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Area Based Regeneration – Tinkers Green, Wilnecote & Kerria, Amington
Introduction
On 14th of April 2012 Cabinet approved the Housing Revenue Account Business Plan
outlining the Council’s ambitions for its housing stock over a thirty year period. One of the
key ambitions included within the plan was to deliver area based housing regeneration to
struggling housing estates. The Business Plan included a sustainability assessment of
several areas having a concentration of Council accommodation.
From this assessment both the Tinkers Green Estate and Kerria Estate emerged as priorities
and were identified for further investigation as to the need and opportunity for regeneration.
The purpose of the feasibility work undertaken since has been to assess both the business
case for regeneration and, should the business case be made, to assess the best options for
achieving improvements for these areas.
The Tenant Consultative Group has been involved in the development of this study. The
shared vision is to transform and regenerate run down and unpopular estates, with a clear
focus on Prosperity, People and Place.
The following report provides an overview of the work undertaken to date, the
recommendations arsing and the next steps which the Council will be taking to deliver its
plans.
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Section One: Strategic Context
National Policy
The Feasibility studies have been undertaken during a period of considerable and rapid
change. The Governments Housing Strategy, published in November 2011, Laying the
Foundations, set out ambitions to boost housing supply and change the role and purpose of
social housing overall.
Within central government policy the important role that Housing can play in helping to drive
local economies and create jobs is emphasised. Government believes that unblocking the
housing market will provide a much-needed boost to employment. In addition to this,
Government policy is focussed on increasing access to owner occupation through a
reinvigorated right to buy and changing the way that social housing is both allocated and
occupied, ending the concept of a universal tenancy for life.
A number of legislative and regulatory changes have been implemented to support the
delivery of the strategy including:
¾ Introduction of the New Homes Bonus to encourage private house building and
returning empty homes back into use
¾ Introduction of the new “affordable rent” model whereby providers let homes at
intermediate rents with proceeds helping to fund new affordable homes
¾ Additional investment to bring empty homes into use as affordable housing
¾ Creation of new Local Authority flexible tenancy with minimum fixed term of two
years
¾ Reform of social housing regulation
¾ New powers that enable Councils to set their own rules about who qualifies to go on
housing waiting lists
¾ Enabling Councils to fully discharge their homelessness duty with an offer of suitable
accommodation in the private sector without requiring the applicants agreement
¾ Fundamental reform of Council Housing Finance system
The Montague Report, published August 2012, made a number of recommendations to
stimulate public and private sector growth and regenerate areas. Whilst there are
controversial recommendations to relax s106 planning rules and waive affordable housing
the overriding factor is to secure mixed and sustainable communities.
House-building is a major contributor to economic growth. Housing, construction, repairs
and maintenance have a direct impact on economic output – an average of 3% of GDP in
the last decade.1 Housing construction also supports more jobs than investment in many
other sectors of the economy due to related activity. Every £1m of new housing output
supports 12 additional jobs – 7 directly and 5 indirectly – per year.2. It has been estimated
that for every £1 invested in the construction industry, £2.60 is generated elsewhere in the
supply chain. House-building therefore supports the case for economic regeneration as well
as meeting local housing need and regenerating un-popular monolithic housing estates.

11
2

ONS Construction output [ Montague Report Institutional Barriers to Investment August 2012]
Housing Strategy Supporting brief [Montague Report as listed above]
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At the same time as the above reforms the Government is making changes in a number of
related areas. Most significant of these is the reform of the Welfare Benefit system which
includes:
¾ Introduction of the Universal Credit over the period to 2013 that will reshape the
welfare benefits structure (including those aspects of the existing regime that support
low income households with their housing costs) and is intended top both simplify the
benefits system and encourage people to work rather than living solely on benefits
¾ Housing Benefit reform will impact on tenants of social housing in terms of benefit
payable to the rent payable for a dwelling of an “appropriate” size
¾ The up rating of non-dependant deductions for both private and social renters
commenced April 2011
¾

Introduction of Housing Benefit caps for private tenant from April 2011 with a further
set of overall “household benefit” caps (affecting both social and private tenants)
being introduced by 2013

Health Reform
The reform of the National Health Service and a renewed focus on prevention activity and
recognition of the importance of the wider social determinants of health are reflected within
the Council’s Healthier Housing Strategy. The Council is engaging with new commissioners
and is supporting the work of the Health and Wellbeing Board for Staffordshire and the
development of a new Health and Wellbeing Strategy.
The importance of good quality warm and accessible housing in achieving healthy outcomes
for residents is reflected in the proposals contained in this report.
Council Housing Finance Reform and Financial Models
Through its reform of the way that Council Housing is funded Government has provided
many Council’s with unprecedented opportunities to invest in both their housing stock and to
meet wider community aspirations. The move from a centralised subsidy system to localised
accountability has increased the resources available locally by:
•

Ensuring that Local Authorities are able to keep the rent that tenants pay to invest
locally

•

Allowing Council’s to borrow up to pre-determined cap to invest in homes and
neighbourhoods

The Council approved its Housing Revenue Account (HRA) Business Plan in April 2012
setting out 6 key ambitions, the priority for tenants was to:
•

Invest in area based regeneration and build council housing, starting with
feasibility planning on Tinkers Green and the Kerria Estates

To support this ambition the Council has within its financial forecast made the following
provision:
•

Allocating its available borrowing of £11.4m to support area based housing
regeneration
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•

Earmarking HRA surpluses for regeneration as these accrue to deliver ongoing
regeneration ambitions, particularly in relation to the Town centre.

In this way the Council has been able to ensure that resources are available to support area
based regeneration.
In addition to considering the use of HRA resources the studies undertaken have also
explored the range of alternative models for financing regeneration. For some time providers
have been encouraged to look at a number alternative means of delivering new housing and
to seek to maximise the use of resources and opportunities for cross subsidy and levering in
of private finance.
These alternatives have been included in considerations including options for maximising the
borrowing potential for the Council through the use of Special Purpose Vehicles and
prudential borrowing through the general fund. Announcements in relation to government
backed models such as Real Estate investment Trusts (REITS) and use of institutional
bonds are also emerging as potential ways to attract the necessary investment to build
homes.
In addition to regeneration the wider ambitions within the HRA business plan are to
9 Continue to meet decent homes standard and use the wider Asset management
Framework to ensure sustainable and life time homes
9 Target Capital Investment to secure longer-term Environmental Improvements that
seek to create defensible space and improve the overall attractiveness of estates.
Works progressed already include garage refurbishment, improvements to paved
assets and enhancements to CCTV systems
9 Investment in Garage Sites to ensure a robust and value for money approach to
rationalization and future development and / or refurbishment
9 Investment in service delivery to ensure that resources are aligned and mapped to
ensure high levels of customer satisfaction.
There have been evidenced
improvements using the corporate change programme as a vehicle for reviewing
services and processes
9 Investment and future planning around the Town Centre. Tenants representatives
are focused on wider place shaping and have expressed ambitions to ensure that
part of the council wide offer links to housing as well as retail and commercial use
The HRA Business Plan (2012-2042) is available on the web, but in summary sets out the
longer term aspirations. As the councils landlord the opportunities to use HRA investment
mean that there are real opportunities to deliver council sponsored new and affordable
housing. As a result plans are underway aimed at:9 Using the Asset Management Strategy to identify land and garage sites for new
housing development building on expertise and capacity already gained through the
current affordable housing programme.
9 Developing an acquisitions strategy that allows the council to purchase properties
where the business case allows. To include former council house sales as buy
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backs, empty homes to further reduce that list as well as exploring open market
transactions.
Local Strategic Framework
Overarching the work of the Council and its partners are the vision and strategic priorities
adopted by the Tamworth Strategic Partnership. The partnership shares a single strategic
vision for the achievement of - One Tamworth perfectly placed
Two key priorities flow from the vision- that the people of Tamworth are :
• Healthier and safe and can
• Aspire and prosper
The vision and priorities have been adopted as the Council’s own corporate priorities.
The feasibility studies have been framed within this strategic context and proposals are
aimed to support the achievement of this vision.
Local Plan 2006-28
Tamworth Borough Council’s Local Plan 2006-28 sets out a clear and achievable vision for
future development that supports the delivery of the Tamworth Strategic Partnerships
priorities and ambitions. Key objectives relate to the creation of strong and vibrant
neighbourhoods. Central to this is the delivery of new housing, of the appropriate type,
tenure and cost in accessible, sustainable locations and identified areas requiring
regeneration.
Both Amington and Tinkers Green have been identified as regeneration priority areas within
the Local Plan as a result of demonstrating high levels of deprivation and /or a poor quality
environment. It is proposed that within the identified regeneration areas, strong partnership
working will ensure the housing stock is refreshed to meet changing needs. This would
include supporting economic regeneration, protecting local facilities, character and sense of
community whilst improving the natural environment and mitigating the impacts of climate
change. This approach supports the findings of the feasibility study relating to Kerria and
Tinkers Green and the recommendations to redevelop these areas.
Healthier Housing Strategy
To support the achievement of overall strategic objectives the Council has developed a
Healthier Housing Strategy in partnership with the Department of Health and Staffordshire
County Council. The Strategy sets out the Council’s vision for housing and health and is
supported by an action plan updated annually. The Healthier Housing Strategy is linked to
various local, regional and national strategies and policies, including the Government’s new
Housing Strategy for England.
The Strategy sets out four key priorities and associated objectives for housing within the
borough seeking to ensure:
1. There are suitable homes for everyone
2. Homes are healthy, warm and safe
3. People are able to maintain an independent and healthy lifestyle
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4. Neighbourhood environments enable safer and healthier communities
Housing Needs
As one of the smallest local authorities in the country, the physical constraints on housing
development in Tamworth are significant. The Local Plan 2006-28 highlights an annual
dwelling requirement of 205 units. Residential development opportunities are therefore
limited in the Borough. This is especially the case in the Trinity and Wilnecote wards as
evidenced by the updated Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA).

The updated SHMA indicates a net housing need of 183 affordable dwellings per annum, the
equivalent of 84% of units against the overall annual requirement. Consequently, the Local
Plan proposes the provision of a more realistic minimum of at least 57 affordable units per
annum to meet local housing needs.

Additionally, evidence from a range of sources identifies the housing requirements of specific
groups in need. These include families with children, older people, households with specific
needs such as disabled people (e.g. there is a significant shortfall of dwelling suitable for
mentally impaired people in Tamworth), young people, minority and hard to reach
households, first time buyers, key workers and service personnel.
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Section Two: Business Case and Objectives of the Study
Central to the achievement of the Council’s and its partner’s vision will be the creation of an
environment that helps to support individuals to live healthy, prosperous and safe lives. In
order to achieve this the Council seeks to use available resources to make a maximum
positive impact. Often this is about the provision of services for the whole town and
supporting people to make positive changes in their own lives.
The objectives of the study are about complimenting the wider Corporate Vision of “One
Tamworth –Perfectly Placed”. The vision has been developed and informed by the Tenant
Consultative Group with a focus on Prosperity, People and Place.
Vision
To transform the economic, social and physical fabric of the identified sites improving the
housing and environmental offer to residents in and around these communities.

It is recognised that within Tamworth there exist areas where a concentration of issues
impact disproportionately on the lives of residents leading to inequalities and a potential
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cycle of decline. Such areas will be identifiable from anecdotal evidence and within
Tamworth are geographically concentrated.
Within its HRA business plan the Council identified an ambition to undertake area based
regeneration to improve struggling areas. The implementation of Council Housing Finance
Reform has created a unique opportunity to make the necessary investment to effect
comprehensive and long lasting change in specific neighbourhoods featuring concentrations
of Council owned housing.
In order to develop priorities for regeneration a sustainability assessment was undertaken of
a number of Council owned estates against the following six criteria:
1. Potential Return on Social Investment
2. Rental Opportunity over the next 30 years
3. Capital investment requirements
4. Sustainability in relation to tenancy turnover and void costs
5. Opportunities for regeneration or area based renewal
6. High levels of revenue expenditure including the cost of managing tenancy conditions,
cleaning and maintenance
From this assessment both Tinkers Green Estate and the Kerria Centre were identified as
priorities for regeneration.
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Section Three: Area Profiles
In assessing the need and opportunities for regeneration, the study has sought to identify
key characteristics of the chosen areas. The council has a comprehensive range of data for
both Tinkers Green & Kerria. The diagram below demonstrates the range of data sources
used

Housing Officers
ASB records
Staffordshire
Observatory

GIS mapping &
Profiling

Mosaic Data

Locality Working
Profiles

Tinkers Green &
Council’s Tell Us Data
including
compliments,
complaints

Landlord Status
Service and
Satisfaction Data

Kerria

Police Intelligence
and mapping

The Local Plan and
Housing Needs Data

Tenant Consultative
Group and Tenant
Involvement

Housing investment
& capital £s from
the HRA Business
Plan

Using the above data sources this section provides
•

Detailed information for each area with maps and photographs.

•

Available Mosaic data for the area.

•

Qualitative information collected from direct consultation with resident for both
Tinkers Green and Kerria .

•

Assessment of the Commercial, Retail and Community Facilities for each area

•

Consideration of the key issues in both areas

•

Summary of key points
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Tinkers Green Estate
The Tinkers Green Estate is in the Wilnecote Ward and is a geographically contained site
bordering the Hockley Road and Tinkers Green road. There are two schools - Wilnecote
High School adjacent to Hastings Close and Heathfields Junior School bordering Leisure
Walk. The area is a mix of two and three bed maisonettes surrounded by concentrations of
two and three bedroom houses in mixed Council and Private ownership. In the middle of the
estate there is a small row of four Council owned shop units. The area has been subdivided
for the purposes of analysis into different areas to reflect different property types and
tenures.
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The areas shown in the map above comprise:
Area A

Open car parking area to the side of Hastings Close

Area B

Hastings Close

Area C

Retail Units & Maisonettes

Area D

Former Wincrest House Site (now demolished) and open land

Area E

Cottage Walk

Area F

Leisure Walk

Area L

Saxon Close & Tinkers Green Road

Area M

Tinkers Green Road

Property
The following property types and tenure are included within the area
Area
Hastings Close
Saxon Close
Cottage Walk
Stonehill Walk
Total

Properties
32 (Maisonettes)
30 (20 Maisonettes and 10
houses)
20 (6 houses, 10 bungalows
and 4 maisonettes)
12 Maisonettes
94 council properties, 6 sold

Sold*
4
2
0

6

The Council is currently investing in a localised garage refurbishment programme and
planning permission has been granted for garages to be demolished on surrounding sites
(Callis, Bakers, Leisure, Stonehill, Hastings). There is a demand for garages in Leisure
Walk so these will be re-provided to alleviate displacement from the surrounding sites. The
future of the cleared garage sites will need to be considered as part of the wider master
planning.
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The maisonettes are general needs and unpopular. They are occupied by families who
generally want onto move on to more suitable accommodation. Of the 72 maisonettes, 85%
are registered for a housing transfer.
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The vacant land pictured below was formally Wincrest House, a de-commissioned sheltered
housing scheme. The bungalows at Cottage Walk lost the sheltered housing service when
Wincrest house was demolished. Whilst all current residents were offered alternative
sheltered housing provision, onward allocation of more suitable supported housing would be
beneficial to meet the needs of many residents.
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All of the tenanted properties meet basic decency levels, the capital and investment
requirements for next 30 years are estimated at £9,000 per property.

The average tenancy within Tinkers Green is between 6 months and 7 years, with much
shorter tenancy terms within the maisonettes. This is against an average within the housing
stock of 10 years.
Although refusal rates have improved since the launch of the councils finding a home
service, the overall the figure for refusing properties on Tinkers Green can be as high as
45%. Over four times the average refusal rate of 10% across the rest of the stock.
Tinkers Green has 72% of households on full or partial benefit. This is significantly higher
than the Tamworth average of 67%. The average arrears per property is nearly double that
in the maisonettes than it is in the surrounding houses, demonstrating a pocket of high level
economic deprivation.
All of the maisonettes are all designated family accommodation and therefore occupied,
depending on the number of bedrooms by 1 or more children. Given the availability of stock,
the council has not sought to re-designate this to single / childless couple households.
The bungalows in the area are mainly occupied by people aged 60 or over. Three of the
bungalows however have been let to people in their 50’s who have assessed disabilities and
require ground floor sheltered or level access services.
Mosaic Data
Separate intelligence was sourced using the Council’s access to Mosaic Data. The data
report gives a general description of the area and the people living in it. Mosaic provides a
generalised description of the type of residents likely to be living within an area based on a
16

range of socio economic data. The report profiled 104 properties on Tinkers Green giving us
insight into who lives there, their behaviours, demographic profile and lifestyles. Conclusion
from the data supports other data sources in concluding:
a) households are likely to be on a lower income and benefit dependant
b) the area has a more transient population, households are likely to move on to
different accommodation
c) households in the area require more support and access to improved facilities such
as the internet, transport and play.
. The areas covered by the report are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hastings Close
Saxon Close
Stonehill Walk
Cottage Walk
Linthouse Walk
Leisure Walk

Hastings Close
Households within Hastings Close are likely to contain people who mostly exist on low
incomes who rent homes in a small block of flats from the local council or from a housing
association. Many of these tenants are young people who find it difficult to hold down a
regular job.
Residents are typically parents with perhaps one young child. They tend to have been and
brought up in the community, with family and friends living nearby.
The health profile is worse than national average and levels of disability are above average.
Skill levels are low and although most people are capable of finding a job, it is often low paid
and provides limited opportunities for career advancement.
Residents tend to have below average levels of car ownership but mostly live within easy
access of retail outlets and of bus routes. Levels of internet access are below average.
Saxon Close
Twelve households have been profiled for Saxon Close. Vulnerable young parents needing
substantial state support make up the highest proportion of these households..
Similarly to Hasting Close, Saxon close has a high proportion of young people living there.
These residents will exist on benefits or low incomes. It has a high concentration of young
parents with pre-school aged children who have been given priority for social housing and
live in some of the least desirable council estates. There are a high proportion of homes with
no-one in regular employment, as well as large numbers of children in single parent families.
Though not all residents experience social deprivation, so many do that what is considered
normal is often very different to that considered normal by the population of the wider
community. There is a high reliance on social services.
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Few families make much use of local authority leisure services other than parks and
playgrounds.
Residents don’t often own cars which, if they have young children, can impose serious
restrictions on their mobility. Most rely on public transport other than to reach the limited
range of commercial and public services in their nearest neighbourhoods.
Stonehill Walk
Mosaic contains information on 12 properties for Stonehill Walk.
This area consists of young singles or young families with school aged children who are
deemed to be in urgent need of housing. Residents tend to be more likely to suffer from
social problems than from economic ones. Most residents have been born and bred in the
town which they live. Demand for adult social services is high and for children’s social
services even higher.
Low household incomes, the poor quality of much of the housing and the immediate physical
environment contribute to very poor levels of health.
Life of these estates is often disrupted by the anti-social behaviour of children, many of
whom live in overcrowded conditions and relatively few with both their natural parents.
Residents are at high risk of crime, particularly from opportunistic crime, often associated
with drug dealing and addiction.
Neighbourhoods tend to lack social cohesion, with few residents being able to rely either on
family or neighbours in times of need. Lack of trust is endemic in a community which tends
to place a high demand on children’s social services.
At school, children perform poorly in key stage tests and, as a rule, parents take less interest
in discussing school work with their children.
Access to the internet is moderate. There is often completion for access to household
computers. This type is more likely to use the internet for entertainment rather than to
access information on services.

Cottage Walk
Cottage Walk is made up of 22 properties. Older people living on social housing estates with
limited budgets, make up the highest proportion of these households.
Residents are likely to be well integrated within the local community and benefit from the
support from extended family members.
Levels of health are adversely affected both by the age of the residents and poor diet.
Many more members of the community will be entitled to benefits than take them up, both as
a result of ignorance and pride.
The elderly residents are likely to be dependent on local bus services. Personal mobility is a
serious constraint on access to services in many of these neighbourhoods.
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Problems with access to services are compounded by low levels of Internet access and
unfamiliarity on how to use it to access services. As a rule, people prefer personal contact to
the use of impersonal channels.
Levels of crime are likely to be similar to or slightly above the national average.
In general, residents have low levels of formal educational attainment. Pupils perform
adequately at school. There is a demand from teenagers and young people living at home
for leisure services for young people and sports centres.
Linthouse Walk
Linthouse walk contains 12 properties. Vulnerable young parents needing substantial state
support, make up the highest proportion of these households.
This area is likely to have a high concentration of young parents with pre-school aged
children who have been given priority for social housing and live in some of the least
desirable council estates. There are a high proportion of homes with no-one in regular
employment, as well as large numbers of children in single parent families.
Though not all residents experience social deprivation, so many do that what is considered
normal is often very different to that considered normal by the population of the wider
community. There is a high reliance on social services.
Few families make much use of local authority leisure services other than parks and
playgrounds.
Residents don’t often own cars which, if they have young children, can impose serious
restrictions on their mobility. Most rely on public transport other than to reach the limited
range of commercial and public services in their nearest neighbourhoods.
At school, children perform poorly in key stage tests and, as a rule, parents take less
interest in discussing school work with their children.
Access to the internet is moderate. There is often completion for access to household
computers. This type is more likely to use the internet for entertainment rather than to
access information on services.

Leisure Walk
Four properties from leisure walk were included within the profile boundary. Older people
living on social housing estates with limited budgets, make up the highest proportion of these
households.
This type contains significant numbers of elderly people, many living in social housing.
Though residents tend not to be living in sheltered accommodation, many are housed in
bungalows or other low rise accommodation.
This type is likely to be well integrated within the local community and benefit from the
support from extended family members.
Levels of health are adversely affected both by the age of the residents and poor diet.
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In general, residents have low levels of formal educational attainment.
Many more members of the community will be entitled to benefits than take them up, both as
a result of ignorance and pride.
This type tends to be unusually dependent on local bus services. Personal mobility is a
serious constraint on access to services in many of these neighbourhoods.
Problems with access to services are compounded by low levels of Internet access and
unfamiliarity on how to use it to access services. As a rule, people prefer personal contact to
the use of impersonal channels.

Kerria Area
The Kerria estate is in the Amington ward and forms part of one of the Council’s four
identified locality areas. The Community Development team support the area and offer a
service from the ARCH, currently housed in one of the retail units on the site. The area is
geographically compact. The maisonettes make up the central area which surround a
partially let retail complex, as well as former derelict pub site. The Kerria centre is bordered
by the main Kerria Road to one side and open green space to the other. Magnolia sheltered
scheme borders the site, although there is a natural contour between them, as Magnolia is
built at a lower ground level. The area has been subdivided for the purposes of analysis into
different areas to reflect different property types and tenures.

20

I

The Areas are broken down as follows:Area A

Cycle Path – General Fund

Area B

RP Housing – Maple Rise

Area C

Magnolia Sheltered Scheme
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Area D

Kerria Centre including Maisonettes and retail units

Area E

County Leased Community Facility

Area F

HMO

Area G

Retail Units and maisonettes

Area H

County wide adopted footpaths - communal access

Area I

Former Pub Site – Owned Privately

Site Characteristics
Area

Properties

Sold

Kerria Centre

49(maisonettes)

4

Magnolia Sheltered

23 (14 bungalows, 8 flats
and 1 house)

0

Total

72

4

Kerria has a diverse land ownership. Areas CDEG are within the HRA, but F is currently an
House in Multiple Occupation in private ownership. I, is a former pub site and privately
owned and H&A are a combination of County wide and General fund assets. Acquisition of
these pieces of land could support development proposals.
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The maisonettes are general needs and unpopular. They are occupied by families who
generally want onto move on to more suitable accommodation. Of the 36 maisonettes, 80%
are registered for a housing transfer.
The former derelict pub site is unsightly and attracts littering, graffiti and anti social
behaviour. There are also some steps to the side that are partially demolished.

All of the tenanted properties meet basic decency levels, the capital and investment
requirements for next 30 years are estimated at £9000 per property. In addition capital
allocation of up to £250,000 has been made available for re-roofing works as they are nontraditional in design tenants complain of water penetration.
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The average tenancy within the Kerria flats is between 3 months and 4 years. This is
compared to an average within the housing stock of 10years.
Anecdotal feedback from Housing Officers and local teams regularly concerns bin storage
and littering. There isn’t an effective bin store facility and although various solutions have
been tried, such as caged areas, they often lead to new anti social behaviour activities.

Although, refusal rates have improved since the launch of the councils finding a home
service. The refusal rates for properties on Kerria remain over four times above the overall
refusal figure of 10%.
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In the Kerria flats 76% of households are on some form of benefit. This is significantly higher
than the Tamworth average of 67%
Magnolia is part of the Kerria footprint, but is bordered by the Kerria car park and is built at a
lower ground level, so the access between the two parts of this site is from the main road.
The car park is largely disused due to the fear of crime. Although community projects have
in the past attempted to decorate the area, it has not alleviated people’s poor perception of
the area.

Magnolia is a current sheltered scheme and is subject to grant funding from the County
Council. It is a fully functioning sheltered scheme and there are no empty units. Housing
needs data prioritises the provision of sheltered / extra care to meet challenges arising from
an ageing population. Magnolia will form part of a separate review into future delivery
options for sheltered housing. Given the demands around support schemes it is not feasible
to include this as part of the development.
HRA capital resources are being used to enhance the fabric and structure of the building to
ensure it meet modern day decent and lifetime home standards.

Mosaic Data
As with Tinkers Green Mosaic intelligence was used to profile the Kerria Area . Summary
headlines include:9 Transient population with strong roots to their Town rather than the estate
25

9 Reliance on benefits
9 Higher levels of anti social behaviour and little or no access to play facilities

This report profiles 63 properties on the Kerria giving us insight into who lives there, their
behaviours, demographics and lifestyles. The areas covered are:
•
•
•

Magnolia
Maple Rise
Kerria Centre

Magnolia
Magnolia is made up of 22 households makes up the highest proportion of these households
(86%).
Magnolia consists mostly of very low income single pensioners who live in small
developments of flats, bungalows and terraced housing amidst more extensive
neighbourhoods of council housing.
Most resident have been born and bred in the area and have support of an extended family.
They will tend to have weak links with their local community.
The standard of health is relatively poor and the demand for adult social services is usually
for services that enable them to remain involved in the community and prevent social
isolation. These neighbourhoods have high levels of anti-social behaviour.
This type is unlikely to claim the benefits to which they are entitled.
The focus of much leisure time is television, visits from family and occasional participation in
community organised events designed to prevent social isolation. These may include clubs
providing regular activity suitable for older people.
There are low levels of car ownership and there is a high reliance on the bus for travel to
work, shopping and leisure services.
Levels of internet access are low.
Maple Rise
Five households have been profiled for Saxon Close.
Maple rise contains residents with a young age profile, with the majority renting their homes
from private landlords, local councils and housing associations.
Many residents are young parents who, for one reason or another, rent the cheapest and
poorest quality of accommodation on the market. A significant proportion of these young
people are disadvantaged. The social needs that they and their children have place heavy
demands on social services departments.
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Because of the young age profile of the population the overall demand on the health service
is moderate. However, these Types are more likely to suffer from bad health later on in life
due to poor diet and lifestyles.
Residents tend to make little use of leisure services. There is often a serious shortage of
suitable areas for children’s play. Residents benefit from good physical access to
commercial and public services. Children are particularly likely to live in houses which do not
have access to a car, limiting their opportunity to access open countryside.
Life of these estates is often disrupted by the anti-social behaviour of children.
Neighbourhoods tend to lack social cohesion, with few residents being able to rely either on
family or neighbours in times of need. Levels of crime are relatively high
Kerria Centre
The Kerria Centre contains a mix of older and younger tenants; single people and families.
Most residents will be of working age but unemployment levels are likely to be high. Skill
levels are low and although most people are capable of finding a job, it is often low paid and
provides limited opportunities for career advancement.
Residents will mostly exist on low incomes and there will be a high reliance on benefits.
A high proportion of residents are typically young single people, cohabiters or parents with
perhaps one young child. They may have been offered a small flat by the council or a local
housing association which is not suitable for families with children or otherwise hard to let.
The health profile is worse than national average and levels of disability are above average.
Residents tend to have strong roots in their home town but not necessarily in the estate in
which they live. To varying degrees people can rely on networks of extended families but
relatively little on the local community. Whilst some people are on good terms with their
neighbours, others are not confident they can trust them.
Residents tend to have below average levels of car ownership but mostly live within easy
access of retail outlets and of bus routes. Levels of internet access are below average.
Outcome of Consultations
Drop in sessions were also held at both locations to determine what stakeholders felt was
necessary to improve the area. In addition to the drop in sessions separate discussions have
taken place with local schools and the police:The information from the drop in sessions (attended by around 50 householders) is
considered below.
Environmental improvements were raised as the most important priority, closely followed by
housing and anti social behaviour related concerns, such as flats being unpopular, not
sufficient car parking space by people’s own properties and the fear of crime in the area.
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The qualitative data from the events, referenced below, shows the type of comments made
and why people expect the area to be re-generated. Whilst there is a general concern
about the immediate environmental issues, there is a clear message around re-providing
some of the poorer, more unsustainable flatted accommodation with more modern and
relevant housing.
In Tinkers Green there was a marked distinction between people living in the houses from
those in the flats. People remarked that there was a greater sense of community pride and
spirit from those living in the houses, than those in the flats who are keen to move on as
soon as possible.
The feedback and data from the Landlord Status Survey (2011) further evidences the
business case to invest in the areas identified, namely:o

people in Amington (Kerria) are more likely to be dissatisfied with services than anywhere else in the Town

o

88% of tenants responding said they were most concerned with anti social behaviour
and repairs and this was particularly identified as the case in Amington.

As part of the Landlord co-regulatory framework, the Tenant Consultative Group (TCG), also
exist to inform, scrutinise and regulate services. A workshop has been held with tenants and
consultants and they have made the following observations:o

HRA investment and borrowing potential should be realised to support the business
planning objectives, although not all used for this specific purpose

o

In order to maximise housing options some of the borrowing potential should be used
for wider acquisitions and therefore alternative delivery models considered by the
council

o

Regenerating Tinkers Green & the Kerria are long standing ambitions that should be
finally realised.

Qualitiative Feedback, Kerria
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Environmental

Housing

Repairs

Community
spirit

ASB

Facilities

Miscella

Shared
garden area
needs
improving

Knock the flats
down – not
maintained,
damp and too
many repair
issues

Buildings
not
maintained

Ugly and feel
ashamed of
where I live

By selling
alcohol
locally it
encourag
es ASB

Nowhere for the
over 60’s to go
and socialise. Feel
isolated

Magnol
better
signpos
the 4 fla
front on
Kerria c

Do more in the
communal
gardens like
you used to

Accommodatio
n is adequate
for peoples
needs

Flats are
an eyesore
& not
maintained.
Steps to
flats not
maintained.
Horrible to
look at.
Feel sorry
for people
/families
having to
live there.

Quiet
compared with
what it used to
be like

No ASB
noticed
and I
have
been
here 12
months.

Facilities/ play
area needed for 15 year olds

Footpat
Kerria a
uneven
have be
by tree
Shrub a
not mai

Change
design of front
garden

Regeneration
of Kerria
precinct and
housing.

Boundary
fencing
needs
improving
with anti
vandal
paint to
prevent
intruders.

The area has
improved and
like living here

Need a doctor and
a dentist in the
area

Londi’s
longer t
key pay
for utilit

Tree blocking
drain

Build houses
on land that
used to have
the pub on it.
Walkway from
Sorrel to B500
too wide &
cars can be
driven down it.

It is better than
I thought. Flats
are nice from
inside but not
very nice to
look at from
outside.

Would like a chip
shop

Need a
Office a
too far t
the villa

A chemist is
needed in the area

TINKERS GREEN, WILNECOTE
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Environmental

Housing

Repairs

Community
spirit

ASB

Facilities

Miscellaneo

Lived here 46
years and the
estate just
needs an
upgrade.

Bins left
outside of
properties.
Enforce
tenants to
put them
away

Change
wooden
back doors

Lived here 46
yrs and have
always liked it

Make the
place safer
for everybody

Like living
close to the
countryside

Been here
yrs and
watched th
area
deteriorate
over the ye
The counci
don’t care a
have been
of the
problems b
seem to ign
them.

Not enough
parking areas

People need
reminding to
keep their
gardens tidy
so we can
love where
we live

Garage
doors
damaged

Long term
Crime rates,
residents on
Vandalism
the estate are
very caring
and
compassionate
to neighbours
etc. most other
residents short
term just use
and abuse.

Good
facilities –
Bus routes,
shops and
schools

Weeds in
drains in th
roads are n
allowing the
water to dra
away
effectively

Maisonettes
are an
eyesore and
need pulling
down

Confrontation
with older
kids who are
disrespectful
to properties

Garages
are not
structurally
sound in
Callis Walk

Lived here 35
years and
there is a good
community
spirit.

Drug
problems in
the area

I shop vacant
and could be
rented out

Add CCTV
School

Nothing for
kids to do

People do
not stay in
the
maisonettes
so there is a
big turn
around of
tenants
coming and
going

Weeds,
guttering
and lots of
repairs are
required on
the
maisonettes

Been here 12
years and like
everything
about the
area.

People
hanging
around after
dark

I
hairdressers,
1 vacant
shop, 1
convenience
store and
one drinks
store.

Put ‘no ball
game’ sign
up to deter
kids playing
football
against
garages

School traffic
is an issue

Alleyways
are unsafe

Children need
more open

Do not feel
safe in the

No support in
the area for

Drains on I
Walk need
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and thieves
are rife in the
area
Repairs

space to play
in

area

the elderly

cleaning ou

Community
spirit

ASB

Facilities

Miscellaneo

Environmental

Housing

Would like
‘Resident
Parking only’
signs

Cars are
driving over
grassed
areas
because of
lack of
parking in the
area

Tenants need
to look after
flats and
houses better

Experiencing
ASB with
children in
the early
hours of the
morning

Love it here,
great people,
just housing
needs sorting

More use
could be m
of the scho
playing field

Stop Fly
tipping

More checks
on their
properties by
the council

Good people
and good
community

Speed racers
driving up
Cottage Walk

Need more
facilities for
bored
youngsters

Put ‘no ball
game’ sign
up

Dog faeces on
the Old
Wincrest
House site
where children
are playing

Lived her 49
years after
leaving twice.
Good sized
home with
good sized
rooms

Facilities
good for
town, buses

Allow
residents to
build their o
garages

Maisonettes
need to be
demolished

People are
friendly

No longer a
sixth form at
local high
school

MP Brian
Jenkins (als
Governing
body at Hig
School will
support
improving t
area). He w
look at the
history of th
parking iss
in the area
relation to t
schools.

No cleaning
is carried out
on side roads

Jean Jenki
has invited
TBC to atte
their reside
meeting
Wilnecote

Hedges need
cutting on the
residents side
as the school
only does half
of it
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High Schoo
where they
getting goo
results

Environmental

Housing

Repairs

Community
spirit

ASB

Facilities

Miscellaneo

Remove
planters on
Saxon Close
Improve street
lighting
Make safe
alleyways
Poor
conditions of
roads and
paths
Maisonettes
are unpopular
and lower
local property
values
Would like
‘resident only’
parking
Environmental
work needed
on hedges
and trees
across the
area
Garages need
knocking
down
Knock the
maisonettes
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down and start
again
Been here 60
yrs and the
maisonettes
need sorting
Settled
residents
know how to
look after their
properties and
treat them well
Demolish and
rebuild
houses, not
flats
Environmental

Planters &
weeds
overgrown

Housing

Repairs

Community
spirit

ASB

Facilities

Miscellaneo

Kids are
bored as
nowhere to
play and they
make a
nuisance of
themselves
playing
football
against the
garages and
disturbing
elderly
residents.

Service roa
need lookin
at

Too many
sycamore
trees and
Council not
taking care of
grassed
areas.
MP Brian
Jenkins (also
Governing
body at High
School will
33

support
improving the
area).
More cameras
put to use on
the old
Wincrest
House site
Bushes
around the
area need
cutting back

Commercial, Retail and Community Facilities
Both the Tinkers Green and Kerria Estates include Council owned commercial units. These
provide services to the local community and in both cases these are recognised as
‘neighbourhood centres’ in the new Local Plan. The associated policy is positive about their
retention and proposals that enhance their vitality and viability, particularly in the post war
housing estates such as these as they can act as a focus for regeneration.
Within the Tinkers Green area there are four retail units in the ownership of the Council and
located on Cottage Walk. Within the Kerria Centre there are a total of six Council owned
units in use as both retail and community facilities. In addition there is a separate building
which is used by the County Council to provide youth services.

Unit

Use

Leasing
Rental
Arrangement income

Comments

Kerria Centre, Amington
Unit 1

General Stores

Leased Until £10,800
2018

Unit 2

Void
previously Void
Hairdressers

£3,000

Unit 3

Tamworth ARCH

License

£1

Unit 4

Fish and Chip Shop

Lease
2016

Peppercorn
rent
in
support of
locality
working

Until £4,500
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Unit 5

Staffs Wildlife Trust

Licence

£1,500

Unit 6

Chinese Takeaway

Lease
2022

Until £4,000

Youth
Club

County Council

125
lease
2110

Year £10
until

Below
market rent

Cottage Walk, Tinkers Green
No 17

Newsagents/general
store/off licence

No 18

Void but under offer Potential
as cyber café
tenancy
will

No 19

Off Licence

Leese
2014

until £4,750

No 20

Hairdressers

Lease
2013

Until £4,000

total

Offered
at at
£4,750

Under offer

£37,311

Demand and Use
The Council is not privy to information regarding the trading position of the business
operating from within the retail units. Anecdotal evidence however suggests that these
businesses are well used.
In relation to the community facilities the Arch at Kerria has proven to be an asset in relation
to the development of locality working in the area. The provision of a base for the
Staffordshire Wildlife Trust has supported this important local organisation.
The County Council have indicated their desire to vacate the Council owned building at
Kerria currently used as a Youth Centre and are exploring alternative arrangements. The
Council has continued to allow the use of the building but has no formal leasing or licensing
arrangement with the county at present.
Matters for Consideration
If the Council is to achieve redevelopment of these two areas then the buildings currently
occupied by retail and community facilities will need to be demolished. Although it may be
possible to design housing around the existing units in Tinkers Green this would seriously
inhibit design considerations and master planning options. The current units are also of a
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poor appearance and would not enhance the regenerative impact of redevelopment if left in
place.
However, the current units provide a resource to the local community which is currently well
used and anecdotal evidence suggests that they are valued. Although there are similar
facilities within the locality the loss of the retail and community faculties within either area is
likely to be viewed as a loss by both communities.
In addition these units provide an important income stream to the Council the loss of which
could be detrimental to the Council’s continued delivery of services. However this should be
considered it the context of the current cost to the Council in providing services and
investment to manage the impact of the poor housing and environment of both Tinkers
Green and Kerria.
A final consideration is the current provision of services in relation to the Health and
Wellbeing of these communities. It should be noted that in Tinkers Green alone, of the four
units within Cottage Walk, two are operating as off -licences. Whilst it is not the Council’s
role to dictate residents eating and drinking habits it is the Council’s role to seek to create an
environment which is supportive of positive health and wellbeing outcomes. An opportunity
therefore exists for the Council to consider the type and purpose of services provided by the
retail units under its management to encourage positive outcomes.
Right to Compensation
Given there are retail commercial units in both areas that are subject to a formal lease with
the full provision of the landlord and tenant act 1954, consideration in the financial model has
been given to compensation to facilitate the early surrender of the lease, or should prove
necessary be necessary for statutory compensation if acquisition of the premises is only
available through a compulsory purchase order.
The process for acquisition of leasehold premises will initially concentrate on successful
negotiation, and where appropriate, using provision granted under the landlord and tenant
act to formally give notice. Of the recognised statutory reasons for giving notice, site
regeneration is listed as being a compensatory matter and requires substantive proof of the
regeneration project being achievable.
Clearly it is desirable to acquire all leasehold interest by negotiation, however if after a well
documented and evidenced process it is not possible to reach agreement to acquire the
compulsory purchase order option may be appropriate.
Freehold/long Leasehold Premises
Within the site boundaries there are 10 residential properties that are either freehold, or
subject to a long term lease. There is also a retail unit that is subject to a long lease.
It will be necessary to acquire all of these properties to enable regeneration of the two site,
and the process of negotiation is again a preferred route to achieving a satisfactory outcome.
There is no statutory requirement to offer compensation unless the need to use compulsory
purchase powers is necessary to achieve acquisition, however it is usual to offer payment of
the sellers legal fees to assist in the transaction.
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Section Four: Vision and Objectives
Following from the identification of the area characteristics above the need and opportunity
for area based regeneration is apparent. In considering options for achieving this
regeneration the following outline objectives have been set:
9 Unpopular and unsuitable dwellings should be replaced with dwellings which reflect
housing needs and residents aspirations
9 Within this housing there should be mix of tenure and property type
9 All properties must be of good quality built to a high standard of design
9 Properties should be designed to provide a high standard of thermal comfort and
include ‘green measures’ where appropriate
9 Properties for rent should be subject to a rental policy which reflects a balance
between business needs and affordability
9 The environment should encourages healthy lifestyles
9 The environment should be structured to ‘design out crime’
9 The layout and design should establish defensible space
9 Design should encourage sustainability and include ‘eco’ features
9 Residents should have access to appropriate community facilities including retail
which support the needs of this community
These objectives reflect the need to address the specific needs of these areas whilst also
reflecting the strategic priorities set by the Tamworth Strategic Partnership and the priorities
set within the Healthier Housing Strategy.
In addition to the above the following objectives have been set for the project:
a) Maximise income and financial opportunity to the council through efficient use of
HRA borrowing headroom and by exploring other models around general fund
borrowing to secure commercial opportunity.
b) Regenerate run down and unpopular estates as evidenced through the HRA
business Plan.
c) Maximise opportunities for social and affordable rent through re-development and
new build.
d) Stimulate economic growth through a council led affordable housing programme.
e) Ensure the diversification of investment arrangements to maximise opportunities for
new housing.
f)

Achieve balanced and sustainable communities through a mix of rented, shared
ownership and outright market sale.

g) Ensure that the HRA contributes to wider community infrastructure planning and
investment, including where possible provision of quality retail units.
As part of the Feasibility study process, a scoping exercise was undertaken for both the
Tinkers Green and Kerria sites. The Site Scope report is attached at Appendix 2 of this
report.
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The report explored a number of options across both the Tinkers Green and Kerria areas
that focused on distinct sub-areas and various combinations of those sub-areas. The
formulation of options also took into account potential interventions ranging from
environmental enhancements to wholesale redevelopment and assessed their potential
impact and suitability in relation to previously identified issues as highlighted earlier in this
report.
The report at Appendix 2 describes each option in terms of potential housing numbers that
could be achieved depending on varying density levels that could be applied. Each of the
potential options was based on a combination of sub-areas (in the case of Kerria A to H; with
regard to Tinkers Green A to M). Within each option the potential to combine environmental
works, refurbishment of existing buildings and whole sale re-development are discussed.
The various combinations explored in the report were not intended to be definitive but acted
as a starting point from which to formulate a smaller number of options that could be
developed in more detail. Consultants working on behalf of the Council utilised the site
scoping data and options to refine the approach to develop the proposals within this report.
Consequently, evidence collated was cross-referenced with the site scope options to
formulate a definitive viewpoint as to which combination of sub-areas for each site would be
taken forward for regeneration activity as recommended in this report. These areas are
clearly marked on the plans elsewhere in this report as follows:
Tinkers Green: Redevelop sub-areas A B C D E L & M
Kerria: Redevelop sub-areas D E F G & H
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Section Five: Delivery Vehicles and Financial Appraisal
The Council has commissioned independent consultants to consider the options available to
the Council to achieve its objectives.
Consultants have worked with officers to support the development of proposals and to
support the critical appraisal of delivery mechanisms. The Consultants report is attached at
Appendix One.
In summary the consultants report supports the conclusion that a mixed tenure development
on each of the sites is financially viable and sustainable provided the tenure mix, sales
proceeds and rental levels are achieved according to the assumptions made. Area based
redevelopment and regeneration is therefore feasible.
In delivering this there are a number of options available to the Council
From the illustration shown, the net property gain on both sites is 38 properties, an extra 27
on Tinkers green and a further 11 on the Kerria. This is subject to change once planning
and detailed site planning is undertaken.
In order to deliver the Visdion and Objectives identified in Section Four above a range of
options have been considered. In summary the headlines risks and opportunities are:Option
Do Nothing
Both Schemes
within the
HRA

Mix of HRA
and GF
Prudential
Borrowing

Risk

Benefit

Timescale &
Impact

All borrowing headroom
utilised within the HRA
Requirement to divert
capital/revenue expenditure
to meet the costs (revenue
support increased to be
financially viable)
HRA ring-fence prevents
wider investment in
community facilities
No opportunity for
acquisitions or infill within first
5 years
RTB remains
Limited number of additional
units delivered
There are resource
implications involved in the
start up of SPVs or similar.
Lead in time may be in
tandem to Tinkers Green
Project

Finance viable within
HRA and will achieve
regeneration of the two
estates as per the
ambitions

Likely to be
phased during
2013/14 and
2014/15 to
maximise
revenue
support

SPV attract higher interest
rates on borrowing (6%
against 4.5%)
SPV would be
guaranteed/underwritten by

Opportunity to build
capacity and expertise
before embarking on
complex development
schemes
No need for additional
borrowing from the
general fund or set up a
housing vehicle to deliver
Tinkers would cost
£14.1m, with £9.1m of
borrowing. There would
be sufficient headroom
left (£2.3m) to fund
further regeneration
and/or acquisitions
policies supporting wider
corporate ambitions
(Town Centre, Eringdon)
SPV (or similar) would
be wholly owned by the
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council
Assume no ballot as long as
not tenanted transfer – this
makes assumptions about
move on / decant. Site
effectively emptied before
disposal.
Corporate and VAT tax
liability as long as vehicle for
affordable housing

HRA (Tinkers)
and outright
sale(Kerria)

As above where applicable.
Outright sale would generate
a capital receipt but the
market conditions are weak
and may not support the best
price
Any capital receipt is subject
to the usual ring fencing
arrangements

HRA(Tinkers)
and
partnership
with a
developer for
the council to
profit from the
land asset
(Kerria)

As above.

Outright Sale
of both sites

All borrowing headroom
available and at risk if not
used

Procurement arrangements
for a developer require
resources

council, be able to
transfer land assets and
surpluses re-invested for
collateral benefit. SPV
can contract with
landlord service to
manage social/affordable
units
Not constrained to the
HRA borrowing cap
RTB would not apply
Institutions and Pensions
funds in the market to
invest, looking for longterm yields
A capital receipt would
go back into the
regeneration fund to
finance further
regeneration and
acquisitions.
Any development would
still be subject to usual
planning and s106
requirements for
affordable housing
The council could
choose to diversify risk
by focusing on the most
economically
advantageous scheme
(Tinkers Green) and
achieving the ambitions
for Kerria through market
sale
Developer / partner
would handle the build
and sales. Capital
receipts would be
returned / investment
ready. In stead of just
land asset, there would
be increased capital
receipt for sale of
property
Fully funded acquisitions
policy, although not yet
developed

Subject to planning rules on
affordable housing
development
Require secretary of state
approval
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Both Schemes within the HRA
The accompanying illustration sets out the potential tenure mix, rental levels and running
costs and scheme financing scenarios. The input assumptions are based on initial feasibility
and the precise tenure/property mix would be subject to detailed planning considerations.
Using the basic assumptions that the HCA might use in their scheme appraisal modelling
within the Affordable Homes Programme there are two potential scenarios within the HRA.
Scenario 1 cannot be achieved as the borrowing headroom is exceeded.
Scenario 1
•

•
•
•

The redevelopment of Tinkers Green would cost £14.1m, require £3.7m of reserves
(revenue support) and £9.1m of borrowing; the balance from sales proceeds and
receipts.
The redevelopment of Kerria would cost £7.4m, require £2.2m of reserves (revenue
support) and £4.6m of borrowing; the balance from sales proceeds.
Both schemes would repay borrowing within 29/30 years and deliver considerable
additional surpluses to the HRA by year 30 (£1.8m pa).
Taken together and if financed in this way, delivery of both of these schemes would draw
on available revenue reserves within a 5 period but exceed available HRA borrowing
headroom.

Scenario 2
If the modelling is undertaken with a lower degree of borrowing, the amount required from
revenue support would be increased (scenario 2 – 50% leverage):
•

The redevelopment of Tinkers Green would require £6.5m of reserves (revenue support)
and £6.2m of borrowing. The redevelopment of Kerria would require £3.7m of reserves
(revenue support) and £3.2m of borrowing. The balance would be from sales proceeds
and receipts.

Tinkers Green

Kerria

ABCDELM and refurbish F
TENURE
MIX
Current
propertie
s
Regener
ation
program
me
Net
property

Com
ments
/
notes

DG plus acquisition of EFHI

Rent

RTB/S
ale

S/Owner

Total

Rent

RTB/S
ale

S/Owner

Total

94

6

0

100

45

4

0

49

107

14

6

127

47

10

3

60

13

8

6

27

2

6

3

11
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gain/tenu
re
PROPER
TY MIX
Rent mix

Rental
level
Mgmt
and
maintena
nce pa

Major
repairs
pa
SCHEM
E
FINANCI
ALS

Clearanc
e/build
costs

Other
scheme
costs
Gross
scheme
costs
Receipts/
reserves

Sales
proceeds
Revenue
support
Borrowin
g
Gross
financing
Value to
business
plan yr
30

1bedFlat
11

2bedFl
at
32

2bedHse
32

3bedH
se
32

1bedFlat
5

2bedFl
at
14

2bedHse
14

3bedH
se
14

74.90

88.90

93.10

105.00

85.60

101.60

106.40

120.0
0

500.00

500.00

500.00

500.00

500.00

500.00

500.00

500.0
0

1,000.00

Scenario 1
@ HCA70%
lvge
£'000's

1,000.0
0

1,000.00

Scenario
2
@ 50%
lvge
£'000's

1,000.
00

1,000.00

1,000.0
0

1,000.00

70% /
80%
of
marke
t rent
level

From
year
10,
£500
pa yrs
6-10

1,000.
00

Scenario
2
@ 50%
lvge
£'000's

Scenario 1
@ HCA70%
lvge
£'000's

12,334

12,334

5,458

5,458

1,749

1,749

1,910

1,910

14,083

14,083

7,368

7,368

500

500

0

0

809

809

489

489

3,725

6,541

2,210

3,684

9,049

6,233

4,669

3,195

14,083

14,083

7,368

7,368

1,350

1,350

484

484

All in
costs
£1,15
0/m2
Homel
oss,
retail
units,
repurc
hase

S/O,
sales
share
d with
devel
oper
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Payback
period
(@4.5%)
yrs

30

•
•

19

29

19

Both schemes could repay the lower borrowing much earlier (year 19).
If financed in this way, delivery of both of these schemes would require the diversion of
revenue surpluses from existing programmes but borrowing would within headroom
within the HRA.

Neither of these schemes would reduce the long term surpluses which are building up within
the HRA – in fact beyond debt repayment, they would generate additional surpluses. A long
term programme of acquisitions and primarily revenue-financed limited new build could
therefore continue in the HRA irrespective of the decisions taken around the delivery of
these two schemes.
To make scenario 2 viable within the HRA the assumptions are around:9 Increased revenue support
9 Increased affordable rent levels – 70% for Tinkers and 80% for Kerria, this would
preclude a policy decision to set affordable rent at social rent levels within the same
estate.
9 Increased compensatory payments for tenants disturbance and/or home loss
payments
9 Kerria having an overall lower value to the business plan
Mixed approach
From the above illustration Tinkers Green is most financially viable based on the current
assumptions. Final considerations will be subject to detailed planning with a subsequent
impact on property types and mix. Doing both schemes in the HRA, would not only divert all
available revenue, but would also prevent the council from using HRA capacity to deliver
wider regeneration or acquisition ambitions in the short term.
There is a risk to the £11.4m borrowing headroom available if plans are not sufficiently
detailed committing to regeneration. On that basis it is prudent to use HRA borrowing head
room where it is of a commercial and financial advantage. If Tinkers Green was redeveloped using scenario 1 figures, (totalling £14.1m with £9.1 of borrowing headroom), that
would leave £2.3m within the borrowing cap to fund wider regeneration and/or an
acquisitions policy, alongside any revenue support opportunities.
Should units in Kerria not be re-provided within the HRA then clearly this has an impact for
the HRA business plan. However any corresponding acquisitions’ within the HRA would
offset this, if properties were let at affordable rent levels. Based on currently market prices
£1m would fund up to 10 properties. To offset the loss of 36 Maisonettes would not require
like for like re-provision as along with the income, maintenance liability is also lost.
Trowers were commissioned to summarise the issues and options around re-development.
If Kerria is not developed within the HRA then there are options around this, either
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a) open market sale
b) HRA in partnership with a developer to achieve levels of affordable
housing
c) Through a special purpose vehicle or similar which effectively using
general fund borrowing through the usual prudential borrowing
route.
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Section Six: Proposal
The work undertaken through this study leads to a number of conclusions.
Firstly there is a clear business case for delivering a programme of regeneration in these
areas to achieve changes to the physical environment.
Considerable investment has already been made in property and in community cohesion but
the fundamental issues of unpopular housing have not changed
Further investment of the same sort without tackling poor housing is likely to result in similar
outcomes.
The layout and design of these properties is outdated and inappropriate to meet current
housing needs. There is a lack of defensible space and the accommodation is unsuitable for
families- particularly those with young children. The buildings themselves are unattractive
and add nothing to the overall physical properties of the areas.
The problems of these areas are clearly focussed around the concentrations of flats and
maisonettes. Areas adjacent to these do not have the same issues with property and
present as strong stable communities. The number of right to buy sales amongst the houses
on Tinkers Green is evidence that this is an area where people want to live.
The opportunity exists for the Council to achieve a radical transformation in both areas. The
financial appraisal has shown that resources exist to achieve this regeneration and has
provided a number of options for the Council to explore further to maximise investment
opportunities.
This opportunity is directly linked to the resources which have become available through the
implementation of Council Housing Finance Reform. There is a significant driver to make
use of these resources in the medium term. However, the Council’s borrowing headroom
within the HRA is capped and, although it is feasible to deliver both programmes through use
of HRA this will require a reduction in services to tenants and will preclude the Council form
using HRA borrowing headroom to achieve other ambitions including the acquisition of
properties into the HRA and investment in the environment.
The proposals arising from the study allow for further exploration of options to ensure that
best use is made of resources and that wider ambitions are met. The further exploration of
these options does not preclude the Council from making in principal decisions to effect
fundamental change and this work will run in parallel with preparation for the delivery of
works on the ground.
The study also identifies a number of risks associated with delivering this programme. These
are dealt with in the risk assessment attached as Appendix Five.
Proposals
The study has been based on delivery of the following key aims:
Regeneration of run down and unpopular estates as evidenced through the HRA business
plan
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Maximisation of financial opportunity though efficient use of resources and by exploring all
options
Maximise opportunities for new housing and particularly social and affordable rent to meet
housing need
Stimulate economic growth through housing regeneration and new build
Achieve balanced and sustainable communities through a mix of tenure and a built
environment which enables residents to be healthy, safe and to aspire and prosper
Tinkers Green Estate: presents a clear opportunity to demolish and re-provide Council
owned affordable housing funded through Housing Revenue Account resources. To make
best use of resources and to ensure a balanced housing offer, proposals have been
modelled on an 80%/20% slit between affordable and owner occupied housing.
The opportunities to increase numbers are enhanced by the inclusion of both Cottage Walk
bungalows, the current shop units, the adjacent difficult to let garage site and the vacant
Wincrest House site. This presents a very viable site with an opportunity for imaginative
estate layouts to make best use of space whilst providing accommodation which will promote
defensible space, community cohesion and healthy lifestyles.
The areas designated F,K,J,I,H,G on the plan elsewhere in this report include a mix of
Council owned and private housing. There is no business case for demolition and reprovision of these areas. Not only is this not needed but costs involved in undertaking
purchase of significant numbers of private housing would be prohibitive.
However, in order to achieve a general uplift across the area it is proposed that resources
are directed towards general improvements in these areas. Issues of traffic flow and parking
have been identified through consultation and it is proposed that, subject to a consultation
with residents, resources could be targeted to improvements in these issues.
Kerria Estate: the opportunities and challenges presented by the Kerria Estate differ from
Tinkers Green in relation to overall site potential. Similarly to the Tinkers Green Area
however it is clear that both the problems of the area and the opportunities are focussed on
the concentrations of Council owned accommodation, retail units and associated car
parking. The development of the site may require further acquisition although this will be
impacted by considerations regarding tenure mix.
It is proposed that the areas identified are redeveloped for housing. At this stage it is not
proposed that a decision is made relating to the tenure mix of such housing. The financial
appraisal has identified that re-provision of affordable housing and owner occupied housing
at the proposed mix will be challenging given site scope. Furthermore this will require
considerable financial support from the HRA impacting on wider ambitions and resulting in
reductions in investment in the housing stock and environment.
The other options which it is recommended are the subject of further evaluation are:
•

The development of the site through the establishment of a Housing Delivery Vehicle
and borrowing within the gernal fund
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•

The development of the site to deliver a higher proportion of owner occupied housing
with the potential that the Council could undertake development itself with any ‘profit’
used to fund stock acquisition to the HRA

Proposals relating to Retail and Community Facilities
As discussed in Section Three above there are a number of retail and community facilities
included within the proposed re-development areas. It is proposed that the Council
undertake a separate study to review the options for ensuring access to retail and other
community facilities as identified in the local plan,
In the meantime the Council will limit its potential risk through pro-active management of
leases and ensuring that communication is maintained with leaseholders.
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Section Seven: Delivering the Project
In summary the following approach is recommended to deliver the proposals above:
Firstly, a Development Consultant and Legal Consultants will be appointed.
The
development consultant and legal consultant will support the Council in undertaking a
Competitive Dialogue process to appoint a Development Agent. Through this process the
Council will invite proposals from both Registered Providers and Private Sector Developers
regarding the delivery of its proposals. Following the competitive process the appointment of
a development agent will provide all of the necessary infrastructure to deliver the design,
demolition and build stages of the project.
The Homes and Communities Agency are also able to provide support with this process and
operate a preferred developer framework. This will be fully explored but is unlikely to do
away with the need to undertake a full procurement assessment.
In parallel with and informed by the above process the Council will undertake a specific
assessment of the financial options regarding Kerria Estate to inform a final decision.
To achieve delivery of proposals it will be necessary to phase the programme. Outline plans
have included the assumption that delivery will be via a minimum of three phases. Decisions
regarding the phasing of the programme will be informed by initial discussions with the
Development consultant and Development Agents though the competitive Dialogue process.
A key challenge in delivering the proposals will be the need to move tenants from current
accommodation. This is considered in detail below. The decanting process will require some
considerable time and a further report will be submitted to Cabinet to consider options by
March 2013. To mitigate risk to the Council it is proposed that all future lettings to affected
properties are made on the basis of a two year fixed term tenancy.
As previously discussed the proposals include undertaking a separate study regarding
access to retail and community facilities for residents. This will require external support. In
addition the Council will require specialist legal support to review the Council’s current lease
arrangements undertake potential negotiation and to assess risk
To deliver the project will require the establishment of an internal project team led by the
Director for Housing and Health. This team will oversee the delivery of the project and
manage external relationships.
Opportunities exist for the Council to seek to maximise site potential through the acquisition
of adjacent land. It will also be key to effect the early repurchase of any Right to Buy
properties within the development zone. The recommendations below make financial
provision for initial purchase of property and land purchase options where these support
delivery support delivery.
It will also be necessary for all existing tenants within the redevelopment zone to be issued
with an Initial Demolition Order to ensure that no further properties are sold under the Right
to Buy. Although it is recognised that this notice will cause concern it is hoped that through
careful management of communications with affected tenants and others any resulting
distress can be minimised. It must however be recognised that it will not be possible to allay
all concerns amongst residents.
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An overview timetable is shown below. A summary of project costs is shown below.

Cabinet Decision

28th November 2012

First Communication to
Residents/tenants/premises occupiers
and retail

29th November 2012

Serve IDN to tenants
Internal staffing arrangements in place

December 2012

Legal Support re: Retail appointed
Development Consultant Appointed

February 2013

Cabinet Report regarding decant
arrangements

April 2013

Completion of further financial
assessment for Kerria, Amington

August 2013

Completion of access assessment for
commercial units

September 2013

Development Agent Appointed

March 2014

Phase One Start On Site

January 2015

Phase One Completion

January 2016

Phase Two Start On Site

June 2016

Phase Two Completion

June 2017

Phase Three Start On Site

June 2017
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Phase Three Completion

June 2018

Summary Project Costs
Estimated
Costs £000

Estimated
Costs £000

Estimated
Costs £000

2012/2013

2013/2014

2014/2015

Internal Staffing Resources

20

70

70

Development Consultant

5

10

10

Legal Advisors

15

30

20

Financial Advisors

5

10

0

Specialist legal Support- commercial units

15

15

0

Retail and Community Facilities- access study

10

10

0

Totals

70

145

100

Decanting Options
There are a range of options in relations to managing the existing customer base at Tinkers
Green and Kerria. Clearly the proposals do not involve demolition of all parts of the estate.
With that in mind this section is concerned with the decant arrangements for those
households where demolition is likely to be recommended.
For those parts of the estate where capital enhancement is being offered then it is envisaged
the usual arrangements will apply. In as much as capital works will be done around the
tenant/occupant in situ unless there vulnerability is assessed to the extend that they require
temporary accommodation whilst works are done. This is unlikely to have a material impact
on either the project costs or delivery.
Aims
Key aims of the Council’s approach will be to :9 Minimise distress and disruption to existing residents by having well informed
communications arrangements
9 Ensure sustainable solutions to managing housing need, whether that is by allowing
people to return to the newly developed estate(s) and/or whether they choose to be
re-housed elsewhere
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9 Meet statutory and regulatory requirements for consultation, disturbance and
homeless payments.
9 Engage the wider community in master planning to ensure those not being decanted
are part of the neighbourhood offer
9 Manage the impact of 139 households potentially wanting to move, or being subject
to final demolition notices, when the schemes are approved. Recognising that these
households may also want to move at the same time as c700 households
considering their options as a result of under occupation rules under Welfare Benefit
changes.
Decanting options include:1. Payment of incentivised home-loss payment for people to leave the area and make
their own arrangements, including support into home occupation
2. Payment of statutory home-loss payments together with a managed housing
application to prioritise re-housing into other accommodation, public and private
rented housing
3. Temporary move, whilst the development is completed, with an option to move back
into a suitable property when the scheme is completed. This could be
accommodated in council owned accommodation and/or council sponsored
accommodation (i.e. the council meeting the costs of the alternative rent) Statutory
disturbance payments would be payable even if the household is to be offered
alternative accommodation in the new scheme. The financial impact could be higher
if the council agree to fund interim accommodation
4. Staggered decant arrangements. Should the decision be to sell Kerria, then this
would involve 45 households ( 4 of which are sold) who would be subject to an initial
demolition notice. Any timeline may want to take account of prioritising these
households for move on first, as their options will be limited to 1 and 2.
Impact
The household composition has been examined and the current profile reviewed. Using this
data in conjunction with an analysis of the waiting list along with anecdotal feedback the
following is a prediction on likely choices. However this is subject to change once the
detailed consultation gets under way and is only an indication of impact.
The following table is a summary of who currently lives in the areas identified for
demolition.127 households are affected directly by the demolition proposals. There will be a
wider communication requirement for those bordering the schemes, another 250 residents,
that although are not subject to demolition will require support and information.
Family Composition

Tinkers

Kerria

Singles

4

5

Couples

4

1

51

Family Unit – 1 child

17

25

Family unit – 2 children

41

4

Family unit – 3 Children +

10

0

Unknown

6

10

Total households affected*

82
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Given the benefit dependency is high, it is most likely that households will require support
with move-on and are also likely to need support with a range of other issues, such as
removals, utility management. The council offers a handy person service that could be used
to support this process.
Decant Challenges
Once Cabinet have taken a decision in relation to the preferred option for the above estates
then a detailed route map can be agreed and further reports back to members.
Whilst the plans are progressed it is anticipated that future tenancies will be awarded on a 2year fixed term basis. Whilst this presents risks around people attempting to accelerate their
move on initially, it does allow the council time to considers its options in relation to handling
the move on of all residents affected. On the basis that the timetable is also likely to run
over the next 3 years it also prevents estates standing empty whilst those plans are
progressed.
Challenges are likely to include:o

Determining if and how many households could move back onto the site. This will
depend on the final planning assessment around property types likely ot be built. 58
households on Tinkers and 29 on Kerria have a 2 bedroom need, the proposed
numbers are likely to fall below this and therefore not everyone could move back

o

Based on the Mosaic and consultation data, over 75% of households would require
support with move on

o

Based on economic profiling around 75% are unlikely to be able to buy in the private
sector and would most likely require support with the bond scheme if they were to
rent privately

o

139 households requiring move on, together with the numbers likely to be affected by
welfare reform, will put considerable pressure on the remaining stock, suggesting
that a phased approach to moving is more prudent. There will also be a need to
consider wider opportunities to secure housing for those displaced in partnership with
other providers and/or through the private sector

o

There are 12 older households affected in Cottage Walk, these will require a
dedicated presence to support move on and make an assessment of whether there is
a requirement for enhanced housing related support

52

o

Any incentivised payments may help accelerate move on but would require an
assessment in order to mitigate against future presentations for homlessness.
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Section Eight: Recommendations
•

That Cabinet agree to the redevelopment of the Tinkers Green Estate as defined in the
feasibility study including the demolition of the existing dwellings and ancillary property
and the provision of new housing subject to the submission of detailed plans

•

That Cabinet agree to the redevelopment of the Kerria Estate as defined in the feasibility
study including the demolition of the existing dwellings and ancillary property and the
provision of new housing subject to a further assessment regarding the most appropriate
financial delivery vehicle and the submission of detailed plans

•

That, with immediate effect, all new lettings to properties identified for demolition on
both areas are undertaken on the basis of a two year fixed term tenancy

•

That a specific study is undertaken to review options for ensuring access to retail and
other community facilities as identified in the local plan

•

That Initial Demolition Notices are served to all relevant tenants

•

That no new formal leases for commercial premises are agreed and current leasehold
arrangements are reviewed. Any further lettings are to be excluded from the security of
tenure provisions in the Landlord and Tenant Act 1954.

•

That to support the acquisition of land and property necessary to achieve redevelopment
plans a Capital budget of £650k is established. This budget will be funded from virements
comprising £400k of under spent funds from the electrical upgrade programme already
identified in budget monitoring reports and £250k form the HRA capital contingency
budget.

•

That Cabinet delegate authority to the Director of Assets & Environment and the Solicitor
to the Council, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder Core Services and Assets to
acquire land and property following an assessment of value where this is economically
advantageous to the Council.

•

That the Director of Housing and Health put in place resources to deliver the proposals
including the retention of the services of external consultants as in the accompanying
report

•

That £70k is released from the HRA revenue contingency budget to meet project costs
arising in the current financial year

•

That the communications plan set out in Appendix Four is approved

•

That a Development Agent is appointed through a process of competitive dialogue

•

That Cabinet receive a further report in the first quarter of 2013 setting out proposals
relating to existing Council housing tenancies

•

That Cabinet receive a further reports in relation to key decisions regarding procurement
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processes and agreement of detailed plans as required
Formatted: Indent: Left:
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Appendix One
Trowers independent legal assessment
Report to Tamworth Borough Council – Estate Regeneration Options
1

Executive Summary and Key Options

1.1

Trowers & Hamlins and the Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH Consultancy) have
been commissioned by Tamworth Borough Council (the Council) to advice on
regeneration options for the Kerria and Tinkers Green Estates.

1.2

The Kerria Estate comprises 49 properties in total subject to regeneration and
includes shops and 4 properties sold under the Right to Buy (RTB). We
understand that it has been concluded that the Magnolia sheltered housing
scheme be omitted from the regeneration.

1.3

The Tinkers Green Estate comprises 100 properties in total subject to
regeneration, mostly maisonettes but also a few bungalows and houses. The
number of the properties on the estate that have been sold under the RTB is 6.

1.4

The implementation of council housing finance reform has brought the financial
opportunity for many local authorities to consider new build programmes within
their Housing Revenue Account (HRA). However, many authorities are also
considering a form of Housing Delivery Vehicle (HDV) in order to finance and
enable the development of larger sites. This is particularly important if headroom
and surpluses within the HRA business plan are constrained in the short to
medium term. There are also additional advantages to a HDV model which are set
out in this report.

1.5

In delivering regeneration of the two estates, the Council's core objectives in
relation to the redevelopment and its wider housing service are to:
•

Maximise income and financial opportunity to the council through
efficient use of HRA borrowing headroom and by exploring other models
around general fund borrowing to secure commercial opportunity.

•

Regenerate run down and unpopular estates as evidenced through The
Local Plan and HRA business Plan.

•

Maximise opportunities for social and affordable rent through redevelopment and new build.

•

Stimulate economic growth through a council led affordable housing
programme.

•

Ensure the diversification of investment arrangements to maximise
opportunities for new housing.

•

Achieve balanced and sustainable communities through a mix of rented,
shared ownership and outright market sale.
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•

Ensure that the HRA contributes to wider community infrastructure
planning and investment, including where possible provision of quality
retail units.

The two general organisational models under review within this report meet these
overriding criteria.
1.6

Financial modelling has been prepared for this report and based on outline plans
for estate regeneration developed by council officers. The overall conclusion is
that the based on the redevelopment of Kerria to re-provide 60 properties and
Tinkers Green to re-provide 127 properties, providing an appropriate property and
tenure mix can be achieved, the proposed schemes are financially and
economically viable.

1.7

Financing the development of the two schemes requires up front borrowing and
the contribution of additional receipts or reserves. There is the potential to explore
whether there may be any grant available via the Homes and Communities
Agency (HCA) from the Affordable Homes Programme.

1.8

Assuming no HCA grant, and based on a mixed tenure, balanced property
portfolio approach in each scheme, the total regeneration costs for both schemes
would total £21.5m. If borrowing is set at a benchmark 70%, whilst revenue
surpluses, receipts and market sales could provide finance for the 30% nonborrowing element, the call on HRA borrowing would be greater than the HRA
borrowing headroom available in the short term. Conversely, if borrowing is set at
50%, this could be financed within the HRA’s headroom but the call on revenue,
receipts and other resources would require reductions in other HRA business plan
expenditure.

1.9

As a counter-point to the redevelopment models, the more traditional approach of
site disposal options have been analysed to inform the overall financial analysis.
These options include a) site clearance and disposal to a housing association for
redevelopment in return for nominations rights and b) a straightforward disposal of
the site on the open market, with a commitment to recycle receipts into a Council
regeneration, development and acquisition programme.

1.10

In summary, were both schemes to be undertaken in the HRA in the short to
medium term (5 years), there would need to be movement of resources from other
capital programmes. Alternatively, the schemes could be phased out over a longer
period to allow time for revenue surpluses to grow further. The HDV option
therefore provides a positive potential model for one or both schemes. The
disposal options also offer an alternative financial route which would be seen in
the wider overall business planning context.

1.11

This report sets out a commentary on the organisational options together with a
summary of the financial modelling assumptions and outputs. Taking the two
commentaries together, we have developed a schedule of practical options for the
regeneration of Kerria and Tinkers Green as set out below, with a note on key
factors arising.
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Option 1: Do nothing
This option does not meet the council’s objectives and could result in HRA
resources (i.e. council resources) being under-utilised towards delivering the
Council’s priorities. Surpluses which build in the HRA should be invested.
Option 2: Outright sale of both sites to a developer
This option would result in capital receipts for the council which would need to be
recycled into affordable housing and/or regeneration in other parts of the borough.
These receipts could be added to the borrowing headroom and revenue resources
within the HRA to develop a programme of investment. The main disadvantage is
that there would be a reduction of affordable housing on both sites and the council
would lose access to any future value that might be generated on the sites from
the replacement housing provided. The council’s objectives could be met through
the development of such a programme. A key consideration is however: why
develop a programme that did not have Kerria and Tinkers Green in it, given the
challenges n these two estates now?
Option 3: Develop both schemes in the HRA
This has the advantage of retaining future value and rents in the HRA and meets
the council’s objectives. The main issue centres on the financing and timing of the
schemes in that there is insufficient borrowing headroom to undertaken both within
5 years without diverting resources already committed within the business plan.
Conversely, any savings or efficiencies within the refurbishment/mainstream
capital programme could be utilised to assist the financing of these schemes if
they arise – revenue contributions to the capital programme are significant over
the first 7 years of the programme and provide a potential resource if there is
slippage or efficiencies in the programme. However financed, the likelihood is that
all but a small amount of borrowing headroom would be utilised leaving future new
build and acquisition reliant on revenue surpluses following completion of these
two schemes.
Option 4: HDV for both schemes
The main advantage is that borrowing would be outside the HRA and therefore the
borrowing cap and thereby additional leverage might be achievable as well as a
reducing the dependence on phasing and timing (i.e. the HDV would not be
constrained by other resources in the HRA business plan). Conversely, the nonborrowing resources could not include revenue surpluses from the HRA without a
potentially convoluted and complex process, leaving a reliance on securing other
resources, receipts and/or grant to assist in financing the scheme. Undertaking
both in a HDV would leave HRA borrowing headroom and revenue surpluses
available to develop a programme of new build and acquisition which could take
place in addition to the creation of a HDV. The creation of a HDV would allow
future schemes to be added to the vehicle giving the Council greater flexibility in
bringing forward future and potentially larger schemes.
Option 5: HDV for one scheme, HRA for the other
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This approach has the advantage of keeping within HRA borrowing cap and
allows the deployment of HRA revenue resources towards the HRA-scheme (likely
to be Tinkers Green). A consideration is the ‘critical mass’ of the scheme in the
HDV and whether the creation of a new vehicle for a few properties was
appropriate in itself. However, placing Kerria in a HDV would allow the new vehicle
to be established for any future schemes in which borrowing might be constrained
by the HRA cap. As for option 4, the creation of a HDV would allow future
schemes to be added to the vehicle giving the Council greater flexibility in bringing
forward future and potentially larger schemes.
Option 6: HRA for one scheme, disposal of the other
This approach has the advantage of keeping within HRA borrowing cap and
allows the deployment of HRA revenue resources towards the HRA-scheme (likely
to be Tinkers Green). The disposal of Kerria could then allow recycling of the
capital receipt towards helping development and acquisition in the HRA in future
(i.e. using he receipt from Kerria to reduce the need for borrowing to redevelop
Tinkers Green).
2

Commentary on potential organisational models

2.1

This report considers in detail two viable models for the regeneration of the two
estates, both of which satisfy the Council's criteria as set out in paragraph 1.5.
These models are development within the Council's HRA or development through
a wholly owned Housing Delivery Vehicle (HDV), which would sit outside of the
Council's HRA.

2.2

Whilst joint venture models are being used by some local authorities on
regeneration projects and such models can significantly mitigate against financial
and delivery risk, having discussed the operation of a joint venture model with
your officers, we consider that neither the Kerria nor the Tinkers Green estates are
of sufficient scale to justify the cost and complication of establishing a joint venture
(but that does not discount the prospect of working in partnership with developers
or Registered Providers (RPs) to mitigate against some delivery risks (as outlined
in this report).

2.3

Whilst this report focuses on delivery models which are controlled by the Council,
it remains open for the Council to secure the regeneration of both Kerria and the
Tinkers Green estates by way of the outright disposal of one or both sites; the sale
could be either to a traditional RP (i.e. a housing association) or a private
developer. Whilst both methods would have the ability to deliver the regeneration
objectives of the Council and, whilst a degree of control could be secured on the
outcomes through development agreements and through the planning system, the
Council would need to acknowledge the following limitations of regeneration of the
estates using that mechanism. In addition
2.3.1

There would remain a "cost" to the Council's housing revenue account
in decanting and (perhaps) demolishing the estates.
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2.4

2.5

2.3.2

If the estates were sold to a private developer it is by no means certain
that the Council would be able to secure the same level of reprovision of
affordable housing on the site(s).

2.3.3

The financial modelling suggests that the regenerated estates would
ultimately be capable of generating a surplus (either for the benefit of
the Council's HRA if development were undertaken in the HRA) or for
the benefit of the Council corporately (if the redevelopment were
undertaken in an HDV then that longer term financial capacity would be
lost.

2.3.4

The Council would need to contend with the realities of third party
ownership and management of social housing properties which were
immediately adjacent to their own. This may make dealing with issues
such as antisocial behaviour more difficult.

2.3.5

Whilst control over nominations to any newly developed social housing
dwellings would be controlled by nominations agreements, this is
clearly not so effective for the Council as direct control/ownership of the
properties.

2.3.6

There remains the prospect, notwithstanding the careful drafting of
overage agreements that the sale to a housing association or a private
developer could result in "leakage" of value from the site.

Nevertheless, the Council should consider the potential advantages to a
straightforward disposal of the sites which would include:
2.4.1

The fact that the delivery of the projects would be substantially "derisked" from the Council's perspective and in particular, the Council
would be insulated from cost overruns and, to the extent that shared
equity or outright sale of the properties was required in order to make
the scheme viable, that risk would be passed to a developer or RP (but
clearly there remains the "overall" risk that once transferred the sites are
not developed at all by the new owners if the scheme was not viable).

2.4.2

It is possible that if sold on the open market, that the site(s) could
generate a capital receipt for the Council (although because the land is
(subject to confirmation in respect of existing land which is open space)
held within the Council's HRA, it would be subject to pooling (NB the
Council could pass a resolution prior to disposal which ring fenced the
proceeds of sale for further affordable housing or regeneration
activities)).

As part of our analysis we have also considered potential new sources of funding
for social housing development and, in particular, the new entrants to the market
from institutional investors (for example, pension funds) and from Real Estate
Investment Trusts (REITs). For present purposes we have discounted this source
of funding for the regeneration of the Kerria and Tinkers Green estates. This is
because such funding solutions are more attractive for local authorities where it is
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desirable for the debt attributable to the development (and of the new social
housing itself) is to be held off of the Council's balance sheet and, from
discussions with officers to date, we understand that this is not an overriding
requirement of the regeneration proposals. That being the case, it would seem be
the case that the cost of funding from institutional investors (or indeed
conventional banks or building societies) would be higher than funding secured
from the Public Works Loan Board and there therefore would seem little merit in
exploring this option further.
2.6

We have also considered the potential application of the UK Government's
stimulus package in relation to the provision of guarantees for housing
developments. There remains a very significant lack of detail in relation to the
application of the proposals.
Nevertheless, we will continue to watch
developments to see if they could be of application to the delivery models
explored in this report

2.7

In summary the preferred delivery model for the regeneration of the Kerria and
Tinkers Green estates will be driven by a multitude of factors; the most important
being:

2.8

2.7.1

The available borrowing headroom in the Council's HRA.

2.7.2

The availability of other financial support from the Council's HRA the
other competing demands on that borrowing headroom (for example in
relation to smaller "infill" developments, ongoing "decent homes plus"
works, contingency sums etc.).

2.7.3

The Council's attitude to development risk.

2.7.4

Whether from a political/ideological perspective, the new housing
developed is "Council housing" or "Council sponsored" housing (the
former only really being able to be developed in the HRA).

There is no reason why the Council cannot embark on a "mix and match"
development programme, entailing development within the HRA alongside
development through other routes. We have therefore set out below two potential
models, one within the HRA and one outside the HRA, either or both of which
could be used by the Council for new build and the redevelopment of the two
estates. It is also our view that the Council can commence work on the
regeneration of the two estates without having to commit to a particular delivery
model for some time. In other words, the preparatory work which would be
required for any delivery option for the regeneration of the estates (for example,
decanting, master planning, the preparation of a planning application, liaison of
the occupiers of the commercial units at Kerria, site assembly (including the
acquisition of former right to buy properties) could all commence with the final
delivery option being made at a later stage once a final financial appraisal had
been made of both schemes and once any residual uncertainties had been
resolved in relation to either/or of the suggested delivery options.
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2.9

A legal analysis of delivery models prepared by Trowers & Hamlins LLP is shown
below.

2.10

The financial analysis shows that, whilst viable in their own right, could be
improved by the receipt of capital grant funding. In this connection, we would
recommend to the Council that discussions are held with the Homes and
Communities Agency and private developers to ascertain whether or not
developers have uncommitted grant allocation which could be committed to either
of the schemes (the grant and the conditions attached to that grant transferring to
either the Council or a housing delivery on the completion of the social housing
dwellings to which that grant relates). In addition, there may also be merit in
discussions with RPs to ascertain whether or not there might be interest in RPs
purchasing the any shared equity units developed on either estate. Whilst this
would reduce the potential benefit to the Council in any financial "upside" in
relation to capital appreciation of retained equity tranches, it would also mean that
those units could be removed from the Council's financial appraise thereby
potentially reducing the debt attributable to the shared equity elements of the
financial model.

2.11

We are aware of the fact that the Council is mindful that the skills required to
successfully deliver estate regeneration and new build programmes will take some
time to build up given the absence of significant house building programmes by
local authorities in the past 20 years or so. With this in mind, we would suggest
that the Council would be able to significantly mitigate the risk of delivery issues
with the regeneration of the Kerria and Tinkers Green estates by way of
appointing a third party as development agent for the Council in relation to these
estates – most likely to be a local or regional RP. The development agent would
then take responsibility for all of the practical delivery issues in relation to the
building of the new properties in return for a fee.

3

Commentary on financial modelling
Introduction

3.1

Financial modelling has been generated to show the feasibility of undertaking the
regeneration of two estates in Tamworth. Assumptions have been made around
rebuild numbers, rents, costs and market values, tenure mix and other relevant
amounts, based around the geographical identifiers within the feasibility reports
prepared by the council, and from subsequent discussions and correspondence.
The starting assumptions assume a balance in tenure mix and a replacement
option for current sold property owners.

3.2

The output cash flow scenarios have been consolidated with the existing cash
flows within the HRA business plan in order to identify whether the schemes could
be financed from the HRA (as a core option for redevelopment). It should be noted
that all the assumptions that have been made are estimated and subject to further
confirmation as the scheme development and appraisal process develops. The
assumptions within the modelling at this stage are based on a combination of the
following and are listed below:
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•

Market-based data and intelligence on rent and housing price levels.

•

Data on build costs from similar recent schemes locally together with an estimate of
ancillary costs based on council experience (for example demolition, home loss
and disturbance payments).

•

Discussions with council officers on appropriate cost assumptions to be built in for
running costs for owned and managed properties. The options that have been
modelled are as follows:

1.

Tinkers Green: sub-areas ABCDELM and refurbish F

2.

Kerria: sub-areas DG plus acquisition of EFHI.
Illustrative outputs

3.3

The initial outputs are presented below and these support an overall assessment
that a mixed tenure redevelopment of each site is likely to prove financially viable
and sustainable, providing tenure mix, sales proceeds and rental levels are
achieved according to the assumptions made.
The schemes provide the opportunity to redevelop two areas which are a
challenge in terms of management, letting and maintenance with a net gain in
both rented and for-sale units, and could provide significant additional net rental
surpluses into the future.
As set out elsewhere within this report, the main area for debate focuses on the
mechanism and vehicle through which the regeneration programmes are
undertaken.

3.4

The accompanying appendix sets out the potential tenure mix, rental levels and
running costs, and scheme financing scenarios. The input assumptions are based
on feasibility work undertaken by officers and precise tenure/property mix would
be subject to detailed planning considerations.

3.5

In summary, and using the basic assumptions that the HCA might use in their
scheme appraisal modelling within the Affordable Homes Programme (scenario 1
– 70% leverage):

•

The redevelopment of Tinkers Green would cost £14.1m, require £3.7m of reserves
(revenue support) and £9.1m of borrowing; the balance from sales proceeds and
receipts.

•

The redevelopment of Kerria would cost £7.4m, require £2.2m of reserves (revenue
support) and £4.6m of borrowing; the balance from sales proceeds.

•

Both schemes would repay borrowing within 29/30 years and deliver considerable
additional surpluses to the HRA by year 30 (£1.8m pa).
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•

Taken together and if financed in this way, delivery of both of these schemes would
draw on available revenue reserves within a 5 period but exceed available HRA
borrowing headroom.

If the modelling is undertaken with a lower degree of borrowing, the amount
required from revenue support would be increased (scenario 2 – 50% leverage):
•

The redevelopment of Tinkers Green would require £6.5m of reserves (revenue
support) and £6.2m of borrowing. The redevelopment of Kerria would require
£3.7m of reserves (revenue support) and £3.2m of borrowing. The balance would
be from sales proceeds and receipts.

•

Both schemes could repay the lower borrowing much earlier (year 19).

•

If financed in this way, delivery of both of these schemes would require the diversion
of revenue surpluses from existing programmes but borrowing would within
headroom within the HRA.
Neither of these schemes would reduce the long term surpluses which are
building up within the HRA – in fact beyond debt repayment, they would generate
additional surpluses. A long term programme of acquisitions and primarily
revenue-financed limited new build could therefore continue in the HRA
irrespective of the decisions taken around the delivery of these two schemes.

Summary financial commentary: scheme economics

3.6

The primary core assumptions in terms of financial policy are scheduled below.
Affordable rented properties would have rents set as Affordable Rent levels – 7080% of market rent depending on the scheme; these rents are higher than social
target rents but the differentials are within £5-10/week across all property types.
Core build costs are set at £1,150 per square metre inclusive of all on costs,
design, development, consultancy, fees and project management. Home loss and
disturbance payments have been provided for at the current rate and amounts
included to cover demolition, re-purchase of former Right to Buy properties (at an
average of £100,000) and refurbishment/redevelopment of retail units on both
sites. Our sense is that whilst some of these assumptions will require detailed
confirmation, provision for build costs is at the upper end of the market at this time.
The tenure mix and densities included in the modelling are based on the detailed
plans and diagrams developed and considered as part of the overall regeneration
project.
Interest costs are set at 4.5% short and long term and RPI at 2.5% per annum. No
real increase in rents has been assumed – this offers a prudent approach to
determining the financing for the schemes. Pay back for both schemes has been
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targeted to within 3 years (i.e. any lending taken out to finance development is
able to be repaid at 29/30 years).
Tinkers Green outputs

3.7

The modelling shows a £14.1m scheme to deliver 127 units on the site, leading to
a net overall gain of 27 units which includes a net gain in rented units of 13. The
127 units would comprise 8% one bed flats with the remainder split evenly
between two bed flats and houses and three bed houses.
Financing of the scheme based on the prevailing assumptions in the HCA’s
Affordable Homes Programme, with 30% of the scheme financed by a
combination of revenue reserves and receipts, would require borrowing of £9.1m
with a short term additional borrowing requirement during the development of
£0.3m. Reserves and receipts in this scenario total £5.0m and include an
assumed £0.5m from general council capital receipts, £0.8m of sales proceeds
from the sale of 14 outright sale and 6 shared ownership properties (at 50%). The
potential call on reserves/revenue (or other forms of non-borrowing finance) would
therefore be £3.7m.
Financing the scheme at 50% borrowing (leverage), requires £6.5m of
revenue/reserves finance together with sales proceeds and other receipts of
£1.3m (as above), giving a borrowing need of £6.2m. The loan payback period
reduces to 19 years.
Kerria outputs

3.8

The modelling shows a £7.4m scheme to deliver 60 units on the site, leading to a
net overall gain of 11 units which includes a net gain in rented units of 2. It should
be noted that the existing tenure mix is a very high proportion of rented so that
focus of density gain towards the sales/shared ownership tenures. The 60 units
would comprise 8% one bed flats with the remainder split evenly between two bed
flats and houses and three bed houses.
Financing of the scheme based on the prevailing assumptions in the HCA’s
Affordable Homes Programme, with 30% of the scheme financed by a
combination of revenue reserves and receipts, would require borrowing of £4.7m
with a short term additional borrowing requirement during the development of
£0.2m. Reserves and receipts in this scenario total £2.7m and include £0.5m of
sales proceeds from the sale of 10 outright sale and 3 shared ownership
properties (at 50%). The potential call on reserves/revenue (or other forms of nonborrowing finance) would therefore be £2.2m.
Financing the scheme at 50% borrowing (leverage), requires £3.7m of
revenue/reserves finance together with sales proceeds of £0.5m (as above),
giving a borrowing need of £3.2m. The loan payback period reduces to 19 years.
Scenarios and their potential impact
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3.9

Changing the tenure mix would impact on the potential mix of finance between
sales proceeds, borrowing and revenue/reserves. Increasing the proportion of
sales would increase proceeds and potentially reduce the call on reserves and/or
borrowing but would reduce the gain in rented units. Conversely, a higher rented
proportion would increase the call on borrowing and reserves/other sources of
finance.
Increasing the density of building on site could increase the financial viability,
subject to the prevailing planning considerations. Increasing density could allow
the proportion of houses for sales whilst not impacting on the net gain in rented
properties. Conversely, reducing density n the sites would reduce the scope to
incorporate finance from sales and shared ownership proceeds and give a higher
proportionate call on borrowing.
Changing the property mix towards a higher proportion of larger properties would
increase development costs and affect the financing profile for the scheme. Higher
net average development costs would require higher net average contribution
from rents – in general, the higher the number of three bed properties, the shorter
payback periods and higher the long term value generated by the scheme in the
long term but with a higher initial development cost. Larger properties could affect
unit density – consideration of bedroom numbers might also form part of the
council’s thinking when determining future property mix.
Commentary: financing scheme development
Redeveloping in the HRA

3.10

The main challenges therefore in securing redevelopment of both schemes via the
HRA are:
•

At the 70% level of leverage, the call on borrowing would exceed the full
amount of headroom beneath the debt cap and the call on revenue and
reserves approach the total amount of ‘free’ reserves in the HRA.

•

At the 50% level of leverage, borrowing for both schemes would be able
to be undertaken using borrowing within the debt cap, but the call on
revenue/reserves would exceed the ‘free’ reserves available in the HRA
business plan in the short to medium term.

•

In order to undertake both schemes in the HRA, without any other
identification of receipts or resources, the timing for the schemes would
need to be stretched out over a longer period in order to allow sufficient
revenue surpluses to build in the HRA. It should be noted that taking a
longer view would allow substantial reserves to be built up.

If the scheme were to be actively pursued in a 2013-2015 timeframe and provided
for in the HRA, the following would need to be considered.
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•

The switching of revenue finance from the existing capital programme –
this is considerable and totals £15m+ over the first 7 years of the
business plan, this could provide an extra source of revenue/reserves to
support regeneration whilst containing borrowing within the debt cap.

•

Additional properties developed on site could allow a greater proportion
to be sold to increase sales proceeds and reduce the call on council
finance; this might also include switching smaller property numbers for
larger property numbers as a means of increasing density.

•

Change to the tenure mix to increase sales proceeds and reduce the
call on council finance.

•

Other sources of finance that the council may have available, for
example S106 commuted sums, other capital receipts.

•

Exploration of external sources of subsidy (for example HCA grant) –
about which the council might be advised to engage actively in
discussions with partners and the HCA actively in any case.

•

If the full schemes could be financed over an appropriate timeframe, the
value generated by the new units is considerable and would add a net
c£2m (outturn prices) to cash balances annually to the closing period of
the 30 year business plan.

In summary, therefore, delivery of both schemes via the HRA would require the
commitment of existing resources from the business plan. The main alternative
under consideration by the council and within this report could be to pursue
regeneration of one or both of the schemes through a HDV.
Redeveloping in a HDV subsidiary
3.11

The main benefit of undertaking a scheme in a council-controlled company
established for the purpose of holding housing is that the borrowing would be
undertaken within the General Fund and therefore not be subject to the
constraints of the HRA debt cap.
Costs of funds (interest costs) could therefore be kept close to the core
assumption in the modelling. There may also be more flexibility around rents. The
company could also act as developer directly.
The main constraint would be the transfer of cleared land to the subsidiary, as
individual consent from the Secretary of State would be required unless the
subsidiary became a Registered Provider.
Revenue reserves generated within the HRA could not be utilised to assist the
financing of the scheme which places more of a constraint around the financing of
the scheme itself, potentially requiring a change in tenure mix or increase in
property numbers (or both).
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Conversely, borrowing could be over a longer period; if taken over 40 years (for
example), the borrowing taken on to finance the schemes could be increased
thereby reducing the call on up-front finance from other sources (reserves and
receipts) – a differential estimated at £3m across both schemes (i.e. taken
together the schemes are capable of financing an additional £3m of borrowing if
payback is extended to 40 years).
Alternatively, options to redevelop in partnership with a developer of housing
association in a joint venture could bring forward private finance for the scheme
earlier and complete the scheme subject to the planning permission and the
availability of finance. Other resources may be able to be incorporated from a
partner. This would not provide a call on council (General Fund) borrowing
resources (i.e. would be off balance sheet for the council) but would come at a
higher cost of private finance.
Other financial considerations
3.12

Headroom in the HRA builds up in the business plan; borrowing headroom could
only be utilised for HRA assets; revenue headroom could only be extracted from
what might prove to be convoluted mechanisms. Essentially, therefore, some
degree of limited new build and acquisition programme within the HRA would be
required in order to ensure that this headroom/capacity is utilised. Larger schemes
drawing on greater need for borrowing might need to sit outside the HRA or be
deferred over a longer period.

3.13

The cost of funds within a HDV would need to be carefully negotiated – it is
understood that pensions funds are prepared to enter into long lease-type deals in
which a 4-5% pa return on equity is required, with some return of assets to the
council at the end of the term. At these kinds of levels, scheme costs can be
stretched out over a longer period thereby giving the opportunity for the HDV to
recycle surpluses into further new build and regeneration.

Appendix 2 – Legal Analysis

4

Model 1 – within the HRA

PWLB

Loan
Land for market rent/sale

Developer/

Council

building contractor/RP
HRA surpluses and
borrowing

Private sale
Secure tenancies
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4.1

Summary
This is the most straightforward model; effectively it utilises borrowing and other
capacity within the HRA to enable the development of new housing for letting at a
below market rent within the HRA. To the extent that a mixed tenure scheme was
desirable (or indeed necessary to ensure that the scheme remained financially
viable) then land would be passed to the chosen developer (who could be a house
builder, developer or indeed an RP) for them to develop out in part satisfaction of
their build costs. Shared Equity products could be sold by the Council or by the
chosen developer. Rents on the affordable element of the scheme could be set at
a level that was necessary to make the scheme financially viable, subject to the
constraints of the benefit weekly limit rents and any future rent controls that might
be imposed by CLG.

4.2

Pros
•

This is an opportunity for new Council housing (in its purest sense).
The Council could let the new units at a mix of social, intermediate or
affordable rents, depending on housing benefit weekly limit rents,
Government not imposing rent level restraints on local authorities and
the financial model.

•

The Council could also provide shared equity homes if it wished to do
so.

•

Land for market sale or market rent could be transferred to the
developer to cross-subsidise the build cost of the affordable housing.

•

As the Council has entered into a retention agreement with the
Government, it could use retained RTB receipts to help fund the
development.

•

The Council could utilise its HRA resources (surpluses and/or
borrowing) to buy back RTB properties and to clear the sites (so
reducing development risk for the developer, which should result in
better bids from developers).

•

As the Council would be the landlord of the affordable housing, there
would be no requirement for any Secretary of State consents for
disposals of land (cf model 2) in respect of the affordable housing land.
With regard to the land to be transferred to the developer for market
sale, there is currently a Secretary of State General consent which
would cover the disposal of vacant land to a developer/building
contractor/RP at market value.

69

4.3

5

Cons
•

The development would be within the HRA and therefore any borrowing
by the Council in respect of the development would be subject to the
HRA debt cap (see the CIH Consult analysis in Appendix 1).

•

Any borrowing attributable to the scheme would reduce capacity for
other HRA priorities (e.g. Smaller "infill" developments, ongoing "decent
homes plus" works, contingency sums etc).

•

The new units let by the Council would be subject to the RTB, which
may affect the business plan.

Model 2 – Housing Delivery Model

PWLB
Loan

Cleared land for market rent/sale

Cleared land for
affordable housing
and set‐up costs

Developer/Building
Contractor

Private sale

5.1

Build Contract

Council
PWLB

Nomination
rights

HDV

Assured tenancies

Summary
5.1.1

This model takes the land to be developed outside of the Council's HRA
with the land to be developed for affordable housing sitting in a
Company wholly controlled by the Council. Funding would be provided
by the Council (either by the investment of reserves (subject to any such
investment being permissible within the constraints of the Council's
investment policy) or by way of on-lending monies lent by PWLB)) or by
private financiers (who may require certain guarantees from the
Council). Housing management of the units owned by the HDV could
be contracted back at cost to the Council (so providing an income
stream to the HRA).

5.1.2

The HDV model has been used by a number of local authorities – most
typically those with arms length management organisations – to develop
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new social housing and in particular, this approach has been adopted
by Cheltenham Borough Council, Derby City Council, Stockport
Borough Council, the London Borough of Hounslow and Newcastle City
Council amongst others.
5.1.3

5.2

This model also has the potential to be off-balance sheet for the Council
if this is an important consideration (but at the "cost" of a loss of control
over the HDV). However, we understand this is not an immediate
concern of the Council and we have therefore assumed in this report
that the HDV would be wholly owned by the Council.

Pros
•

This would be a general fund scheme so HRA resources would be
retained for other uses (although some HRA resources might still be
used to reacquire RTB units and to prepare the sites). As a non HRA
scheme the HRA borrowing cap will not be an issue.

•

There would be no Right to Buy (RTB) applicable to the units owned by
the HDV and they would also not be subject to the right to acquire
unless HRA funding is involved or the Council transferred completed
units to the HDV.

•

The HDV could potentially expand its activities to other commercial
purposes in accordance with the Council's general power of
competence.

•

The HDV would be able to let properties at a mix of social, intermediate
or market rents or on a shared ownership basis and, subject to any
regulator restrictions if it were to become an RP, it would be able to let
the new properties either on a full assured tenancy basis or on an
assured shorthold tenancy basis. From a presentational perspective, if
the rents were to be charged on the new social housing properties
developed at either Kerria or Tinkers Green were higher than
comparable properties let within the HRA then that differential may be
easier for the Council to justify if the units were let by an HDV rather
than by the Council itself.

•

It is important to understand that no ballot would be required as there
would be no tenanted transfer of housing.

•

It is our opinion that there is no inherently greater risk for the Council in
developing via an HDV rather than within the Council's HRA. In
particular, the Council would retain 100% ownership of the HDV itself
and would therefore have absolute step in rights in relation to the project
if things were going awry. In addition, because the HDV would be
capable of granting security, the Council's investment in the HDV (either
by way of investment reserves being lent to the HDV or by way of
PWLB borrowing on lent to the HDV) would be properly secured by way
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of a properly documented loan agreement between the Council and the
HDV and by a first fixed charge over the land owned by the HDV.
•

5.3

The HDV would be a capital asset held by the Council outside of the
constraints of the housing revenue account ring fence. Accordingly
therefore, the HDV would be generating a usable income stream for the
Council once the scheme was generating a surplus and the units held
by the HDV itself could later be sold (or refinanced) to produce a
recyclable capital receipt for the Council to spend on their corporate
priorities.

Cons
•

The Council would need to procure Secretary of State consent to the
disposal of land to the HDV. This consent would be most easily
secured by registering the HDV as a registered provider with the HCA
and then using a general consent (on the assumption that the affordable
housing land would be transferred to the HDV at an undervalue).
Otherwise specific consent would need to be sought.

•

This model would of course involve the Council incurring more time and
costs than model 1 due to the need to establish a new vehicle.
However, documentation has been prepared by Trowers & Hamlins in
relation to the schemes developed by other local authorities (as
mentioned in paragraph 3.2 above) and, as such, these costs could be
kept to a minimum. Additionally, because the HDV would be wholly
owned by the Council, we would not anticipate a "full" negotiation of
terms between the Council and the HDV with consequent time and
money efficiencies.

•

The HDV would, unlike the Council, be subject to corporation tax on its
surpluses and would also suffer irrecoverable VAT in relation to supplies
which were made to it, and the consequences of these taxes would
need to be carefully modelled, but it is worth noting that the liability to
pay these taxes has not proved a detriment to other authorities
delivering new housing through an HDV. Opportunities also exist to
mitigate the liability to corporation tax – in particular the establishment of
the HDV as a charitable body and in that instance, the advantages
would need to be carefully weighed against the need for (in order to
achieve registration with the Charity Commission) sufficient
independence from the Council as well as the restrictions that
registration with the Charity Commission would bring with it in relation to
the future use of assets developed and owned by the HDV.

•

The new units would not be Council housing in the strictest sense,
although the Council own the HDV and would ultimately control the new
affordable housing.
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Appendix Two: Site Scope
This report will seek to take account of the initial business case, objectives and project
“vision”, data relating to each area and surrounding land / asset uses to formulate a set of
potential re-development options that are aligned to wider strategic objectives. It is
proposed information gathered to date will be utilised in this report to:
¾ Investigate each site on a “zone” basis to include further analysis of issues within
defined sub-areas
¾ Explore the implications for site potential and delivery (i.e. limited development in one
sub area; phased approach across a number of sub areas, environmental
improvement, refurbishment etc.)
¾ Assess availability of other assets (County Council Hockley Road site, Gardeners
Arms site at Kerria etc.) and potential for inclusion
¾ Define options available and geographical boundaries for further activity
The report explores a number of options across both the Tinkers Green and Kerria areas
that focus on distinct sub-areas and various combinations of those sub-areas. The
formulation of options also takes into account potential interventions ranging from
environmental enhancements to wholesale redevelopment and assesses their potential
impact and suitability in relation to previously identified issues. The report does not seek to
consider all possible permutations regarding sub-areas and interventions but focuses on
options that can be utilised to engender further debate and inform the proposed report to
members in August 2012.
What is the business problem?
The business case / mandate for this project is set within the wider context to contribute to
the following:





Addressing the housing needs of residents in Tamworth
Addressing identified health inequalities in the Borough
Addressing housing needs, health inequalities & regeneration issues that will
contribute to the delivery of the vision, priorities & outcomes identified by the
Tamworth Strategic Partnership
Supporting the delivery of strategic priorities identified in the Core Strategy, Local
Development Plan, Healthier Housing Strategy, Locality Working Plans and
Economic Strategy

Additionally, both Tinkers Green and Kerria were identified and agreed as priority areas
within the Local Investment Plan and HRA Business Plan assessment.
The decision to proceed with the feasibility work incorporating both of the above sites was
taken on this basis plus taking into account identified issues / problems that characterise
both areas as follows:




Poor physical environment (housing stock (design, decent homes, thermal comfort,
energy efficiency etc.), garages, public open space / play areas, litter, grounds
maintenance issues, retail units etc.)
Risk older residents become increasingly socially isolated
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Physical deterioration of properties and neighbourhood associated with poor health
outcomes
Unsuitable housing / environment potentially increasing levels of substance / alcohol
misuse, levels of smoking, levels of poor physical and mental health
Housing and health issues around inadequate facilities / hazards, indoor pollution,
noise etc.
High turnover within the housing stock
High maintenance costs within the housing stock
Issues and perceptions relating to anti-social behaviour & substance misuse
Higher concentrations of recorded crime
Concentrations of young, families and single people with low household incomes
Lower levels of child well being
High levels of worklessness / residents claiming out of work benefits
Low educational attainment
Poor image / perception that has “knock on” impact on the wider area / community

Options for Kerria
Method
Options discussed below refer to the housing numbers identified in the attached table. The
table incorporates identified sub-areas that relate to the attached plan (see below).
Numbers of existing units in each sub-area are provided alongside potential new provision
numbers calculated at varying dwellings per hectare. Additionally, differences between
current number of units and potential new units are provided. Again, these figures are
dependent on the differing calculations based on dwellings per hectare.
The letters in the first column relate to the sub areas within Kerria identified on the attached
plan. These sub-areas relate directly to the red and orange areas identified on the polygon
used at the last Board meeting (also attached for reference).
Each of the potential options identified below is based on a combination of these sub-areas
(in the case of Kerria A to H). Within each option the potential to combine environmental
works, refurbishment of existing buildings and whole sale re-development are discussed.
Numbers discussed in terms of density levels etc. would of course be dependent on property
sizes, types and other design factors in any detailed options formulated as the project
progresses.
When discussing density levels and numbers, reference is made to potential numbers
generated at 46.9dph. This density level is derived from a recent development in Tamworth
which had a mix of property types and included roads and open space. The inclusion of the
46.9dph option provides an opportunity to compare something that might be delivered with a
site that has recently be developed in the Borough.
These various combinations are not intended to be definitive but act as a starting point from
which to formulate a smaller number of options that can be developed in more detail.
Option 1 – Do nothing
Problems identified at Kerria include:
•

High churn rate- turnover of property- tenants are less likely to sustain a tenancy
beyond 5 years
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•
•
•
•
•
•

High investment
Parking area not well used at present
Shop car park busier than resident parking areas
No storage facilities (environmental)
Problems with clearing up land due to pockets of private inaccessible land
Identified health issues affecting residents

Given the evidence that supports the above and the poor quality of the built environment the
“do nothing” option should be discounted at the earliest opportunity given this would in all
likelihood ensure problems affecting the area would worsen over time. This in the long term
would prove costly to the Council and partners and would perpetuate a situation whereby
residents would be living in conditions that adversely affect health, educational attainment
and economic wellbeing. Additionally, this option would not increase the supply of much
needed affordable housing.
Option 2 – Sell off Council owned land
This would generate a capital receipt for the Council. However, the Council and partners
would only have limited control with regard to the future use of the land in terms of meeting
housing, health and related needs. Loss of control of a valuable asset may result in future
costs to the in terms of the displacement of existing residents and potential loss of revenue
from housing and business activity. Additionally, loss of control would lessen the
opportunities that are available via other options to improve the quality of life for residents,
including increasing the supply of affordable housing in the area.
Option 3 – Sub-area D
Focus activity exclusively on Kerria Centre sub-area. Consideration would need to be given
to the future provision of retail units in addition to any proposals for new build housing.
Environmental enhancements could be achieved at relatively little cost but this would be
done in isolation (i.e. the adjoining sub-areas would still be blighted by identified problems
and issues) and in all likelihood, this option would only result in cosmetic solutions that would
perpetuate and potentially worsen over time existing problems. Similarly, refurbishment
activity, would only partially tackle identified problems and would not improve the built
environment in the longer term or increase the supply of new housing.
Regeneration / demolition and new development on this site would provide an opportunity to
tackle identified problems, increase housing supply and the re-provision of retail units.
Thoughtful design would enhance the built environment within sub-area D but again, the
adjoining sub-areas would remain problematic and potentially have a negative impact over
the longer term on the regenerated site.
Costs and density levels would also be affected if re-developing this sub-area in isolation.
There are currently 27 existing units in sub-area D. At 46.9dph (average applied to all new
developments), this site would only generate 26 new units representing a loss of 1 unit.
Even if the density level was increased to 50dph this would only deliver 1 additional unit. It
should be noted that numbers would ultimately be dictated by property sizes, types and
other design factors.
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Total existing units Option 3

27

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

17

-10

40dph

22

-5

50dph

28

+1

100dph

55

+28

46.9dph

26

-1

Option 4 – Sub-area G
Focus activity exclusively on sub-area G.
Again, environmental enhancements or refurbishment works would broadly generate the
same results and impact as discussed within Option 3.
In terms of regeneration / demolition and new development on this site, this sub-area if
developed in isolation would provide an opportunity to potentially increase housing supply
and the re-provision of retail units and other community facilities. Again, the impact on the
surrounding sub-areas would be minimal.
Additionally, this sub-area abuts both sub-areas F and H. Planning permission exists on
both of these privately owned sites and while this does not mean this area could not be
developed, it would have implications for scheme design, access to the development and
other associated planning considerations.
Again, costs and density levels would also be affected if re-developing this sub-area in
isolation. These and other factors might be exacerbated given the proximity to sub-areas F
and H. There are currently 18 existing units in sub-area D. At 46.9dph, this site would only
generate 9 new units representing a loss of 9 units. When density levels are increased even
to 100dph, this would only deliver an additional 2 units.
Total existing units Option 4

18

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

6

-12

40dph

8

-10

50dph

10

-8

100dph

20

+2

46.9dph

9

-9
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Option 5 – Sub-areas D and G
Focus of activity on larger site combining sub-areas D and G. Again, consideration would
need to be given to the future provision of retail units in addition to any proposals for new
build housing.
Environmental enhancements or refurbishment works would broadly generate the same
results and impact as discussed within Options 3 and 4. However, such activity would have
a greater impact on the area as a whole in terms of improving the physical appearance of
the area but ultimately, issues identified above in terms of high investment requirements,
high churn rates etc. would persist.
In terms of regeneration / demolition and new development, the combination of these 2 subareas would have a greater impact and provide an opportunity to increase density levels and
the provision of a range of housing and community facilities.
There are currently 45 existing units in sub-areas D and G. At 46.9dph, this site would only
generate 35 new units representing a loss of 10 units. However, if density levels were
increased to 100dph, this would generate 75 units giving an increase of 30 units on current
provision. As with the above options, numbers would ultimately be dictated by property
sizes, types and other design factors.
Total existing units Option 5

45

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

23

-22

40dph

30

-15

50dph

38

-7

100dph

75

+30

46.9dph

35

-10

Option 6 - Sub-areas D and G plus C
Focus of activity on larger site combining sub-areas D and G plus adding in sub-area C.
This option would incorporate the sub-area that currently constitutes the Magnolia sheltered
housing scheme. This option would greatly increase any potential site for activity and have a
more marked impact on the areas as a whole.

Again, environmental and / or refurbishment works would make some impact in dealing with
identified issues and problems. However, issues around poor design of the Kerria centre
and the Magnolia site would not be addresses fully and would require significant and
continued investment over future years. This would therefore not represent value for when
considered alongside other factors such as the requirements to re-model housing for older
people to meet identified need and the need to increase the supply of good quality,
affordable housing in the Borough.
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Again, in terms of regeneration / demolition and new development, the combination of these
3 sub-areas would have a greater impact and provide an opportunity to increase density
levels and the provision of a range of housing and community facilities.
As it is generally easier to move up the density ratio range the more sub-areas are
combined, this option would generate additional units if density levels were maximised.
There are currently 67 existing units in sub-areas D, G C. At 46.9dph, this site would only
generate 61 new units representing a loss of 6 units. However, if density levels were
increased to 100dph, this would generate 130 units giving an increase of 63 units on current
provision. Again, as with the above options, numbers would ultimately be dictated by
property sizes, types and other design factors.
Total existing units Option 6

67

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

40

-27

40dph

52

-15

50dph

66

-1

100dph

130

+63

46.9dph

61

-6

Option 7 - Sub-areas D, G and C plus A
Focus of activity on larger site combining sub-areas D, G and C plus adding in sub-area A.
As above plus would increase the size of the site to take in green space and cycle path.
This option would incorporate all TBC land holdings within the defined area of activity.
The issues relating to this option are broadly similar to Option 6. Any reduction in open
space and cycling amenities might generate concern but this could be taken up and
incorporated into any scheme designs that are formulated / considered at a later date.
There are currently 67 existing units in sub-areas D, G, C and A. At 46.9dph, this site would
generate 76 new units representing a addition of 9 units. However, if density levels were
increased to 100dph, this would generate 162 units giving an increase of 95 units on current
provision. Again, as with the above options, numbers would ultimately be dictated by
property sizes, types and other design factors.
Other options for consideration
Option 7 incorporates all of the land owned by TBC within the overall area identified for
potential re-development. Sub-areas B, F, G and H are not in Council ownership and so
represent a considerable challenge if they were to be incorporated into further options for
activity.
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Planning permissions currently exist on sub-areas F and H and this would need to be
factored in to any alternative options formulated or when considering options as above that
do not directly incorporate these sub-areas into any potential site for re-development.
A number of options can be formulated based on variations of the above plus adding in subareas B, F, G and H, again there are a number of ways this could be done and too many
permutations to detail in this report.
Ultimately, putting aside the inherent difficulties in assembling a site that incorporates all
identified sub-areas, re-development of a site that incorporates all sub-areas would generate
the greatest output in terms of additional units achieved. This scenario would also provide
more opportunities to re-provide retail units and develop other facilities in line with the needs
of the community and area.
There are currently 67 existing units in all of the sub-areas. At 46.9dph, this site would
generate 76 new units representing a addition of 9 units. However, if density levels were
increased to 100dph, this would generate 162 units giving an increase of 95 units on current
provision. Again, as with the above options, numbers would ultimately be dictated by
property sizes, types, other design factors and how many retail units / other community
facilities / green spaces etc.
Total existing units Option 7

67

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

49

-18

40dph

65

-2

50dph

82

+15

100dph

162

+95

46.9dph

76

+9

Options for Tinkers Green
Method
The same method has been applied to Tinkers Green as to Kerria in order to identify
options. Again, each of the potential options identified below is based on a combination of
sub-areas (in the case of Tinkers Green A to M). Within each option the potential to
combine environmental works, refurbishment of existing buildings and whole sale redevelopment are discussed. Numbers discussed in terms of density levels etc. would, like
those highlighted above re: Kerria, be dependent on property sizes, types and other design
factors in any detailed options formulated as the project progresses.
Option 1 - Do nothing
Problems identified at Tinkers Green include:
•

Poor demand for property
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

High churn rate of property
High levels of anti social behaviour and crime
Parking issues
High reliance on welfare benefits
Poorer levels of health
Existing housing sub-standard
Vacant land following demolition

As with highlighted above with Kerria, this option should be discounted as it does not put
forward a course of action that will tackle identified problems and result in improved housing,
health and economic well being outcomes for local residents.
Option 2 – Sell off Council owned land
Again, this option would generate a capital receipt for the council but as highlighted above,
would result in the loss of an asset and direct control over solutions to identified problems.
Option 3 – Sub-areas A and B
Focus activity on sub-areas A and B only.
As with Kerria, environmental enhancements could be achieved at relatively little cost in
isolation from other identified sub-area but in all likelihood, this option would only result in
cosmetic solutions that would perpetuate and potentially worsen existing problems over time.
Similarly, refurbishment activity would only partially tackle identified problems connected with
the Maisonette blocks and would not improve the built environment in the longer term or
increase the supply of new, well designed and decent housing.
Regeneration / demolition and new development on this site would provide an opportunity to
tackle identified problems, increase housing supply and the re-provision of retail units.
Thoughtful design would enhance the built environment within sub-areas A and B but again,
the adjoining sub-areas could remain problematic and potentially have a negative impact
over the longer term on the regenerated site.
Conversely, given many of the negative aspects associated with Tinkers Green relate to the
Maisonettes on Hastings Close, regeneration in these sub-areas only could have a major
impact in “lifting” the wider area and enhancing its reputation. However, if this course of
action were considered, this might have an impact on numbers delivered (see below) and
beg the question why the Maisonettes in sub-area L had not been subjected to the same
treatment, especially given they display some of the same problems as those in sub-area B
and are of the same poor quality construction.

Costs and density levels would also be affected if re-developing these sub-areas in isolation.
There are currently 36 existing units in sub-areas A and B. At 46.9dph, this site would only
generate 39 new units representing a gain of only 3 units. Even if the density level was
increased to 50dph this would only deliver 6 additional units. By moving up to 100dph, a
total of 83 units could be delivered (a gain of 47 units) but on such a small site such density
levels would be difficult to achieve. It should be noted that numbers would ultimately be
dictated by property sizes, types and other design factors.
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Total existing units Option 3

36

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

25

-11

40dph

33

-3

50dph

42

+6

100dph

83

+47

46.9dph

39

+3

Option 4 – Sub-areas A, B, C, D and E
Focus activity on sub-areas A, B, C, D and E. This option would incorporate the retail units
on Cottage Walk, the derelict land on which Wincrest House previously stood and the
bungalows that remained following the demolition of Wincrest. Consideration would need to
be given to the future provision of retail units in addition to any proposals for new build
housing.
Again, environmental enhancements or refurbishment works would broadly generate the
same results and impact as discussed within Option 3. Stock refurbishment would not
alleviate some of the problems associated with the area and this would have no impact on
the derelict land in sub area D.
In terms of re-development, this combination of sub-areas enhances the size of the site and
might lend itself to higher density levels. This option would again go some way to improve
the reputation of the area and provide housing and community facilities that would contribute
to problem solving and the health and wellbeing of residents. This option would also allow
for the development of new accommodation for older residents and links to the ongoing
process of ensuring the delivery of Flexi Care housing options in the Borough.
There are currently 54 existing units in sub-areas A, B, C ,D and E. At 46.9dph, this site
would generate 84 new units representing a gain of 30 units. Even if the density level was
increased to 50dph this would deliver 90 additional units. By moving up to 100dph, a total of
154 units could be delivered (a gain of 100 units) but such high density levels might be
difficult to achieve. It should be noted that numbers would ultimately be dictated by property
sizes, types and other design factors.
Total existing units Option 4

54

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

47

-7

40dph

61

+7

50dph

90

+36

81

100dph

154

+100

46.9dph

84

+30

Option 5 – Sub-areas D and E
Focus on sub-areas D and E only. This option would only include the Wincrest House site
and surrounding bungalows.
Again, environmental enhancements or refurbishment works would broadly generate the
same results and impact as discussed within Option 3. Stock refurbishment would not
alleviate the problems associated with the wider area as discussed above and this would
have no impact on the derelict land in sub area D.
Costs and density levels would also be affected if re-developing these sub-areas in isolation.
There are currently 14 existing units in sub-areas D and E. At 46.9dph, this site would
generate 28 new units representing a gain of 14 units. If the density level was increased to
50dph this would deliver 29 additional units. By moving up to 100dph, a total of 58 units
could be delivered (a gain of 44 units) but on such a small site such density levels would be
difficult to achieve. Although this option could be taken forwards in isolation and increase
both the number and quality of homes, the problems associated with the wider area /
Maisonettes would persist and could negatively impact on the new development / reprovision for older residents.
Total existing units Option 5

14

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

18

+4

40dph

23

+9

50dph

29

+15

100dph

58

+44

46.9dph

28

+14

Option 6 – Sub-area F
Focus activity solely on sub-area F. This area currently consists of mixed tenure housing
and garages. Any activity undertaken would need to take into consideration the views of
owner occupiers in the sub-area.
Viewed in isolation, the sub-area could be subjected to a programme of environmental works
and refurbishment. Generally, the housing is in a decent condition and could be enhanced
to incorporate energy efficiency measures and other improvements to the stock. Similarly,
garages within the area could be renovated and the general appearance of the area could
be improved at relatively little cost.
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However, such a course of action would do little to alleviate the identified problems within the
wider Tinkers Green area. Similarly, re-development of this sub-area in isolation would
increase housing numbers (currently 33 units; at 46.9dph would generate 42 units, at 50dph
this would rise to 45 units) and the quality of the dwellings etc. but this would not effectively
tackle the issues in the area.
Total existing units Option 6

33

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

27

-6

40dph

36

+3

50dph

45

+12

100dph

90

+57

46.9dph

42

+9

Option 7 - Sub-areas A, B, C, D, E and F
Focus activity on sub-areas A, B, C, D, E and F. Taking into account the comments above
regarding the preceding options, this would increase the size of the site and allow for either a
mix of environmental / refurbishment and re-development or potentially for the redevelopment of all sub-areas within this option.

Again, environmental enhancements or refurbishment works would broadly generate the
same results and impact as discussed within Option 4. Stock refurbishment would not
alleviate some of the problems associated with the area and this would have no impact on
the derelict land in sub area D.
However, under this option, and given the number of owner occupied dwellings in sub-area
F, a mix consisting of re-development of the wider site over sub-areas A, B, C, D and E and
the refurbishment of sub-area F might be an acceptable option and go some way to achieve
the numbers identified within Option 4 but also enhance the wider environment, dwellings
and garage units in sub-area F.
This option would not tackle issues associated with the maisonettes in sub-areas L and M
plus justification would need to be provided as to why a) re-development of the maisonettes
in sub-area B was proposed but not in sub areas L and M and b), why environmental and
refurbishment works were proposed in sub-area F but not in sub-areas G to K.
Total existing units Option 7

87

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

74

-13

83

40dph

97

+10

50dph

135

+48

100dph

244

+157

46.9dph

126

+39

Option 8 - Sub-areas L and M
Focus activity in sub-areas L and M only. These sub-areas incorporate maisonette blocks
that are identical to those within sub-area B plus a children’s play area.
As with Option 3, environmental enhancements could be achieved at relatively little cost in
isolation from other identified sub-area but in all likelihood, this option would only result in
cosmetic solutions that would perpetuate and potentially worsen existing problems over time.
Similarly, refurbishment activity would only partially tackle identified problems connected with
the Maisonette blocks and would not improve the built environment in the longer term or
increase the supply of new, well designed and decent housing.
Similarly, all of the points raised above when exploring sub-areas A an B in isolation would
apply to this option. Given the wealth of evidence for intervention, a decision to re-develop
the maisonettes in this sub-area but not those in sub-area B would be open to challenge.
Similarly, this course of action would not tackle the wider problems associated with the wider
Tinkers Green area.
Costs and density levels would also be affected if re-developing these sub-areas in isolation.
There are currently 46 existing units in sub-areas L and M. At 46.9dph, this site would only
generate 43 new units representing a loss of 3 units. Even if the density level was increased
to 50dph this would only deliver the same amount of units that currently exist (46). By
moving up to 100dph, a total of 91 units could be delivered (a gain of 45 units) but on such a
small site such density levels might be difficult to achieve.
Total existing units Option 8

46

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

28

-18

40dph

36

-10

50dph

46

0

100dph

91

+45

46.9dph

43

-3

Option 9 – Sub-areas A, B, C, D, E, L and M
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Focus activity in sub-areas A, B, C, D, E, L and M. This option would take account of all the
points raised above when discussing options 4 and 8. The site would be made larger thus
potentially increasing the number of units delivered but would have only an indirect impact
with regard to sub-areas F, G, H, I, J and K.
This might prove contentious in terms of the disruption caused to residents in those areas
without then receiving any direct benefit from the re-development of the maisonettes etc.
(this would apply to both owner occupiers and existing Council tenants). Conversely,
residents in those areas may welcome any kind of activity that improved the area generally,
its reputation and the housing market locally (for example, helping to increase the value of of
properties in those sub-areas).
There are currently 100 existing units in sub-areas A, B, C, D, E, L and M. At 46.9dph, this
site would generate 116 new units representing a gain of 16 units. If the density level was
increased to 50dph this would deliver 124 units.
By moving up to 100dph, a total of 245 units could be delivered (a gain of 145 units) but
such high density levels might be difficult to achieve. Again, it should be noted that numbers
would ultimately be dictated by property sizes, types and other design factors.
Total existing units Option 9

100

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

75

-25

40dph

97

-3

50dph

136

+36

100dph

245

+148

46.9dph

127

+27

Option 10 - Sub-areas A, B, C, D, E, L, M and F
Focus activity in sub-areas A, B, C, D, E, L and M as above but adding in sub-area F for
either refurbishment or re-development purposes). Again, comments would apply as above
but this would address points made with regard to omitting areas of Tinkers Green that are
multi-tenure (as opposed to the maisonette blocks. However, this option would not directly
impact on sub-areas G to K thus exposing this option to scrutiny as discussed above within
option 9.
In terms of numbers should this option be considered for re-development across all of the
sub-areas included, there are currently 133 existing units in sub-areas A, B, C, D, E, L, M
and F. At 46.9dph, this site would generate 158 new units representing a gain of 25 units. If
the density level was increased to 50dph this would deliver 169 units. By moving up to
100dph, a total of 335 units could be delivered (a gain of 202 units) but such high density
levels may be difficult to achieve.
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Total existing units Option 10

133

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

102

-31

40dph

133

0

50dph

181

+48

100dph

335

+202

46.9dph

169

+36

Option 11 – Sub-areas A to M

Focus activity across all identified sub-areas. This option represents the most challenging
option and would need to take into account all of the issues raised when discussing other
options above. This option (whether incorporating environmental / refurbishment, redevelopment or a combination of these) could provoke most opposition or conversely, be
regarded as the option that best meets the objectives of the project and tackles identified
problems.
As with sub-area F, sub-areas G to K may lend themselves to a programme of
environmental works and refurbishment. Generally, the housing is in a decent condition and
could be enhanced to incorporate energy efficiency measures and other improvements to
the stock. Similarly, garages within the area could be renovated / demolished and the
general appearance of the area could be improved at relatively little cost to complement redevelopment as proposed under option 9.
In terms of numbers should this option be considered for re-development across all of the
sub-areas included, there are currently 191 existing units in sub-areas A to M. At 46.9dph,
this site would generate 235 new units representing a gain of 44 units. If the density level
was increased to 50dph this would deliver 250 units. By moving up to 100dph, a total of 501
units could be delivered (a gain of 310 units).
Total existing units Option 11

191

Potential number units delivered @
30dph

150

-41

40dph

200

+9

50dph

250

+59

100dph

501

+310

46.9dph

235

+44

86

Other issues for consideration





There are other combinations of sub-areas that are not highlighted above that might
merit investigation
None of the Tinkers Green options above discuss the potential to “add in” other sites
/ pieces of land such as Hockley Road, the adjacent school playing field, Heathfields
County Primary School etc.
None of the options discussed above take into account detailed planning concerns,
detailed site feasibility investigations etc.
All issues and options identified above are to generate discussion and further
analysis of potential activity and outcomes. This work will need to be undertaken in
tandem with the work streams covering possible delivery models and consultation
with stakeholders / residents
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Appendix Three
Community Impact Assessment
Name of Strategy/ Policy: Outcome of Feasibility Studies Tinkers Green, Wilnecote and
Keria, Amington
Give brief description of the purpose of strategy/ policy
Proposals to redevelop unpopular Council accommodation
What are the outcomes from implementation of this strategy/ policy?
Unpopular and unsuitable dwellings should be replaced with dwellings which reflect housing
needs and residents aspirations
Within this housing there should be mix of tenure and property type
All properties must be of good quality built to a high standard of design
Properties should be designed to provide a high standard of thermal comfort and include
‘green measures’ where appropriate
Properties for rent should be subject to a rental policy which reflects a balance between
business needs and affordability
The environment should encourages healthy lifestyles
The environment should be structured to ‘design out crime’
The layout and design should establish defensible space
Design should encourage sustainability and include ‘eco’ features
Residents should have access to appropriate community facilities including retail which
support the needs of this community
Who are the main stakeholders in relation to this strategy/ policy?
Current Council tenants
Occupiers of retail and community facilities
Other local residents
Who have you consulted with on the content of this strategy/ policy?
Local Residents including Council tenants
Elected members
Local stakeholders including police and educators
NB It should be noted that further impact assessments will be undertaken at each decision
stage in the implementation of the project. Impacts identified below will be considered
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during the development of specific plans including communication strategy, decant strategy,
development approach and allocations policy.
Section One - Impact on our Community Groups
There may be impacts which cut across several of the strands as mentioned below and as
such evidence of impact should be clearly identified.
Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on Equalities groups?
Please consider all equality strands i.e:
Race
Religious Belief
Sexual Orientation
Disability
Gender
Transgender/ transsexual
Age

No (delete as appropriate) Particular impacts identified are considered below.
Please provide a full explanation for your response
Policy will be applied equally to all groups.

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact due to them being from the gypsy/ travelling
community?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response

Policy will not affect those from gypsy
traveller community

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact due to their caring/ dependent responsibilities?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response
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Tenants at Kerria include a disproportionate
number of women with children due to the
nature of the accommodation. The impact on
community facilities accessed by particular
groups will be subject to separate assessment

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact due to them having an offending past?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response

No impact

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on Children or Vulnerable Adults?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response
A number of existing Council tenants are
families with children.
Some residents are vulnerable due to age
The proposals will impact on services
specifically aimed at young people and
families.

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on people who are homeless?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response

No direct impact on homeless people.

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on people on a low income?
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No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response
Locality data indicates that a number of
affected households are benefit
dependent/low income

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on people with drug or alcohol problems?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response

No direct impact

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on families?
No

Yes

if there will be no impact provide a brief
explanation for your response

if there will be an impact on provide a brief
explanation for your response
A number of affected tenants are families
with children.

Section Two - Impact on our Communities Health

Will this strategy/ policy have a direct impact on health, mental health and wellbeing? For
example would it cause ill health, affecting social inclusion, independence and participation?
No

Yes

if there will be no heath impact provide a
brief explanation for your response

if there will be health impact(s) provide a brief
explanation
It is anticipated that proposal will cause
anxiety for existing tenants
New environment will have a positive impact
on health and well being of local community
and tenants
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The development process will inevitably lead
to property being empty for temporary
periods with a risk of increased anti social
behaviour and property damage

Will the strategy/ policy have an impact on social, economic and environmental living
conditions that would indirectly affect health? For example would it affect housing, transport,
child development, education, good employment opportunities, green space or climate
change?
No

Yes

if there will be no heath impact provide a
brief explanation for your response

if there will be health impact(s) provide a brief
explanation
New improved housing will replace poor and
unpopular housing
Regeneration of local area will contribute to
improved health and wellbeing outcomes for
residents
Accommodation will be energy efficient warm
and safe thereby improving health outcomes
and improving financial wellbeing

Will the strategy/ policy affect an individual’s ability to improve their own health and
wellbeing? For example will it affect their ability to be physically active, choose healthy food,
reduce drinking and smoking?
No

Yes

if there will be no heath impact provide a
brief explanation for your response

if there will be health impact(s) provide a brief
explanation
Study of retail and community facilities
provides a opportunity to review opportunities
to access healthy food etc

Will there be a change in demand for or access to Council, health and/ or social care
services? For example homelessness, occupational therapy, Primary Care, Hospital Care,
Community Services, mental health and Social Services
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No

Yes

if there will be no heath impact provide a
brief explanation for your response

if there will be health impact(s) provide a
brief explanation
Anticipated increase in the supply and quality
of affordable housing will have a positive
impact on housing needs
Better health and wellbeing outcomes for
residents will result in reduced call for health
and social care services including medical
care

Will the strategy/ policy have an impact on
No

Yes

if there will be no economic and
environmental sustainability impact provide a
brief explanation for your response

if there will be economic and environmental
sustainability impact provide a brief
explanation
New housing will have high level of
environmental sustainability replacing
housing which is not energy efficient
Building new homes will contribute to
economic sustainability and contribute
directly to the local economy
Regeneration of areas will improve sense of
community, reduce churn levels and improve
community sustainability
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Appendix Four: Communications Plan
Background
This document outlines planned communications immediately after the Cabinet decision in
principle for the Kerria and Tinkers Green feasibility study.
A more in-depth communications and consultation plan will be developed for the following
stages of the project.
It will highlight the purpose, process and pay off around consultation and communications. It
also includes dependencies (what could make the process less effective) and a suggested
matrix of activities, audiences and suggested timeline.
It is essential we are seen as being open and honest, therefore any issues which could be
perceived as difficult should be identified by the project board and an approach agreed upon
Purpose:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

To communicate and consult with the residents of Kerria and Tinkers Green on the
decision in principle
Promote the regeneration of Kerria and Tinkers Green and work to raise the profile
and image of the areas
Views gained at the drop in sessions should be referred to along with any other
evidence gathered, including anecdotal
To inform residents and other interested parties about the Cabinet decision and next
steps
Not to raise expectations that perceived issues in the are will be solved overnight
To identify/allay concerns people may have about the outcome of the project
Identify who will take on which elements of the communication in the short and longer
term

Process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Communicate with residents and businesses immediately after Cabinet decision in
principle
Identify areas/demographic for communication and establish approach for different
audiences
Develop materials including: leaflets where appropriate, letters, timely drop in
sessions as appropriate FAQ for staff, web-based material
Sign off communications with portfolio holder/director of housing and health in
consultation with Cllr Lee Bates as reputation portfolio holder
Cllr Rob Pritchard to be involved from asset management portfolio
Take a proactive approach with local media
Use professional media to highlight our work and project in a timely manner, when
appropriate
To react where appropriate to any perceived negative press
Monitor news/social media in case ‘rumour mill’ starts
Give people a channel to ‘have their say’ via on our blog at an appropriate time
Produce a Q&A for staff to support and ensure consistent message
Develop ‘killer facts’ as project develops, to back up any potential changes including
investment, social impacts etc
Set up dedicated communication channels for residents and others
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Payoff/what success will look like:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Communicate with residents
Residents have understanding of project and timescale behind it
Clear messages to the public in language appropriate to the audience
Tamworth Borough Council being in control of external messages
Cabinet informed of local views in the area to assist their decision
Ward members informed

Key messages
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Changes to council housing reform means there could be money available to
improve where people live
Identify broad timescales – including phasing - as part of communication process
‘Your community, your call’ - we want your views on where you live and what you
think would improve it
‘Your views matter’ - we want to work with you on improving where you live
Your views will be fed back to the council’s cabinet for consideration
Provide details on how the project will be paid for, It is important non-council housing
tenants do not feel they are funding the process
Identified areas will be redeveloped or refurbished to create better housing,
improving the environment, while creating pride in the area
Provide a mix of affordable properties, better suited to tenants needs and the area
Provide retail facilities, inline with community needs
Enhance and refurbish sheltered housing to provide specialist flexible/extra care
All lettings within redeveloped areas will be on a two-year fixed tenancy (as per the
tenancy policy)
Provide residents with alternative accommodation while work goes on

Media spokespeople and protocol:
•
•
•
•

All communications, regardless of type, to be signed off by the Director of Housing &
Health and portfolio member
Items to be circulated to project board unless time critical, then Director of Housing &
Health will sign off, following conversation with portfolio
Media comments should come from councilors via the press office unless a purely
operational matter, when the head of service, director or chief executive can be
quoted
All comments and proactive press releases should be circulated for comment to
relevant councillors and officers for sign off. A wider email will then be sent for
information

Targets, outputs, monitoring & evaluation
Will include:
• Contact made through the ‘Tell Us’ scheme and to housing
• Stakeholder feedback
• Resident and other interested party feedback]
• Locally obtained anecdotal evidence, such as the from the Community Development
staff, housing staff, social networks
Dependencies
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Buy in from the public
Political issues – ie opposition councillors using these in the political arena
Ability to reach the audiences we need to
The right messages reaching people
Confidential Cabinet reports not being leaked
Resource intensive
Long-term aspirations changing
Increased concern with residents regarding eventual outcomes
Need for information we cannot provide at the current time

Audiences
• Residents
• General public within the area
• Wider public (phased approach)
• Local businesses
• Schools
• Partner organisations
• Ward councilors/cabinet
Timetable/comms matrix post Cabinet report
Further consultations should be done in line with the Engagement Framework.

Month one:

Who

What

How

Who

Letter

Dropin/faceto-face

We
e

Tenants affected

Decision

Freephone
number

Strategy
TP team

9

9

9

Letter

Comms

Letter

Dropin/faceto-face

Timescale
Tenancy issues

FAQ
Web
Newsletters

Who

What

How
Who
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We
e

Residents – immediate
area
Residents – wider area

Retail/leases

Decision

Freephone

Strategy
TP team

Timescale

FAQ

arrangements

Newsletter

Decision

Decision

Strategy

Timescales

Timescale

Assets

arrangements

Arrange

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

Comms

Lease implication

Commercial Occupiers
& users

Decision

Strategy

Timescale

Assets

Lease implications

Ward members

Decision

Meeting

Timescale

In writing

Impact for residents

Wider group members

Decision

Seminar

Timescale

In writing

Impact for residents

Stakeholders

Decision
Timescale
How it will impact on
them
How they can help
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Appendix Five: Risk Assessment
RISK ASSESSMENT FORM

Organisation / department / function / project: OUTCOME FO FEASIBLITY STUDIES

Business Objective: Implementation of recommendations from Cabinet report 28th November 2012

Completed by: ___Rob Barnes _
Risk & Impact

Date completed: __

Assessment of Gross Risk
Risk Treatment
Measures
Implemented

No
(Threat/Opportunity
to achievement of
business objective)
Impact

Risk

Impa
ct

Likeli
hood

Scor
e
[ IxL]

(Sev
erity)

(Prob
abilit
y)

Likelihood

(Severit
y)

(Probability
)

[I]

[L]

Assessment of
Current Risk
[With control
measures
implemented]

[I]

Resi
dual
Risk
Scor
e [
IxL]

[L]
1

Insufficient internal
resources to
implement Project

4

4

16

Establish project
team with
dedicated project
manager and
appropriate
support.
Commitment from
other teamstenant
participation,
assets,
communications
and consultation
teams. Ensure
that that
budgetary
resources are
available to
support the
project. Review
requirements on a
regular basis

4

1

4
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2

Failure to resource
appropriate advice
and expertise

4

2

8

3

Unable to recruit
development
consultant or
development agent

4

1

4

4

Tenants, residents
and other
stakeholders actively
oppose
recommendations

4

4

16

5

Expectations of
tenants in relation to
timescales etc
exceed what can be
offered.

3

4

12

6

Council is unable to
acquire appropriate
assets

3

3

9

Support of
external
consultants to
provide expertise
to support project
delivery. Ensure
that required
resources are
identified within a
project budget.
Review
requirements on a
regular basis.
Appropriate
procurement
process selected
to enable the
most suitable
agent be
recruited. Ensure
that the brief is
clear and
comprehensive.
Ensure wide
advertising.
Deliver
communications
strategy and
commit
appropriate
resources to
ensure that
concerns and
enquiries are
dealt with.
Ensure that the
business case
and process are
clearly
communicated.
Ensure
communications
are clear and that
tenants are
supported to
understand the
programme and
how this will affect
them
Ensure resources
available and that
early action taken.
Ensure full
understanding of
CPO processes
and that Council
is ready to
implement this if
needed.

4

1

4

4

1

4

3

3

9

2

3

6

3

2

6
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7

Difficulties in relation
to negotiations with
commercial unit
occupants

4

3

12

8

Council is unable to
decant tenants within
timescale necessary
to achieve redevelopment

4

3

12

9

Site issues are
identified prior to
redevelopment eg
contamination, rights
of way

3

3

9

10

Planning
requirements make
the development
difficult or
undeliverable

4

2

8

11

Acquisitions/buy outs
are unaffordable and
CPO powers have to
be used causing
project delay

3

2

6

12

Political support
maintained
throughout the
regeneration process

2

1

2

Appropriate legal
support is
retained.
Communications
are maintained
and re-provision
study is
completed in
accordance with
timescales
Timely decision
made and
implemented.
Long term
resourced
approach taken

2

2

4

4

2

8

Preparatory work
commences as
early as possible
and draw on
development
agents expertise
in managing
problems
Maintain
involvement of
planning
colleagues to
inform design
decisions. Early
identification of
issues and plan
appropriately.
Engage in preapplication
discussions
Suitable and
professional
advice early in the
process to ensure
correct procedure
implemented.

2

3

6

2

2

4

2

2

4

Cross party
communication
and briefings

2

1

2
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13

Financial
Assumptions on the
numbers for
development (127 at
Tinkers and 60 at
Kerria) are subject to
detailed planning
considerations and
could change
impacting on the
financial assessment

4

4

16

There is sufficient
flexibility within
the financial
model to ensure
the schemes
remain viable, if
split between the
HRA and GF.
Social & market
rents can be
adjusted as can
the numbers for
open market sale.
Detailed planning
and final numbers
will be the subject
of a separate
report

4

4

16

14

Reduction in income
on Tinkers Green &
Kerria through
demolition, clearly
has an impact on the
HRA business plan.

4

4

16

The relationship
to the HRA
business plan has
been modelled
and the loss of
income is offset
by the loss of
maintenance and
management
liability. In
addition, on
Tinkers Green
there is a net
growth in the
social rented
numbers. Any
losses in income
on the Kerria can
be offset by
corresponding
acquisitions

3

3

9
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15

Decant and homeloss payments are
likely to be due and
the financial
assumptions have
calculated sufficient
funds to incentivise
this further, although
exact costs are
unknown. This is
also the case with
commercial
compensation.

4

4

16

Financially
prudent decisions
have been made
for disturbance
and home loss
payments but
exact costs won’t
be realised until
actual
negotiations with
tenants’ and
retailers. Legal
advise and
expertise will
continue to be
obtained to
mitigate any risk
and secure the
best financial deal
for the council.
The serving of the
initial demolition
notices protects
the council from
further RTBs as
outlined.

4

3

12

16

Offering Tenancies
on 2 year fixed term
tenancies will create
churn and impact on
void costs and future
home loss payments
will also be payable.

3

3

9

Churn is higher in
these areas
anyway due to
their unpopularity
and design.
Maintaining a
level of
occupation
minimises further
deterioration the
site whilst
procurement and
proposals are
advanced and
potentially avoids
the need for costly
security.

3

1

3
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17

Build costs have
been assumed at
£1150 per sq mtre.
This is an industry
standard based on
soft market testing,
however until this is
procured exact costs
are not known

2

2

4

The build costs,
within the model,
are financially
prudent and are
average costs.
Procurement in
the current
financial markets
may yield a lower
cost

1

1

1

18

Acquisition of key
sites on the Kerria is
uncertain. Without
the land identified on
the Kerria, the
projected numbers
will not be realised.

4

4

16

Costs have been
allowed for in the
financial model
and delegated
authority to
negotiate this. An
economic
assessment will
be reported
separately as
those discussions
are concluded

4

4

16

19

The Pay back period
for both schemes is
based on capital
borrowing and not
revenue.

2

2

4

Revenue
surpluses exist
due to efficiencies
within existing
budgets. Pay
back periods are
less than overall
asset values of
the proposed site.

1

1

1

20

Right to Buy
assumptions have
been made based on
forecasted numbers.
This is unpredictable
as sales vary in terms
of property, discount
levels and timing.

3

3

9

Cabinet have
already approved
sign up to the
framework
agreement and
any receipts have
to be spent within
3 years. Receipts
can be set aside
for regeneration
and fully utilised
for this scheme.

1

2

2
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21

Exploring Special
Purpose Vehicles /
Housing Delivery
Vehicles is resource
intensive and likely to
involve general fund
prudential borrowing

4

4

16

Project resources
have been
identified and will
remain under
review. Any
decision will be
subject to cabinet
approval and full
legal risk
assessment.

2

3

6

22

Levels of affordable
and social housing
may be limited to
normal planning
regulations should
Kerria be sold for
market housing

2

2

4

By using a
competitive
dialogue process
the council will be
able to assess the
cost benefits of
open market land
sale v the council
developing the
land and selling
the subsequent
properties
developed.

1

1

1

23

Rent levels have
been based on 70%
(social rent) at
Tinkers Green and
80% of market rent at
Kerria. This may
change depending on
final numbers built
and therefore
determine future rent
setting.

3

3

9

There is flexibility
within the model
and this will be
reported to
Cabinet as
decisions present
themselves.

2

2

4

24

If numbers of
properties achieved
in redevelopment is
less than those
existing there will be
an impact on the
receipt of new homes
bonus for the
authority

3

2

6

NHB and
increasing the
overall supply of
housing are key
considerations for
master planning
stage and
included as an
objective for
competitive
dialogue process

2

2

4
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25

Intensive negotiation
will be necessary with
leaseholders and
freeholders within
each site boundary

3

3

9

Adequate
professional
support will be
procured to
mitigate this risk

2

2

4
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