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OPTION APPRAISAL

McErlane Square, the Lonnen, 

Birtley Villas and Pleasant Place

October 2009

1.0      Background

1.1         Following a study on the ‘Appraisal of Older People’s Aspirations’ in 2006, the Housing Strategy for Older People 2007-2012 was approved by the council in July 2007. One of the agreed actions in the strategy was to carry out a review of council sheltered schemes to ensure that they meet the current and future needs of older people, to consider the investment requirements to bring them up to Decent Homes Standard and make them compliant with the Disability Discrimination Act 2006 (DDA).

1.2        An inspection of The Gateshead Housing Company by the Audit Commission in November 2008 recommended that:  

‘ decisions are taken on the future of low demand sheltered housing schemes by ensuring the Council has the necessary information it needs on current and potential future demand, on the condition of stock and the cost to bring it up to a sustainable level; considering alternative options and models fully; setting clear dates when decisions will be taken by. To be implemented by September 2009’.

1.3        The aim of the option appraisal is to ensure that the council has, and continues to have, fit for purpose accommodation for older people well into the future. 

1.4         A major consideration in carrying out the option appraisal is the age and frailty of many of the resident.  Consultation with residents will need to be sensitive to their needs and will include consultation with relatives, where appropriate, and the use of an advocacy service to ensure residents views are fully represented.

1.5        On 16 September 2008 Cabinet agreed with proposals to develop an option appraisal to determine the future viability of the 11 council sheltered schemes  and to hold current and future vacant properties until their future is determined. 

1.6        On the 26 March 2009 the Sustainable Communities Place Advisory Group agreed:

· that the Gateshead Housing Company is involved as a key partner in any proposals to reprovide accommodation. Concerns were raised that there could be a shift in provision of sheltered schemes to other social landlords;

· The importance that consultations were undertaken sensitively was stressed and that an explanation of possible options be explained to tenants;  

· Only the options which can be delivered should be included as part of the consultation process and an explanation be provided on all options;

· Concerns were raised that the proposed new schemes may have higher  rents and it was suggested that the possibility of phased rent increases be explored where properties were enlarged for existing tenants;

· More consideration be given to the provision of communal areas within proposed developments, as they are an important social aspect for the elderly; and

· It was recommended that current schemes should not be re-used for different client groups.

1.7        The option appraisal has considered a number of possibilities for each scheme including:

· carrying out Decent Homes Work and making the scheme compliant with the Disability  discrimination Act (DDA);

· remodelling and conversion of bedsits into flats;

· rehousing tenants and re-using the scheme for a different client group;

· rehousing  tenants, demolition and redevelopment of  the site.
Preferred option and recommendations are outlined in this report.

1.8        The Option Appraisal covers 10 individual schemes and consultation is being carried out in two phases. Phase 1 consultation with residents has been carried out in June and July 2008. 

1.9        Schemes on Phase 1 consultation are:

· McErlane Square

· The Lonnen

· Birtley Villas       1-25

· Birtley Villas     26-48

· Pleasant Place  1-23

1.10       Turnover voids and tenancies   

Table 1.2 shows the number of voids in each scheme and turnover as a percentage of   the total number of units in each scheme.

Table 1.2 Current Voids and average turnover of properties

	SCHEME
	NO OF UNITS
	NO. OF CURRENT VOIDS
	AVERAGE TURNOVER 2007/08        (% of total)
	COMMENTS

	McErlane Square
	28
	9
	19
	In 2007/08 the average number of days properties were empty was 87 days

	The Lonnen
	28
	12
	50
	 In 2007/08 the average number of days properties were empty was 253 days.

	Birtley Villas 1-25
	24
	3
	16
	In 2007/08 the average number of days properties were empty was 49 days

	Birtley Villas 26-48
	24
	5
	24
	In 2007/08 the average number of days properties were empty was 139 days. 

	Pleasant Place D 1-23
	22
	3
	10
	In 2007/08 the average number of days properties were empty was 


1.11      The long term voids at McErlane Square relate specifically to the problems reletting bedsits. Voids and turnover in flats and bungalows continue to be low and properties continue to be popular.

1.12       Long term voids at the Lonnen are more significant with over 39% of properties now empty. Turnover of properties in 2007/08 equated to 50% of total properties in the scheme. The average number of days the properties were empty was 253 days which reflects the difficulty in letting properties in this scheme.

1.13       Long term voids and high turnover in Birtley Villas also relates specifically to bedsits. 

The high number of voids at Pleasant Place are bedsits but average turnover of properties is relatively low. This reflects the general popularity of flats and the general stability of the scheme.

2.0      Carrying out Decent Homes and DDA work

2.1         There are significant financial implications related to carrying out Decent Homes work, making schemes compliant with the Disability Discrimination Act 2006 and upgrading communal areas. 

2.2         Table 2.1 shows the estimated cost of carrying out Decent Homes Work and making communal areas DDA compliant. These costs need to be considered in the light of the future viability of each scheme and whether this would achieve value for money.  

Table 2.1 Cost of carrying out Decent Homes and DDA work 

	Scheme
	Cost Decent Homes Work
	Cost DDA Work
	Total Costs DH/DDA
	Cost Per Unit for decent homes and DDA works

	McErlane Square
	£372,008
	£58,547
	£430,555
	£11,960

	Pleasant Place D 1-23
	£281,700
	£96,097
	£377,797
	£16,426

	The Lonnen
	£250,040
	£63,086
	£313,126
	£10,797

	Birtley Villas 1-25
	£379,824
	£39,701
	£419,525
	£16,781

	Birtley Villas 26-48
	£379,824
	£29,245
	£409,069
	£17,054

	TOTAL
	£2,567,144
	£286,676
	£1,950,072
	£73,018


Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the sheltered scheme review. However work could be carried out as part of The Gateshead Housing Company’s capital programme for 2010/2011 and 2011/2012. 

3.0      Conversion of besits, Decent Homes and DDA work

3.1         Conversion of bedsits would potentially remove the problem of difficult to let properties. These costs are significant and could only be justified if they greatly improved the future sustainability of each scheme. Table 3.1 shows the costs of converting bedsits to flats, doing Decent Homes work and making the communal areas DDA compliant.  

Table 3.1 Costs of conversion of bedsits in schemes

	   Scheme
	Current No of Units
	No of Units after conversion
	Total Conversion work costs including DH/DDA
	Cost per unit of conversion
	Potential weekly rent loss if converted
	Potential disturbance allowance

	
	Bedsit
	1 bed
	Bedsit
	1 bed
	2 bed
	
	
	
	

	McErlane Square
	24
	4
	0
	4
	12
	£774,195
	£32,258
	£766.44
	Nil 

	The Lonnen
	24
	4
	0
	16
	0
	£680,726
	£40,043
	£874.56
	19 x £500

£9,500



	Birtley Villas 

1-25
	8
	16
	0
	20
	0
	£619,525
	£29,501
	£269.24
	7 x £500

£3,500

	Birtley Villas

 26- 48
	8
	16
	0
	20
	0
	£609,069
	£30,453
	£269.24
	4 x £500

£2,000

	Pleasant Place 1-23
	7
	15
	0
	18
	0
	£460,713
	£24,248
	£150.71
	Nil

	TOTAL
	71
	55
	0
	78
	12
	£3,144,228
	-
	£2,330.19
	-


3.2      Costs for the conversion of McErlane Square are high but this would remove difficult to let bedsits and create a mixed development of 1bed and 2 bedroom flats which complement existing bungalows on the site. The site is a good one for older persons’ accommodation and there is no other sheltered accommodation in the immediate area. However disturbance allowance would be high and there may be some homeloss payments needed to relocate  tenants and create the capacity to convert. The weekly rent loss to the HRA following conversion would also be high.   

3.3      Cost of conversion at the Lonnen is high. While conversion would remove bedsit accommodation the location of the site is highly unsuitable for older persons’ accommodation and conversion would create a very small scheme that would probably not be sustainable in the immediate to long term. In addition, weekly rent loss would still be high if properties were converted.

3.4      Birtley Villas is a good location for older persons’ accommodation. Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits but would not create any 2 bedroom accommodation. Both buildings are of an older design with inefficient  heating systems. One block has had water ingress through the roof related to its design. It is likely that there may be a need for future capital spend relating the structure of these buildings.   

3.5      The unit cost of conversion of bedsits at Pleasant Place is relatively low. The scheme is in a good location for older people and there are now major structural issues with the building. Given the present level of voids in the bedsits, conversion could be carried out on existing empty properties. However, conversion would not create any 2 bedroom properties. 

3.6      The capital cost of conversions would need to be paid for through prudential borrowing against the HRA. Presently this has not been accounted for in any future capital borrowing requirement.  

Table 3.2 Potential costs of decommissioning

	Scheme
	Potential weekly rent loss if decommissioned
	Cost of demolition
	Potential homeloss costs
	Potential disturbance allowance

	McErlane Square
	£2,276.72
	£128,000
	20 x £4,700     £94,000
	20 x £500    £10,000

	The Lonnen
	£2,315.20
	£102,000
	19 x £4,700    £89,300
	19 x £500      £9,500

	Birtley Villas       1-25
	£1,952.24
	£106,000
	23 x £4,700    £108,100
	23 x £500       £11,500

	Birtley Villas       26-48
	£1,952.24
	£89,000
	20 x £4,700     £94,000
	20 x £500    £10,000

	Pleasant Place D 1-23
	£1,449.77
	£78,000
	19 x £4,700    £89,300
	19 x £500      £9,500

	TOTAL (Not including subsidy)
	£9,946.17
	£503,000
	£474,700
	£50,500


3.7      Cost of reprovison is also a determining factor in terms of assessing the deliverability of proposals. New provision could be developed by The Gateshead Housing Company for the council using prudential borrowing and the Homes and Communities Agency’s National Approved Housing Programme (NAHP). However the amount of borrowing is likely to be significant and would have to be prioritised against other future commitments and priorities.

3.8      Alternatively, reprovision could be provided by RSL partners. They would have access to their own independent resources and NAHP and Gateshead has a good record of working with RSL partners to reprovide older persons’ housing. However the council will need to provide suitable sites at less than market value and this would potentially reduce capital receipts for land.   

3.9      There are presently no readily available sites for reprovison in Pelaw, Ryton or Birtley. 

4.0    Methodology of options appraisal
4.1     For McErlane Square, Birtley Villas and Pleasant Place we have looked at three scenarios:

· reprovide and decommission;

· do Decent Homes and DDA work only;

· convert bedsits to flats and do Decent Homes and DDA work.

4.2     The scenario for the Lonnen is different in that there is no existing opportunity to reprovide new sheltered accommodation in Ryton. Decommissioning would therefore need to be carried out over time, rehousing residents to existing stock and holding all voids as they become vacant.  The other two options are the same.

4.3      Each scenario is examined for advantages (for) and disadvantages (against) and each element has been scored 0,5 or 10. 

For

· The highest score (10) would have the most advantages and create the most sustainability;

· The medium score (5) would have some advantages and create some sustainability. 

· The lowest score (0) would give no advantages or sustainability or was not considered.

Against

· The highest score (10) would have the least advantages and create the least sustainability;

· The medium score (5) would have some disadvantages but create some sustainability. 

· The lowest score (0) would give no disadvantages but some sustainability or was not considered

McErlane Square

Table 4.1 Decommissioning and reprovision

	FOR
	AGAINST
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Bedsits not sustainable (Appraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	5


	5
	5
	0
	15
	Rehousing options limited in Pelaw
	10
	5
	10
	10
	35

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	No easily available site to rebuild 
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive. 
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	New build would have greater life span.
	5
	10
	10
	0
	25
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual rent loss 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Annual rent loss if converted 
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Cost of converting bedsits
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Demolition costs
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Conversion could create mixed development of 1 and 2 bedroom flats and bungalows
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	Newbuild could be built to the latest CABE standards
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	TOTAL
	45
	35
	40
	50
	170

	TOTAL


	45
	50
	50
	0
	145
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Bedsits not sustainable (Appraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	Score 5 Option would create new accommodation which would meet peoples' needs well into the future.

However conversion of bedsits would also create 2 bed flats 
	Score 5 Existing building would have limited sustainability as the building is old.
	Score 5 New build would be most cost effect in terms of lifetime costs and providing sustainable properties.
	 Score 0 Residents want to stay in McErlane Square but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site. However residents did not want to consider this option

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for McErlane Square would be 2K
	Score 5  DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit.
	Score 5 Work would improve properties but not help to create modern, energy efficient homes.
	Score 5 DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit. Would not give value for money given possible lifespan of the building.
	Score 0 Residents want to stay in McErlane Square but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site 

	New build would have greater life span.
	Score 5 New build would deliver adaptable, modern properties with a lifespan of 25+
	Score 10 New build would deliver adaptable, modern properties with a lifespan of 25+. Also would be energy efficient and would include 2 bed accommodation.


	Score 10 The cost of new build would be greater than conversion of existing properties but have a significantly greater lifespan.
	Score 0 Residents do not want McErlane Square decommissioned. This view is supported by members if sustainability can be maintained


	Annual rent loss if converted £2,153.92
	Score 5 This would be deliverable but would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 There would be an effect on the HRA which would not be offset by rent from new build if present properties were converted. 
	Score 5 
	Score 0 Residents did not consider rent loss but this would effect HRA and services to tenants

	Cost of converting bedsits 
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs
	Score 5 Converting would remove difficult to let bedsits. However the cost is almost a quarter of reprovision and would not be as sustainable in the long term
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs.
	Score 0 Conversion would remove difficult to let bedsits and make the existing building more sustainable.  Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 New build could deliver wheelchair accessible properties
	Score 10 New build could deliver wheelchair accessible properties which would be more sustainable
	Score 10 New build would be the most cost effective and practical way of securing wheelchair accessibility.
	Score 0 New build was not an option than residents wanted to consider.  

	Newbuild could be built to the latest CABE standards
	Score 10 New build can be delivered in the locality to new design standards
	Score 10 A modern building would be more sustainable and adaptable
	Score 10 New build would give significantly better whole life costs than conversion or simply doing the DH and DDA work.
	Score 0 New build design was not an option than residents

considered


	Against

	 
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation
	 

	Rehousing options limited in Pelaw
	Score 10 -option to demolish would not be deliverable without rehousing options 
	Score 5 New build would be more sustainable. Older persons accommodation available in Birtley 
	Score 10 Conversion is approximately a quarter of  the cost of new build but would be less sustainable. New build would use council land.
	Score 10 Residents do not want McErlane Square decommissioned. Members support this view if McErlane Square can be made sustainable.
	 

	No easily available site to rebuild 
	Score 10 - No land readily available
	Score 5 Residents feel existing site is a good one for older people. Potential to use existing site
	Score 5 Council rebuild on council land
	Score 10 Residents do not want McErlane Square decommissioned. Member consultation supports this view.
	 

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance 
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if McErlane Square was decommissioned which is not in an existing capital programme.
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if McErlane Square was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if McErlane Square was decommissioned. However this would be part of an overall cost for reprovision
	Score 10 Residents do not want McErlane Square decommissioned. Members support this view if McErlane Square can be made sustainable
	 

	Annual rent loss 
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Residents do not want McErlane Square decommissioned
	 

	Cost of converting bedsits 
	Score 5 Deliverable but expensive. 
	Score 5 Significant cost. conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Significant cost. conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Some support from residents for conversion if it would make McErlane Square.
	 

	Demolition costs
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential borrowing

This is not in an existing capital programme.
	Score 5 Cost of demolition would be included on total cost of reprovision
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential borrowing. This is not in an existing capital programme.
	Score 0 Residents do not want McErlane Square decommissioned and costs were therefore not discussed 
	 

	Conversion could create mixed development of 1 and 2 bedroom flats and bungalows


	Score 5 Conversion is technically possible but per unit cost is expensive
	Score 5 Conversion would give sustainable mixed development but not have the lifespan of new build.
	Score 5 Costs of rehousing and demolition would be high and is not accounted for in any capital programme
	Score 10 Residents supported conversion as a sustainable option. Members support this view. 
	


Table 4.2 Do Decent Homes and DDA work only

	For
	 
	Against

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	Total
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Pelaw.
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Fabric of building old. 
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30
	New build or conversion would be sustainable for the next 25+
	5
	5
	10
	5
	25

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £    m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	5
	10
	10
	10
	30
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k. Costs at McErlane Square are 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Annual rent loss £ if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	No 2 beroom units would be created
	10
	5
	5
	5
	25

	TOTAL
	25
	25
	25
	35
	105
	New build could be to wheelchair standard
	5
	10
	5
	0
	20

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	New build would be energy efficient
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTAL
	45
	40
	40
	20
	145


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Pelaw. 
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist.- Option to demolish one block at a time and rebuild on existing site as alternative conversion
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable but would not have the lifetime of a new build.  
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square.   

	Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock  and would deliver 2 bedroom properties
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could be acquired through prudential borrowing. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square  

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built. Conversion of properties would also create a rent loss which is not offset. 


	Score 5 The rent loss was not a significant factor in residents decisions. However this may have an effect on service provision


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Fabric of building old.  Not energy efficient 
	Score 10  Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited the age and construction of the building 
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build cost but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. Whole life costs would be greater as converted blocks would not have the same lifetime. 
	Score 5 Residents support options which keep them in McErlane Square

	New build or conversion would be sustainable for the next 25+
	Score 5 Conversions of bedsits is technically possible but would have extra costs
	Score 5 Lettings may be affected by new, modern accommodation in other schemes which may affect sustainability. 
	Score 10 The unit cost of DH and DDA work is high with the continued risk to letting bedsits.
	Score 5 Residents were consulted and are prepared for options which allow them to stay in McErlane Square

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k)
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square but unit cost of conversion and DH/DDA expensive.  

	
	
	
	
	

	No 2 bedroom units would be created.
	Score 10 Two bedroom accommodation cannot be achieved with this option. 


	Score 5 A scheme of one bedroom units may have limited long term sustainability.
	Score 5 Conversion would create larger units at a cost but not 2 bedroom
	Score 5 Residents were not concerned with achieving 2 bedroom units. However consultation as part of the appraisal of older persons needs showed that this was the property need for the future

	Newbuild could be to wheelchair standard
	Score 5 This is not possible in existing property.
	Score 10 Wheelchair standard would make the buildings more sustainable. This is not possible in existing property
	Score 5 There would be an extra cost even in new build which could make this undeliverable
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with wheelchair standard

	New build would be energy efficient
	Score 10 SAP rating is good in existing property but new building could be built to higher standards 
	Score 5 SAP rating is good in existing property but new building could be built to higher standards. There would be a an added cost to this 
	Score 5 SAP rating is good in existing property but new building could be built to higher standards. There would be a an added cost to this 
	Score 0 Residents felt that energy efficiency was adequate in existing building


Table 4.3 Conversion of bedsits, Decent Homes and DDA work 

	For
	Against
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	Total
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Pelaw. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance  allowance 
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	5
	10
	5
	5
	25

	Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	10
	5
	5
	5
	25
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	5
	10
	10
	10
	30
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual rent loss 
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Annual rent loss if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits 
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Cost of demolition would be £
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	Location is good for older people
	10
	10
	10
	10
	40
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	New buildings would be energy efficient
	10
	10
	5
	0
	25

	TOTAL


	50
	0
	45
	60
	195
	TOTAL
	45
	45
	35
	5
	130


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Pelaw. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist.
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable. 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square  

	Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock but would cause disruption and would not deliver 2 bedroom properties
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. However no 2 bedroom accommodation would be created and the structure issues of the block would not be addressed
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could be acquired through prudential borrowing. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square  

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable using prudential borrowing but is not in an existing capital programme.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits but would not create energy efficient 2 bed properties


	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties.
	Score 5 Conversion would allow the majority of residents to stay in McErlane Square. However there would be disruption to tenants. 

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)
	Score 5  Cost are achievable but are not guaranteed. Would need investment from HCA


	Score10 Removal of bedsits would remove unsustainable properties
	Score 10 Rebuild is the most expensive option at 4 x the cost of converting bedsits.
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square  

	Annual rent loss £ if demolished
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council. 
	Score 5 The rent loss was not a significant factor in residents decisions.

	Cost of demolition would be £  for both blocks
	Score 5 This could be delivered through prudential borrowing but is not in a current capital programme.
	Score 5 The site could be used to develop new accommodation which would be more sustainable but this would be dependent on HCA funding.  
	Score 5

Cost of demolition, homeloss and reprovision is £4.8m
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square  

	Location is good for older people
	Score 10 Conversion would make good us of this site
	Score 10 The scheme is sustainable given its location
	Score 10 Cost of conversion is the least costly way of maintaining older persons accommodation in the area.
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in McErlane Square.  Conversion would allow this.


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance 
	Score 5 Homeloss and disturbance allowance would be needed to  create capacity for conversions
	Score 5 Homeloss and disturbance allowance would be needed to  create capacity for conversions. 
	Score 5 The cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance would be significant and would not help to create a modern, energy efficient building
	Score 0 Residents want options which allow them to stay in McErlane Square.   

	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	Score 5 Transitional arrangement could be put in place to phase rent increase over a number of years 
	Score 10 Rent would increase relative to new, modern accommodation in other schemes which may affect sustainability. 
	Score 5 Rent increases may have to be phased which would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 Residents were consulted and are prepared for options which allow them to stay in McErlane Square

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k)
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 0 Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square.

Costs were not discussed with residents.  

	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss 
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA. The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 0 Residents wish to stay in McErlane Square. Rent loss not considered

	Cost of

converting bedsits

 
	Score 5 Conversion is deliverable but expensive in terms of whole life costs.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits .
	Score 5 Unit cost is expensive but conversion is deliverable and sustainable.
	Score 0 Residents are not concerned cost of conversion but want a scheme which maintains McErlane Square

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 Conversion and DDA would not achieve wheelchair standards 
	Score 10 DDA would make communal areas accessible but t would not achieve wheelchair standard
	Score 10 This could be included in cost of newbuild DDA work to Birtley Villas would jut make communal areas accessible.
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with wheelchair access.

	New buildings would be energy efficient
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Converted properties would not provide 'future proof' sustainable properties for older people 
	Score 5 The cost of heating would not be significantly changed. 
	Score 0 This was not a significant issue for residents 


Table 4.4 Option Scores for McErlane Square

	Total scores
	For
	Against

	Decommissioning and reprovision


	145
	170

	Do Decent Homes and DDA work only


	105
	145

	Conversion of bedsits, do DH and DDA work


	195
	130


The highest score for is conversion of bedsits, do Decent Homes work to properties and DDA work to communal areas. 

The highest score against is decommissioning. 

The appraisal shows:

· decommission and reprovision would be the most costly and difficult to achieve given the lack of suitable sites in Pelaw. The capital resources to do this option have not been identified. This option would be undeliverable in the immediate future;

· the capital resources to do this option have been identified but are on hold pending the options appraisal. However, doing Decent Homes work to properties and DDA work to communal areas would not remove difficult to let bedsits and ensure that the scheme was sustainable;

· conversion of bedsits to two bedroom flats would remove difficult to let bedsits and create a mixed scheme in an area which is popular and suitable for older people. However the capital resources for this option have not been identified.

The Lonnen

Table 4.5 Decommission

	For
	Against

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Bedsits not sustsinable (Apraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35
	Rehousing options limited in Ryton
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance £227,900
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for The Lonnen 13K)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fabric of building old. Under floor heating. Not energy effecient 
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35
	Annual rent loss 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss if converted 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Demolition costs
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Cost of converting bedsits is 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	New buildings will be energy efficient
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 TOTAL
	45
	45
	45
	30
	165
	TOTAL
	30
	25
	25
	35
	115


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Bedsits not sustainable (Appraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	Score 10 Option would allow people to move to accommodation which would meet peoples' needs well into the 

future.
	Score 10 Existing building would have limited sustainability as there would be no 2 bedroom accommodation
	Score 10 New build would be most cost effect in terms of lifetime costs and providing sustainable properties   
	Score 5 Residents want to stay in the Lonnen. 

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for The Lonnen would be 13K
	Score 5  DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit.
	Score 5 Deliverable but would not modernise building or create modern, energy efficient homes.
	Score 5 DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit. Would not give value for money given possible lifespan of the building and its unsuitable location.
	Score 5 Residents want to stay in The Lonnen but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site 

	Fabric of building old. Under floor heating. Not energy efficient 
	Score 10 Modern energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. 
	Score 10 Modern energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited by the age and construction of the building
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. The whole life costs of maintenance would be grater for an older building than a new build.
	Score 5 Residents do not want The Lonnen decommissioned. However, residents do want warmer energy efficient heating system which cannot be achieved in existing building

	Annual rent loss if converted 
	Score 5 This would be deliverable but would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 There would be an effect on the HRA which would not be offset by rent from new build if present properties were converted. 
	Score 5 There would be an effect on the HRA which would not be offset by rent from new build if present properties were converted. 
	Score 5 Residents did not consider rent loss but this would effect HRA and services to tenants

	Cost of converting bedsits is £1.2m
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs
	Score 5 Converting would remove difficult to let bedsits. However the scheme would be too small to be sustainable in the long term
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but decommissioning and rehousing would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove difficult to let bedsits and make the existing building more sustainable. It would not create 2 bedroom properties. Residents were aware of the limitations of the building but wanted to stay.

	Conversion of bedsits would not create 2 bedroom properties
	Score 10 New build is the only option which can create 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 10 New build is the only option to create new sustainable, energy efficient 2 bedroom accommodation. 
	Score 5 Conversion costs are almost a quarter of estimated new build but no new 2 bedroom units would be created. Site also unsuitable.
	Score 5 This is not a priority for existing residents. However research shows that 2 bedroom property will be an aspiration in future. 

	New buildings would be energy efficient
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation will be delivered with this option. 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation will be delivered with this option which will be more sustainable in the longer term. 
	Score 10 New build would create  more cost effective and energy efficient buildings and create greater value for money. 
	Score 5 New build was not an option than residents wanted to consider 


	                                                                                                             Against

	 
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Ryton
	Score 5 Difficult but council and TGHC have experience of decommissioning 
	Score 5  The existing scheme is not sustainable and conversion of bedsits to flats is technically possible but expensive. The site is also unsuitable. 
	Score 5 Conversion is possible but relatively expensive and not sustainable in the longer term. 
	Score 10 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommissioned

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance 
	Score 10 There would be a significant cost if The Lonnen was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if the Lonnen was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if  the Lonnen. 
	Score 10 Residents do not want the Lonnen decommissioned

	Cost of converting bedsits 
	Score 5 Deliverable but expensive as it would not produce modern, energy efficient 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 5 Significant cost but conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Significant cost but conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Some support from residents for conversion if it would make the Lonnen more sustainable.

	Annual rent loss
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss was not considered by residents but would affect the overall services to tenants

	Demolition costs
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential  borrowing but this is not in an existing capital programme.
	Score 5 Cost of demolition would be expensive but would produce the most cost effective outcome
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential borrowing but this is not in an existing capital programme..
	Score 0 Residents do not want the Lonnen decommissioned.



	For
	Against
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Ryton
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Bedsits not sustainable (Appraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Residents wish to stay in The Lonnen
	10
	0
	5
	10
	25
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work would be £17.2k per unit) Average cost for DHW is £9k)
	5
	5
	10
	5
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss £ if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	Fabric of building old. Not energy efficient
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss if converted £
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	No 2 bedroom units would be created
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of converting bedsits £m
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	Conversions cannot be done to wheelchair standard
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of demolition would be
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	Site not suitable for older persons accommodation
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	35
	25
	30
	40
	130
	TOTAL
	55
	45
	50
	15
	165


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Ryton
	Score 5 Decent Homes is deliverable but can not deliver energy efficient buildings
	Score 5 Residents would be able to stay but the issuse of difficult to let bedsits would remain
	Score 5  DH and DDA compliance has been put on hold but could be included in the 2010/11 capital programme
	Score 10 Consultation showed  residents wished to stay in The Lonnen.

	Residents wish to stay in The Lonnen 
	Score 10 This is deliverable as residents wish to stay in The Lonnen
	Score 0  DH and DDA work would allow residents to stay in this location but future sustainability will be limited due to location, fabric of building and lack of 2 bedroom units.
	Score 5 Residents would be able to stay in the Lonnen  but the cost of work would not create a long term sustainable scheme   
	Score 10 Consultation showed  residents wished to stay in The Lonnen.

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	Score 5 There would be a rent loss to HRA but this may be more cost effective than capital outlay on unsustainable scheme. 
	Score 5 This could be delivered but would create issues for the HRA
	Score 5 Substantial rent loss has a cost to HRA 
	Score 5 Consultation showed  residents wished to stay in Ryton but there is already existing rent loss from bedsits. Rent loss may increase in future.

	Annual rent loss if converted 
	Score 5 There would be a rent loss to HRA if converted but difficult to let bedsits would be removed. 
	Score 5 Conversions would create rent loss but bedsits are unsustainable.
	Score 5 There would be loss if converted but bedsits would be removed. This would not be a cost effective solution given the unlikely sustainability of 
	Score 5 Residents want decent homes completed but want blocks to be sustainable in longer term

	Cost of converting bedsits 
	Score 5 This may be delivered through prudential borrowing.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsuitable bedsits.
	Score 5 The cost would need to be acquired from prudential borrowing and this is not in an existing capital programme.
	Score 5 Residents want decent homes completed but want blocks to be sustainable in longer term which is questionable.

	Cost of demolition 
	Score 5 The cost of demolition is deliverable £195k   
	Score 5 Demolition is the most costly option but also the most cost effective given the unlikely sustainability of schemes
	Score 5 Demolition is the most costly option but also the most cost effective given the unlikely sustainability of schemes 
	Score 5 Residents wish to stay in The Lonnen. Demolition costs were not relevant to residents.


	Against

	 
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Bedsits not sustsinable (Apraisal of Housing Neds and Aspiration of Older People). Long term voids
	Score 10 Doing DH, DDA would not provide 2 bed accommodation  
	Score 10 Doing DH, DDA would not remove unsustainable bedsits
	Score 10 Cost of DH work would be wasted if not spent on sustainable properties
	Score 5 Residents want to stay at The Lonnen. However consultation done for Apraisal of Housing Needs and Aspiration of Older People suggest the need for 2 beds .

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work would be £13k per unit) Average cost for DHW is £9k)
	Score 5 DH work can be completed as part of the 2010/11 capital programme. 
	Score 5 Block would not be sustainable in the longer term as bedsits would continue to exist and there would be no 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 10 Cost of DH and DDA would not be value for money if block was not sustainable in the longer term.
	Score 5 Residents want to stay at The Lonnen but blocks may be unsustainable in the longer term with this option.

	Fabric of building old. Not energy efficient 
	Score 10 Modern energy efficient accommodation cannot be delivered with this option
	Score 10 Modern energy efficient accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. New build would have greater lifecycle and be more adaptable and energy efficient.
	Score 10 Money spent on DH would not represent value for money as long term sustainability could not be assured with this option. Resources would need to be spent in future on maintaining the fabric of the building


	Score 5 Residents want to stay but the future sustainability of the fabric of the building and heating system is not guaranteed.

	No 2 bedroom units would be created 
	Score 10 Two bedroom accommodation cannot be achieved with this option.
	Score 5 Long term sustainability is uncertain without 2 bedroom accommodation
	Score 5 Cost of DH and DDH work would not represent value for money if 2 bed accommodation was not possible and long term sustainability was not guaranteed.
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with creating 2 bedroom accommodation.

	Conversions cannot be done to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 Wheelchair standard units can not be delivered.
	Score 5  Future adaptability will be limited with this option
	Score 5 Adaptations to properties in future could be limited and costly.
	Score 0 Residents did not consider adaptations.

	Site not suitable for older persons accommodation.
	Score 10 Suitable older persons accommodation cannot be developed on this site
	Score 10 Suitable older persons accommodation cannot be developed on this site
	Score 10 Conversion cost would be high but would not provide sustainable accommodation on this site
	Score 0 Residents did not consider design when expressing a preference


	For
 
	Against
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Ryton.Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Fabric of building old. Under floor heating. Not energy effecient 
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Residents wish to stay in The Lonnen
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	5
	10
	5
	5
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss £    if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k. This would be £13k for the Lonnen 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of demolition would be £k 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual rent loss £
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	TOTAL
	20
	20
	20
	35
	95
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Cost of converting bedsits £
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
D=   Deliverability
S=   Sustainability
C=   Cost
Co= Consultation
	Conversion would not create 2 bedroom units
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Converted could not be converted to wheelchair standard
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	Converted bedsits would still not be energy efficient
	10
	10
	5
	0
	25

	
	TOTAL
	60
	55
	45
	35
	195

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Ryton. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	Score 5 Difficult but property does exist- 
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable but would not have the lifetime of a new build.  No 2 bedroom properties would be created 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties
	Score 10 Consultation showed 100% residents wished to stay in The Lonnen  

	Residents wish to stay in The Lonnen
	Score 5 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock but would cause disruption and would not deliver 2 bedroom properties
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. However no 2 bedroom accommodation would be created and the structure issues of the block would not be addressed
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could be aquired through prudential borrowing. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 The majority of residents wish to stay in The Lonnen.

	Cost of demolition
	Score 5 This could be delivered through prudential borrowing but not in an existing budget
	Score 5 Site could be used to develop new family homes which would be more sustainable but would be dependant on HCA funding.
	Score 5 Cost of demolition and homeloss is less than conversion.
	Score 10 The majority of residents wish to stay in The Lonnen.


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Fabric of building old.  Not energy efficient 
	Score 10  Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited the age and construction of the building 
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build cost but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. Whole life costs would be greater as converted blocks would not have the same lifetime. 
	Score 5 Residents support options which keep them in The Lonnen.

	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	Score 5 Transitional arrangement could be put in place to phase rent increase over a number of years 
	Score 10 Rent would increase relative to new, modern accommodation in other schemes which may affect sustainability. 


	Score 5 Rent increases may have to be phased which would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 Residents were consulted and are prepared for options which allow them to stay in the Lonnen.

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k. Cost in the Lonnen would be £13k
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.


	Score 10 Residents wish to stay in the Lonnen but unit cost of conversion and DH/DDA expensive.  Scheme would be unsustainable in longer term due to location

	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss 
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA. The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 5 Residents wish to stay in the Lonnen. Rent loss was not their major concern.

	Cost of converting bedsits 
	Score 5  Conversion is deliverable but expensive.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits but would not crate 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 5 Unit cost is expensive but conversion is deliverable and sustainable.
	Score 10 Residents are not concerned about the cost of conversion but want a scheme which maintains The Lonnen

	Conversion would not create 2 bedroom units
	Score 10 Two bedroom accommodation cannot be achieved with this option. 
	Score 5 A scheme of one bedroom units may have limited long term sustainability.
	Score 5 Conversion would create larger units at a cost but not 2 bedroom
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with achieving 2 bedroom units.

	Conversion would not achieve to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 Conversion and DDA would not achieve wheelchair standards 
	Score 5 DDA would make communal areas accessible but t would not achieve wheelchair standard
	Score 5 DDA work to the Lonnen would  make  communal areas accessible but access would be limited.
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with wheelchair access.

	Converted buildings would still not be energy efficient
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Converted properties would not provide 'future proof' sustainable properties for older people 
	Score 5 The cost of heating would not be significantly changed. 
	Score 0 This was not a significant issue for residents. Property has a reasonable SAP rating. 


Table 4.8 Option score for The Lonnen

	Total scores
	For
	Against

	Decommissioning 
	165
	  115

	Do Decent Homes and DDA work only


	130
	  165

	Conversion of bedsits to flats, do DH and DDA work


	100
	200


Highest score decommission. Doing Decent Homes work to properties and DDA work to communal areas scores130. However this has an against score of 165 as the disadvantages significantly out weight the advantages of this option;

The highest score against is to convert bedsits to flats and do Decent Homes work to properties and DDA work to communal area; 

The appraisal shows:

· decommissioning of the scheme is the most sustainable option;

· doing Decent Homes and DDA work  is not sustainable in the long term and has more disadvantages than decommissioning; and

· conversion of bedsits to flats and doing DH and DDA work is the least viable option.

Birtley Villas

4.9 Decommission and reprovision

	For
	Against

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Bedsits not sustsinable (Apraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35
	Rehousing options limited in Birtley
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	No easily available site to rebuild 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for Birtley Villas would be 17.2K)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance £227,900
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30

	New build would have greater life span.
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual rent loss £195,224
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Fabric of building old. 
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits £1.2m
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Annual rent loss if converted £2,153.92
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Demolition costs
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Cost of converting bedsits is £1.2m
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL
	35
	30
	25
	45
	140

	Conversion of bedsits would not create 2 bedroom properties
	10
	10
	5
	5
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	New buildings would be energy efficient
	10
	10
	5
	5
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Newbuild could be built to the latest CABE standards
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	85
	85
	75
	35
	280
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Bedsits not sustainable (Apraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	Score 10 Option would create new accommodation which would meet peoples' needs well into the future.
	Score 10 Existing building would have limited sustainability as there would be no 2 bedroom accommodation
	Score 10 New build would be most cost effect in terms of lifetime costs and providing sustainable properties   
	 Score 5 Residents want to stay in Birtley Villas but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site. 

	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for Birtley Villas would be 17.2K
	Score 5  DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit.
	Score 5 Work when modernise building but not help to create modern, energy efficient homes.
	Score 5 DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit. Would not give value for money given possible lifespan of the building.
	Score 5 Residents want to stay in Birtley Villas but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site 

	New build would have greater life span.
	Score 10 New build would deliver adaptable, modern properties with a lifespan of 30+
	Score 10 New build would deliver adaptable, modern properties with a lifespan of 30. Also would be energy efficient and would include 2 bed accommodation.
	Score 10 The cost of new build would be greater than conversion of existing properties but have a significantly greater lifespan.
	Score 0 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommisioned

	Fabric of building old 
	Score 10 Modern energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. 
	Score 10 Modern energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited by the age and construction of the building
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. The whole life costs of maintenance would be grater for an older building than a new build.
	Score 5 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommissioned. However, residents do want warmer energy efficient heating system which cannot be achieved in existing building

	Annual rent loss if converted £2,153.92
	Score 5 This would be deliverable but would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 There would be an effect on the HRA which would not be offset by rent from new build if present properties were converted. 
	Score 5 
	Score 5 Residents did not consider rent loss but this would effect HRA and services to tenants

	Cost of converting bedsits is £1.2m
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs
	Score 5 Converting would remove difficult to let bedsits. However the cost is almost a quarter of reprovision and would not be as sustainable in the long term
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove difficult to let bedsits and make the existing building more sustainable. It would not create 2 bedroom properties

	Conversion of bedsits would not create 2 bedroom properties
	Score 10 New build is the only option which can create 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 10 New build is the only option to create new sustainable, energy efficient 2 bedroom accommodation. 
	Score 5 Conversion costs are almost a quarter of estimated new build but no new 2 bedroom units would be created.
	Score 5 This is not a priority for existing residents. However research shows that 2 bedroom property will be an aspiration in future. 

	New buildings would be energy efficient
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation will be delivered with this option. 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation will be delivered with this option  which will be more sustainable in the longer term. 
	Score  5 New build would be energy efficient buildings and create greater value for money. However Birtley Villas is fairly energy efficient at present 
	Score 5 New build was not an option than residents wanted to consider 

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 This would be delivered through the design of new buildings
	Score 10 This would significantly increase useability and sustainability of accommodation
	Score 10 The cost of wheelchair access would be included in future design of new buildings.
	Score 0  Wheelchair access was not a consideration for existing tenants  

	Newbuild could be built to the latest CABE standards
	Score 10 New build can be delivered in the locality to new design standards
	Score 10 A modern building would be more sustainable and adaptable
	Score 10 New build would give significantly better whole life costs than conversion or simply doing the DH and DDA work.
	Score 0 Newbuild was not an option than residents wanted to consider 


	Against

	 
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist -option to demolish  one block at a time and rebuild on existing site. 
	Score 5 New build would be more sustainable. Older persons accommodation available in Birtley 
	Score 5 Conversion is approximately a quarter of  the cost of newbuild but would be less sustainable. New build would use council land.
	Score 10 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommissioned

	No easily available site to rebuild 
	Score 5 Potential to use existing site
	Score 5 Residents feel existing site is a good one for older people. Potential to use existing site
	Score 5 Council rebuild on council land
	Score 10 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommissioned

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance £227,900
	Score 10 There would be a significant cost if Birtley Villas was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if Birtley Villas was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if Birtley Villas was decommissioned. However this would be part of an overall cost for reprovision
	Score 10 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommissioned

	Annual rent loss £195,224
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build
	Score 5 Residents did not consider rents but rent loss would have an effect on service delivery  

	Cost of converting bedsits £1.2m
	Score 5 Deliverable but expensive as it would not produce modern, energy efficient 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 5 Significant cost but conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Significant cost but conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Some support from residents for conversion if it would make Birtley Villas more sustainable.

	Demolition costs
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential  borrowing.
	Score 5 Cost of demolition would be included on total cost of reprovision
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential  borrowing.
	Score 5 Residents do not want Birtley Villas decommissioned and costs were therefore not discussed. However cost of demolition is significant 


4.10 Do Decent Homes only
	For
 
	Against

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley.
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Fabric of building old.
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance  allowance 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	5
	5
	10
	10
	30
	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	5
	10
	5
	5
	25

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	New build would be sustainable for the next 30+ Converted scheme would not have the same lifespan
	5
	5
	10
	10
	30

	Cost of demolition would be £195k for both block
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	TOTAL
	30
	25
	30
	45
	130
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D= Deliverability

S= Sustainability

C= Cost

Co=Consultation


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTAL
	30
	35
	35
	40
	140

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist.- Option to demolish one block at a time and rebuild on existing site as alternative conversion
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable but would not have the lifetime of a new build. The problems with the structure of the buildings would not be resolved. No 2 bedroom properties would be created 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties
	Score 10 Consultation showed 100% residents wished to stay in Birtley Villas  

	Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas
	Score 5 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock but would cause disruption and would not deliver 2 bedroom properties
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. However no 2 bedroom accommodation would be created and the structure issues of the block would not be addressed
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could be acquired through prudential borrowing. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 100% of residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas.

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	Score 5 Deliverable but cost would need to come from prudential borrowing
	Score 5 Cost least expensive option and is already in budget. Is deliverable and would give sustainability to flats
	Score 10  Cost least expensive option and is already in budget
	Score 10 Residents wanted to stay with minimum disturbance

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built. Conversion of properties would also create a rent loss which is not offset. 
	Score 5 The rent loss was not a significant factor in residents decisions.

	Cost of demolition would be £194k for both blocks
	Score 5 This could be delivered through prudential borrowing
	Score 5 The site could be used to develop new accommodation which would be more sustainable but this would be dependent on HCA funding.  
	Score 5 Cost of demolition and homeloss is less than conversion but potentially £4.8 m would need to be secured for rebuild. 
	Score 10 100% of residents in one block, 95% in the second, do not wish Birtley Villas to be demolished


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Fabric of building old. Under floor heating. Not energy efficient 
	Score 10  Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited the age and construction of the building 
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build cost but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. Whole life costs would be greater as converted blocks would not have the same lifetime. 
	Score 5 Residents support options which keep them in Birtley Villas

	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	Score 5 Transitional arrangement could be put in place to phase rent increase over a number of years 
	Score 10 Rent would increase relative to new, modern accommodation in other schemes which may affect sustainability. 
	Score 5 Rent increases may have to be phased which would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 Residents were consulted and are prepared for options which allow them to stay in Birtley Villas

	New build would be sustainable for the next 30+ Converted scheme would not have the same lifespan


	Score 5 This could be delivered but no site is available at present
	Score 5 New build would be sustainable but is the most expensive and least deliverable option
	Score 10 Newbuild would be the most expensive option
	Score 10 Existing resident were 100% against this option 

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas but unit cost of conversion and DH/DDA expensive.  

	
	
	
	
	


4.11 Convert bedsits to flats, do Decent Homes and DDA work

	For
	 
	Against
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	Total
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	 TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley.Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Fabric of building old. 
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance  allowance 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	5
	10
	10
	10
	35
	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	5
	10
	5
	5
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	New build would be sustainable for the next 30+ Converted scheme would not have the same lifespan
	5
	5
	10
	0
	20

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of demolition would be £195k for both block
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	10
	5
	5
	5
	25
	Annual rent loss £2,153.92
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits £1.2m
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	Location is good for older people
	10
	10
	10
	10
	40
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Conversion would not create 2 bedroom units
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	TOTAL


	50
	45
	45
	60
	200
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
D=   Deliverability
S=   Sustainability
C=   Cost
Co= Consultation
	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	New buildings would be energy efficient
	10
	10
	5
	0
	25

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	New build could be built to the latest CABE
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTAL
	70
	65
	65
	60
	260


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist.- Option to demolish one block at a time and rebuild on existing site as alternative conversion
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable but would not have the lifetime of a new build. The problems with the structure of the buildings would not be resolved. No 2 bedroom properties would be created 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties
	Score Score 10 Consultation showed 100% residents wished to stay in Birtley Villas  

	Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock and would remove bedsits. This is the easiest option to deliver. 
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. However no 2 bedroom accommodation would be created and the structure issues of the block would not be addressed
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could would need to be included in a future capital programme. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 100% of residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas.

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable using prudential borrowing
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits but would not create energy efficient 2 bed properties
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties.
	Score 5 Conversion would allow the majority of residents to stay in Birtley Villas. However there would be disruption to tenants an 

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)
	Score 5  Cost are achievable but are not guaranteed. Would need investment from HCA
	Score10 Removal of bedsits would remove unsustainable bedsits


	Score 10 Rebuild is the most expensive option at 4 x the cost of converting bedsits.
	Score 10 100% of residents in one block, 95% in the second, do not wish Birtley Villas to be demolished

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built. Conversion of properties would also create a rent loss which is not offset. 
	Score 5 The rent loss was not a significant factor in residents decisions but may affect future services to residents.

	Cost of demolition would be £194k for both blocks
	Score 5 This could be delivered through prudential borrowing
	Score 5 The site could be used to develop new accommodation which would be more sustainable but this would be dependent on HCA funding.  
	Score 5 Cost of demolition and homeloss is less than conversion but potentially £4.8 m would need to be secured for rebuild. 
	Score 10 100% of residents in one block, 95% in the second, do not wish Birtley Villas to be demolished

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable using prudential borrowing


	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits but would not create energy efficient 2 bed properties
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties.
	Score 5 Conversion would allow the majority of residents to stay in Pleasant Place However there would be disruption to tenants. 

	Location is good for older people
	Score 10 Conversion would make good us of this site
	Score 10 The scheme is sustainable given its location
	Score 10 Cost of conversion is cost effect way of maintaining older persons accommodation in the area.
	Score 10 Consultation 100%  of residents wished to stay in Birtley Villas.  


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Fabric of building old. 
	Score 10  Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited the age and construction of the building 
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build cost but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. Whole life costs would be greater as converted blocks would not have the same lifetime. 
	Score 5 Residents support options which keep them in Birtley Villas

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance  allowance 
	Score 5 Homeloss and disturbance allowance would be needed to  create capacity for conversions
	Score 5 Homeloss and disturbance allowance would be needed to  create capacity for conversions. 
	Score 5 The cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance would be significant and would not help to create a modern, energy efficient building
	Score 10 Residents want options which allow them to stay in Birtley Villas  

	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	Score 5 Transitional arrangement could be put in place to phase rent increase over a number of years 


	Score 10 Rent would increase relative to new, modern accommodation in other schemes which may affect sustainability. 


	Score 5 Rent increases may have to be phased which would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 Residents were consulted and are prepared for options which allow them to stay in Birtley Villas

	New build would be sustainable for the next 30+ Converted scheme would not have the same lifespan

	Score 5 Most sustainable option but not deliverable easily. No site available
	Score 5 New build would be the most sustainable but is not easily deliverable
	Score 10 New build is the most expensive option. All of the cost would have to come from prudential borrowing
	Score 0 Residents were totally against the option to relocate 

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas but unit cost of conversion and DH/DDA expensive.  

	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss £2,153.92
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA. The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 10 Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas. Rent loss was not their major concern.

	Cost of converting bedsits £1.2m
	Score 5  Conversion is deliverable but expensive.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits but would not crate 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 5 Unit cost is expensive but conversion is deliverable and sustainable.
	Score 10 Residents are not concerned cost of conversion but want a scheme which maintains Birtley Villas

	Conversion would not create 2 bedroom units
	Score 10 Two bedroom accommodation can not be achieved with this option. 
	Score 5 A scheme of one bedroom units may have limited long term sustainability.
	Score 5 Conversion would create larger units at a cost but not 2 bedroom
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with achieving 2 bedroom units.

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 Conversion and DDA would not achieve wheelchair standards 
	Score 5 DDA would make communal areas accessible but  would not achieve wheelchair standard
	Score 5 This could be included in cost of newbuild DDA work to Birtley Villas would jut make communal areas accessible.
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with wheelchair access.

	New buildings would be energy efficient
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Converted properties would not provide 'future proof' sustainable properties for older people 
	Score 5 The cost of heating would not be significantly changed. 
	Score 0 This was not a significant issue for residents 

	New build could be built to the latest CABE designs
	Score 5 Conversions would not deliver better design
	Score 5 Present building would be functional but would not create a design for the future. 
	Score 5 Conversion would not give the best Value for Money option
	Score 0 Residents did not consider design as an issue 


Table 4.11 Option score for Birtley Villas

	Total scores
	For
	Against

	Decommissioning and reprovision

  
	280
	 140

	Do Decent Homes and DDA work only


	130
	 140

	Conversion of bedsits to flats, do DH and DDA work


	200
	260


Highest score for is for decommissioning and reprovision.

Highest score against is conversion of bedsits to flats, do the Decent Homes and DDA work. However, this option also has the second highest score for.

The option appraisal shows:
· decommissioning both sheltered scheme blocks and reproviding is the most sustainable option given the limitations of the existing building;

· conversion of bedsits to flats, and doing Decent Homes and DDA work, would   increase the intermediate term sustainability of the scheme but would incur significant additional cost over doing Decent homes and DDA work only;   

· doing Decent homes and DDA work is the least expensive option and the easiest to deliver. However, this would not resolve the issue of difficult to let bedsits.

	For
	Against

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Bedsits not sustsinable (Apraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	Rehousing options limited in Birtley
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	No easily available site to rebuild 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for Pleasant Place would be £16K)
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance £
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30

	New build would have greater life span.
	5
	10
	10
	0
	25
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual rent loss £195,224
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Annual rent loss if converted £
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Demolition costs
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Cost of converting bedsits is £m
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	TOTAL
	35
	30
	30
	45
	140

	Conversion of bedsits would not create 2 bedroom properties
	10
	10
	5
	0
	25
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Newbuild could be built to the latest CABE standards
	10
	10
	10
	0
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	55
	60
	55
	0
	170
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 
	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Bedsits not sustainable (Appraisal of housing needs and Aspiration of older people). Long term voids
	Score  5 Option would create new accommodation which would meet peoples' needs well into the future.
	Score 5 Existing building would have limited sustainability as there would be no 2 bedroom accommodation
	Score 5 New build would be most cost effect in terms of lifetime costs and providing sustainable properties   
	 Score 0 Residents want to stay in Pleasant Place but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site. 

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k) Cost for Birtley Villas would be 17.2K
	Score 5  DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit.
	Score 5 Work when modernise building but not help to create modern, energy efficient homes.
	Score 5 DH and DDA could be delivered as part of capital programme but would be expensive per unit. Would not give value for money given possible lifespan of the building.
	Score 0 Residents want to stay in Pleasant Place but demolition and rebuild could be staged on same site 

	New build would have greater life span.
	Score 10 New build would deliver adaptable, modern properties with a lifespan of 25+
	Score 10 New build would deliver adaptable, modern properties with a lifespan of 25+. Also would be energy efficient and would include 2 bed accommodation.
	Score 10 The cost of new build would be greater than conversion of existing properties but have a significantly greater lifespan.
	Score 0 Residents do not want Pleasant Place decommisioned

	Annual rent loss if converted £2,153.92
	Score 5 This would be deliverable but would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 There would be an effect on the HRA which would not be offset by rent from new build if present properties were converted. 
	Score 5 Rent loss if converted would be less than rent loss if decommissioned but must be seen in the context of future sustainability
	Score 5 Residents did not consider rent loss but this would effect HRA and services to tenants

	Cost of converting bedsits is £1.2m
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs
	Score 5 Converting would remove difficult to let bedsits. However the cost is almost a quarter of reprovision and would not be as sustainable in the long term
	Score 5 Converting is deliverable but demolition and reprovision would create a more cost effective option in terms of whole life costs.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove difficult to let bedsits and make the existing building more sustainable. It would not create 2 bedroom properties

	Conversion of bedsits would not create 2 bedroom properties
	Score 10 New build is the only option which can create 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 10 New build is the only option to create new sustainable, energy efficient 2 bedroom accommodation. 
	Score 5 Conversion costs are almost a quarter of estimated new build but no new 2 bedroom units would be created.
	Score 5 This is not a priority for existing residents. However research shows that 2 bedroom property will be an aspiration in future. 

	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 The would be the most effective way of delivering wheelchair standard properties
	Score 10 This would be create sustainable properties.
	Score 10 This would be the most cost effective way of creating wheelchair accessibility
	Score 0 New build was not an option than residents wanted to consider 

	New build could be built to the latest CABE standards
	Score 10 New build can be delivered in the locality to new design standards
	Score 10 A modern building would be more sustainable and adaptable
	Score 10 New build would give significantly better whole life costs than conversion or simply doing the DH and DDA work.
	Score 0 New build was not an option than residents wanted to consider 


	Against

	 
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist -option to demolish one block at a time and rebuild on existing site. 
	Score 5 New build would be more sustainable. Older persons accommodation available in Birtley 
	Score 5 Conversion is approximately a quarter of  the cost of new build but would be less sustainable. New build would use council land.
	Score 10 Residents do not want pleasant Place decommissioned

	No easily available site to rebuild 
	Score 5 Potential to use existing site
	Score 5 Residents feel existing site is a good one for older people. Potential to use existing site
	Score 5 Council rebuild on council land
	Score 10 Residents do not want Pleasant Place decommissioned

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance £227,900
	Score 10 There would be a significant cost if Birtley Villas was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if Birtley Villas was decommissioned
	Score 5 There would be a significant cost if Birtley Villas was decommissioned. However this would be part of an overall cost for reprovision
	Score 10 Residents do not want Pleasant Place decommissioned

	Annual rent loss £195,224


	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build if built by council
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build if built by council
	Score 5 Rent loss offset by rental income from new build if built by council
	Score 5 Residents did not consider rent loss but this would have an effect on residents services

	Cost of converting bedsits £1.2m
	Score 5 Deliverable but expensive as it would not produce modern, energy efficient 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 5 Significant cost but conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Significant cost but conversion would not be as sustainable as new build.
	Score 5 Some support from residents for conversion if it would make Pleasant Place more sustainable.

	Demolition costs
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential  borrowing or within costs of reprovision if working with an RSL partner.
	Score 5 Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential borrowing or within costs of reprovision if working with an RSL partner.
	Score 5. Demolition costs would need to acquired from prudential borrowing or within costs of reprovision if working with an RSL partner.
	Score 0 Residents do not want Pleasant Place decommissioned and costs were therefore not discussed 


Table 4.13 Decent Homes and DDA work only

	For
	 
	Against
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	Total
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley.
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Fabric of building old. 
	10
	10
	10
	5
	35

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Residents wish to stay in Pleasant Place
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30
	New build would be sustainable for the next 30+ Converted scheme would not have the same lifespan
	5
	5
	10
	5
	25

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k. Cot at Pleasant Place is £16.4k


	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual rent loss £ if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	No 2 beroom units would be created
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	25
	20
	20
	25
	90
	New build could be to wheelchair standard
	5
	10
	5
	0
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	New build would be energy efficient
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	TOTAL
	45
	40
	40
	15
	140


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist.- Option to demolish one block at a time and rebuild on existing site as alternative conversion
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable but would not have the lifetime of a new build. The problems with the structure of the buildings would not be resolved. No 2 bedroom properties would be created 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place  

	Residents wish to stay in Birtley Villas
	Score 5 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock but would cause disruption and would not deliver 2 bedroom properties
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. However no 2 bedroom accommodation would be created and the structure issues of the block would not be addressed
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could be acquired through prudential borrowing. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place  

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	Score 5 Rebuild would be the most sustainable option but is the least cost effective. No site is readily available.
	Score 5 New build would be the most sustainable but difficult to achieve
	Score 5 Rebuild would be the most sustainable option but is the least cost effective. No site is readily available.
	Score 0 Residents did not want to consider new build

	Annual rent loss £195,224 if demolished
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built. Conversion of properties would also create a rent loss which is not offset. 
	Score 5 The rent loss was not a significant factor in residents decisions.

	Cost of demolition would be £194k for both blocks
	Score 5 This could be delivered through prudential borrowing
	Score 5 The site could be used to develop new accommodation which would be more sustainable but this would be dependent on HCA funding.  
	Score 5 Cost of demolition and homeloss is less than conversion but potentially £4.8 m would need to be secured for rebuild. 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place.  


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Fabric of building old. 
	Score 10  Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option. Sustainability in the long term is limited the age and construction of the building 
	Score 10 The cost of conversion is almost a quarter of new build cost but there would be no HCA resources for conversion. Whole life costs would be greater as converted blocks would not have the same lifetime. 
	Score 5 Residents support options which keep them in Pleasant Place

	New build would be sustainable for the next 30+ Converted scheme would not have the same lifespan


	Score 5 Rebuild would be the most sustainable option but is the least cost effective. No site is readily available.
	Score 5 New build would be the most sustainable but difficult to achieve
	Score 10 Rebuild would be the most sustainable option but is the least cost effective. No site is readily available.
	Score 5 Residents did not want to consider new build

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Residents wish to stay in Pleasant Place but unit cost of conversion and DH/DDA expensive.  

	
	
	
	
	

	No 2 bedroom units would be created.
	Score 10 Two bedroom accommodation can not be achieved with this option. 
	Score 5 A scheme of one bedroom units may have limited long term sustainability.


	Score 5 Conversion would create larger units at a cost but not 2 bedroom
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with achieving 2 bedroom units.

	New build could be to wheelchair standard
	Score 5 This is not possible in existing property.
	Score 10 Wheelchair standard would make the buildings more sustainable. This is not possible in existing property
	Score 5 There would be an extra cost even in new build which could make this undeliverable
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with wheelchair standard

	New build would be energy efficient
	Score 10 SAP rating is good in existing property but new building could be built to higher standards 
	Score 5 SAP rating is good in existing property but new building could be built to higher standards. There would be a an added cost to this 
	Score 5 SAP rating is good in existing property but new building could be built to higher standards. There would be a an added cost to this 
	Score 0 Residents felt that energy efficiency was adequate in existing building


	For
 
	Against
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL
	 
	D
	S
	C
	Co
	TOTAL

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	Cost of homeloss and disturbance  allowance 
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20

	Residents wish to stay in Pleasant Place
	10
	5
	5
	10
	30
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	10
	5
	5
	5
	25
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)  
	5
	10
	10
	10
	35
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual rent loss £
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Annual rent loss £ if demolished
	5
	5
	5
	5
	20
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Cost of converting bedsits £m
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Cost of demolition
	5
	5
	5
	10
	25
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Conversion would not create 2 bedroom units
	5
	5
	5
	0
	15

	Location is good for older people
	10
	10
	10
	10
	40
	 


	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	10
	5
	5
	0
	20

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	50
	40
	45
	60
	195
	New buildings would be energy efficient
	10
	10
	5
	0
	25

	D=   Deliverability                C=   Cost
S=   Sustainability               Co= Consultation                  
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TOTAL
	50
	45
	40
	5
	140


	For

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Rehousing options limited in Birtley. Conversion would allow rehousing within existing blocks
	Score 5 Difficult but land does exist.-
	Score 5 Converted blocks would be more sustainable. 
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place  

	Residents wish to stay in Pleasant Place
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable within existing stock but would cause disruption and would not deliver 2 bedroom properties
	Score 5 This option would allow residents to stay and would remove the issue of difficult to let bedsits. However no 2 bedroom accommodation would be created and the structure issues of the block would not be addressed
	Score 5 The cost of conversion could be acquired through prudential borrowing. Decent Homes and DDA work has been put on hold pending the review. Costs of DH would be significantly above average. 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place  

	Conversion would remove unpopular bedsits
	Score 10 Conversion is deliverable using prudential borrowing
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsuitable bedsits but would not create energy efficient 2 bed properties
	Score 5 The cost of conversion would be approximately a quarter of the cost of a new build without the benefits of 2 bedroom energy efficient properties.
	Score 5 Conversion would allow the majority of residents to stay in Pleasant Place However there would be disruption to tenants. 

	Rebuild cost would potentially be £4.8m (based on FHM model of £100k per unit)
	Score 5  Cost are achievable but are not guaranteed. Would need investment from HCA
	Score10 Removal of bedsits would remove unsustainable bedsits
	Score 10 Rebuild is the most expensive option at 4 x the cost of converting bedsits.
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place  

	Annual rent loss £ if demolished
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council.
	Score 5 Demolition would create rent loss but there would be a new rental income if new properties were built by the council. Conversion of properties would also create a rent loss which is not offset. 
	Score 5 The rent loss was not a significant factor in residents decisions but would affect services to tenants.

	Cost of demolition would be £ for both blocks
	Score 5 This could be delivered through prudential borrowing
	Score 5 The site could be used to develop new accommodation which would be more sustainable but this would be dependent on HCA funding.  


	Score 5 Cost of demolition and homeloss is less than conversion but potentially £4.8 m would need to be secured for rebuild. 
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place.  

	Location is good for older people
	Score 10 Conversion would make good us of this site
	Score 10 The scheme is sustainable given its location
	Score 10 Cost of conversion is cost effect way of maintaining older persons accommodation in the area.
	Score 10 Consultation showed the majority of residents wished to stay in Pleasant Place.  


	Against

	
	Deliverability
	Sustainability
	Cost
	Consultation

	Cost of homeloss and disturbance  allowance 
	Score 5 Homeloss and disturbance allowance would be needed to  create capacity for conversions
	Score 5 Homeloss and disturbance allowance would be needed to  create capacity for conversions. 
	Score 5 The cost of homeloss and disturbance allowance would be significant and would not help to create a modern, energy efficient building
	Score 0 Residents want options which allow them to stay in Pleasant Place. This was not an issue for residents.  

	Rents would increase for existing bedsits residents if their homes are converted to flats. 
	Score 5 Transitional arrangement could be put in place to phase rent increase over a number of years 
	Score 5 Rent would increase relative to new, modern accommodation in other schemes which may affect sustainability. 
	Score 5 Rent increases may have to be phased which would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 Residents were consulted and are prepared for options which allow them to stay in Pleasant Place

	Cost of DDA and Decent Homes expensive (average cost of Decent Homes work is £9k
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 5 Work would make the blocks more sustainable but building still old and not energy efficient. 
	Score 5 DDA and DH could be completed as part of existing programme but would be expensive per unit cost.
	Score 0 Residents wish to stay in Pleasant Place.  

	Annual rent loss 
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA
	Score 5 The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 5 This would have an effect on the HRA. The rent loss would affect the provision of housing services.
	Score 0 Residents wish to stay in Pleasant Place. Rent loss not considered

	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of converting bedsits
	Score 5  Conversion is deliverable but expensive.
	Score 5 Conversion would remove unsustainable bedsits but would not crate 2 bedroom accommodation.
	Score 5 Unit cost is expensive but conversion is deliverable and sustainable.
	Score 0 Residents are not concerned cost of conversion but want a scheme which maintains Pleasant Place

	Conversion would not create 2 bedroom units
	Score  5 Two bedroom accommodation can not be achieved with this option. 
	Score 5 A scheme of one bedroom units may have limited long term sustainability.
	Score 5 Conversion would create larger units at a cost but not 2 bedroom
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with achieving 2 bedroom units.



	New building could be built to wheelchair standard
	Score 10 Conversion and DDA would not achieve wheelchair standards 
	Score 5 DDA would make communal areas accessible but would not achieve sustainable wheelchair standard
	Score 5 Wheelchair standard could be achieved in a cost effective way with new build.
	Score 0 Residents were not concerned with wheelchair access.

	New buildings would be energy efficient
	Score 10 Modern, energy efficient two bedroom accommodation cannot be delivered with this option 
	Score 10 Converted properties would not provide 'future proof' sustainable properties for older people 
	Score 5 Converted properties would not be significantly change SAP. SAP rating is good in existing properties.
	Score 0 This was not a significant issue for residents 


Table 4.14 Option score for Pleasant Place

	Total scores
	For
	Against

	Decommissioning and reprovision

  
	170
	 140

	Do Decent Homes and DDA work only


	  90
	 140

	Conversion of bedsits to flats, do DH and DDA work


	195
	140


The highest score for is to convert bedsits to flats, do Decent Homes and DDA work.

The highest score against is to do Decent Homes and DDA work only

5.0  Consultation with residents 

5.1    Consultation with residents of the 5 schemes in phase one of the appraisal where carried out in July 2009 through one open, residents consultation event and through individual consultations. The results of this consultation are included at Appendix 1.  

5.2    Residents in all schemes preferred to remain in their present accommodation. There is a strong preference for doing Decent Homes work only, reflecting residents concerns that they will be disturbed if conversion work is carried out. 

5.3   Consultation was carried out with a total of 104 residents in McErlane Square, the Lonnen, Birtley Villas and Pleasant Place 1-23 on future options for the schemes between June and July 2009.

5.4    Consultation with residents was sensitive to their needs and included discussions with relatives, where appropriate to ensure that resident’s views were fully represented. A summary of the methodology used to consult is found in Appendix 1. 

5.5   Consultation included tenant’s views of the future options for their scheme together with general satisfaction levels on their homes.  The options available to each scheme are as follows:

McErlane Square

5.6   Consultation was carried out with all 27 residents, of which 17 are currently living in bedsit accommodation. There are a total of 8 vacancies at McErlane Square, 7 of which are bedsits. 

The initial findings of the option appraisal determined that the scheme was sustainable and decommissioning was not a viable or deliverable option. The two options discussed with residents were:
Option 1

Conversion and Improvement Works: Convert the 24 bedsits in the scheme into 12 two-bed flats, and complete improvement works to the other flats, and existing seven bungalows in the scheme. The scheme will then offer a choice of one and two-bed properties;
Option2

Decent homes and Improvement Works only: Carry out Decent Homes and other improvement works without converting the bedsits.
Consultation was carried out with all 27 residents, of which 17 currently living in bedsits. There are a total of 8 vacancies at McErlane square 7 are bedsits.

5.7    Residents Views on Future Options

· 63% (17 people) preferred option one: Conversion and Improvement Works of these 50% (9 people) were living in bed sits;
· 33% (9 people) preferred option two: Decent Homes and improvement works only;  

· The remaining 4% (1 person) refused to choose between the two options of conversion or decent homes works.

5.8    Satisfaction with Scheme

· Overall satisfaction with McErlane is good, it is located next to shops and has excellent transport links. 85 % of residents said that the overall location was good / Very good, the remaining 15% did not answer this question; 

· 67% (12 people) said that they would want more space and 28% (5 people) living in a bed sit accommodation said that the layout of their home was poor; 

· 37% (10) of tenants said that they would be willing to move to another area out side of the scheme of which 5 people requested Pelaw, 2 people preferred Wardley and 2 people asked for the Felling area. 1 person said that they would move to an area close to a metro. 

5.9    Conclusion 

· Conversion and improvement works would offer tenants living in the bedsits more space and an improved layout. The scheme would then offer a choice of one and two-bed properties which would be more appealing to future customers; 

· 10 people said that they would be willing to move out of the scheme temporarily which means that there may be the opportunity to move tenants temporarily within the scheme while works are ongoing and cause minimum disruption.  
 The Lonnen

5.10 Consultation was carried out with all 17 residents of which 13 are living in bedsits. There are 11 vacancies at this scheme. Options discussed with residents were:

Option 1

Offer alternative Homes: Offer alternative homes to tenants and once vacant close the scheme down.

Option 2
Decent homes and Improvement works Only: Carry out Decent Homes and improvement works only.
5.11  Residents Views on Future Options

· 18% (3 people) preferred option 1: To offer alternative homes to tenants and once vacant close the scheme down. All of these people would want to remain in the Ryton area.
· 82 % (14 people) preferred option 2: To carry out Decent homes and Improvement works Only.

· 59 % (10 people) would like to keep the on site Sheltered Scheme Officer.
· 29 % (5 people) would prefer to have the Mobile Scheme Officer Service. 
· 12% (2 people) said that they would like life line service only.
5.12  Satisfaction with Scheme

· Residents were satisfied with their neighbours in the scheme with 94 % (16 people) saying that the relationship with other residents is good / very good.

· 47% (8 people) said that the access to the building was poor or not good.

 5.13  Conclusion 

· The majority of residents preferred the option to carry out decent home works to the existing scheme. Customers expressed a fear that moving out of the scheme will result in a loss of the sense of community they currently enjoy with their neighbours. 

· There was a general appreciation amongst tenants that actions must be taken to address the fall in demand for the scheme but there are no alternative sheltered schemes in the Ryton area where tenants could move together and their desire is to remain living together. 

Birtley Villas 1-26

5.14 Consultation was carried out with all 22 residents of which 7 are living in bed sits. There are 2 vacancies in this block. Options discussed with residents were:

Option 1

Conversion and Improvements: Convert the eight bedsits into four one-bed flats and complete improvement works to all flats.

Option 2
Decent Homes and improvements work only: Carry out Decent Homes and improvement works only.

Option 3

Provide new modern homes on existing site: Offer alternative homes to tenants and build new homes on the site

5.15  Residents Views on Future Options

· 72 % (16 people) preferred option 1: Conversion and improvements

· 23% (5 people) preferred option 2: Decent Homes and improvements work only
·  5% (1 person) said that they would prefer option 3: to provide new modern homes on existing site. This person said that they would be willing to move to the Birtley area. 
· 86 % (19 people) would like to keep the on site Sheltered Scheme Officer and 9% (2 people) would prefer the Mobile Scheme Officer Service. 
· The remaining 5% (1 person) said that they needed no support. 
5.16    Satisfaction with Scheme

· Residents were satisfied with the locality of the scheme with 100% (22 people) agreeing that the location is good or very good. 

· 100% (22 people) said that the relationships with other residents were good or very good and the communal lounge is very good.

· 32% (7 people) would like more space with 43% (3 people) living in bed sits and there was dissatisfaction with the fixture and fittings of homes with 41% (9 people) saying they were poor. 

5.17   Conclusion

· A strong sense of community spirit is evident throughout Birtley Villas and all of those residents consulted expressed a desire to remain living in the scheme.  

· The consultation process was very difficult to administer due to many residents having preconceptions that the decision had already been made to close the scheme down. Despite assurances being made to tenants that no decisions have yet been made on the future of the scheme there was a reluctance to agree with any options of new build without any clear plans.  

· The majority of residents have a sense of fear that they will loose the valued support they currently receive from neighbours and the Sheltered Scheme Officer service if they move out of the block on a temporary or permanent basis. 

· Although the majority of tenants preferred the option to convert the bedsit would not represent value for money and may not improve the long term sustainability of the scheme.  There is a concern that tenants chose this option in protest against any plans to move out of the scheme. If tenants were given clear information on new build options on this site then it may be a more attractive option. 

· There is a strong sense of community cohesion in this block and any future options would need to reflect the tenants desire to stay living near to each other. Further investigation on practical solutions for the site needs to done before a decision can be made on future investment.  

        Birtley Villas 26-50

5.19 Consultation was carried out with all 20 residents of which 7 are living in bed sits. There are 4 vacancies in this block. Options discussed with residents where: 

Option 1

Conversion and Improvements: Convert the eight bedsits into four one-bed flats and complete improvement works to all flats;

Option 2 

Decent Homes and improvements work only: Carry out Decent Homes and improvement works only;

Option 3
Provide new modern homes on existing site: Offer alternative homes to tenants and build new homes on the site
5.20  Residents Views On Future Options

· 95% (19 people) preferred option 1: Conversion and improvements;

· No one agreed with option 2:  Decent Homes and improvements work only;
· 5% (1 person) said that they would prefer option 3: To provide new modern homes on existing site. This person said that they would be willing to move to the Birtley area;
· 95 % (19 people) would like to keep the on site Sheltered Scheme Officer;
· The remaining 5% (1 person) said that they needed no support.
5.21  Satisfaction With Scheme

· Residents were satisfied with the locality of the scheme, 90% (18 people) said that the overall location is good or very good;

· 90% (18 people) said that the relationships with other residents were good or very good and 90% (18 people) said that communal lounge is good /very good;

· 100% of those people living in bed sits would like to have more space, with a percentage of 45% overall;
· 55% (11 people) thought that the fixtures and fittings in the block were poor and 4 people said that the heating system was poor. 

5.22  Conclusion

· A strong sense of community spirit is evident throughout Birtley Villas and all of those residents consulted expressed a desire to remain living in the scheme.  

· The consultation process was very difficult to administer due to many residents having preconceptions that the decision had already been made to close the scheme down. Despite assurances being made to tenants that no decisions have yet been made on the future of the scheme there was a reluctance to agree with any options of new build without any clear plans.  

· The majority of residents have a sense of fear that they will loose the valued support they currently receive from neighbours and Sheltered Scheme Officer service if they move out of the block on a temporary or permanent basis. 

· Although the majority of tenants preferred the option to convert the bedsits this would not represent value for money and may not improve the long term sustainability of the scheme. There is a concern that tenants chose this option in protest against any plans to move out of the scheme. If tenants were given clear information on new build options on this site then it may be a more attractive option. 

Pleasant Place

5.23 Consultation was carried out with all 18 residents, of which 5 are living in bedsits. There is 1 vacant flat and 2 vacant bedsits in Pleasant Place. 

Option 1

Conversion and Improvement Works: Convert six of the seven bedsits into three one-bed flats, and develop the remaining bedsit into a shared utility room, and complete improvement works to all flats;

Option2

Decent homes and Improvement Works only: Carry out Decent Homes and other improvement works without converting the bedsits.

5.24 Residents Views on Future Options

· 100% (18 people) preferred option 1: conversion and improvement works; 

· 83% (15 people) thought that the layout of the current homes in Pleasant Place were good / very good. The 1 person who thought the layout was poor was living in a bed sit. 

5.25 Satisfaction with Scheme

· 80% (4 people) answer yes to the offer of more space;

· 61 % (11 people) said that the laundry room was poor. The option of converting the bedsits would be to improve the laundry facilities; 

· Pleasant place is located next to the high street and has bus routes near by. 95% (17 people) said that they thought the overall location of the scheme was good/ very good; 

· Considerable investment has already been made into the scheme with Decent homes work complete Pleasant Place 24 – 48.

5.26 Conclusion

· All tenants consulted agreed that conversion works to the bedsits would be a positive improvement to Pleasant Place. 

· Residents especially like the opportunity of supplying a new utility room for laundry facilities. 

· There are 5 tenants currently living in bed sits who would need to move out temporarily while works are ongoing it is anticipated that there would be sufficient vacancies within the scheme to facilitate temporary moves and therefore keep disruption to a minimum. 

6.0 Recommendations

6.1   McErlane Square

· The appraisal shows the most appropriate option in terms of deliverability and cost is to convert the bedsits to two bedroom flats.  This would remove the issue of difficult to let property types and provide a mixed development of bungalows, one bedroom and two bedroom flats. 

· There is likely to be disruption to tenants while conversions are carried out but consultation shows that residents are prepared to accommodate this as it would make the scheme more sustainable.

· Decent Homes work and DDA work to communal areas could be done at the same time as conversion work is carried out to the block. This would minimise disruption to tenants.

· The cost of conversions, disturbance allowance and homeloss is not included in any current capital programme. 

6.2    The Lonnen

· The appraisal shows the most appropriate option is to decommission the Lonnen. Conversion of bedsits to flats is technically possible but the resulting scheme would be too small to maintain a resident scheme manager.

· Currently 1/3 of the scheme is empty. It is in an isolated part of Ryton, which is unsuitable for older people. Carrying out Decent Homes and DDA work would not represent value for money and is unlikely to make the scheme more sustainable. 

· Residents will be given options to move to areas of their choice and the council will work with housing association partners to ensure residents have a choice of accommodation. Void properties will not be relet as they become empty and will be taken off the debit.   

6.3    Birtley Villas

· The two sheltered scheme blocks at Birtley Villas are in central Birtley and are in a good location for older people. The one bedroom flats continue to be popular but the bedsit accommodation is difficult to let.

· Energy efficiency is relatively high for an older building with the SAP rating being well above the average for council accommodation. The construction of both buildings limits the level of adaptation and reworking of the scheme. Since 2005, £13,708 has been spent on remedial work to the fabric of the buildings.  

· The appraisal shows that the most sustainable long term option is to decommission one of the blocks and demolish when it is empty. The site can then be used to reprovide modern, two bedroom accommodation which could be used as a housing option for the second block. This could then be decommissioned in turn, and the site redeveloped with sheltered accommodation. The deliverability of this option is, however, unlikely in the immediate future.

· The costs of decommissioning and reprovision are not included in any existing capital programme. Furthermore it is unlikely that the council would be able to support prudential borrowing for the reprovision which could cost an estimated  £5m to £6m.

· Gateshead has a strong track record of providing development solutions in partnership with housing association partners who can bring the additionally of their own resources and grant funding from the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA). However any bid would need to be prioritised against other HCA funding for Gateshead as part of the development of the Joint Venture Initiative.

· Presently there is a strong sense of community in Birtley Villas which would be lost unless a reprovision solution could be found to rehouse residents collectively before decommissioning. Given the limited land availability in the immediate vicinity, this would not be possible within a reasonable time scale.

· Doing Decent Homes and DDA work only to both blocks would not create a sustainable future for these blocks and would not deal with the ongoing problem of bedsits as an unpopular property type.  

· Conversion of bedsits to one bedroom flats would remove difficult to let bedsits. There are no problems in letting flats in Birtley Villas at present and this in unlikely to change in the immediate future. Capital resources are available to carry out Decent Homes work in 2010/11.  DDA work and conversion of bedsits to flats could be completed at the same time to minimise the disturbance to residents. This is the most deliverable option and would provide a sustainable scheme for the immediate future.      

· The recommended option is therefore to convert bedsits to flats and carry out Decent Homes and DDA work to both blocks.                  

6.4   Pleasant Place

· The appraisal shows that the most appropriate option is to convert the bedsits to flats, carry out Decent Homes and DDA work.       

· There is likely to be disruption to tenants while conversions are carried out but consultation shows that residents are prepared to accommodate this as it would make the scheme more sustainable.

· Decent Homes work and DDA work to communal areas could be done at the same time as conversion work is carried out to the block. This would minimise disruption to tenants.

· The cost of conversions, disturbance allowance and homeloss is not included in any current capital programme. 

7.0 Risk analysis of options

7.1    Strengths

The recommended options will:

· give a mix of sustainable sheltered scheme accommodation for the immediate future; 

· remove difficult to let bedsits; and

· maintain existing communities at McErlane Square, Birtley Villas and Pleasant Place.

7.2   Weaknesses

The recommended options:  

· have significant cost associated with conversion, decommissioning and re-provision; 

· will reduce the number of sheltered units available in Ryton if the Lonnen is decommissioned; 

· residents at the Lonnen wish to stay in their current accommodation;

· conversion of bedsits to flats in Birtley Villas and Pleasant Place would not create 2 bedroom properties which people aspire to; and

· residents of all of these schemes are very elderly and vulnerable.  Conversion, decommissioning and removal to alternative accommodation will cause significant disruption and anxiety.

7.3   Opportunities 

The recommendations options provide an opportunity to:

· remove difficult to let and unpopular bedsits;

· create sustainable, fit for purpose accommodation for older people that will meet needs well into the future; and  

· invest in existing properties and do Decent Homes and DDA work in McErlane Square, Birtley Villas and Pleasant Place.  

7.4   Threats 

The threats to the recommended options are:

· limited rehousing opportunities exist in Ryton for the Lonnen;

· the development of  new, two bedroom accommodation in future may affect the letting of one bedroom flats; and

· existing buildings may not be adaptable to assistive technology.
APPENDIX 1

McErlane Square Summary   

Number of flats: 
     2



Number of void flats:
1

Number of Bedsits:     18



Number of void bedsits:
7

Number of Bungalows: 7





*Summary Chart shows results as percentages and in brackets numbers of people answered out of 27 residents

Future Options Overall

	
	Conversion & Improvement works
	Decent Homes only
	Re-housed to another area outside of the scheme

	Yes
	63% (17)
	30% (8)
	37% (10)

	No
	33% (9)
	67% (18)
	59% (16)

	Not answered
	4% (1)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)


Of those tenants wishing to be rehoused to another area the preferred areas were as follows:

5 – Pelaw

2 – Wardley

2 – Felling

1 – Close to Metro 

Future Options Bedsits 
	
	Conversion & Decent Homes work
	Decent Homes work only
	Re-housed to another area

	Yes
	50% (9)
	44% (8)
	50% (9)

	No
	50% (9)
	56% (10)
	50% (9)


General Satisfaction

	
	External Appearance
	Decoration of shared areas
	Access into the building
	Access in your building
	Layout of your home
	layout of your home (bedsits)

	Very Good
	4% (1)
	0% (0)
	11% (3)
	19% (5)
	15% (4)
	17% (3)

	Good
	59% (16)
	52% (14)
	63% (17)
	63% (17)
	44% (12)
	44% (8)

	Neither
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	0% (0)
	7% (2)
	11% (2)

	Poor
	22% (6)
	26% (7)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)
	19% (5)
	28% (5)

	No answer
	7% (2)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	0% (0)


	
	Fixtures and fittings
	Heating system
	Privacy
	Relationship with other residents
	Landscaping

	Very Good
	4% (1)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	19% (5)

	Good
	37% (10)
	70% (19)
	70% (19)
	63% (17)
	52% (14)

	Neither
	7% (2)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	4% (1)
	11% (3)

	Poor
	37% (10)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)

	No answer
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	15% (4)


	
	Cleaning of shared areas
	Overall location
	Communal Lounge
	Laundry Room
	Guest Room

	Very Good
	19% (5)
	33% (9)
	26% (7)
	15% (4)
	0% (0)

	Good
	52% (14)
	52% (14)
	37% (10)
	52% (14)
	33% (9)

	Neither
	7% (2)
	0% (0)
	15% (4)
	7% (2)
	41% (11)

	Poor
	7% (2)
	0% (0)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)

	No Answer
	15% (4)
	15% (4)
	19% (5)
	22% (6)
	22% (6)


	
	Security of the scheme
	Shops
	Post Office
	Banks
	Transport
	Places of worship
	Parks
	Leisure facilities
	Medical centres

	Very Good
	59% (16)
	85% (23)
	85% (23)
	4% (1)
	81% (22)
	30% (8)
	7% (2)
	4% (1)
	63% (17)

	Good
	33% (9)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	0%
	11% (3)
	63% (17)
	81% (22)
	81% (22)
	26% (7)

	Neither
	4% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	37% (10)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	48% (13)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	4% (1)
	4% (1)
	0% (0)

	Very poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	4% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	No answer
	4% (1)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)
	7% (2)


	
	If you need to go to the shops who goes for you

	Myself
	48% (13)

	Relatives
	26% (7)

	Carer
	22% (6)

	Not answered
	4% (1)


	
	Offer More Space
	Offer more space (bedsits)

	Yes
	48% (13)
	67% (12)

	No
	48% (13)
	6% (6)

	Not answered
	4% (1)
	0% (0)


The Lonnen   17 residents in this scheme
Number of flats:
  4



Void Flats:
  0

Number of bedsits:
13



Void Bedsits:
11

*Summary Chart shows results as percentages and in brackets numbers of people answered out of 17 residents

Future Options

	
	Decent homes and improvement works only
	Offer Alternative Homes and once vacant close the scheme down
	Consider moving to another home outside of the scheme

	Yes
	82% (14)
	18% (3)
	24% (4)

	No
	18% (3)
	82% (14)
	76% (13)


General Satisfaction

	
	What support services would you prefer

	On site sheltered scheme officer
	59% (10)

	Mobile sheltered scheme officer
	29% (5)

	Life line, emergency only
	12% (2)

	
	


	
	External Appearance
	Decoration of shared areas
	Access into the building
	Access inside the building
	Layout of your home
	layout of your home (bedsits)

	Very Good
	53% (9)
	24% (4)
	6% (1)
	6% (1)
	18% (3)
	8% (1)

	Good
	47% (8)
	71% (12)
	47% (8)
	82% (14)
	59% (10)
	69% (19)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	6% (1)
	18% (3)
	12% (2)
	12% (2)
	15% (2)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	29% (5)
	0% (0)
	12% (2)
	8% (1)


	
	Fixtures and fittings
	Heating system
	Privacy
	Relationship with other residents
	Landscaping

	Very Good
	6% (1)
	59% (10)
	18% (3)
	18% (3)
	24% (4)

	Good
	47% (8)
	29% (5)
	71% (12)
	76% (13)
	59% (10)

	Neither
	24% (4)
	0% (0)
	12% (2)
	6% (1)
	12% (2)

	Poor
	24% (4)
	12% (2)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	6% (1)


	
	Cleaning of shared areas
	Overall location
	Communal Lounge
	Laundry Room
	Guest Room

	Very Good
	41% (7)
	6% (1)
	29% (5)
	24% (4)
	0% (0)

	Good
	59% (10)
	53% (9)
	53% (9)
	71% (12)
	76% (13)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	29% (5)
	6% (1)
	0% (0)
	18% (3)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	12% (2)
	12% (2)
	6% (1)
	6% (1)


	
	Security of the scheme
	Shops
	Post Office
	Banks
	Transport

	Very Good
	29% (5)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Good
	53% (9)
	24% (4)
	12% (2)
	12% (2)
	6% (1)

	Neither
	18% (3)
	29% (5)
	29% (5)
	29% (5)
	41% (7)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	47% (8)
	59% (10)
	59% (10)
	53% (9)


	
	Places of worship
	Parks
	Leisure facilities
	Medical centres

	Very Good
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	6% (1)

	Good
	6% (1)
	12% (2)
	6% (1)
	18% (3)

	Neither
	53% (9)
	47% (8)
	53% (9)
	35% (6)

	Poor
	41% (7)
	41% (7)
	41% (7)
	41% (7)


	
	If you need to go the  shops, who goes for you



	Myself
	35% (6)

	Relative
	65% (11)

	Carer
	0% (0)


Birtley Villas 1-26

Number of flats: 
15


Void Flats:
1






Number of bedsits:
 7


Void Bedsits:
1

*Summary Chart shows results as percentages and in brackets numbers of people that answered out of 22 residents

Future Options 

	
	Conversion and Improvement Work
	Decent Homes and improvement works only
	Provide new modern homes on existing site
	Consider Moving to an alternative home

	Yes
	77% (17)
	23% (5)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)

	No
	23% (5)
	77% (17)
	95% (21)
	95% (21)


	Support Services
	What support services would you prefer?

	On Site SSO
	86% (19)

	Mobile SSO
	9% (2)

	No Support required
	5% (1)


General Satisfaction

	
	External Appearance
	Decoration of shared areas
	Access into the building
	Access inside the building
	Layout of your home
	Layout of your home (bedsits)

	Very Good
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	9% (2)
	9% (2)
	14% (3)
	0% (0)

	Good
	73% (16)
	64% (14)
	55% (12)
	91% (20)
	82% (18)
	86% (6)

	Neither
	9% (2)
	14% (3)
	18% (4)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	18% (4)
	22% (4)
	18% (4)
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	14% (1)


	
	Fixtures and fittings
	Heating system
	Privacy
	Relationship with other residents
	Landscaping

	Very Good
	14% (3)
	23% (5)
	45% (10)
	36% (8)
	9% (2)

	Good
	50% (11)
	45% (10)
	50% (11)
	64% (14)
	77% (17)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	9% (2)

	Poor
	41% (9)
	27% (6)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	5% (1)


	
	Cleaning of shared areas
	Overall location
	Communal Lounge
	Laundry Room

	Very Good
	23% (5)
	45% (10)
	59% (13)
	14% (3)

	Good
	77% (17)
	55% (12)
	41% (9)
	64% (14)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	23% (5)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


	
	Offer more space
	Offer more space (bedsits)

	Yes
	32% (7)
	50% (3)

	No
	68% (15)
	50% (3)

	
	If you need to go the shops, who goes for you



	Myself
	36% (8)

	Relative
	32% (7)

	Carer
	36% (7)


	
	Security of the scheme
	Shops
	Post Office
	Banks
	Transport

	Very Good
	73% (16)
	73% (16)
	91% (20)
	82% (18)
	91% (20)

	Good
	27% (6)
	23% (5)
	9% (2)
	18% (4)
	9% (2)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


	
	Places of worship
	Parks
	Leisure facilities
	Medical centres

	Very Good
	64% (14)
	55% (12)
	45% (10)
	82% (18)

	Good
	36% (8)
	32% (7)
	41% (9)
	18% (4)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	9% (2)
	14% (3)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Not answered
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


Birtley Villas  26-50

Number of flats: 
16


Void Flats:
0






Number of bedsits:
4


Void Bedsits:
4

*Summary Chart shows results as percentages and in brackets numbers of people that answered out of 20 residents

Future Options 

	
	Conversion and Improvement Work
	Decent Homes and improvement works only
	Provide new modern homes on existing site
	Consider Moving to an alternative home

	Yes
	95% (19)
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)

	No
	5% (1)
	100% (20)
	95% (19)
	95% (19)


	Support Services
	What support service would you prefer?

	On Site SSO
	95% (19)

	Mobile SSO
	0% (0)

	None
	5% (5)


General Satisfaction
	
	External Appearance
	Decoration of shared areas
	Access into the building
	Access inside the building
	Layout of your home
	Layout of your home (bedsits)

	Very Good
	10% (2)
	10% (2)
	15% (3)
	10% (2)
	20% (4)
	25% (1)

	Good
	60% (12)
	65% (13)
	65% (13)
	80% (16)
	75% (15)
	75% (3)

	Neither
	5% (1)
	10% (2)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	20% (4)
	10% (2)
	15% (3)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Don’t Know
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)


	
	Fixtures and fittings
	Heating system
	Privacy
	Relationship with other residents
	Landscaping

	Very Good
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	20% (4)
	50% (10)
	25% (5)

	Good
	35% (7)
	65% (13)
	75% (16)
	40% (8)
	55% (11)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	55% (11)
	20% (4)
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	15% (3)

	Don’t Know
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	5% (1)


	
	Cleaning of shared areas
	Overall location
	Communal Lounge
	Laundry Room

	Very Good
	35% (7)
	35% (7)
	65% (13)
	25% (5)

	Good
	60% (12)
	55% (11)
	25% (5)
	55% (11)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	10% (2)
	20% (4)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Don’t Know
	5% (1)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


	
	If you need to go the shops, who goes for you



	Myself
	45% (9)

	Relative
	55% (11)

	Carer
	45% (9)

	
	Offer more space
	Offer more space (bedsits)

	Yes
	45% (9)
	100% (4)

	No
	55% (11)
	0% (0)


	
	Security of the scheme
	Shops
	Post Office
	Banks
	Transport

	Very Good
	70% (14)
	80% (16)
	95% (19)
	75% (15)
	95% (19)

	Good
	10% (2)
	20% (4)
	5% (1)
	25% (5)
	5% (1)

	Neither
	5% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	15% (3)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


	
	Places of worship
	Parks
	Leisure facilities
	Medical centres

	Very Good
	75% (15)
	50% (10)
	45% (9)
	75% (15)

	Good
	25% (5)
	50% (10)
	50% (10)
	25% (5)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	5% (1)
	0% (0)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


Pleasant Place Summary    
Number of flats:  13



          Void Flats: 

1



Number of Bedsits : 5



Void Bedsits:

2


*Summary Chart shows results as percentages and in brackets numbers of people answered out of 18 residents

Future Options Overall 

	
	Conversion & Improvement Works
	Decent Homes only
	Re-house to another area outside of the Scheme

	Yes
	100% (18)
	0% (0)
	*12% (2)

	No
	0% (0)
	100% (18)
	88% (15)


* 2 residents that consider moving is within Pleasant Place Scheme

Future Options Bedsit Summary 
	
	Conversion
	Decent Homes only
	Re-house to another area

	Yes
	100% (5)
	0% (0)
	20% (1)

	No
	0% (5)
	100% (5)
	80% (4)


General Satisfaction with Scheme

	
	External Appearance
	Decoration of shared areas
	Access into the building
	Access inside your building
	Layout of your home
	Layout of your home (bedsits)

	Very Good
	17% (3)
	6% (1)
	17% (3)
	22% (4)
	11% (2)
	0% (0)

	Good
	67% (12)
	72% (13)
	72% (13)
	61% (11)
	72% (13)
	40% (2)

	Neither
	6% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	17% (3)
	11% (2)
	40% (2)

	Poor
	11% (2)
	22% (4)
	11% (2)
	0% (0)
	6% (1)
	20% (1)


	
	Fixtures and fittings
	Heating system
	Privacy
	Relationship with other residents
	Landscaping

	Very Good
	0% (0)
	6% (1)
	6% (1)
	17% (3)
	11% (2)

	Good
	89% (16)
	89% (16)
	94% (17)
	72% (13)
	78% (14)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	6% (1)
	0% (0)
	6% (1)
	6% (1)

	Poor
	6% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	6% (1)
	6% (1)

	No Answer
	6% (1)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)


	
	Cleaning of shared areas
	Overall location
	Communal Lounge
	Laundry Room
	Guest Room

	Very Good
	22% (4)
	28% (5)
	61% (11)
	11% (2)
	6% (1)

	Good
	61% (11)
	67% (12)
	28% (5)
	17% (3)
	67% (12)

	Neither
	17% (3)
	6% (1)
	11% (2)
	11% (2)
	22% (4)

	Poor
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)
	61% (11)
	6% (1)


	
	Security of the scheme
	Shops
	Post Office
	Banks
	Transport
	Places of worship
	Parks
	Leisure facilities
	Medical centres

	Very Good
	83% (15)
	67% (12)
	67% (12)
	67% (12)
	67% (12)
	33% (6)
	33% (6)
	33% (6)
	61% (12)

	Good
	17% (3)
	22% (4)
	22% (4)
	22% (4)
	22% (4)
	56% (10)
	44% (8)
	56% (10)
	28% (4)

	Neither
	0% (0)
	11% (2)
	11% (2)
	11% (2)
	11% (2)
	11% (2)
	22% (4)
	11% (2)
	11% (2)


	
	If you need to go the shops, who goes for you

	Myself
	47% (8)

	Relatives
	41% (7)

	Carer
	17% (3)

	
	Offer more space
	Offer More Space (bedsits)

	Yes
	28% (5)
	80% (4)

	No
	72% (13)
	20% (1)


Table 4.6 Do Decent Homes and DDA work only





Table 4.7 Conversion of bedsits, Decent Homes and DDA work





Pleasant Place





Table 4.12 Decommission and reprovision





Table 4.13 Convert bedsits do Decent Homes and DDA work








