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MINUTES OF THE  MEETING OF THE HOUSING STRATEGY PANEL



HELD ON WEDNESDAY 7th OCTOBER 2009  AT 1830HRS



AT BEECH HOUSE



The meeting commenced at 1830hrs and finished at 1955hrs 



Present: 



Panel Members:	Helen Ross			Chair

			Brian Muspratt (BM)		Vice-Chair	

Cllr Chris Bulteel (CB)

Cllr Carol Evans (CE)

			Ali Khan (AK)

			Chris Moody (CM)

			Cllr Tony Trent (TT)

			Sheila Evans (SE)

			Jean May (JM)

	

PHP Staff:	Robin Ingleton (RI)		Head of Finance

Marie Marsh (MM)		Resident Involvement Coordinator

			Joe Logan (JL)		Chief Executive

			Janet Read (JR)		Policy Officer

			David Mullany		Options Appraisal Project Manager

						

			

Observer:		Andy Ross		Residents Panel member

			Sean Felgate		Resident Panel member



Apologies:		Tanya Jamali (TJ)

			Bill Constance (BC)

			Barry Grant (BG)

			Audrey Creed (AC)

			Anne Keogh (AK)

			John Tyrell (JT)

			Michelle Butler (MB)

			Bill Shaw (BS)

		

��The Chair welcomed all to the meeting and informed all of Barry Grant’s resignation, his replacement will be voted on in Focus on Disability. 

���1.0�APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

�Action��1.1

�Marie Marsh reported that apologies had been received from those listed above.  

���2.0�DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST����There were no declarations of interest.���3.0�MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING – 5th AUGUST 2009 ���3.1









�3.4 – BoP to part fund ASB Post



ASB post not be part funded by BoP, TT to pursue further �



TT 

03.02.2010��4.0�OPTIONS APPRAISAL���4.1
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�David Mullany delivered a presentation on the Government consultation on the national council housing finance system. 



The presentation included:



Current System

Government sets rent, we collect it

We manage and maintain the stock-government tells us how much we should be spending

We pay interest on our housing debt

We return the surplus of rental income (negative subsidy) to central government-this gets redistributed across the country

(Some councils have high debt-they make a loss-they receive some of this subsidy)



Self financing proposal

Government sets rent, we collect it-no change

We manage and maintain the stock according to standards set by government

We calculate the surplus. We use this to buy more housing debt. So we pay interest on the loan but we no longer pay negative subsidy to the government

We return the surplus of rental income (negative subsidy) to central government-this gets redistributed across the country



Questions 1 and 2�Should there be separate Housing Account (HRA). Should the ‘ring fence’ be strengthened? 

a) There should be a separate account for the landlord service. (There is a separate income stream)

b) Services received by the wider public should not be ‘subsidised’ by the Housing Revenue Account

c) Greater clarity is required on the definition of landlord services (e.g. Housing Register, ASB)



Questions 3 and 4

Should the system be based on the ‘Decent Homes’ standard?�a) Decent Homes standard is too low (even with the extension to cover communal areas) and does not cover improvements to the stock or communal facilities

b) We want to be able to achieve the ‘Poole Standard’-this should be a national standard



Should any backlogs be funded through capital grants? How to fund energy efficiency improvements.

a) PHP not in favour of capital grants, they are not flexible enough and requires us to apply for them

b) Energy efficiency improvements require funding; savings of tenants should not fund them. (If funded by savings, these must be equitable and not penalise low users)



Question 5 �Should leaseholders pay into sinking funds? �Should LA’s have to set up sinking funds or should it be voluntary?

a) Lessees are not in favour of compulsory sinking funds

b) What if the sinking fund is insufficient? Could the LA borrow funds and charge interest to leaseholders? Admin costs?

c) Good quality information on future investment is needed



Questions 6-11�The Debt Question 

The self-financing proposal:

a) Instead of paying negative subsidy, Poole takes on higher debt, paid for by what we would be paying back in negative subsidy

b) The Council would take inflation and interest rate risks. 

c) The amount of debt would be based on what is affordable after managing, maintaining and investing in the stock to reach decent homes standard. Based on a 30-year business plan.



Questions 6-11�The Debt Question 

PHP’s response:

(i) Assumptions about the standards to be reached, (and how much they cost and how these costs are calculated) are crucial

(ii) The decent homes standard is too low a standard-we want the ‘Poole standard’ or something similar to become the national standard

(iii) Include adaptations and other works in the business plan



Councils should have discretion on how to spend this money. If we are able to achieve high standards then surpluses could be put towards new homes-if we cannot achieve high standards the surpluses should be spent on existing stock (e.g. environmental improvements/sustainability)



Questions12-14�Capital receipts

Proposal is that Councils retain RTB receipts-balance between new homes and investing in existing stock? We favour maximising Council’s discretion.



Questions 15-17�Equalities: Do proposals affect any groups disproportionately?

a) If we cannot achieve high standards this affects the most vulnerable people in society

b) There is a particular concern however about funding for adaptations. We think the required funding for adaptations should be built into the initial business plan

c) Also concern about funding for tackling ASB and tenancy sustainment work. Government should be providing guidelines; services are not to be compromised. 



Other Questions:� The Stock Transfer Issue

a) The consultation paper questions the future of stock transfer as a realistic options

b) If self-financing is not an attractive proposition for tenants there should remain the opportunity to achieve higher standards through a transfer option. This would depend on being able to negotiate debt write off.



HR – the working party talked about including Poole’s strange demographic profile, this needs to be taken into account. 



DM – Section 15 has been updated with this information and included in the response 



JL – PHP will be drafting a letter to go with response as we need to plan ahead, outlining key messages. 



CE – Are we the only organisation in this position?



JL – No we’re not, Government says that there are others in the same position as we are. 



RI – CRG officials say that there are organisations that will run out of money before we do. 



BM expressed concern over residents that have opted out of the decent homes, has money been put aside for this?



JL – the numbers of those opted out are small, we can make up in the shortfall if they allow us to complete by 2010. However, others we can’t do and others that didn’t need it now will need it past 2010.



BM – will new people moving in benefit from decent homes?



JL – Not after 2012, no. Unless changes are made. CLG are visiting Poole in October to understand PHP’s circumstances.



CB – How much debt will PHP buy into?



RI – Rental income is £17million, we pay £4.4million in negative subsidy. Government will remove expenditure and look at surplus. There is £18billion worth of housing debt, PHP to take on a proportion but as of yet we don’t know how much. £70million or lower we can manage, but £100million or over PHP are in trouble.



TT – ALMO’s and Councils need to lobby all 3 political parties to ensure that no matter what the election outcome, the review is followed through on. 



JL – LGA are not in support of proposal, £18billion will not be written off but Council members believe it should be. The LGA should support the self-financing and needs a consistence approach. �

































































































































































































































��5.0�FINANCE UPDATE���5.1





















5.2�Housing Revenue Account

• Projected Year End deficit of £119,000, which allows for the approved £100,000 contribution to Sterte Court heating scheme, other expenditure includes deferred spending on Stock Options Appraisal. Year End Surplus on HRA forecast to be £896,000.

• Capital spending is still within budget and some schemes behind but should pick up during remaining year. Proposal to accelerate spending on kitchens. Lagland Court Balconies unlikely to progress this year.



Forecast 2009/2010

• Projections shows a deficit of £204,000, which is £38,000 better than budget mainly due to Tower Block cleaning and not painting. 

• Includes £11,000 of income from PHP Excellence days and other events

• Repairs under spent by £20,000

• PHP end of year reserves forecast to be £446,000.



Any reserves are to make into the HRA, minimum reserve allowed £200,000 so we are over.



HR – Not able to keep repairs under-spent, as the decent home standard slips



JL – We’re making the point to CLG that we’re meeting our requirements

�





��6.0�PERFORMANCE���6.1





6.2





6.3







6.4













�Generally good performance, there are some issues with voids which are being looked into.



PHP are producing annual performance review, which will be going in AT Home.



JL – We have just hit 96% of letters responded to in 10 days, which is great as historically we have been no where near. This is due to culture change and system update. 



JL – Staff sickness levels are at 5.2 days per staff per year. Before becoming ALMO it was an average of 15 days, due to PHP being well managed, Board input and staff morale high. 



HR – this is a credit to the working environment that has been created here at PHP and to the rent income team as that is a key area of strength.�



























��7.0�PHP PLUS���7.1

























































7.2















7.3� Reason for the review:



• Not meeting aims and objectives within budget – especially:

– 4 annual prize draw (only 2 per year)

– Direct Debit Plus – not happening as no specified budget

– Paint and Plant Plus – available to all tenants, but PHP Plus had priority – this in line for review due to extensive waiting list (135)

– Handyman Plus – fixed fee of £30 for 1 hour – no uptake amongst PHP Plus members

– Repairs Plus – advertised as members getting faster repairs service – research showed tenants want convenient time slots, not necessarily faster

• No ‘inclusive’ – members had to apply and profile breakdown showed only 10% uptake and 2/3 aged 60+

•Other ‘privileges’ – looking to extend to all:

–Incentive for leaving home in good condition 

–Incentive to downsize 

•No evidence that PHP Plus was having impact in reducing arrears / ASB

•No need for ‘incentive’ scheme at PHP re: high rent recovery and arrears not a particular issue (common rationale)

•Looked at other organisations reward schemes – overall conclusion

–Low cost / easy to administer

–Inclusive (except for breaches of tenancy)



Revised Scheme

• Retain current budget £1.5k

• Simple prize draw

• Inclusive – all tenants automatically entered if:

–Clear rent a/c or maintained payment arrangement

–No major breaches of tenancy conditions (ie on-going ASB)



Options for revised scheme

• Bi-Annual Prize Draw (summer and xmas) with 3 prizes of 

– £450 (1st)                      or              One winner (£750)

– £200 (2nd)

– £100 (3rd)



• Annual Prize Draw (xmas)

– £750 (1st)                     or              One winner (£1.5K)

– £450 (2nd)

– £100 (3rd)



CM – Do we need the scheme at all?



JL – Looking at the results from the status survey we can see there is a clear message saying we should spend more time on ‘good’ tenants.



CM – Would there be an uproar, would it be missed?



JL – It’s only £1500 and wouldn’t make an impact on the budget.



HSP decision – 3 equal prizes twice a year
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��8.0�ANY OTHER BUSINESS���8.1





8.2�BM – we need to look at the constitution, as it is not currently a true record of members 



Dates for 2010 agreed



3rd February

7th April

2nd June

4th August

6th October

1st December



Meeting closed @ 19.55�MM to allocate time on next agenda���

APPENDIX 1



SCHEDULE OF KEY DECISIONS MADE



08 APRIL 2009



The Panel approved the succession policy

The Panel approved the return to original office opening hours



04 FEBRUARY 2009



The Panel accepted the proposed rent increases.

The Panel agreed to meet on a bi-monthly basis.



05 NOVEMBER 2008



The Panel approved the establishment of a Residents’ Panel.



The Panel approved the appointment of a Specialist Residents Adviser subject to a brief agreed by the Residents’ Panel.



The Panel noted the intention of the project team to create a special identity for the project





06 AUGUST 2008 



THE PANEL APPROVED THE EXTENSIONS TO THE MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

THE PANEL APPROVED THE EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY POLICY

THE PANEL AGREED TO FORM A WORKING PARTY TO AGREE THE PRIORITIES FOR THE PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

THE PANEL APPROVED THE FINANCIAL INCLUSION STRATEGY



11 JUNE 2008



THE PANEL DELEGATED THE AGENDA PLANNING TO THE CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR

THE PANEL APPROVED THE CHANGES TO THE TENANCY CONDITIONS



07 MAY 2008



THE PANEL APPROVED THE RESIDENT INVOLVEMENT COMPACT FLYER

THE PANEL APPROVED THE MAKE-UP OF CO-OPTEES TO THE PANEL

THE PANEL APPROVED THE RECRUITMENT METHOD FOR CO-OPTEES

THE PANEL APPROVED THE MECHANISM FOR THE PAYMENT OF HONORARIUMS TO BOARD MEMBERS

THE PANEL APPROVED EXTENDED OFFICE OPENING HOURS 



12 MARCH 2008



HELEN ROSS WAS APPOINTED AS THE HSP REPRESENTATIVE ON THE OPTIONS APPRAISAL SELECT COMMITTEE

THE PANEL APPROVED THE AMENDED CONSTITUTION



07 NOVEMBER 2007



THE PANEL APPROVED THE RECHARGE POLICY

THE PANEL APPROVED THE NEIGHBOURHOOD IMPROVEMENT POLICY

THE PANEL APPROVED THE MISSION STATEMENT

THE PANEL APPROVED THE STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
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