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1.
Summary
1.1
  The objective of this brief is to put forward a very realistic vision for the need to invest in property, without the need for a Special Purpose Vehicle, which can be mobilised very quickly upon approval by the Committee specifically of the WRVS building at The Bury.
2.
Details

2.1
  With limited workable assets and time before 2020, TRDC needs to sweat the assets for three reasons:
· Long term - investment on private rental property for income generation and capital growth.

· Short term - quick wins regarding savings on paying out for temporary accommodation 

· Estimated shortfall of £750K in the Council’s net budget by 2020 when Government funding dries up.
2.2
TRDC will be forced to stand financially on its own two feet after 2020 so income will have to come from local sources such as council tax, business rates and other income generation sources.  Although the Council will have possibly 100% of funds from council tax and business rates, it is anticipated there will be at least a £750k shortfall before we even consider that neighbouring authorities may be looking to be more competitive by lowering business rates to draw more companies into their areas to improve economic returns.
2.3 
Previous projects have been in partnership with other organisations thus diluting our opportunities of capital and revenue returns leaving TRDC limited available assets from which to gain 100% value benefit.  Without making this investment we may not be likely to carry on as a standalone authority in years to come but wise use of existing funds will strongly place TRDC for the future.  Meanwhile, £33 million is sitting in 14 bank/ building societies only achieving 0.72% (figures supplied by Capita Asset Services – June 2016 in Members’ Information Bulletin 07 July) and only looking like to decrease to 0.01% in the coming months.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation on The Bury
3.1 
One of the aims of the housing investment vision recommends investing capital to ensure maximum revenue return.
3.2
However, another strand seeks to enable TRDC to gain a measure of control over meeting the housing needs of some of the most vulnerable people in the District whilst reducing the cost of placing them in Bed & Breakfast accommodation.
3.3
The Bury site offers a great location for 12 modular homes which are environmentally friendly, sustainable and built off site, will fit in with the colour scheme of the recently completed new builds adjacent to the site. Having the advantage of being photovoltaic, the running costs for lighting/heating are proving to be no more than £10 a month per unit on a live site of 35 units in Mitcham, South London.
3.4
For an understanding on how quickly this can be completed on this site in particular, if permission was granted to proceed on 1 October 2016, we would be looking at 1st September 2017 to have residents living in situ.
3.5
For an investment of £600k approx. the monies paid for temporary accommodation would make the scheme fully recoverable in 6.41 years
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications

4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s Asset Management Plan for 2015 to 2018.
5.
Financial Implications

5.1
Decrease in the £52k gross spends each month on Temporary Housing.  Although the Net is £33k each month, TRDC has to pay the Gross amount and wait for the Housing Benefit to be credited
5.2
Increases in Income Generation and Capital worth  
6.
Legal Implications

6.1
The Lease for WRVS site runs out on the 30 September 2016 and the WRVS is moving to Mill End Community Centre towards which TRDC gave a grant of £9,000 to make the kitchen area fit for purpose.
6.2
There may be a challenge from a third party depending on who may go into partnership with or investing solely on the project.
7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	No 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	N/A 


8.
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications

8.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

8.2
The subject of this report is covered by the  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Property Services service plan.


Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.
8.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Delay in obtaining planning permission
	II
	E


8.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	The risk being once this is vacated it becomes a target for criminal damage/ break-ins
	IV
	A

	3
	If demolished with no development the site may get used for illegal parking or fly tipping
	III
	C


8.5
Of the risks detailed above none is already managed within a service plan.

8.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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8.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans is reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

9.  
Recommendation

9.1
That the P&R committee agrees to the development of the WRVS site for Temporary Accommodation either in partnership or solely a TRDC investment.
9.2
That all details of the development be delegated to the interim Head of Property Services in consultation with the Chair of Policy and Resources Committee

Report prepared by:
  Lyn Ware, Interim Head of Property Services.

Data Quality


Data sources:


 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Financial Impact workbook - Garages & WRVS.

Data checked by:  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Lyn Ware, Interim Head of Property Services.
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Appendices/Attachments


Appendix A – Illustration of site vision 


