reema
Blocks

Financial Impact
Unit
Total Cost Equalities
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
£4,500
£0 MediumHigh
£4,661
£0 MediumHigh
£0 Medium£3,200
High
£5,729
£0 MediumHigh

Risk

Other Factors
Delivery

LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium
LowMedium

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Customer
Needs

MediumHigh
MediumHigh
MediumHigh
MediumHigh
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Other Projects

Project

Aids &
Adaptations
Shared
Ownership
Shares
Mortgage
Rescue
LAMS (40
homes)
Offices to Flats
Option A: 15
homes
Offices to Flats
Option B: 9
homes

Financial Impact
Unit
Total
Cost
Cost
reduction
Annual
Income
/Savings
£4,600
£452,000

Equalities

High

Other Factors
Risk
Delivery

Low

High

Customer
Needs

High

£13,500

£12,000 MediumHigh

Medium

MediumHigh

Low

£139,500

£5,250 MediumHigh
£82,805 Low

High

Low

Medium

LowMedium
Medium

Medium

£40,000

£48,285 MediumHigh

Medium

Medium

High

£122,000

£28,971 MediumHigh

Medium

Medium

High

£30,000

In terms of an overall “winner” Aids and Adaptations scored maximum scores in all
categories.
However, stopping Fenny Lock has the greatest Financial Impact. This is because around
£600,000 has already been spent/committed on the project. If the project is cancelled then
any costs incurred to date would be considered abortive. These costs would be no longer
eligible for capital expenditure (although the capital grant would be reinstated back to
£1.8m). The effect of this would be a recharge to the General Fund of the £600,000. This
sum would need to be resourced from revenue within the year that the recharge is made.
The cost would therefore be met from the Council’s Building Assets Renewal Reserve, which
is currently a revenue reserve. The Reserve will then be restored to its existing level by using
£600,000 from the £1.8m capital grant funds (the Building Assets Renewal Reserve will then
contain a mixture of capital and revenue resources). The amount of resources available to
other schemes will therefore be £1.2m.
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Conclusions
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The arguments
The arguments for and against developing the Fenny Lock site are finely balanced and can
be summarised as follows:
Arguments for
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•

•

The Fenny Lock site was one of the sites identified for Gypsies and Travellers in the
Local Plan. This went through an extensive consultation process, including an
Examination in Public;
The site has planning permission in line with the Local Plan. The issue of the suitability of
the site was addressed at the Development Control Committee in March 2010 when
planning permission was granted;
If official sites are not provided there is an increased risk of travellers being forced to use
unofficial sites;
The site was sold by the Parks Trust to the Council specifically to build this travellers site
and for no other purpose;
The Council sought, and obtained from the Government the £1.8m specifically for this
purpose (not any other purpose). The Government gave the money to the Council to
develop this site under the national Gypsy and Traveller Site funding programme 2008 –
2011. lxxviii The costs of servicing and developing the site are covered by the Government
grant;
At the time that the Government gave the Council the money it clearly felt that the project
represented value for money otherwise it would not have allocated the funds;
If the Council spent the money on something else it would in effect be meeting one set of
needs at the expense of not meeting another – as one respondent put it, “robbing Peter
to pay Paul”. This could be taken further to say that given the level of disadvantage,
discrimination and inequality faced by Gypsies and Travellers continuing with the Fenny
Lock would be the best course of action;
If the Council were to use the funds for something else this may be looked on badly by
Government officials if future bids for Traveller Pitch Funding are made;
Around £600,000 has already been spent/committed and this would be lost if the project
did not go ahead. This would not be good ‘value for money’;
The Council has given a clear and firm commitment to develop Fenny Lock by putting it in
its Local Plan, granting planning permission, bidding for the funds and then starting work.
If the Council decided to cancel the project then there is a risk that a case could be made
that it is failing in its duties under the Equalities Act and the Human Rights Act. This is
because of the legitimate expectation created by previous Council decisions that this
project will progress to completion;
Gypsies and Travellers are one of the most disadvantaged groups in society. Para 5 of
Circular 01/2006 shows that gypsies and travellers suffer the worst health and education
status of any disadvantaged group in England and there is a pressing need to promote
equality of opportunity in these areas between gypsies/travellers and the general settled
community in order to eliminate the problem. Again as recognised by the Circular, an
effective way of achieving this is to reduce the number of unauthorised encampments
and developments and increase the number of gypsy and traveller sites in appropriate
locations with planning permission. As a result, failure to develop the Fenny Lock site
could be construed as discrimination. This is a major equalities issue and if the Council
does not go ahead it risks being taken to court. This would both damage the reputation of
the Council and cost a lot of money;
Developing Fenny Lock would play a crucial role in meeting the need evidenced in the
Council’s own Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment;
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•
•

•

•

Developing Fenny Lock would play a crucial role in meeting the need evidenced in the
Council’s own Housing Options data which shows a total need for 20 pitches;
The Government has consulted on a new draft Planning Policy Statement for traveller
sites. The Government proposes to ask local planning authorities to plan for a five-year
supply of traveller pitches/plots. If a local planning authority has not planned for a fiveyear supply of traveller pitches/plots, the draft policy requires them to “treat favourably”
applications for a temporary permission. This makes the policy more consistent with the
equivalent policy relating to the provision of housing for settled communities, which also
asks local planning authorities to treat applications “favourably” in the absence of a fiveyear land supply. This is opposed to the current circulars that say that “substantial
weight” should be given to unmet need when considering whether to grant a temporary
permission. The requirement for pitches/plots should therefore be assessed against the
most up-to-date assessment of need. In Milton Keynes this remains the GTAA (2006)
which identified a requirement of 27 pitches up to 2011. The Council can currently meet
this need through the Local Plan allocated sites (Newton Leys, Fenny Lock and
Bottledump) but with the introduction of a 5 year requirement, the longer these allocated
sites aren’t delivered, the greater the risk of applications on unallocated sites being
permitted;
The Government remains committed to making adequate provision for Gypsy and
Traveller sites. The HCA’s Affordable Homes Programme 2011 – 2015 Framework
Agreement still contains a specific funding stream as authorised travellers’ sites can
provide the basis for local authorities to tackle the inequalities experienced by travellers.
The Framework notes that increased authorised provision will reduce the number of
unauthorised sites and the tensions they can create between travellers and the settled
community and reduce the need for costly enforcement action. The Council should pay
due regard to this;
It is important that we build mixed and balanced communities in Milton Keynes. This
entails making provision for a range of communities who will have differing housing
needs. Diversity in terms of races and ethnic groups should be welcomed and valued
and not discriminated against. Progressing with the Fenny Lock site is a clear
demonstration of this commitment.
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Arguments against
•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•

•

Under the Local Government Act 1999, each local authority has a duty to "make
arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the way in which its functions are
exercised, having regard to a combination of economy, efficiency and effectiveness" lxxix.
This improvement involves consideration of costs, making the most of money spent, and
making sure that services meet the needs of communities and authorities' priorities. The
National Audit Office also states that a key way to secure the best value for money from
all types of procurement is to establish effective arrangements to test, challenge and, if
necessary, stop projects. It also said that all parts of the public sector need to seek
better deals in the current economic environment lxxx. The £1.8m capital grant awarded
by the Government is no longer ring-fenced. In view of this, given the many needs that
exist and the lack of resources available to meet all of these needs, it is only right and
proper that the Council should carry out a value for money review of the Fenny Lock
project – it is not being carried out on the basis that the Council does not wish to provide
accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers;
The unit costs at £180,000 per pitch do not represent value for money when compared to
other options evaluated in the Review. With particular regards to dwellings (which is the
closest comparable), £1.8m for Fenny Lock will produce 10 pitches which will have a life
of around 25-40 years. By contrast, £1.2m (i.e. £600,000 less) will produce between 10 –
38 homes with an expected life span of 60 years;
The HCA has advised that in light of the bids for the latest Gypsy and Traveller funding,
the maximum average rate for new sites nationally is around £900,000. The broad
national average announced in January 2011 was just under £63,000. By contrast, the
cost of the Fenny Lock at £1.8m is double the maximum and nearly 3 times the broad
national average. Consequently the Fenny Lock site does not represent value for money
when considered in this context;
Although the site has a full planning permission nevertheless the site is not suitable given
the site/servicing constraints (which in turn have led to the high costs/unit costs);
The Traveller Pitch Funding stream, within the HCA’s Affordable Homes Programme
2011 - 15, is a Government funding stream to support local authorities, housing
associations and other delivery partners to provide good quality public sites to help meet
the need for accommodation for these communities. The HCA seeks proposals to
develop new sites, add new pitches onto existing sites or to improve existing provision for
travellers. It welcomes offers from local authorities, housing associations and traveller
community groups working with Registered Providers. Officers from both the Government
and the HCA have addressed the issue of the Council spending the funds on a different
housing project. Even if the Fenny Lock funds are allocated to another housing capital
project the Council can still work with partners to bid for Traveller Pitch Funding for other
Gypsy and Traveller sites under the provided that such schemes meet the HCA’s criteria
particularly around value for money;
Even if official sites are provided this does not remove the risk of travellers using
unofficial sites. Official sites are usually full and vacancies rarely arise.
Individual planning applications for Gypsy & Traveller sites can still be made and they
would have to be considered on their own merits. They cannot be refused simply
because sites have already been allocated elsewhere in the Local Plan;
Extensions of/to the existing established sites at Willen Road and/or Calverton would be
preferable to trying to develop new sites, particularly if the local need as demonstrated by
the Housing Options data is less than the need set out in the Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment;
The Council does not have a statutory duty to provide or develop sites itself; its duty is to
assess needs and to allocate sites as part of the planning system. Gypsies and
Travellers themselves are perfectly entitled to acquire land and to fund the development
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•

of sites using their own resources rather than public resources provided that this is
carried out within the confines of the land use planning system;
Under the HCA’s Traveller Pitch Funding Stream, funding is available to all investment
partners including local authorities, housing associations, voluntary organisations and
community based organisations. It is not only local authorities therefore that can and
should bid for public funds. The HCA requires community based organisations and small
specialist organisations should consider joining consortia if that best meets their needs. If
they wish to put forward independent proposals and intend to be the landlord of the
homes upon completion they will need to become Registered Providers. The TSA aims to
be proportionate in its approach to registration. The HCA will also welcome proposals for
Traveller Pitch Funding from community based organisations for community inspired
projects;
In terms of equalities the Council’s duty is to have “due regard” to the need to foster good
relations between those groups who have a “protected characteristic” and those who do
not. This does not mean that the Council has to develop one or more Gypsy and
Traveller sites and it does not remove from the Council the duty to ensure that when
public funds are being used any such provision can or should be made at an economic
cost The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment is over 5 years old. The level
of current need as set out in the Council’s Housing Options data shows that a lower level
of need exists. The data shows that 20 households are eligible for a pitch and want to
live on a Gypsy and Traveller site. However, of these 20 households:
o 8 households are currently living in Milton Keynes (of which in turn 2 are in
Band 1) – the rest live outside of Milton Keynes
o 3 households are in Band 1 (the most pressing housing need)

•
•

There is very little public support for the site amongst the community of Bletchley, Fenny
Stratford, Simpson, Walton Park and the wider Milton Keynes;
There does not appear to be support amongst the Gypsy and Traveller community that
lives on the existing sites in Milton Keynes. The preference appears to be for spending
money on existing council housing, particularly the Willen Road Traveller site;

The arguments can be distilled down as follows;
•

The Council bid for and received £1.8m from the Government for a specific purpose,
namely to build the Fenny Lock site for Gypsies and Travellers in view of the inequalities
that they face. Whilst there technical difficulties in developing the site the £1.8m was
given to the Council to overcome these difficulties. The site has a valid planning
permission and £600,000 has already been spent. If the project does not proceed it
would be inequitable on a number of grounds and a waste of £600,000.

•

The Council needs to review projects to ensure that it is getting the best value for money.
The Fenny Lock site does not represent value for money because the construction costs
at £1.8m are significantly above the current national maximum of around £900,000. This
in turn is because the site has a number of technical difficulties associated with it that
make it uneconomic to develop. In addition, the level of need as shown by the Milton
Keynes Housing Options data (September 2011) is within the range of 3 - 20 households
which is less than the 27 households projected under the 2006 Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment.
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Appendix 1: Housing Options Criteria
We can only provide homes for people with an urgent housing need who have a local
connection with Milton Keynes.
If you do not fall into both of these categories we will only be able to provide you
with advice about how you can secure a property in other housing sectors (e.g.
private landlord, shared ownership).
Local Connection Means
•

You have lived in Milton Keynes for the last six months

•

You have previously lived in Milton Keynes for five years in a row

•

You have worked in Milton Keynes for the past two years in a row

•

You are a member of HM Forces who has a strong connection with Milton Keynes

•
•

You have retired and you need to move to Milton Keynes for medical reasons or to
be supported by your relatives.

Urgent Housing Need Means
•

You are homeless or threatened with homelessness

•

You are fleeing domestic violence or harassment

•

You have urgent medical needs

•
•

You are living in unsanitary or overcrowded housing (you must have a need for at
least two more bedrooms)

•

You need to move because of:
- A medical condition where the house you live in is making that condition worse
- A disability that makes your current accommodation unsuitable
You need to move to a particular part of Milton Keynes to be nearer to special
training opportunities, or special medical facilities to avoid hardship to yourself or
others

•

You need to move to a particular part of Milton Keynes to give or receive
medical/welfare support

If you are in one or more of these groups and have a local connection you are likely
to be considered for housing.

http://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/housing-needs/displayarticle.asp?id=53606
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The Council operates a Banding scheme to allocate council housing and to use the
council’s nomination rights to housing association properties. There are 5 bands as
follows:
•

Band 1 – High Housing need - Cumulative and additional preference – for those who
have two or more reasonable preference grounds (as defined and calculated below) a
local connection and a local connection. This is the primary band.

•

Band 2 - Housing Need - Reasonable Preference – where a single preference ground
and a local connection exist. This is the secondary band

•

Band 3 - Local Housing Want - Housing Want and a local connection – where no
preference ground exists. This band is where people are unlikely to receive an offer of
housing but will always be offered housing advice.

•

Band 4 - Housing Need with no local connection – where preference ground(s) exists.
This band is where people are unlikely to receive an offer of housing but will always be
offered housing advice.

•

Band 5 Housing Want with no local connection – where no preference ground exists as in
Band 3 but in addition there is no local connection. This band is where people are
unlikely to receive an offer of housing but will always be offered housing advice.
For more information click on the link below:
http://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/housingneeds/documents/Housing_Options_M72584_(Aug_09).pdf
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Appendix 2: Estimates for new build costs
a) Registered Provider estimates
Potential Costs
Scenario

Total Units Total Number Assumed Total Assumed Total Assumed Total
of Bedroom
Land Cost
Build Cost
Scheme Cost
Spaces

Option 1 - Target Rent New Build with Land Cost

10

55

£

500,000

Option 2 - Target Rent New Build with Zero Cost

20

110

£

Option 3 - Affordable Rent New Build with Land Cost

14

77

£

Option 4 - Affordable Rent New Build with Zero Cost

38

209

£

Option 5 - Target Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Land Cost

11

62

£

Option 6 - Target Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Zero Cost

25

136

£

Option 7 - Affordable Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Land Cost

14

77

£

Option 8 - Affordable Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Zero Cost

38

209

£

Option 9 - Target Rent Acquiring Existing Stock

11

59

£

1,900,000

£

Option 10 - Affordable Rent Acquiring Existing Stock

14

77

£

2,520,000

£

700,000
550,000
700,000
-

Assumed
Shared
Ownership
Sales Income

Average Cost
per Unit

£

1,268,750

£

1,959,647

£

-

£

195,965

£

2,537,500

£

2,808,831

£

-

£

140,442

£

1,776,250

£

2,755,661

£

-

£

196,833

£

4,821,250

£

5,358,301

£

-

£

141,008

£

1,413,750

£

2,197,446

£

309,000.0

£

199,768

£

3,153,750

£

3,528,384

£

669,000.0

£

141,135

£

1,776,250

£

2,770,191

£

244,500.0

£

197,871

£

4,821,250

£

5,386,274

£

611,250.0

£

141,744

-

£

2,033,000

£

-

£

184,818

-

£

2,696,400

£

-

£

192,600

Notes
•
•
•
•

Market land cost where included for new build, is assumed at £50,000 per plot
Build cost for new build is assumed at £1,450m2
On cost of around 11%
Cost of buying existing stock - 2 bed house £150,000, 3 bed house £210,000
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b) Registered Provider estimates for new build - general needs – Net unit cost for £1.2m grant
Scenario

Amount of MKC
Capital Grant

No. of Target Rent Units

2 bed houses

No. of Shared Ownership
Units

Total Units

4 bed houses 2 bed houses 4 bed houses

Option 1 - Target Rent New Build with Land Cost

£1,200,000

5

5

-

-

10

Option 2 - Target Rent New Build with Zero Cost

£1,200,000

10

10

-

-

20

Option 3 - Affordable Rent New Build with Land Cost

£1,200,000

7

7

-

-

14

Option 4 - Affordable Rent New Build with Zero Cost

£1,200,000

19

19

-

-

38

Option 5 - Target Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Land Cost

£1,200,000

3

3

2

3

11

Option 6 - Target Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Zero Cost

£1,200,000

7

7

5

6

25

Option 7 - Affordable Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Land Cost

£1,200,000

5

5

2

2

14

Option 8 - Affordable Rent & Shared Ownership New Build with Zero Cost

£1,200,000

14

14

5

5

38

Option 9 - Target Rent Acquiring Existing Stock

£1,200,000

6

5

-

-

11

Option 10 - Affordable Rent Acquiring Existing Stock

£1,200,000

7

7

-

-

14

Note
The total costs for the RP scheme are £1,959,647. Consequently the RP takes the £1.2m grant and is putting in the balance from its own
resources (£759,647).
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c) Registered Provider estimates for new build – Wheelchair Housing
TOTAL
NO.
UNITS

NO. OF
UNITS

TENURE
SR
SR
SR
SR
SR & SO
SR & SO
SR & SO
SR & SO
AR
AR
AR
AR
AR & SO
AR & SO
AR & SO
AR & SO

LAND
VALUE
£250,000
£500,000
£750,000
£
£250,000
£500,000
£750,000
£
£250,000
£500,000
£750,000
£
£250,000
£500,000
£750,000

BUILD
COST
£3,138,750
£2,511,000
£1,674,000
£ 951,750
£6,277,500
£5,022,000
£3,348,000
£1,977,750
£3,557,250
£2,720,250
£1,883,250
£1,046,250
£6,486,750
£5,231,250
£3,557,250
£2,092,500

ONCOSTS
£339,966
£302,533
£239,317
£188,177
£805,300
£681,382
£498,381
£354,415
£389,059
£327,247
£264,291
£199,456
£829,944
£706,207
£523,356
£368,110

TOTAL
SCHEME
COSTS
£3,478,716
£2,813,533
£1,913,317
£1,139,927
£7,082,800
£5,703,382
£3,846,381
£2,332,165
£3,946,309
£3,047,497
£2,147,541
£1,245,706
£7,316,694
£5,937,457
£4,080,606
£2,460,610

HCA
GRANT
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000
£1,200,000

1BED
BUNG
SR
15
12
8
4
15
12
8
5

2BED
BUNG
TR
15
12
8
5
15
12
8
4

1BED
BUNG
AR

17
13
9
5
16
13
9
5

2BED
BUNG
AR

17
13
8
5
16
13
9
5

1BED
BUNG
SO

2BED
BUNG
SO

15
12
8
5

15
12
8
5

15
12
8
5

15
12
8
5

30
24
16
9
60
48
32
19
34
26
17
10
62
50
34
20

SR = Social Rent
SO = Shared Ownership
AR = Affordable Rent

106 (123)

d) Council House Building - Estimates
Social Rent Scheme at former EP Quality Standards, Land at £50,000 per plot, Agency fee 3%
Unit Types

Build
Cost

Floor
Area

£/m2

Cost per

No.

Build cost

Unit

Homes

for unit type

Land
£50k
plot

Sub
Total

On costs
11%

Sub

Agency

Grand

Total

Fee

Total

2 Bed 3P Dwelling

£1,450

66

£95,700

1

£95,700

£50,000

£145,700

£16,027

£161,727

£4,852

£166,579

2 Bed 4P Dwelling

£1,450

77

£111,650

2

£223,300

£100,000

£323,300

£35,563

£358,863

£10,766

£369,629

3 Bed 5P Dwelling

£1,450

93

£134,850

2

£269,700

£100,000

£369,700

£40,667

£410,367

£12,311

£422,678

4 Bed 6P Dwelling

£1,450

106

£153,700

1

£153,700

£50,000

£203,700

£22,407

£226,107

£6,783

£232,890

6

£742,400

£300,000

£1,042,400

£114,664

£1,157,064

£34,712

£1,191,776

Total

Unit cost: £1,191,776 divided by 6 homes = £198,629. Note that the unit mix in this option is different to the RP option (which was 5 two
bedroom homes and 5 four bedroom homes)
As above but with 4 units of shared ownership
Unit Types

No.
Homes

Sub
Total

Shared O
proceeds

Grand
Total

2 Bed 3P Dwelling

2

£333,158

£56,000

£277,158

2 Bed 4P Dwelling

2

£369,629

£0

£369,629

3 Bed 5P Dwelling

2

£422,678

£56,000

£366,678

4 Bed 6P Dwelling

1

£232,890

£0

£232,890

£1,358,355

£112,000

£1,246,355

Total

7

An extra home can be produced which decreases the unit cost to £178,050 but the total scheme costs are slightly over budget
Unit cost: £1,246,355 divided by 7homes = £178,050
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e) Estimates from DTZ
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Appendix 3: Need for Gypsy and Travellers Sites in Milton Keynes
a) ACTVaR Study
The Association of Councils of the Thames Valley Region (ACTVaR) - the sub-regional Local
Government Association for Berkshire, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire – commissioned
Tribal Consulting to carry out an assessment of the accommodation and support needs of
Gypsies and Travellers in the area. The study was commissioned in response to section 225
of the Housing Act 2004 which requires all local authorities to carry out accommodation
needs assessments for Gypsies and Travellers. The aims of the study were to:
•
•
•
•
•

Gain a better understanding of the regional and local pattern of movements and
encampments
Inform the current understanding of accommodation and support needs as assessed by
the local housing authorities
Inform the development of future housing and planning policy at a district level
Identify and inform the possible opportunities for cross-authority working to address
Gypsy and Traveller needs

The study was carried out in line with the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment:
Draft Guidance issued in February 2006 by DCLG (Department of Communities and Local
Government). The guidance was issued after the start of the study but the research
approach was reviewed in the light of the new guidance.
The focus of the study was to identify accommodation needs at a local and regional level but
not to develop policy recommendations arising from the research. In addition to
accommodation needs, the study considered education, health and housing related support
needs. It was intended that the findings would feed into the Local Development Framework
process and the Regional Spatial Strategy process, which in turn would inform the South
East Plan Partial Review (Gypsies and Travellers) and the planning of site provision and
services for Gypsies and Travellers.
The assessment of needs for education, health, and housing related support showed that
Gypsies and Travellers were still suffering disadvantage due to the problems that they faced
in accessing key services. More than four fifths were registered with a GP but less than half
with a dentist. A fifth of interviewees said that they would welcome more support with
education, and more than half would welcome help with completing forms, exploring
accommodation options, and applying for benefits.
The indicative need for the South East Region was estimated to be for 187 additional
permanent pitches.
Tribal felt that the accommodation needs assessment revealed a need for a significant
increase in the number of pitches on permanent authorised sites over the next five years.
Tribal considered it unlikely that this was an over-estimate, but made the point that the
overall assessment was based on a number of assumptions that may not be fully accurate.
With regards to Milton Keynes, the report noted that in July 2005 there were 30 unauthorised
encampments.
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Tribal subsequently set out an estimated summary of need for the authority. To aid the
interpretation of the results Tribal colour-coded the table using a traffic light system. In
Tribal’s view, those assessments shown in green can be regarded to be fairly reliable. Those
in amber are largely reliable but may depend upon actions being taken by the host authority
to be fully accurate (for instance bringing unused pitches back into use) or are founded upon
assumptions that expressed needs or preferences will result in actions by individual
households and/or that Tribal’s survey sample is broadly representative. Those shown in red
should be interpreted with caution as they are based on inadequate evidence and the
assumptions underpinning them are open to challenge and alternative interpretation. The
table is set out overleaf.
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In summary therefore the assessment shows that on the Supply side, provided the sites
shown in the Local Plan were developed then no further pitches were needed. However, on
the Demand side, a key assumption was made that there would be 11 households in
unauthorised encampments.
The latest figures available from the Department for Communities and Local Government are
the Traveller Caravan Count July 2011 which can be viewed at the following address:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/statistics/caravancountjul2011
This showed that there were 12 caravans on unauthorised sites in Milton Keynes.
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b) Opinion Research Services Report 2006
In 2006 Opinion Research Services carried out a Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Needs Assessment to consider the need for additional pitches and sites in Milton Keynes.
This report of the ORS study supplements and, in terms of detail, goes beyond the ACTVAR
study by using a qualitative methodology based on both small group discussions and indepth semi-structured interviews in which a total of about 50 Gypsies and Travellers
actively participated while a number of others listened. The findings reported here were
based upon their responses as well as being supplemented with the researcher’s own
observations. The report can be viewed at the following address:
ORS felt that “Qualitative projects cannot be cannot be certified at a determinate confidence
level as being statistically representative of the opinions of Gypsies and Travellers in Milton
Keynes. In this case, however, the interviews and discussions included a very substantial
number and range of people, and while exploring not just ‘instant’ opinions (when asked an
artificially simplified set of questions) but also their arguments and assumptions. Hence the
researchers believe the findings reported here are reliable”
The study covered Gypsies and Travellers in the following circumstances:
•
•
•

Authorised sites
Unauthorised roadside encampments
“Bricks and mortar” accommodation

The report felt that there was a need for around 15-20 additional pitches. In the first
instance, ORS felt that better use could be made of the land on the existing sites at
Calverton and Willen to accommodate this need rather than developing new sites. The
report acknowledged however that the Council may consider smaller sites would be
preferable in light of national guidance.
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c) Number of Gypsy/Traveller Households interested in Fenny Lock
As at September 2011 the total number interviewed and eligible for a pitch at Fenny Lock =
20 with the following bandings:•
•
•
•
•

Band 1 – 3
Band 2 - 4
Band 3 – 8
Band 4 – 2
Band 5 – 3

A more detailed breakdown is shown below:3 applicants currently living in Milton Keynes in Council or Housing Association housing in
the following bands
•
•

Band 1 – 1
Band 3 - 2

5 applicants currently living in Milton Keynes in private rental in the following bands
•
•
•

Band 1 – 1
Band 2 - 2
Band 3 – 2

3 applicants living outside Milton Keynes in Housing Association property but with a local
connection in the following bands
•

Band 3 – 3

5 applicants living on a site outside Milton Keynes with a local connection in the following
bands
•
•
•

Band 3 – 1
Band 4 – 1
Band 5 – 3

3 applicants living outside of Milton Keynes with no security (piece of land) with a local
connection in the following bands:•
•

Band 1 – 1
Band 2 – 2

1 applicant living outside of Milton Keynes with no security (piece of land) with no local
connection in the following band
•

Band 4 - 1
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Appendix 4: Local Plan Policy H12

Objectives of policy
• To identify new sites for Travellers
• To set out criteria against which potential sites will be assessed
9.65 There is no duty on local authorities to provide sites for Travellers but DETR Circular
1/94 advises authorities to include policies and identify suitable sites in local plans. The
DETR has specifically encouraged local authorities to identify sites, rather than rely solely on
criteria-based policies, because of the difficulties experienced by Travellers in meeting the
criteria when submitting planning applications.
9.66 In Milton Keynes, a Citizen’s Advisory Group on Travellers (CAGOT) has been set up
and a Joint Planning Forum (JPF), which includes representatives of the Council, English
Partnerships, the Milton Keynes Parks Trust, the police, health services, local councils,
voluntary organisations, CGOT and Travellers themselves.
Both groups have done a considerable amount of work on the need and demand for sites –
including their number, type, location and size.
9.67 This work has been taken into account in formulating the criteria for assessing sites
contained in Policy H12 and in the allocation of 3 new sites in the City (in addition to the
existing authorised provision at Calverton Lane and Willen Road).
9.68 Proposals for any new sites will be assessed against the criteria in Policy H12. It may
not be possible for such sites to meet all the criteria, but the policy provides a basis for
assessing their relative merits. If sites cannot satisfy all the criteria, the assessment will show
which is the best site from a range of options.
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Appendix 5: Fenny Lock Site Location Maps
Fenny Lock Site Location Details (not to scale)

Rough location

Where is the site?
The site is on the north side of H10 Bletcham Way, opposite the Tesco distribution
warehouse at Fenny Lock.
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When was it chosen?
•
•

The Council identified this site in April 2000, as one of 4 new sites for Travellers. A
large number of potential sites were assessed leading to a shortlist of 7 from which 4
were selected.
This followed work by a Citizens Advisory Group on Travellers in the late 1990s. The
Group looked at the issues relating to Travellers in the city, including what could be
done to reduce the number of unauthorised encampments on roadside verges, public
parkland and private land. The Citizens Advisory Group on Travellers was set up in
1998 and was made up of ordinary members of the public who volunteered to take
part. They considered information from the council, parish councils and other
interested parties and also heard directly from Gypsies and Travellers about their
experiences in Milton Keynes.

What sort of site will it be?
• It will be a permanent site - that is, one where the same families stay for most of the
•
•
•

•

year, occasionally leaving the site to travel but always returning to the site.
It is not intended to be a transit site – that is, a site used by Travellers passing
through the area and staying only for a few days.
Small sites have been shown to work best: the Fenny Lock site will be 10 pitches.
Each pitch will consist of a hardstanding for vehicles and caravans and a small
amenity block consisting of a kitchen / day room, utility room / store and bathroom.
We are proposing to use the same design for these blocks as on the Calverton Lane
site.
There will also be a play area for children.
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Will it take up the whole of the triangle of land between Bletcham Way,
Simpson Road and the A5?
• No, it will take up just part of the wooded area within the triangle. The remaining
•

woodland surrounding the site will continue to be managed by the Parks Trust.
The open land running north of the Fenny Lock roundabout is reserved for a possible
extension of the V8 Marlborough Street from the Mount Farm roundabout to the H10.

Where will the road access be?
• From the Fenny Lock roundabout on H10 Bletcham Way.
• There will be no road access to the site from Simpson Road.
Who is paying for the development?
• The Council bid successfully for government money to develop the site.
How will the site be managed?
• The site will be owned and managed by the Council’s Housing Department. They
•

already own and manage the existing Travellers sites at Calverton Lane and Willen
Road.
Plots will be allocated in accordance with the Council’s Housing Options and
Allocations Scheme
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Appendix 6: Chronology of Events - Fenny Lock
Date
21
January
2010

Meeting
Development
Control
Committee

26
January
2010

Cabinet

25 March Development
2010
Control
Committee

Discussion
Consideration
Planning
Application

Resolution
of That, determination of the planning
application be deferred to 25 March 2010
to seek clarification and resolution of the
following matters:
1. To seek agreement from the Milton
Keynes Parks Trust as landowner.
2. To resolve the objection of the
Environment Agency to the Flood
Risk Assessment.
3. To provide the principles of a
landscaping scheme.
4. To retain and provide planting
along Simpson Road to achieve a
wildlife Corridor.
5. To resolve the ecology issues in
respect of the protection of
wildlife/biodiversity.
6. To investigate the feasibility of a
safe pedestrian access to and from
the grid road.
7. To consult with the responsible
authorities about access to
services, i.e. schools, health and
fire services.
8. To resolve noise issues.
9. To examine the impact on the canal
setting.
10. To provide information on the need
for traveller site accommodation.
To
consider
a That, subject to planning approval being
competitive
granted, agreement be given to
tendering exercise undertake a competitive tendering
for construction of exercise to enable the construction of a
a Traveller site at Gypsy and traveller site at Fenny Lock.
Fenny Lock.
Consideration
of 1. That planning permission be
planning
granted subject to the conditions
application
set out in the committee report with
following deferral
an amendment to condition 11
of application from
deleting reference to protected
the Committee in
species surveys for white clawed
January 2011.
crayfish and water vole and an
additional condition be added that
there be no granting of access to
Simpson Road or by any other
means.
2. That any amendment to the site of
a substantive nature should be
considered by the Committee and
not determine under officer
delegation.
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Date
Meeting
13
July Full Council
2010

28
Cabinet
September
2010

Discussion
Resolution
To
consider
a The motion was lost.
motion suggesting
that all plans for
future
traveller
sites
or
the
expansion
of
existing sites are
immediately halted
to
both
save
valuable taxpayers’
money and to stop
distress to local
residents;
and
requesting
the
Cabinet,
as
a
matter of urgency
to
stop
all
development work
on the proposed
Fenny Lock site as
a need had not
been
identified,
local
residents
bitterly
opposed
the site, and the
exchequer
could
not afford the costs
of such a scheme
at this time.
Consideration of a 1.
That it be noted that tenders for
Members
Item
the provision of the travellers’ site
from
Councillors
at Fenny Lock will be considered
Edwards and Klein
at the Cabinet meeting in
regarding
the
December 2010.
application for a 2.
That the Overview & Scrutiny
travellers site at
Management
Committee
be
Fenny Lock and
invited to consider whether there
how it the site
should be further scrutiny of the
represented value
use of the £1.6m for this scheme
for money
rather than for other capital
expenditure prior to the tender
consideration.
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Date
15 Nov
10
22 Nov
10
3 Dec
2010 6
Dec
2010

Meeting
Traveller
Site Review
Groups

Discussion
Resolution
4 meetings (3 in Based on the assessment of the 6 key
public)
to
make areas and the evidence that was gathered
recommendations to the Review Group reached the following
the Cabinet in respect recommendations:
of 6 key areas:
1.
We note that the Fenny Lock Site was
appropriate for Traveller Site
• The Site
development, subject to the resolution
• Council
of noise and access issues.
Process
2.
We recognise that there was sufficient
• Demand and
demand for a new Travellers Site but
Need
that the development of such a site
• Policy
was a disproportionate way of
Positions
meeting housing need as it was
• Advance
targeted at a specific section of the
Spending
community
at a time when resources
• Value for
were
severely
constrained.
Money Issues
3.
We accept that the Council’s related
policy was robust.
4.
We acknowledge that the Council’s
planning process was satisfactory, but
that community cohesion should have
been taken into account in the initial
site selection.
5.
We believe that there was money
generated from s.106 that was
originally allocated for the provision of
a site in Ashland. We ask Cabinet to
determine if this money is available
and whether it could be used to offset
the revenue costs that will be incurred
if the capital grant is used for other
purposes.
6.
We note that the project offered Value
for Money when the Gypsy and
Traveller Site Development Grant was
awarded and considered to be ringfenced because of Department for
Communities and Local Government
guidance and the bid process. We
recommend, however, that given the
wider resource constraints which the
Council is experiencing that the
Cabinet should consider, in order to
achieve a better Value for Money,
investing in the Council’s housing
stock or supporting the provision of
new social housing. As a result we
recommend that the tendering
process be deferred until these
explorations are complete.
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Date
Meeting
21
Cabinet
December
2010

Discussion
Resolution
To consider and 1.
That the findings of the Traveller
receive
Site Review Group and the
recommendations
referral from Council, as carried
from the Traveller
at its meeting on 14 December
Site Review Group
2010, be noted.
2.
That the contract for the site at
Fenny Lock be awarded and that
the tender from the contractor
who scored highest in the Most
Economically
Advantageous
Tender evaluation be accepted.
11
Full Council
Te receive a petition That the petition be referred to the
January
against the plans to Development Control Committee on 17
2011
build a permanent February 2011.
travellers
site
at
Fenny Lock
18
Executive
The decision made That the item not be referred back to
January
Scrutiny Panel by Cabinet on 21 the Cabinet.
2011
December 2010 was
called-in
17
Development To receive a petition That, officers be requested to examine
February
Control
against the plans to the procedures for determining the
2011
Committee
build a permanent planning application and how the
Travellers site at decision was made to ensure that the
Fenny Lock.
correct processes were in place and
that a briefing paper be brought back to
the Committee for information purposes
only.
14 June Cabinet
To consider spend That a report be presented to the
2011
options
Cabinet in July 2011 outlining the
spend and decision options in relation
to the Fenny Lock project, including a
proposal for a formal consultation
process as appropriate.
26
July Cabinet
To consider further That works to further the development
2011
developments
of Fenny Lock Gypsy and Traveller Site
be suspended, pending the outcome of:
(a)
a full review to consider whether
the project still offers best value
as a means of meeting
established and evidenced
housing need, and whether a
broader range of housing needs
could be addressed through
alternative capital initiatives to
give greater value for money;
and
(b)
consultation with interested
parties and stakeholders to
inform the review and the
subsequent Cabinet meeting on
receipt of the review’s outcome.
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Date
6th
December
2011

Meeting
Safer
&
Stronger
Communities
Select
Committee

Discussion
Resolution
The Committee is
invited to consider
the following issues
relating to the
Fenny Lock
Review:
• Assess the need
for a traveller site at
Fenny Lock.
• Consider the cost
of providing a
traveller site and
what are the
risks/benefits.
• What are the
alternatives and
what other options
are available?
• Scrutinise the
process and any
lessons learned.
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NOTES
i Para 2.4.3 page 6 – see
http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/contracts/documents/Procurement_Strategy_2010.pdf

ii Ibid paras 3.4 & 3.5
iii Even with this criterion, in a tender situation there would inevitably be differences. For
example, a request to builders to deliver “family housing” could produce different tender
prices because some may wish to build flats and some may wish to build houses. Some
may wish to build to higher space standards or higher energy standards. Some costs may
include fees and some won’t.
iv See Appendix 6 for a chronology. Also, the Travellers Site Review Group Cabinet Report
of 21st December 2010 – Item 10(a) at
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Meeting.aspx?meetingID=9357
Also the report considered by the Council’s Development Control Committee on 25th March
2010
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=29752
v The amount spent/committed can be calculated as follows:
•
•
•

Total expenditure to date: £431,000
Potential further expenditure if scheme cancelled: £111,000
Total potential costs if scheme cancelled: £542,000

It must be stressed that these figures are estimates hence why a figure of £600,000 has
been used to allow for any other unforeseen costs.
vi Note that there are no national standards for the design of traveller sites and pitches.
However there is a good practice guide issued by the Government: ‘Designing Gypsy and
Traveller Sites – Good Practice Guide, CLG and Housing Corporation’, May 2008
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/designinggypsysites.pdf
vii For example, loss of profit, claims for loss and expense where the main contractor has
awarded contracts with his suppliers
viii ‘Circular 01/06 – Planning For Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites’, Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister 2006, paragraph 3, page 4.
ix Ibid, paragraphs 4 & 5, page 4.
x ‘Inequalities experienced by gypsy and traveller communities: a review’, Sarah Cemlyn,
Margaret Greenfields, Sally Burnett, Zoe Matthews and Chris Whitwell - University of Bristol,
Buckinghamshire New University, Friends, Families and Travellers.
xi The topics that the report considered were wide ranging and included economic inclusion
and access to employment; relationships with and experiences of accessing healthcare,
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social care, education and other public services; experiences of the legal and criminal justice
systems; racism and discrimination; the situation of Gypsies and Travellers in housing;
political participation; religious organisations' work with members of the communities; and
experiences across the lifecourse, including those of young people and older people.
xii ‘Inequalities experienced by gypsy and traveller communities: a review’, page iv
xiii

‘Fair Society, Healthy Lives, The Marmot Review, Strategic Review of Health Inequalities
in England post 2010’, Sir Michael Marmot, Feb 2010
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/gheg/marmotreview/
xiv Ibid, page 141
xv

Ibid, page 16

xvi ‘How Fair Is Britain? Equality, Human Rights and Good Relations in 2010, The First
Triennial Review’, Equality and Human Rights Commission 2010. The full report and the
executive summary can be viewed on the Equality and Human Rights web site or by clicking
on the link below:
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/key-projects/how-fair-is-britain/full-report-and-evidencedownloads/#How_fair_is_Britain_Executive_Summary

xvii The Equalities Impact Assessment can be viewed at:
http://www.mkiobservatory.org.uk/document.aspx?id=9544&siteID=1026
Note that the front page is dated November 2011 in error – page 2 displays the correct date
of 11th November 2010.
xviii

The Framework document can be viewed at:

http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/sites/default/files/our-work/affordable-homesframework.pdf
xix ‘Planning for Travellers Sites: Consultation, Communities and Local Government April
2011, page 13, paragraph 2.15. The Consultation Paper sets out the Government’s
commitment to a better deal for both traveller and settled communities. It also proposed to
withdraw Circular 01/2006: Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites and Circular
04/2007: Planning for Travelling Showpeople. They will be replaced with a new, new, single
Planning Policy Statement.
xx The case law surrounding this issue appears to indicate that whilst local authorities must
clearly use their best endeavours to try and obtain a pitch for a homeless Gypsy or Traveller
with a cultural aversion to conventional housing, if they cannot succeed in that process then
conventional housing may have to be offered in discharge of the local authority’s duty to
accommodate. See for example ‘The Rat Infested Barn - Gypsies, Travellers and Aversion
to Conventional Housing’, by Chris Johnson, Community Law Partnership
http://www.lgtu.org.uk/Gypsies,%20Travellers%20aversion%20to%20conventional%20housi
ng%20Johnson%20-%20LGTF.pdf
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xxi

Ibid, page 2. The concept appears to have developed in planning case (Clarke v
Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the Regions (2002) JPL552.

xxii It is understood that following the allocation the Government stated that the grant is not
ring-fenced and can be used for any housing capital expenditure.
xxiii In view of the equalities issues outlined it could be argued that failure to carry out the
project would only bring the score in the Risk category to High. A fuller list of the Risks if the
project did not go ahead were reported to Cabinet on 21st December 2010 and can be
viewed at:
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=31842
In brief the risks were reported as being as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Financial – the re-charge of abortive costs to the General Fund for which no revenue
funding would be available;
Loss of rental income estimated at around £53,560
Relationships with the Gypsy & Travelling community may be adversely affected
should this scheme not proceed
Relationships with the Parks Trust may also be affected should the proposed transfer
of land not proceed
Failure to proceed could lead to increased roadside encampments and unauthorised
sites being set up.
Possible legal challenge against the Council’s decision should the development not
proceed

xxiv The document can be viewed at:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/travellersitesconsultation
xxv

See Appendix 3 – the Housing Options data as at September 2011 showed there were
20 households waiting for a pitch, of which in turn 3 were in the highest level of need (‘Band
1’).

xxvi

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments are a key component of the evidence
base to support the delivery of sufficient land for housing to meet the community’s need for
more homes. These assessments are required by national planning policy, as set out in
Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (PPS3). See the link below for more details
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/399267.pdf
xxvii

Available at the HCA’s web site at:

http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/news/traveller-pitch-funding-allocations-2015
xxviii By “general needs” we mean housing that is not designated for specific user client
groups or does not have any special design features to enable tenants requiring a supported
style of housing management or older people to live there for their lifetime. See the link
below for more details
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http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/9E1ED89C-1DA0-4A7C-9752146CA077CE6E/0/SPBVRApp1.pdf
xxix See the Lifetime Homes web site for a fuller discussion of the costs involved at
http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/pages/costs.html
xxx For more information about standards, see ‘Mapping existing housing standards’,
Richards Partington Architects for CABE, May 2010
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110118095356/http:/www.cabe.org.uk/files/map
ping-existing-housing-standards.pdf
Also see ‘Improving the quality of new housing - Technical background paper’ by CABE
http://www.designcouncil.org.uk/Documents/Documents/Publications/CABE/improving-thequality-of-new-housing.pdf
xxxi ‘Cost of Building to the Code for Sustainable Homes – Updated Cost Review’, CLG,
August 2011, page 12.
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/codeupdatedcostreview
xxxii

The Code covers the overall sustainability of new homes. It is a voluntary standard for
the private sector (compulsory for grant-funded schemes). There are six levels in the Code
ranging from Level 1 (the lowest) to Level 6 (the highest). Level 6 is usually referred to as
the “zero carbon” or “carbon neutral” standard.
Grant-funded schemes have to meet Level 4 and may become part of the Building Regs for
all new homes by 2013.
xxxiii

Contributions are subject to site and market conditions and negotiation. One of the
reasons for the refusal of planning permission for an affordable housing scheme at the
Lillieshall Avenue site Monkston (March 2011) was the lack of these contributions – see
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=32786 and
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=32344
xxxiv

DTZ is a global property adviser headquartered in London, employing over 10,000
people in 148 cities in 43 countries, operating in Europe, Middle East and Africa, Asia and
the Americas. The company offers advisory and consultancy services in five areas: capital
markets (investment and asset management), valuation (company accounts, loan security,
mergers and acquisitions, taxation), occupational and development markets (leasing,
landlord and tenant advice, real estate trading), construction and facility management
(general building consultancy and project management) as well as consulting and research
(market analysis).
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xxxv

There is a General Consent under section 25 of the Local Government Act 1988 that
allows local authorities to dispose of land at less than best price to a registered provider
(housing association) in exchange for nomination rights. The consent can be viewed at:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/1794561.pdf

In addition, Circular 06/03 is a further General Consent under the Local Government Act
1972 which allows local authorities to dispose of land provided that the difference between
the unrestricted value of the interest to be disposed of and the consideration accepted ("the
undervalue") is £2,000,000 (two million pounds) or less. The Circular can be viewed at:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/462483.pdf
xxxvi This is also in line with the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA).
xxxvii “Fair Society, Healthy Lives – The Marmot Review, Strategic Review of Health Inequalities in England
post 2010” – see
http://www.google.co.uk/search?hl=en&source=hp&q=marmot+review&aq=1&aqi=g10&aql=&oq=Marmot

xxxviii Ibid, pages 79-80
xxxix Summarised in Shelters response to the Child Poverty Unit’s Consultation on ending
child poverty in 2009 - page 10. See the link below for more details.
http://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/178806/03-09_Ending_child_poverty.pdf

xl Ibid, page 141
xli Fitzpatrick, S., Pleace, N., and Wallace, A., 2010. Evidence Analysis for Equality and
Human Rights Commission: Homelessness. York: York University 2010 – see link below for
more details
http://www.york.ac.uk/inst/chp/publications/PDF/EHRCHomelessnessTriennialReview.pdf
xlii

see page 22 - The Equality Scheme can be viewed at

http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/equalities/documents/Comprehensive_Equality_Scheme_1_4.pdf
xliii

Of these 160 households, the breakdown was as follows:

B&B
Hostels
MKC Non Secure Tenancies
Women’s Refuge
Homebond
Nightstop
Total

38
4
89
28
1
0
160

xliv http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/statistics/documents/2011-12_housing_trajectory-_final.xls
xlv Milton Keynes Population Bulletin 2010/11 (published February 2011) – see
http://www.mkiobservatory.org.uk/page.aspx?id=1914&siteID=1026
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xlvi “Provide” also covers whether or not Milton Keynes Council is likely to offer housing in
one of its own properties, properties owned by Registered Providers (RPs - Housing
Associations) or private landlords.
xlvii

See Appendix 1

xlviii The graph below illustrates the point about the rates of house building over the last ten
years.
Housing Completions 2001/02 - 2010/11
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2317
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xlix Broadly speaking the higher the standard, the higher the capital cost.
l For more details see the former English Partnerships Quality Standards at
http://www.homesandcommunities.co.uk/sites/default/files/our-work/ep-quality-standards-nov2007.pdf

li Pages 116-119 – available on the Council’s web site at the following address:
http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/housingstrategy/documents/Draft_MK_SHMA_Update_2009_report_09.10.09.pdf

lii ‘Demographic issues, projections and trends: Older people with high support needs in the
UK’, Jane Falkingham, Maria Evandrou, Teresa McGowan, David Bell and Alison Bowes,
ESRC Centre for Population Change, October 2010 - pages 5-6
http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/high-support-needs-demographic-issues.pdf

liii Housing Our Ageing Population Panel for Innovation, December 2009, CLG/DoH/HCA,
page 11.
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liv Lansley, P., McCredie, C., & Tinker, A. (2004). Can adapting the homes of older
people and providing assistive technology pay its way? Age and Ageing, 33, 571–576. An
abstract of this can be viewed at the following address:
http://www.mendeley.com/research/can-adapting-the-homes-of-older-people-and-providingassistive-technology-pay-its-way/#page-1

lv It must be stressed that this is an option that needs further work. It is possible that by its
nature, wheelchair standard housing may actually result in greater costs for the Council. The
research cited stated that the adaptations and fixed assistive technology required were as
follows:
•
•
•

Entrances – lever door handles, doorbell amplifier, external light with passive infrared detector, grab rails;
Personal care – grab rails for bath and toilet, lever tap handles;
Alarms – community (pendant type), gas, Co2, intruder, smoke

lvi ‘Lifetime Homes Lifetime Neighbourhoods - A National Strategy for Housing in an Ageing
Society’, page 24
lvii Ibid, pages 91-92
lviii HAPPI report, page 10
lix Ibid, page 11
lx Ibid, page 31
lxi “Mind the Step: An estimation of housing need amongst wheelchair users in England”,
Habinteg Housing Association and London South Bank University (supported by the Homes
and Communities Agency)
lxii In brief there is a “cost floor” rule which applies to new-build accommodation and which
would mean that the property couldn’t be sold for less than the construction price (It is also
worth noting that even under the registered provider option for general needs social housing
there would be a “right to acquire” for tenants). The Council would also receive a capital
receipt if it sold any properties under “right to buy”. However, under the proposals in
“Implementing Self Financing” (CLG Feb 11) the Council would have to repay 75% of any
receipt under right to buy to the Government.
lxiii

This is an average of total transaction prices and should thus includes elements such as
stamp duty, legal fees etc.

lxiv For more information see
http://www.miltonkeynes.gov.uk/housingneeds/documents/Flexiloan_EmptyHomesLeaflet_101210_MiltonKeynes.pdf
lxv

See announcement by Eric Pickles January 2011 at

http://www.communities.gov.uk/news/newsroom/1812648
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The Guidance on using EDMOs can be found at:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/housing/guidancenote
A further guide for residential property owners can be found at:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/152870.pdf
lxvi

See the post from the Department of Communities and Local Government on the Empty
Homes Network at the following address:
http://www.ehnetwork.org.uk/forum-topic/changes-edmos-january-2011
lxvii For the last five years, investment has had to be driven by the national Decent Homes
standard. The Council has completed the works programme in its stock to achieve this to the
minimum acceptable standard and new investment plans need to be agreed. Previously,
limited capital resources were available due to the operation of the national housing subsidy
system for Housing Revenue Accounts, under which Milton Keynes received a negative
subsidy. A new “self-financing” regime is expected to be introduced in 2012/13 through the
Localism Bill. This will require a planned approach to stock investment to ensure the overall
HRA remains sustainable.
lxviii The report can be viewed at:
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=33098

lxix ‘Ends and means: the future roles of social housing in England: John Hills, ESRC
Research Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion, 2007, pp 2-3.
lxx A “straight” stair-lift will be in the region of £1,600 but if it has to go around a bend in the
stairs, the cost would be nearer to £4,600. Flat floor showers are estimated to be around
£4,500.
lxxi As at September 2011 there were around 140 households still needing an adaptation
and it was considered that a further £500,000 would be needed to deal with these needs.
lxxii ‘Self Build as a volume housing solution’, National Self Build Association, 2008
http://www.nasba.org.uk/Media/Self_Build_report_final_version.pdf
lxxiii Self Build a Dream Home for £150,000’ Miles Brignall in ‘The Guardian’, 8th January
2011
http://www.guardian.co.uk/money/2011/jan/08/self-build-dream-home

lxxiv For example the Zenzele Project in Bristol helped 10 unemployed young people.
lxxv It is possible that more homes could be purchased. The £155,000 reflects the average
asking price for a terraced property according to Land Registry data. Flats/maisonettes have
lower sale prices (between £75,000 - £100,000).
lxxvi The surplus at Fenny Lock after allowing for repairs, maintenance, bad debts, voids and
a capital sinking fund amounted to 37% of the gross rental income. Consequently for the 4
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additional pitches at Willen Road the surplus has been calculated as being 4 x £105 x 52 =
£21,840. 37% of £21,840 = £8,080.
lxxvii

The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) sets out four
main categories called Use Classes as follows:
•
•
•
•

Class A covers shops and other retail premises such as restaurants and bank branches
Class B covers offices, workshops, factories and warehouses
Class C covers residential uses
Class D covers non-residential institutions and assembly and leisure uses.

There are subsets within each class. In addition there are also uses that are sui generis i.e.
in a class of their own. The consultation is available at the address below:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/1883189.pdf
lxxviii

http://www.communities.gov.uk/archived/publications/housing/gypsytravellergrants

lxxix

Local Government Act 1999, section 3, as amended by section 137 of the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007. Whilst the “best value” regime no
longer exists, the general duty
lxxx

“To secure the best value for money from all types of procurement, the public sector
needs to develop the ‘enablers of success’ which the NAO has identified. These are
collecting better data to inform decision-making; ensuring projects have the right skills;
establishing effective arrangements to test, challenge and, if necessary, stop projects; and
using commercial awareness to obtain better deals”, ‘Lessons from PFI and other projects’,
National Audit Office, April 2011 – available at the following address:
http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/lessons_from_pfi.aspx
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ANNEX B
Equality Impact Assessment
‘Fenny Lock’ Review December 2011
Author: Jeremy Beake, Corporate Equalities & Diversity Officer
This is an assessment of the Fenny Lock Project Review. It is made to inform
and support the decision of cabinet as they consider the options contained in
the review. It is for Members of Council to have due regard to the equality
matters that are discussed in this assessment, although at the end of each
section a recommendation is made.
The public sector Equality Duty, at section 149 of the Equality Act1, requires
the council to consider all individuals when carrying out their day to day work
– in shaping policy, in delivering services and in relation to their own
employees. It requires the council to have due regard to the need to:
• eliminate discrimination,
• advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;, and
• foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.
This assessment is in three parts; it will consider each part of the public sector
Equality Duty in order.
Gypsies and Travellers: A definition
In legal terms, defining Gypsies and Travellers as a group is difficult. The
courts have established that Gypsies and Irish Travellers are ethnic groups for
the purposes of the Equality Act2, also that a person’s occupation of their
caravan is part of their ethnic identity3.
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG), recognised
the difficulties around the concept of ‘settled’ Travellers; and it included the
concept in Circular 1/2006. In 2006, Statutory Instrument No.3190 (2006) was
implemented, in order to resolve the definition of Gypsies and Travellers in
relation to the duties under the Housing Act 2004. This said: For the purposes
of section 225 of the Housing Act 2004, “gypsies and travellers” means: (a)
persons with a cultural tradition of nomadism or of living in a caravan; and (b)
all other persons of a nomadic habit of life, whatever their race or origin,
including –
(i)
such persons who, on grounds only of their own or their family’s or
dependent’s educational or health needs or old age, have ceased to
travel temporarily or permanently; and
(ii)
members of an organised group of Travelling Showpeople or circus
people (whether or not travelling together as such).
This definition is inclusive and supports the council taking seriously the
cultural background of a number of groups of people who live in Milton
Keynes: be they Roma, “Irish Traveller” or “New Traveller”.
1

Section 149 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149
Commission for Racial Equality v Dutton, 1989 and O’Leary and others v Punch Retail, 2000
3
Chapman v United Kingdom (2001)
2
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Background
An Equalities Impact Assessment was published in November 20104 to
accompany the cabinet (21 December 2010) decision to provide site facilities
at Fenny Lock. Key points to note were as follows:
• Consultation with Milton Keynes Gypsy & Traveller community showed
that they do not thrive in conventional housing and long to live in pitches in
communal accommodation;
• If development does not proceed Gypsy & Travellers will remain a
disadvantaged group;
• The development of the site would result in improved outcomes for
members of the Gypsy & Travelling community particularly in terms of
health and education;
• Options assessments were completed for 20 households interested in this
proposed new site. As some of these households are large they may need
more than one pitch, so it is possible at this stage that Fenny Lock would
not accommodate all live demand
• If the decision was agreed, there would be some potential for adverse
impact in terms of good community relations
• If the decision was not agreed the impact would be critical for the equality
of protected groups, and the chance to build good community relations
and combat discrimination would be missed.
This impact assessment and its recommendations, whilst they were prepared
for a particular decision, continue to reflect many of the issues under
consideration.
Introductory Note
Having observed much of the debate in the last year on this matter, there are
three practices I would encourage readers to adopt as they have regard to
these matters.
(i) Having a positive attitude to difference: sometimes peoples’ characteristics
or opinions can connect us with negative emotions. Having a positive
attitude to difference can help us overcome negative responses. In Milton
Keynes we all seek to be positive about each other and value the
differences we have.
(ii) Being aware of stereotypes: we must be aware that stereotypes about
another person rarely gives us real information about who they are and
what they need – this is why the council rightly emphasises engagement
(iii) Understanding local voices: in a diverse community communication is
often very fragile, listening to individual voices as well as the majority can
be hard. This assessment seeks to base the discussion on local facts and
the issues that arose.
Finally some of the most important aspects of equality are moral and political,
and depend on the consideration of elected members in making decisions.
4

The Equalities Impact Assessment can be viewed at:
http://www.mkiobservatory.org.uk/document.aspx?id=9544&siteID=1026
Note that the front page is dated November 2011 in error – page 2 displays the correct date of
11th November 2010.
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1.
Eliminating discrimination
Discrimination means treating a person (or group of people) less favourably
than another person (or group of people), because they (or someone
associated with them) possesses a particular characteristic. The following
characteristics are the protected characteristics we have a duty to consider in
this part of the Act— age; disability; gender reassignment; pregnancy and
maternity; race; religion or belief; sex; and sexual orientation. To these the
council adds the characteristic of social deprivation and disadvantage as part
of its policy. Discrimination isn’t always unlawful, however the council has a
duty to work to eliminate conduct that is prohibited by the Equality Act. More
detailed definitions from the Equality Act can be found at: http://bit.ly/MKCEqAct-guide1.
The major questions that the council will need to consider in this section are:
1. Is the review of the Fenny Lock Project itself discriminatory or restricted in
its scope?
2. Would the use of the fund, other than for the Fenny Lock project, be an
unfair removal of an expected service?
3. Would the use of the fund to meet the “priority needs” of another group be
a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim?
4. Does the local evidence for discrimination follow the national trend?
1.1
Is the review of the Fenny Lock Project itself discriminatory?
The Fenny Lock Project Review:
• is one of several “Value for Money” reviews created by the council, and
follows a similar methodology in reviewing projects and services;
• has been conducted by someone with housing policy expertise;
• has benefited from several members sessions, stakeholder and
engagement groups, and direct participation;
• has been open to input in an open consultation process.
1.1.1 The Decision
On 26 July 2011, Milton Keynes Council’s Cabinet agreed the following: That
works to further the development of Fenny Lock Gypsy and Traveller Site be
suspended, pending the outcome of:
(a) a full review to consider whether the project still offers best value as a
means of meeting established and evidenced housing need, and whether a
broader range of housing needs could be addressed through alternative
capital initiatives to give greater value for money; and
(b) consultation with interested parties and stakeholders to inform the review
and the subsequent Cabinet meeting on receipt of the review’s outcome.”5
The best value consideration within the report considers a cost benefit
analysis of the different options. As part of the benefits the addressing of
5

Decision Sheet - Minute C41 see:
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=33168
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housing inequality has been given a weighted consideration. It considers the
advancement of equality offered by different options, including the needs of
Gypsy and Travellers.
1.1.2 The View of the Gypsy and Travellers Forum
The Gypsy and Travellers Forum, which exists to support the Gypsy Traveller
Community in Milton Keynes, stated that: “the consultation document as
circulated did not convey a full and accurate representation of the true
options”6. Wendy Lehman, chair of GTAF further stated: “this review
undermines years of due process properly followed, in which GTAF and its
members engaged in good faith” and that “the decision to re-evaluate whether
this money should be invested in the Traveller Site has distorted a moral
argument to pursue a political outcome”.
1.1.3 The Wider Housing Context
In 2010 in preparation for a new housing strategy an Equality Impact
Assessment was completed, along with a general housing consultation. It
looked at the housing needs in the Housing Needs Study 2006 and the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2008 and 2009 Draft Update). This
outlined the outstanding housing challenges for Milton Keynes Council.
“The evidence so far is that it is the lack of suitable accommodation (in
terms of affordability and condition) that creates problems. This is not
just for specific groups - it affects all sections of the community.
However, it is acknowledged that the lack of suitable accommodation
can and does impacts on some groups more than others (for example,
people with disabilities can find it particularly hard to access suitable
accessible housing)”7
The Fenny Lock Project Review considers housing inequality in its wider
context; it follows from the recommendation of an independent committee,
has considered the needs of individuals from the Gypsy and Traveller
Community and is not uniquely the only value for money review in the council.
1.1.4 The Review Scope
Officers received a wide scope for the “Fenny Lock Review”. Officers also
received criticism for the number and nature of options on the consultation
paper. Officer’s aim throughout was to facilitate a wide discussion of the
options that would represent value for money comparisons. This produced a
focused review. However other options have been considered, and regard to
possible different ways to meet the needs of the Gypsy and Traveller
community discussed with stakeholders and at the Travellers Forum. In these
discussions agreement was reached that stressed the importance of meeting
needs whilst being mindful of reasonable solutions.

6

Letter 04.11.2011 from Wendy Lehmann Chair, GTAF to members of the Fenny Lock
Review - Stakeholder Group Meeting 10th November
7
EqIA Housing strategy 19.02.2011
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This assessment concludes - that conduct a review is unlikely to be
discriminatory. However, the needs of the Gypsy and Traveller community will
need to continue to be considered in this wider context of housing and
planning strategies.
1.2
Would the use of the fund, other than for the Fenny Lock project,
be an unfair removal of an expected service?
Members of the Gypsy and Traveller Community have a legitimate
expectation that this project will proceed to a conclusion because:
• Government funding was applied for and received on the basis that the
funds would be used for the scheme
• The Council debated the proposal at length and decisions were made
in Cabinet and Council, which members of the community may
consider to be a promise of a service
• The land has been purchased and contracts let
• Members of the community have been approached and have been
interviewed in the expectation they might become, or will be considered
to become, tenants at the site.
1.2.1 The Strategic Development
The Council commissioned an Accommodation Needs Assessment for
Gypsies and Travellers, as part of its wider housing needs study in 2006 for
the 2006-10 "The Black & Minority Ethnic (BME) Housing and Social Care
Strategy”. The Strategy produced the following Strategic Aim:
"The Council will develop at least one of the new sites that are already
in the Local Plan (at Fenny Lock, Bottle Dump & Newton Leys) as
permanent sites for Gypsies & Travellers”8.
Planning permission was granted on the 19th August 2004 for the
development known as Newton Leys, for a mixed use development
comprising up to 1650 dwellings, employment areas, shops, schools,
community facilities, parks, playing fields, hotel or leisure facility and
associated infrastructure. As part of the development a legal agreement
(s106) was signed, requiring amongst other things, the provision of a site for
Travellers. The s106 agreement requires the provision of:
A site capable of providing 8 traveller pitches including
• Mains supply water, electricity and sewerage
• Hard-standing
• Palisade perimeter fencing
• Appropriate interior street lighting
Therefore the developer is obliged to provide a serviced site but there will be
no amenity blocks provided by the developer, these would need to be

8

Officer Response To The Deputation Regarding Proposed Development Of The Gypsy And
Traveller Site At Fenny Lock –
http://cmis.milton-keynes.gov.uk/CmisWebPublic/Binary.ashx?Document=31121
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developed once the serviced site has been transferred to Milton Keynes
Council.
There is no trigger point in the s106 either linked to a specific date or number
of completed dwellings. Therefore, unless an agreement can be reached with
the developer, a site would not be provided until the very end of the
development. The current estimated end date of the site is 2021. This date is
dependent on an improvement in the housing market and is considered to be
the earliest at which the development would be complete. On this basis, it is
unlikely that the traveller’s site would be delivered to the council within the
next ten years.
The possible outcomes can be summarised as:
• The Council and developer reach an agreement on the location of the
site and agree a suitable trigger point to bring forward the delivery; or
• The Council and developer reach an agreement on the location of the
site and the developer provides the site at the end of the wider
development (likely to be a minimum of 10 years); or
• The Council negotiates a financial contribution for provision of site
elsewhere in borough.
The Council has also considered using its existing sites at Calverton,
which has been refurbished using a DCLG grant and Willen, which
remains unimproved, to provide higher capacity to meet need
The Council has also considered using its existing sites at Calverton, which
has been refurbished using a DCLG grant and Willen, which remains
unimproved, to provide higher capacity to meet need.
1.2.2 The Funding
The total funding available for the site was the £1.8 million. The monies
provided for site development are not ring fenced by central government. The
national Gypsy and Traveller Sites Grant, launched in 2008, had £97m
available to "reduce the number of unauthorised sites" and "reduce the need
for costly enforcement action". But only £16.9m has been spent on Gypsy and
Traveller Sites. A lack of ring-fencing has meant millions being channelled into
other schemes. The Homes and Communities Agency told the Guardian
newspaper that £15m from the grant was allotted to "unfunded commitments
in other programmes" within the National Affordable Homes Programme9.
Councillor Isobel McCall compared the possible decision to remove the
funding from its purpose, with funding for people with a disability, saying that
the council would not think to remove a grant in this situation when people
with a disability were involved10. However the removal of ring fencing is a
particularly new activity. The Government’s policy is that the removal of ringfencing from local government grants gives councils freedom over the money
they receive and provides significant financial autonomy. This allows local
9

http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2011/sep/28/dale-farm-funding-traveller-sites
Safer and Stronger Select Committee, Milton Keynes Council, 6 Dec 2011

10
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authorities to work with local people to decide how best to make their
spending decisions to meet local needs rather than by Central Government
prescription.
1.3 Would the use of fund to meet the “priority needs” of another group
be a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim?
The equality aims of the Council are set out in the Equality Scheme. This
document contains:
• An objective of reducing the number of households in temporary
accommodation, in 2010-2011 the target was 70 and the actual was
149,
• Adds a consideration of social deprivation and disadvantage to the
protected characteristics for which the council has due regard,
1.4 Does the local evidence for discrimination follow the national trend?
Discrimination and poor social outcomes among traveller communities exist in
the UK
• Gypsies and Travellers are 12 per cent more likely to have a long-term
illness compared to comparable members of the settled community11;
• Gypsy and Traveller mothers are 20 times more likely to experience
the death of a child than the rest of the population; and school
attendance and educational attainment of Gypsy and Traveller pupils
has been considerably lower than their peers at every key stage12.
1.4.1 Is there national policy to address discrimination?
The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government has outlined
the following as requiring action13:
• poor health outcomes
•

poor performance at school

•

high unemployment and lack of engagement with employment support
provided by the Department for Work and Pensions

•

unmet accommodation needs (with insufficient appropriate authorised
public site provision and difficulties settling into bricks and mortar
accommodation)

•

lack of access to financial products and services (such as insurance,
loans and bank accounts)

•

hate crime and discrimination (with negative media portrayal of
Gypsies and Travellers potentially leading to higher incidence of
discrimination and hate crime).

11

G Parry, P Van Cleemput, J Peters, J Moore, S Walters, K Thomas, C Cooper, The Health
Status of Gypsies and Travellers in England (2004) (University of Sheffield)
12
G Parry, P Van Cleemput, J Peters, J Moore, S Walters, K Thomas, C Cooper, The Health
Status of Gypsies and Travellers in England (2004) (University of Sheffield); S Cemlyn, M
Greenfields, S Burnett, Z Matthews, C Whitwell, Inequalities experienced by Gypsy and
Traveller communities ; a review (2009) (Equality and Human Rights Commission)
13
DCLG Planning for traveller sites 2011 p13
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1.4.2 Local Accommodation Options
The Fenny Lock Project Review looks at the local unmet accommodation
needs. The Council has identified twenty households that have expressed a
wish for pitch accommodation. These households have been given “Options
Interviews” and are considered eligible for a pitch.
“Of these twenty households, 8 are resident in Milton Keynes currently
(of which in turn 3 households are in social rented housing). In terms
of housing need, 3 of the 20 households are in Band 1 (the highest
level of need) and 4 households fall into Band 2. The decision to put
the Fenny Lock project on hold was discussed with most of these
households in the summer (2011) and from the feedback received
there was a lot of concern and disappointment.”
1.4.3 Denial of Identity
To understand this disappointment in its proper context the council needs to
understand the association between desire for pitches and its association with
people’s identity. A recent report co-authored by David Martin Smith from
Buckinghamshire New University stated,
“Many housed Gypsy and Travellers experience the denial of ethnic
identity acutely. Several expressed a concern that “the worst thing is
when you move into the house they count you as settled you’re part of
the population, you’re not a Gypsy anymore because they put you into
a house and were concerned that their identity is not always
recognised as “authentic by others, both Gypsies and Travellers and by
the wider society.” 14
However following the seminal work on social networks by American
sociologist Mark Granovetter15, the argument is made that while frequent
social interaction and the maintenance of a distinct cultural identity provides a
crucial source of support, there is also a danger that social relations become
restricted to close ’bonding’ networks thus intensifying the social isolation of
Gypsy/Traveller communities, fragmenting neighbourhoods along ethnic lines
and negating policy interventions to build integrated and cohesive
communities.
1.4.4 Accommodation Needs in the Future
Under the proposed Government policy, local planning authorities will
continue to assess the accommodation needs of travellers (as required by the
Housing Act 2004) and in accordance with the definition of travellers for this
purpose. However, unlike the current circulars, the proposed policy does not
specifically refer to the guidance that sets out how needs should be assessed
for the purposes of the Housing Act (the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Needs Assessment guidance).
14

Greenfields, M, & David M. Smith, (2010) “Housed Gypsy Travellers, Social Segregation
and the Reconstruction of Communities, Housing Studies, 25: 3, p405.
15
Granovetter, M. (1983). "The Strength of Weak Ties: A Network Theory Revisited".
Sociological Theory 1: 201–233.
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The proposed policy states that local planning authorities set their own
evidence-based targets for the provision of pitches/plots. The policy does not
dictate what targets local planning authorities should adopt. This is a matter
for local planning authorities to decide themselves depending on the
circumstances in their particular area. The evidence from housing options is
that this figure is likely to be smaller that the existing 27, if based solely on
local need.
1.5

Assessment

This assessment recommends that –
• the conducting of a review is unlikely to have been discriminatory.
• if the project does not go ahead with the expected service it is likely to
be considered unfair by some stakeholders,
and may be discriminatory unless
• the funds were used to meet a “priority need”, such as reducing the
number of households in temporary accommodation – which is a
council equality objective, and
• the needs of gypsy and travellers in “Band 1” were met in another way
Members are recommended to have due regard to the issue of “denial of
identity” and to consider whether there is a case for positive action.
There is little evidence locally that discrimination follows national trends, but
further research is need. There is a clear need to understand the local
population their needs and outcomes. While the census may reveal some of
this picture - a holistic needs appraisal may be able to help target support.
Furthermore, the needs of the Gypsy and Traveller community will need to
continue to be considered in this wider context of housing and planning
strategies.
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2.
Advancing Equality of Opportunity
Advancing Equality of Opportunity refers to the positive activities the council
completes that deliver opportunities and benefits to its residents.
2.1
Continuing with Fenny Lock Travellers site project
Planning for Gypsies and Travellers special accommodation needs will
provide the following opportunities.
2.1.1 The link nationally between the quality of housing to social
outcomes
In 2006 the Government published Circular 01/200616. The Circular noted
that
“A new Circular is necessary because evidence shows that the advice
set out in Circular 1/94 has failed to deliver adequate sites for gypsies
and travellers in many areas of England over the last 10 years. Since
the issue of Circular 1/94, and the repeal of local authorities’ duty to
provide gypsy and traveller sites there have been more applications for
private gypsy and traveller sites, but this has not resulted in the
necessary increase in provision”.
It also noted that:
“Gypsies and Travellers are believed to experience the worst health
and education status of any disadvantaged group in England.
Research has consistently confirmed the link between the lack of good
quality sites for gypsies and travellers and poor health and education.
This circular should enhance the health and education outcomes of
gypsies and travellers”.17
There is a question locally whether these links are present in the same way
they are nationally.
2.1.2 The quality of sites
A further report issued by the Equalities and Human Rights Commission in
201018 showed that Gypsies and Travellers continue to experience a wide
range of inequalities. It revealed that for Gypsies and Travellers who do not
wish to reside in ‘bricks and mortar’ housing, there are limited sites of good
quality. The location of sites can be poor (for instance, under motorways or
next to sewage works), and present health hazards (such as contamination by
vermin or decayed sewage) or poor services (a lack of water fittings, poor16

‘Circular 01/06 – Planning For Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites’, Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister 2006, paragraph 3, page 4.
17
Ibid, paragraphs 4 & 5, page 4.
18 ‘
How Fair Is Britain? Equality, Human Rights and Good Relations in 2010, The First
Triennial Review’, Equality and Human Rights Commission 2010. The full report and the
executive summary can be viewed on the Equality and Human Rights web site or by clicking
on the link below:
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/key-projects/how-fair-is-britain/full-report-and-evidencedownloads/#How_fair_is_Britain_Executive_Summary
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quality utility rooms or lack of fire safety). Locally sites are not as poor, as
they are may be nationally, after the renovation of the Calverton site.
2.1.3 Equality of Opportunities
Section 175 (2) (b) of the Housing Act 1996 states that a person is homeless
if their accommodation:
“…..consists of a moveable structure, vehicle or vessel designed or
adapted for human habitation and there is no place where he is entitled
or permitted both to place it and to reside in it.”
Following from this, if a gypsy or traveller household is in “priority need” and if
they are homeless within the definition of Section 175 (2) (b) then the local
authority will have a duty to ensure that accommodation is made available.19
This does not mean that pitches have to be offered, however if pitches are not
offered a opportunity to engage in positive activities for these households will
be lost.
The other side to this solution is the provision of a place where, in the words
of the Housing Act 1996, “he (or she) is entitled or permitted both to place it
and to reside in it”. This requires the Core Strategy to consider the needs of
Gypsy and Travellers on the same basis as those from other communities.
This will require a new local assessment of needs as proposed by DCLG in
new guidance soon to be published.
2.2 New Build Homes (or purchase of existing homes) for homeless
families
Homeless families often have a protected characteristic as defined under the
Equality Act 2010, however the council has added social economic
disadvantage to its considerations and temporary accommodation is a priority
of the council’s Equality Scheme20. Planning for their special accommodation
needs will provide more equality of opportunity for them to have their own
home.
2.3.1 The link nationally between the quality of housing and social
outcomes
The Marmot Review 201021 into health inequalities in England noted that:

19

The case law surrounding this issue appears to indicate that that, whilst local authorities
must clearly use their best endeavours to try and obtain a pitch for a homeless Gypsy or
Traveller with a cultural aversion to conventional housing, if they cannot succeed in that
process then conventional housing may have to be offered in discharge of the local authority’s
duty to accommodate. See for example ‘The Rat Infested Barn - Gypsies, Travellers and
Aversion to Conventional Housing’, by Chris Johnson, Community Law Partnership
http://www.lgtu.org.uk/Gypsies,%20Travellers%20aversion%20to%20conventional%20housin
g%20Johnson%20-%20LGTF.pdf
20
http://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/equalities/displayarticle.asp?ID=21859
21
“Fair Society, Healthy Lives – The Marmot Review, Strategic Review of Health Inequalities
in England post 2010” – see
http://www.google.co.uk/search?hl=en&source=hp&q=marmot+review&aq=1&aqi=g10&aql=&
oq=Marmot
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“Bad housing conditions – including homelessness, temporary
accommodation, overcrowding, insecurity, and housing in poor physical
condition – constitute a risk to health. A study carried out by Shelter in
2006 suggested that children in bad housing conditions are more likely
to have mental health problems, such as anxiety and depression, to
contract meningitis, have respiratory problems, experience long-term ill
health and disability, experience slow physical growth and have
delayed cognitive development. These adverse outcomes reflect both
the direct impact of the housing and the associated material
deprivation”.22
2.2.2 The Effect on Children and Families
Shelter’s research has found that temporary accommodation for homeless
households has a devastating impact on children’s health and education. Two
thirds of respondents to a study carried out in 2004 said their children had
problems at school, and nearly half described their children as ‘often unhappy
or depressed’. Over half the families surveyed said their health or their
family’s had suffered due to living in temporary accommodation. Another
Shelter research report showed that more than 60 per cent of respondents
with depression said that living in temporary accommodation had worsened
it.23 In its view reducing the number of households in temporary
accommodation will play a key role in eradicating child poverty.
The Marmot Review also noted that
“…..many population groups have additional health needs, such as the
elderly, people living with disability or mental illness, ethnic minority
groups, the homeless, refugees and asylum seekers, Gypsies and
Travellers. Population-wide and individual interventions need to be
adapted to meet needs within a universal framework.”24
2.2.3 Equality of Opportunity
The report “How Fair is Britain?” referred to earlier also received evidence
specifically about inequalities faced by the homeless from the University of
York25. This evidence showed that the following characteristics are associated
with a disproportionate risk of homelessness, with evidence to indicate that
these inequalities are persistent and, in some cases, growing:

22

Ibid, pages 79-80
Summarised in Shelters response to the Child Poverty Unit’s Consultation on ending child
poverty in 2009 - page 10. See the link below for more details.
http://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/178806/0309_Ending_child_poverty.pdf
24
Ibid, page 141
25
Fitzpatrick, S., Pleace, N., and Wallace, A., 2010. Evidence Analysis for Equality and
Human Rights Commission: Homelessness. York: York University 2010 – see link below for
more details
http://www.york.ac.uk/inst/chp/publications/PDF/EHRCHomelessnessTriennialReview.pdf
23
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•
•

•
•

•
•

Age - young people face a much higher risk of being accepted as
statutorily homeless by British local authorities than do older people, with
those in the middle age ranges most at risk of rough sleeping;
Gender and household type – women, especially female lone parents, are
over-represented amongst statutorily homeless households, but single
men are heavily over-represented amongst rough sleepers and other nonstatutory homeless groups. Homeless women tend to be younger than
homeless men;
Ethnicity – BME communities are strongly over-represented across most
forms of homelessness in England, especially in London;
Nationality and immigration status - the most notable (and growing)
concern is rough sleeping amongst A10 migrants who lack recourse to
public funds. There is also some evidence that former asylum seekers are
a substantial subgroup of statutorily homeless families in England,
especially in London;
Disability – mental ill-health is the most important type of disability
associated with homelessness;
Socio-economic status – there are high levels of worklessness amongst all
homeless groups

2.3
New Build homes (or purchase of existing homes) for people with
disabilities
People with disabilities and older people have a protected characteristic.
2.3.1 The link nationally between the quality of housing and social
outcomes
A report for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation has noted that nationally:
“Although age alone does not determine whether or not people have
high support needs, it is a good guide and it is likely that over the next
twenty years the numbers requiring such support will rise
considerably… Over the coming decades, the older population will also
become more diverse with people from black and minority ethnic
backgrounds comprising an increasing share of the population.
Changes in both social norms and the legal context mean that it is
likely that in future there will be more older people living in civil
partnerships and openly gay relationships..There is clear evidence that
the prevalence of disability, however it is measured, rises with age –
with the increase being most pronounced at ages after 74. For
example, the prevalence of severe disability as measured by the ability
to perform various activities of daily living is less than 5% amongst
those aged under 55 compared with around 40% amongst those aged
85 and over.”26

26

‘Demographic issues, projections and trends: Older people with high support needs in the
UK’, Jane Falkingham, Maria Evandrou, Teresa McGowan, David Bell and Alison Bowes,
ESRC Centre for Population Change, October 2010 - pages 5-6
http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/high-support-needs-demographic-issues.pdf
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In 2008 the Government published ‘Lifetime Homes Lifetime Neighbourhoods
- A National Strategy for Housing in an Ageing Society’. Key findings of the
report were as follows:
“30 per cent of all households are already headed by someone over
retirement age. Older people will make up 48 per cent of the increase
in new households by 2026, with this figure reaching as high as 90 per
cent in some areas. Older people are key to the housing market and
may become even more dominant in a less buoyant market. Because
the housing market is dynamic, housing decisions that older people
make – whether to move, stay put, make improvements or adaptations
– will impact across the entire market.”27
The report also noted particular pressures around the lack of wheelchair
housing:
“Projected numbers of people needing wheelchair accessible housing
are due to rise considerably, reflecting projected increases in numbers
of people with disabilities and mobility impairments. Whereas Lifetime
Homes are designed to adapt to changing needs overtime and do
include features helpful to wheelchair users, fully wheelchair accessible
homes are purpose built to suit the needs of wheelchair users. These
are designed with the necessary circulation space and level access to
provide full wheelchair access to all parts of the home. They are also
equipped with adjustable fixtures and fittings to enable occupants to
live more independently and enjoy a better quality of life.”28
The HAPPI report referred to earlier notes that
“The number of over-60s is projected to increase by 7 million over the
next 25 years - Office for National Statistics, 2009”………Older people
spend 70- 90% of their time in their homes, much more than any other
age group”.29
In addition, the HAPPI report notes that:
“……old age often still means isolation, especially when a spouse dies
or children move away. Inadequate housing exacerbates health
problems and creates others; poor insulation and time spent indoors
can lead to difficulties in meeting the cost of winter heating. As things
are, without better housing in the community to which we belong, the
choice often lies between ‘getting by’ in unsuitable accommodation or
up-rooting to some form of institutional home, often removed from
familiar surroundings. Such moves are usually triggered by crisis rather
than planned ahead, adding to the stress of the experience.”30
In terms of the housing, the report recommends that

27

‘Lifetime Homes Lifetime Neighbourhoods - A National Strategy for Housing in an Ageing
Society’, page 24
28
Ibid, pages 91-92
29
HAPPI report, page 10
30
Ibid, page 11
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“while we believe strongly in greater accessibility – using Lifetime
Homes standards (even with modifications) for all new homes –
solutions to our housing needs will very often be found in purpose-built
new homes that are specially designed and planned with older people
in mind.”31
The Equalities and Human Rights Commission has noted that there are also
links between disability, employment and pay:
“Evidence shows that some disabled employees experience a
significant pay gap when compared to non disabled employees. In
addition, disabled women suffer from a gender pay gap, and earn less
than disabled men. Estimates of the disabled hourly pay gap vary from
six to 26 per cent (this variation is due to the use of different data
sources and definitions of disability). Recent research has found that
when compared to non disabled men, disabled men have a pay gap of
11% and disabled women of 22%”.
A report by the Demos in 2006 looked in detail at the barriers faced by people
with disabilities, particularly in the areas of transport, education, employment,
status, leisure and housing. It was found that:
• More than 40% of disabled people in England and Wales experienced
difficulty with travel.
• While almost two-thirds of households that include a disabled person do
not have access to a private car, only 27% of non-disabled households
don't have a car. But the general trend in public transport shows an
improvement, though in the words of the authors, "massive barriers
remain".
• The lack of accessible housing in the UK was described as "chronic".
While it estimated that nearly 1.5m people require adapted
accommodation, almost a quarter of them don't have it.
• The report highlights a lack of reliable information about the availability of
accessible housing as contributing to the problem.
2.3.2 The local situation
A report by Habinteg Housing Association and London South Bank University
in 201032 sets out a methodology for calculating the unmet housing need of
wheelchair user households at a local authority level. The methodology
involves the following approach:
A. Taking the regional figure for the percentage of all households that are
wheelchair user households (for the South East region this was 2%);
B. Multiply this by the number of households in the local authority (as at 1st
April 2011 this was 101,100);
31

Ibid, page 31
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and Communities Agency)
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C. Multiply this by the regional figure for the percentage of wheelchair user
households with unmet housing need (5%).
So for Milton Keynes the figure would be 101 wheelchair user households
with unmet housing need.
The Milton Keynes Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) Update
2009 provided a profile of households with supported housing and health
needs. The profile found that there were 2,500 households who:
• Had at least one member of their household with a health problem, and
• That their health problems affected their housing requirements; and
• Their homes were not currently adequately adjusted to meet their
health problems.
This equated to 2.7% of households in Milton Keynes. The problems that
these households identified were with bathing and showering, climbing stairs
and general mobility. All of these were considered to be natural
consequences of the health problems being linked to mobility and old age.33
From the 2,500 households, the majority (71%) felt that their current home
could be adapted to meet their needs and that the majority of these
households required bathroom adaptations, stair lifts and handrails to be
fitted. 390 households (17.4%) felt that their current home was unsuitable for
adaptation. However when asked whether they wanted to move, 250
households wanted to move. Arguably this could indicate the level of need for
housing specially designed to meet the health needs of the borough. Of the
households who contained at least one member of the household with a
health problem, who felt that their current home was not adequately adjusted
to meet their health problem and who felt that they needed and wanted to
move to another home which was more suitable for their needs, 213
households wanted to move to a Council or Housing Association property. It
should be emphasised that the results are based on a sample survey and that
for many problems there is a very small number of cases in the dataset.
The profile also showed that there were approximately 14,000 properties in
Milton Keynes that already have adaptations fitted, however around 5,343 of
these properties were occupied by households who did not have a member of
the household with health problems. Broadly speaking therefore the biggest
demand for specialist housing appears to be for older people and those with
mobility problems.
2.4
Improving Council Housing
This option does not have a direct link to individuals with protected
characteristics, however the Hills Report notes: “Tenants have high rates of
disability, are more likely than others to be lone parents or single people, and
to be aged over 60”34.
33

Pages 116-119 – available on the Council’s web site at the following address:
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Ends and means: the future roles of social housing in England: John Hills, ESRC Research
Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion, 2007, pp 2-3.
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2.4.1 The link nationally between the quality of housing and social
outcomes
The Hills Report35 notes the following with regards to people living in social
housing:
“Over the last quarter century the role of social housing has changed.
The sector has become much smaller as a proportion of the total,
although nearly 4 million households still live within it. While post-War
provision was aimed at households on a range of incomes, since the
1980s provision has become more tightly constrained and new lettings
focussed on those in greatest need. As a result, the composition of
tenants has changed, with tenants much more likely to have low
incomes and not to be in employment than in the past or than those in
the other tenures. Seventy per cent of social tenants have incomes
within the poorest two-fifths of the overall income distribution, and the
proportion of social tenant householders in paid employment fell from
47 to 32 per cent between 1981 and 2006. Tenants have high rates of
disability, are more likely than others to be lone parents or single
people, and to be aged over 60. More than a quarter (27 per cent) of all
black or minority ethnic householders are social tenants (including
around half of Bangladeshi and 43 per cent of black Caribbean and
black African householders), compared to 17 per cent of white
householders”.
2.4.2 The local situation
The SHMA also showed that across the different tenures in Milton Keynes,
59.7% of Council tenants and 53.1% of housing association tenants are in
receipt of housing benefit. This implies that over half of social tenants in Milton
Keynes receive housing benefit and indicates that the majority of households
in social housing in Milton Keynes are not able to afford to live in any other
tenure. By comparison, only 22.4% of households in the private rented sector
received housing benefit.
The Hills Report also looked at the housing conditions of people living in
social housing and it noted the following:
“…….there has been substantial improvements over time in the
number of dwellings failing to meet successively higher standards
since 1971. Between 1971 and 1986, the proportion failing to meet the
“old” standard of fitness fell from 7 per cent to 5 per cent. Against a
higher standard, the proportion of the stock failing the “new” fitness
standard fell from 9 per cent to 5 per cent by 2004. The current
standard – with an explicit government target to meet it within social
housing by 2010 – is that of “decent homes”, covering not just the basic
35
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physical standards of “unfitness”, but also the state of repair, the
presence of modern facilities and services and thermal efficiency (see
Box 4.1). Rapid progress has been made against this standard since
1996, although 29 per cent of homes were still below it in 2004. As
Figure 4.6 shows, the highest rates of failure to meet the standard are
in the private rented sector, but also with above average failure rates in
local authority housing, whereas housing association property is as
likely to meet the standard as owner-occupation. There are marked
differences between the most and least deprived areas. Households
with disadvantages are also somewhat more likely than others to live in
housing that does not meet the standard.”
In Milton Keynes, whilst the Decent Homes standard has been met with its
own stock, the Background section to this option showed that considerable
sums of money are still needed to meet current and future housing need to
contribute to wider growth, regeneration, carbon reduction, and health
objectives.
2.5

Assessment

This assessment recommends that there are adequate reasons for
considering all the above solutions however it should be noted that:
• The link between poor social outcomes and housing inequality is strong
across all options.
• The local situation is not always the same as the national picture
• An adequate solution to the provision of future needs of gypsies and
travellers, beyond those in “priority need”, should be considered in the
Core Strategy.
• Gypsy and Traveller preference is to live in sites and not in houses: this
is more than a housing preference but a consideration that forms part
of what we consider when considering their homelessness status
It is likely that which ever option is not pursued an opportunity to advance
equality of opportunity would be missed, however it is clear that the:
• advancement of opportunity amongst gypsy and travellers has often
lagged behind that of other groups nationally, and
• council has previously prioritised the needs of those in temporary
accommodation in its Equality Scheme.
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3.
Fostering Good Community Relations
There are various aspects to good community relations, the most important
being: combating prejudice, ensuring communities are not segregated and
encouraging greater awareness and understanding.
In 2009 the Equality and Human Rights Commission published a report that
examined the inequalities faced by Gypsy and Traveller Communities36. The
report evaluated and discussed the available evidence on a wide range of
subjects such as accessing healthcare, social care, education and other
public services; racism and discrimination; the situation of Gypsies and
Travellers in housing37. In particular, the report noted that:
“One core theme which arises across all topics is the pervasive and
corrosive impact of experiencing racism and discrimination throughout
an entire lifespan and in employment, social and public context……..
The lack of suitable, secure accommodation underpins many of the
inequalities that Gypsy and Traveller communities experience.”38
It further reported that when families accept the alternative of local authority
housing, they are often housed on the most deprived estates, sharing the
wider environmental disadvantages of their neighbours and being exposed to
more immediate hostility towards their ethnicity. Local authority housing may
also involve dislocation from their families, communities, culture and support
systems, leading to further cycles of disadvantage.
A report by the Gypsy and Traveller Unit in London referred to the experience
of being subject to racism/racial abuse, prejudice, discrimination or being
victimised or bullied while living in houses:
“They called us terrible things...”, “We didn‟t realise the world that we
were going into. I have put up with terrible racism in the houses like
being attacked, abuse outside my door, being called names such as
'pikeys' and 'gypos'. The area that I moved to was very racist. They
don't accept our culture because they don't understand it.”, “...I had to
go and live in flats on estates. I want to tell you how awful it was. I was
the only Gypsy and we were very victimised and bullied.”, “I am afraid
to leave my children outside as they are treated badly by the settled
people.”39.
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‘Inequalities experienced by gypsy and traveller communities: a review’, Sarah Cemlyn,
Margaret Greenfields, Sally Burnett, Zoe Matthews and Chris Whitwell - University of Bristol,
Buckinghamshire New University, Friends, Families and Travellers.
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As discussed before, the issue of segregation is at the heart of this issue.
The strategy under review seeks sustain a cultural identity in housing and the
presence of kin and other Gypsy and Travellers will help to mitigate some of
the difficulties experienced by local residents. However there must be a
question how this strategy intensifies the social isolation of Gypsy/Traveller
communities. Certainly there must be a question as to whether the Fenny
Lock Project would lead to more intense social isolation of this small and
vulnerable community.
The debate for the last year has unfortunately focussed on the objections of
some local community members. Certainly plans to “fence in” the community
would have led to greater tensions and misunderstanding. The community
relations concerns of these community members have had little foundation.
Indeed against some of the accusations that have been targeted at local
Gypsy and Travellers it would be easy for members to conclude that the best
way would be to secure for the Gypsy and Travellers a separate provision.
However long-term strategies of segregating communities would work against
community integration and leads to further prejudice and lack of
understanding.
3.1

Assessment

This assessment recommends:
That in looking at the options due regard is given to the prejudice and
segregation experienced by gypsy and travellers. The Fenny Lock option may
not be the best solution to this as there must be serious questions whether
this will sustain and intensify prejudice and segregation. The long term
solution will be to sustain integration between communities.
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4.
Summary
This assessment has looked in detail at the equality issues presented by the
Fenny Lock Review. It recommends, that the cabinet in considering all options
and the recommendations of the review have due regard to the following:
Elimination of Discrimination
1. The conducting of the review is unlikely to have been discriminatory.
2. If the project does not go ahead with the expected service it is likely to be
considered unfair by some stakeholders, and may be discriminatory unless
• the funds were used to meet a “priority need”, such as reducing the
number of households in temporary accommodation – which is an
council equality objective, and
• the needs of gypsy and travellers in “Band 1” were met in another way
3. Members are recommended to have due regard to the issue of “denial of
identity” and to consider whether there is a case for positive action.
4. There is little evidence locally that discrimination follows national trends,
but further research is need. There is a clear need to understand the local
population their needs and outcomes. While the census may reveal some
of this picture - a holistic needs appraisal may be able to help target
support.
5. The needs of the Gypsy and Traveller community will need to continue to
be considered in this wider context of housing and planning strategies.
Advancing Equality of Opportunity
6. There are adequate equality reasons for considering all the options in the
review however it should be noted that:
• The link between poor social outcomes and housing inequality is strong
across all options.
• The local situation is not always the same as the national picture
• An adequate solution to the provision of future needs of gypsies and
travellers, beyond those in “priority need”, should be considered.
• Gypsy and Traveller preference is to live in sites and not in houses: this
is more than a housing preference but a consideration that forms part
of what we consider when considering their homelessness status
7. It is likely that which ever option is not pursued an opportunity to advance
equality of opportunity would be missed, however it is clear that the:
• advancement of opportunity amongst gypsy and travellers has often
lagged behind that of other groups nationally, and
• council has previously prioritised the needs of those in temporary
accommodation in its Equality Scheme
Fostering Good Community Relations
8. That in looking at the options due regard is given to the prejudice and
segregation experienced by gypsy and travellers. The Fenny Lock option
may not be the best solution to this as there must be serious questions
whether this will sustain and intensify prejudice and segregation. The long
term solution will be to sustain integration between communities.
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ITEM

5(b)

EXECUTIVE SCRUTINY PANEL
21 MARCH 2012

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CIRCULATED TO CABINET
28 FEBRUARY 2012
FENNY LOCK REVIEW
“BAND 1” HOUSEHOLDS
The table below shows the number of households who are accepted as “band one” cases
and are not under offer as at 22 February 2012:
No. of households
6
12
20
181
131

3

Family composition
Family with children
Family with children
Family with children
Family with children
Singles and couples
(includes 3 OAP
households)
Other

Property type needed
5 bedroom home
4 bedroom home
3 bedroom home
2 bedroom home
1 bedroom/studio home

Other

Total 353 households
Of those 353 households awaiting offers:
•

21 need ground floor or family house with stair-lift

•

46 need a home with a flat floor shower:

•

36 need wheelchair adapted accommodation

•

70 are ‘fast track’ cases that need to be moved on quickly because they are taking up a
place in specialist accommodation that they no longer need

(173)

