  

  
  

  STOCK TRANSFER MEMBER WORKING GROUP -   28 MARCH 2006
HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT POLICY PANEL – 28 MARCH 2006

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 3 APRIL 2006

PART   I - NOT DELEGATED   
9c.  
CHOICE OF NEW LANDLORD MODEL


(  DHH)

1.
Summary
1.1
To recommend to the Executive Committee and Council the model of housing association to be established.   
2.
Details

2.1
  Extensive consultation with the three constituent groups affected by this decision has been undertaken.  These three groups are identified in ODPM guidance as Staff, Tenants and Councillors. The consultation exercise has been previously reported to this Group and has included visits to varying types of existing housing associations, work through the ITA to assess tenant views and a debate on the options and their respective values. The process culminated in a meeting of the Joint RSL Choice Panel on the 20 March 2006 where all issues arising from the consultation process were debated.
2.2 The agenda for the panel meeting is attached as Appendix 1.

2.3 Following a review session, the Panel moved on to consider the three options available.  To facilitate this, a questionnaire was devised, which enabled Panel members to score the four different options against the criteria for selection.  This scoring matrix is attached as Appendix 2.
2.4 Panel members were invited to score the three options from 1 to 3 against the agreed criteria with the lower score representing the best fit for Three Rivers.  The seven criteria were - 

· Local identity

· Control

· Long term viability

· Flexibility (merger and demerger)

· Ability to attract the right staff

· Value for money

· Opportunity for enhanced tenant empowerment

· Will it get the support of tenants?

2.5 Once completed the scores were aggregated with the final results as detailed in the table below:


Staff
Tenants
Members
Total

Stand Alone
10
9
10
29

Existing Group
16
17
15
48

New Group
19
22
23
64

2.6 The above indicates the preferences of the various groups.  The process overall indicated a clear preference for a stand alone housing association over either of the group options.

2.7 In reaching the decision some tenants did express concern over their ability to reach conclusive assessments of the merits of each criterion however they were content for the scoring to reflect their views. 

2.8 In order to ensure that future phases continue in a timely manner, it is important to appoint a shadow management board without undue delay.  This will be made up of fifteen tenants, Council nominees and independent members in equal proportions.

2.9 It is usual to usual to select the tenant representatives by way of self nomination, followed by an awareness day and then the interested parties would be interviewed by a panel of tenants.  The panel of tenants would be made up of two tenants from the Tenants Steering Group and three from outside of the District to ensure fairness.  The process would be managed by Insights - the independent tenant advisor.

2.10 This method of selection was voted as the preferred method by the Tenants Working Group and is recommended by Enterprise BWNL (the Lead Consultants).  It is endorsed both by Trowers and Hamlins (the Legal Consultants) and Go-East as being the best method of recruiting tenant representation for the shadow board.

2.11 The Council is required to nominate 5 members of the shadow board.  Housing Land Transfer decisions are reserved to Council and are non-executive functions in accordance with Article 4.02(c) of the Council’s constitution.  It is recommended that the Council’s nominees to the Shadow Board should be proportionate to the political make up of the Council. 

2.12 It must be acknowledged that should a positive ballot ensue, the Memorandums and Articles of the new organisation would lay down the method of selection and retirement of all board members. It is recommended by the Housing Corporation that tenants are elected to the Board and this convention will be recommended.

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1 To ensure that a clear steer, to inform future phases of our preparation for the stock transfer ballot is made in a timely manner. Other options were rejected as part of the consultation and appraisal exercise undertaken to date. The minutes of the Joint RSL Choice Panel are attached as Appendix 3. 

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.  
  5.
Financial Implications
5.1
None specific.  
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
There are specific legal implications arising from the stock transfer process and detailed Government Guidance will need to be followed.  
7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
As part of the consultation for the choice of landlord model, all tenants have been consulted. This has included hard to reach groups.   
8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
Staff will be affected by the choice of landlord model. The housing association is the staff’s potential new employer. Staff representatives have taken part in all the consultation leading up to the recommendation.   
9.
Risk Management Implications
9.1
  The following table shows the risks that have been identified and gives an assessment of their impact and likelihood in accordance with the Council’s Risk Management Strategy:-

Description of Risk
Impact
Likelihood

1
That the choice of landlord model is not made in time for the application to the ODPM. 
II
D

Note: 

1.
For the meaning of the assessment score see the key to the matrix in paragraph 9.2 below.

2.
For the definitions of ‘catastrophic’, ‘almost certain’, etc, see the extract from the ‘Risk Management Strategy Statement’ at the end of the agenda.

9.2
The above risks have been prioritised in the matrix below.  The Council has determined its aversion to risk.  It is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are shaded in the bottom left in the table below.  The remaining risks require management and monitoring.  Those combinations of impact and risk shaded centrally below are less time critical but those shaded to the right require immediate management and monitoring.

Likelihood
A





Impact
Likelihood


B





V = Catastrophic
A = Almost Certain


C





IV = Critical
B = Very High


D

1



III = Significant
C = High


E





II = Marginal
D = Low


F





I = Negligible
E = Very Low



I
II
III
IV
V

F = Almost Impossible


Impact





9.3

In view of this assessment no action plan is required at this time.

10.  
Recommendation
10.1
That   on consideration of the Joint RSL Choice Panel’s view and the reported information, the Working Group should:

10.2
Recommend a stand alone housing association to the Executive Committee and to Council as the preferred choice of landlord model, to allow preparations for the stock transfer ballot to continue.

10.3
Recommend to the Executive Committee and to the Council the method of selection and interview for tenant representation on the shadow board of management.

10.4
It is recommended to the Executive Committee and to the Council that the Council’s nominees to the Shadow Board should be made proportionate to the political make up of the Council.

Background Papers


None used.


Report prepared by:
  
Tony Walker, Project Manager, Housing Stock Transfer






Patrick Odling-Smee, Director of Housing & Health
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Agenda for Joint RSL Choice Panel meeting


Appendix 2
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Appendix 3
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