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Also Present: Observing:  
 
Councillor Mrs. M.A. Davis, Health and Wellbeing Portfolio Leader – for matters related 
to Social Alarms. 
 
Councillor F.W.C. Allen, Housing Portfolio Leader. 
  
20. Apologies 

 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors J.P. Johnson, J.T. Preece, 
Mrs. A.F. Bernard, Mrs. S. Cartwright and B. Hardman. 
 
Councillor M. Hoare was in attendance as substitute for Councillor J.P. Johnson.   

  
21. Declarations of Interests of Members in Contracts and Other Matters and 

Restrictions on Voting by Members  
 
No further declarations were made in addition to those already confirmed by 
Members in the Register of Members Interests. 

  
22. Minutes 

 
The Chairman referred to Page 14, Minute 18 – Supporting People Review 
2015/16 and indicated that under the second paragraph the word “venerable” 
should be replaced with “vulnerable”.  
 
A Member referred to Page 13, Minute 17. - Quarter 3 Performance Report and 
was keen to be updated concerning the procurement of a development partner for 
the redevelopment of the former garage sites.  
 
The Member also referred to Page 15, Minute 19. - Work Programme and asked 
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when the Scrutiny Review of the Council’s Allocations Policy would be coming 
forward to the Committee for consideration.  
 
Nirmal Samrai, Head of Housing and Waste Management advised that a 
development partner had been appointed and an initial meeting had recently 
taken place. She advised that plans were being worked through, with five sites 
initially selected and approximately 28 properties being built. A report would be 
submitted to Cabinet at a later date. 
 
With regard to the Scrutiny Review of the Council’s Allocations Policy, the Head of 
Housing and Waste Management advised that it had been agreed at the last 
meeting that this review would take place in the next municipal year given that it 
would need to be considered in detail.  
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the Minutes of the meeting held on 7 March, 2016 be approved as a correct 
record subject to the amendment to Minute 18 as detailed above. 

  
23. Developer Contribution towards Social Housing – Discussion 

 
Michael Tichford, Head of Economic Development reported on developer 
contributions towards social housing and indicated that the Council received 
around 2-3 applications per year from developers unable to build affordable 
housing.  
 
He reported that a developer would negotiate a price for building units with the 
provider, although they would be below market value. 
 
He explained that whilst the Council had an obligation to provide affordable 
housing, under the National Planning Policy Framework consideration would be 
given to how the benefits of a housing development would out way that of 
providing affordable housing. He explained that if the Council were to insist on 
affordable housing on a proposed development, the Council could be challenged 
and seen as being obstructive.      
 
The Head of Economic Development indicated that when information was 
received from a developer that claimed that they were not in a position to build 
affordable housing on a site, the Council would require a financial assessment of 
the site, construction costs, borrowing costs, land value and profit information. Not 
only this, the developer would need to show that their profit margin would not be 
achieved. He advised that a Council valuer would check the details provided, or a 
company with a qualified RICS valuer would be asked to undertake this.  
 
He indicated that the Council would then make a decision, and if agreed the 
developer would be released from the S106, and the application would then go 
back before the Planning Control Committee for consideration.  
 
The Head of Economic Development advised Members that CIL (Community 
Infrastructure Levy) was introduced last year which now dealt with financial 
contributions, whereas S106 now dealt with affordable housing provision. 
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A Member commented on the process and referred to S106 and asked if it could 
be used for affordable housing as CIL did not provide this. 
 
In response to this, the Member was advised that S106 was used for affordable 
housing although the Government were deviating from affordable rented to 
purchasing and the Council were constrained by this. This raised some questions 
with Members of the Committee that affordable housing was diminishing.  
 
In response to a question raised by a Member concerning the planning process, 
the Head of Economic Development advised that the Planning Control Committee 
would receive an application from a developer which would outline their 
proposals, and there should be no major deviation from what the Planning Control 
Committee had agreed. If there was, the application would go back before the 
Committee. 
 
A Member asked if any developer who was not in a position to build social 
housing on their site should be requested to make a contribution towards the 
validation process that the Council undertakes.  
 
The Head of Economic Development advised that an application fee was paid by 
the developer and this work was already included within the fee. He also advised 
that discussions at some point would take place on offering fast tracked planning 
applications for an additional fee. However, the downfalls of doing this would 
mean that the Council would receive less income and would still be required to 
undertake a small percentage of the work.  

  
24. One Bedroom Bungalow Redecoration Scheme 

 
The Head of Housing and Waste Management gave a presentation to Members 
of the Committee. 
 
She provided information on the one bedroom bungalows allocated between 
2014-15. She reported that 8 of the bungalows were allocated to those under the 
age of 55.  
 
It was found that there were various reasons why tenants had moved into one 
bedroom bungalows which ranged from downsizing, medical and Occupational 
Therapy assessments.  
 
She reported that a survey of tenants had been undertaken with regard to the re-
decoration of the bungalows and out of 60 responses received back, 93.3% would 
have been happy to re-decorate themselves. Those tenants happy to re-decorate 
currently received a voucher worth £130. However, she advised that the survey 
could be slightly unambiguous and the survey could have shown a different result 
if the tenant had previously seen the bungalow which may have been in a poor 
condition.  
 
It was reported that the average cost of re-decorating a one bedroom bungalow 
was £2,715 and the Council had spent £83,732 in 8 months. It was found that by 
undertaking this work, properties were more lettable and the reputation of the 
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Council as landlord would improve as the Council was also competing with the 
private sector. This also impacted upon the budget which could be re-distributed 
to target other properties that required improvements.  
 
A slide was shown where improvements could be made which would include 
sourcing a utilities supplier, pre-termination inspections to be carried out and the 
appointment of Tenancy Sustainment Officers. She indicated that all utilities 
would be working in voids when tradesmen were required to undertake works.  
 
In response to a question raised by a Member, the Head of Housing and Waste 
Management indicated that consideration would be given to 5 year probationary 
periods for new tenants in line with Government Proposals contained within the 
Housing and Planning Bill.  

  
25. Void Review – Recommendations 

 
The remainder of the presentation was given: 
 
The Allocations Policy – Future Review 1 included: 
 

• One bedroom bungalows 
 Less popular/lower demand 
 Increase demand be changing eligibility 

• Reduce age 

• Allow limited out of area applications 
 

• Two bedroom flats         
  First floor and above 
  Proactive marketing 
 
The Allocations Policy – Future Review 2 included: 
 

• Three bedroom houses 
 Fewer expressions of interest 
 Proactive marketing 

 

• Other considerations 
  Team structure 
  Lean working 
  Advertising during notice period 
 
Potential Future Reviews  
 

• Debate 
 Lower demand properties – rehousing applicants from outside 
 District 

 

• Housing and Planning Bill 2016 
 Fixed term tenancies 
 Pay to stay 
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 Sale of high value voids 
 Starter homes 

 
The Head of Housing and Waste Management explained that the Council’s 
Allocations Policy would be considered in more detail in the next municipal year 
and any recommendations would be submitted to Cabinet for approval. 
 
She explained that the Council had difficulty in allocating two bedroom flats and 
more marketing would need to be carried out, however expressions in three 
bedroom properties had decreased which was possibly as a result of the bedroom 
tax being implemented.  
 
At this point the Chairman read out a statement from Councillor J. Preece which 
referred to the Council’s current banding system used to allocate properties. He 
asked if a further low priority band could be added which would help those people 
who had moved outside of the District to move back. 
 
In response to this, the Head of Housing and Waste Management would advise 
that anyone in this position privately rent for 12 months and then apply to the 
Council to be placed on the waiting list.   
 
A Member referred to the Allocations Policy and was keen to see information and 
figures in relation to vacant properties, and areas where it was harder to allocate 
before any decisions were made on the current policy.  
 
The Head of Housing and Waste Management advised that historically in housing 
there were always areas where property was more difficult to allocate, however 
further targeting and ideas of how to make those properties more appealing was 
needed. 
 
A Member asked what the impact on the Council’s housing stock would be if all  
the proposals within the review were agreed, and also what the impact of 
available rent income would be. 
 
In response to this, the Head of Housing and Waste Management advised that 
agreeing the proposals contained within the review would achieve a reduction in 
the voids target to 25 days. With regard to the available rent income, she would 
let the Member know. 
 
In response to a question raised by a Member, Janet Baldasera, Strategic 
Housing and Tenancy Services Manager advised that the average turnaround of 
a void property was currently 29 days with a maximum of between 4-6 weeks 
depending on the work required to bring the property up to standard.  
 
A Member referred to the Right to Buy scheme (RTB) and commented that whilst 
it was a good scheme which offered some tenants the chance to own their own 
homes, Council housing was diminishing as a consequence and asked if there 
were any changes likely to the scheme. 
 
The Strategic Housing and Tenancy Services Manager advised that there were 
no changes to the scheme and capital from the RTB scheme was used towards 
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the new build programme which would be completed with the garage sites.  
 
The Housing Portfolio Leader referred to the sale of void properties and indicated 
that under the current criteria, income from void properties was very small. 
 
In response to a question raised by a Member, the Head of Housing and Waste 
Management referred to the criteria for two and three bedroom properties and 
explained that the criteria was not simple. She indicated that two bedroom flats 
would only be allocated to either a couple or a couple with children, a three 
bedroom property would be allocated to two or more plus another family member. 
She advised that housing benefit also complicated this as the applicant needed to 
decide if they could afford the rent if there was a shortfall in their housing benefit.  
 
A Member was keen to know the process with regard to how a mutual exchange 
would work. 
 
The Head of Housing and Waste Management indicated that a decision would be 
made by the Council within 42 days as certain checks were required. It was then 
up to both parties to make the exchange.  
 
RESOLVED: 
 
Members agreed that the next Scrutiny Review to be undertaken by the Housing 
Scrutiny Committee in the next municipal year should be to consider the Council’s 
current Allocations Policy.   

  
  
  
  
  
  
 _______________________ 
 CHAIRMAN 
  
 (The meeting concluded at 5.05 p.m.). 

 


