· Means testing 

· Clause 68c currently has wording about eligibility that is open to an interpretation that means testing will be applied to those in housing need. Eligibility for tenancy must reinforce the need for mixed communities not prohibit it due to the way that the eligibility criteria is established. We completely reject means testing as a way to build sustainable communities.  (Unite the Union)

· Means-testing and its effect on sustainable communities – particularly welcome will be statistical information from local authorities on historic and current demographic analysis of council tenants and those on waiting list, the effect on allocations policy from reduction in supply, and estimates of what level of new council housing provision would make communities mixed and sustainable again. (Winchester City Council)
· And now here we have a commitment from a Minister who says that you’ve got to have a means test to get public housing but you’re going to have to have a means test to get them out of it if their prosperity faces a climb and their lifestyle gets better because it is an implication of other people coming in on the basis of the means test.  It is bias that public housing is going to be treating like a transit camp as people move in and out according to their means and there’s nothing like the security of tenure that council tenants have and even Housing association tenants have.  (Speaker 1 from House of Commons)

· An earlier speaker talked about means testing, rule 68c currently has wording about eligibility that’s open to interpretation that could mean that means testing will apply it would be a revolving door for tenants and completely unacceptable to us but ultimately counter government policy on social cohesion and mixed housing.  (Unite)
· I heard someone mention before about the means testing, we have already got this in Milton Keynes because they effectively got rid of the council house waiting list and they have a list of people who are in need and they use mean testing by stock options.  You have to prove to them whether you really are in need and then they can decide if you need council housing or private housing.  Every single person now has an interview with the housing options team and you have to prove if you are eligible for council housing.  They can’t understand why people want to stay in council housing. They annoy me they seem to think that you are the lowest of the low, and I think that we should be pushing that forward to say to them that we are proud to be council tenants, I am not a council housing tenant, I am a council tenant.  (Tenant from Milton Keynes)

· That’s really been a powerful process and when I saw this labour government thinking about the idea of a means test for council housing, I thought how much more stigma can we have than that kind of tenure of last resort.  (John, Barnsley)
· Housing revenue account - Negative /Positive subsidy and RTB receipts 

· We have been advised that there will be a shortfall of £1.25m available per year from 2012 to carry out improvements to our stock. But we are expected to send over £2m of our rents per year to fund councils who have not managed to maintain their stock to a satisfactory standard. (Gloria Hill TOLD)

· This involved an additional allowance – called an ‘investment allowance’ - within the HRA subsidy system that would provide the revenue stream that would enable a local authority to undertake prudential borrowing to meet the investment needs required by the Decent Homes Standard.  (UNISON)

· Recently published figures from Communities and Local Government suggest that over the next 15 years HRA surpluses (that would accrue to the Government without uplifts to the maintenance and repair allowances) will amount to some £7.5bn. The availability of these resources ought to enable a) maintenance and repair allowances within the HRA subsidy system to be significantly increased to more properly reflect the findings of the Building Research Establishment and b) the introduction of an additional allowance for new build within the HRA subsidy system. (UNISON)
· The overall impact of negative subsidy has increased by over 50% in the period since 2003/04, whilst rent increases over the same period have increased by approximately 28% (see appendix 1) (Winchester City Council)

· Winchester residents pay £20m for the right to their tenancies.  However, they receive only £12m of services in return. (Winchester City Council)
· Despite the expressed wish of Salisbury council tenants to retain their existing landlord they continue to suffer a penalty from Government policy by having approximately £6.8 million of a total of about £18 million total rent receipts retained by the Government and not returned to the local authority for the maintenance of their homes. This negative subsidy was the main reason why the Council believed that it had no option other than to ballot on stock transfer in 2006. It’s implications for the existing housing stock are spelt out in appendix which contains the information from the Council’s draft HRA Business Plan (which has yet to get final Government approval but the Council are optimistic that it will). (Salisbury Council)

· Whilst we recognise that the pooling of council rent resources ensures the prioritisation to areas where there are more immediate and pressing demands, we also understand that the Government withdraws a sizeable amount of revenue which is not reinvested in council housing. We also note that those areas which get a positive HRA subsidy would be disadvantaged by substantial changes to the HRA system and by some areas being taken out of it completely. However those areas like Salisbury cannot continue to suffer the size of reduction in HRA returns without this becoming unsustainable and before the pressure for stock transfer becomes irresistible. Every time there is a stock transfer the HRA pool is decreased and therefore those areas which get a positive subsidy will not gain in the long term by resisting moves to change and need to accommodate some more of the need of areas like Salisbury.  (Salisbury Council)

· We therefore believe that the Government should reinvest all council housing receipts in council housing and reconsider the investment needs of all council housing in the UK to ensure a fairer and more sustainable balance is achieved for the longer term.  (Salisbury Council)

· We have just learned that in the 2008 – 2009 financial year central government will take £9.7 million – equating to about 46 pence in every pound paid by tenants in rent.  (St Albans)

· This is having a profound effect on our ability to deliver a decent service to our tenants, as detailed below. We do not understand why council tenants, many of whom are among the least well off in our community, should have the money that they pay for their accommodation skimmed off in this way. No other group of householders is taxed in this way on the money that they pay to occupy their homes.  (St Albans)
· Over the last four years St Albans has had £32 million taken by central government – both from negative housing subsidy and from the Right To Buy pooling arrangements.  This £32 million would have enabled us to provide an additional 200 affordable homes for people currently in need. (St Albans)
· So, why would our tenants face massive rent increases when PSBR can provide £24 billion to build, in my view it is absolutely outrageous.  If we’ve got no money, we’ve got no money so tell us so.  But don’t tell us we’ve got no money when this sort of thing is happening in this country.  (Keith Bowman)
· A major issue for us is the negative subsidy in Cambridge we have the rent revenue with approx £26 million of which £9 million is currently being paid to the government.  That’s how it was when I sent the submission in, since then we’ve had the draft HRA subsidy for 2008 and 2009 and they are going to take another 2.6 million off us.  Another 1.5million of the negative subsidy and we’re losing what we call a rent constraint allowance of £1.1 million.  So basically of our £26 million we are losing £11-£12 million.  That’s nearly half of our rent revenue so that term negative has got a bitter sort of meaning because it’s very negative.  With that money coming in we would have no problem maintaining decent homes continuously most people will be in decent homes by 2010.  We would like to build new homes and we could double all the money.  (John Marray)
· First of all it was only for one year and we expected it for three and all the inflation predictions that our officers expected were less and we didn’t get the rent constraints allowance.  Therefore our negative subsidy has gone up and we are going to be paying the average of £1500 per unit.  How can we plan a proper business case to do the repairs and modernisation that we need when we hear late December that its different and we need to have this completed by April?  (Catherine, Cambridge)
· Tenants council executive makes the point that if Lambeth had been allowed to retain the 75% of the sale of the Council homes the receipts that the government kept from 2001 – 2006 a massive 85 million pounds could have been invested in our homes in Lambeth, that’s more than a third of what’s been asked for in the ALMO bid.  So it’s like they’re asking us to bid for money which is ours anyway.  (Stephen Hack)

· The big issue for Salisbury is obviously the housing revenue account, nearly 6.8 million is taken from Salisbury council house tenants is not reinvested in local housing stock so that is the big issue.  (Salisbury)
· We are working hard to overcome these difficult local challenges, including
· the condition of our stock (much of which is old, so that repairs and maintenance are relatively costly)

· the loss of some 10,000 homes to RTB (Camden)
· Finally, I welcome the opportunity proposed in the Bill for Councils such as Camden to keep income from new build as well as the flexibility to opt out of the HRA. (Camden)
· It makes no sense that Camden has a housing stock worth in excess of £2bn, but has no direct access to funds for refurbishment. (Camden)
· Camden’s current subsidy is above the Government’s current target level.  Our Management and Maintenance Allowances for example are £7m above the Government’s target, and are therefore due to fall in relative terms until the Bill delivers changes to the existing subsidy regime.  The effect of imminent falls in subsidy is made worse in Camden by the effect of rent restructuring in driving rents upwards.  The government’s current housing finance regime means that our tenants will therefore be paying higher rents without receiving additional investment in the services or stock.  (Camden)
· Level Playing field with RSL's 

· UNISON policy is in favour of a ‘level playing field’ between different types of landlords, notably housing associations and local authorities. (UNISON)

· The City Council currently works very closely with partner RSLs who benefit from the provision of HRA land for free to assist with developments in addition to SHG from the Corporation.  However, this remains a key element of the Council’s Housing Strategy and has proved effective in assisting the development of over 100 new affordable units each year in the district. (Winchester City Council)

· St Albans has a good relationship with several Housing Associations. We have, in the past, been able to subsidise, both financially and through providing land either free of charge or at a reduced price, their provision of affordable accommodation against which we have nomination rights.  But by themselves they cannot deliver our agenda or even the national agenda of providing enough affordable rented accommodation to meet current and future needs.  Housing Associations can complement our role as a social landlord but we do not believe that they are the sole answer.  (St Albans)
· The last is one that has changed what the Labour Party conference has been asking for all this time, a level playing field, more level playing fields for councils by reforming the basis of government finance by allowing councils to borrow by giving them a revenue scheme to borrow on that they can build and by providing the kind of gap funding that is available to housing associations is to take over stock with a negative equity making that also available to Councils that want to build but can’t because they haven’t got the financial resources.  (Speaker 1 House of Commons)
· In Camden we remain fully committed to a strong, positive council housing sector, and we see it as a crucial part of the mix in meeting inner city housing need, alongside RSL and private provision. (Camden)
· As mentioned above, I welcome the proposed ability of councils to operate outside of the HRA subsidy system, to keep 100% rental income from new build homes.  These measures are essential if councils are to be allowed a meaningful role in tackling the current housing crisis by financing new build council homes.  Retaining full income from capital investment will remove a key disincentive for councils in building new homes, but councils must be allowed access to social housing grant on an equal basis to RSLs in order to make developments financially viable. (Camden)
· The Bill’s proposals around regulation concern RSL and local authority stock but not private rented sector accommodation.  I would argue – and I know Camden residents support this – that the Bill should include mechanisms for improving the regulation of private rented sector accommodation, or for bringing it into line with the regulation of other sectors, or for providing better support to private tenants.  After all, RSLs consider themselves part of the private sector, like private-rented sector landlords.  Similarly, private rent tenants, many of whom we know through our own Council advice services receive poor services from less than attentive landlords, would benefit from a national tenant voice. (Camden)
· Ballots 

· We appreciate the fact that you have signed the EDM 368 in supporting tenants in seeking a fourth option for Council Housing and urge that you support Austin Mitchell’s amendments 1 to 5  to the housing and regeneration bill. (Gloria Hill TOLD)
· The Bill requires a ballot for stock transfer. However there must be guidance to ensure a clear and fair process with built in safeguards for tenants. We would want to ensure that tenants are assured that there will be a ballot before any transfer of ownership so that this would cover all potential scenarios. There must be a process which is robust and fair for all tenants as this has not been the reality for many in recent ballots. We are aware that Councils have often spent significant amounts of money pressing tenants to vote for transfer so it is critically important that any ballot process is not biased in favour of transfer and that funding is used to promote that option. (Unite for Union)

· UNISON notes the requirement for local authorities to ballot all affected tenants prior to transfer of housing to a housing association. It is not clear whether probationary tenants, or those with a family intervention tenancy will be eligible to vote. We do however believe that this welcome measure should be strengthened and broadened to ensure that there is a level playing field when ballots take place. (UNISON)

· This is an area that I have yet to be fully briefed on so I am not in a position to provide a considered comment to the Council Housing Group. (Winchester City Council)

· The first attempt at stock transfer in the Salisbury District took place in the late 1980’s and a ballot to transfer stock to a newly formed local Housing Association to be called Chequers Housing was defeated overwhelmingly in a ballot by about 4-1.  In 2006 the stock appraisal process led the Council to attempt stock transfer again and in November 2006 on a turnout of 74.2%, those supporting transfer were 28.65% to 71.35% against.  Salisbury council tenants have consistently voiced their democratic wish to remain as council tenants despite the propaganda and heavily financed campaigns designed in our opinion to persuade them to transfer.  (Salisbury Council)

· St Albans believes that it is a good landlord and this was wholeheartedly endorsed by tenants when it carried out a Housing Options Appraisal in 2005. 94% of tenants voted to stay with the council.  (St Albans)
· Sefton has a ballot 60% or 70% of people vote and it votes against the large scale voluntary transfer; the council then serves rites on the people campaigning against the transfer to silence them, threatens them with lawyers letters, calls another ballot shortly after with a 50% turnout that reverses the verdict of the first ballot, the government accepts the second ballot and ignores the first ballot and that is totally unsatisfactory.  (Speaker 1 House of Commons)

· We had the ALMO ballot, 77% of tenants voted against, leaseholders voted against so if the government say they want local people to take local decisions that’s the decision people had taken in Camden and we ought to honour it.  (Frank Dobson)
· I don’t think they think it was a free and fair election if you said if you vote for the ALMO you will get your house done up if you vote for the council you will live in a heap.  That’s basically the choice that they’ve been putting forward, it’s unfair, it’s wrong and I congratulate everybody who’s been campaigning.  (Frank Dobson)

· We made it clear twice in 10 years, first by 60% and then 79% of people who want to remain in council homes.  We’ve had two ballots.  Its alright to say the government respect democracy, they’ve had 2 ballots and the tenants have shown clearly that they want to be council owned and managed then they’ve got to make it possible and allow us to finance and manage our homes properly.  (John Marray)
· Tenants were further angered by the council’s refusal to commit to a ballot on their ALMO proposals despite the repeated requests and a motion passed unanimously at tenant’s council until the summer of 2007 when a ballot was announced with very little warning.  Tenants were even more angered by the format of that so called ballot.  Only one vote was allowed per household even though many joint tenancies are recorded on rent books.  Despite repeated requests from tenants council that there should be one clear question posted to residents asking if they wanted an ALMO to manage the housing stock tenants were presented with a survey sheet containing four  questions with a possible yes, no and don’t know tick boxes.  The results on the crucial form question about setting up an ALMO was at 42% voted yes, 41% voted no and 17%voted don’t know.  Only 21% of the voters in the borough of those who voted responded to the four questions, only 11.35% of eligible voters voted for the Lambeth proposal.  And I think there’s a credit to the Council tenants and the campaign that we ran in Lambeth that we got 41%v to vote no and 17% to say they weren’t sure when we had spent £3000 on our campaign thanks to Lambeth Unison who are here today, and the Council spent one million pounds on theirs.  (Stephen Hack)
· It’s obvious these people want to vote yes, what I want to say is any Council Officer involved with Stock transfers there must be some control of officers who are going to ballot and they shouldn’t have anything to do with these companies once they become private.  The other thing is that everybody on the electoral should get a vote, I work for the council so I didn’t get a vote, and everybody should get a vote.  One of the main policies that we’ve got in Sunderland is tenant involvement.  We’ve heard stories today of how tenants haven’t been allowed to be involved.    We need people to know what they are doing.  (Mike Tandy)

· The bill requires a ballot and there must be guidance to insure a clear and fair process to safeguard tenants and  we are aware of the money that some councils spend  pressing tenants to vote for transfer and we are very aware of some of the onerous expensive activity that goes on.  (Unite)
· If you cast your minds back to July 2005 that was when we got the ballot results for Sedgefield and the last time Sedgefield balloted was for LSVT, particularly memorable for me because the day following the ballot results the tenants rejected it. Obviously we are 2 and a half years own the line but in July 2007 almost 2 years to the day of the results of that ballot being announced in 2005 on the day that the council announced that it was transferring and privatising its workforce jobs to a private company, also announced it was going back to LSVT for its tenants.  (Sedgefield)

· In 2001 Southampton had a ballot and then in 2005 we had another ballot and as of today we have no intention of having a further ballot this year.  If you come to Southampton and you’ve got lots of money, if you’ve got £149,995 that will buy you a house in one of the new complexes that are being built on the waterside and if you’ve got a fiver short of half a million that will get you something near the river.  (Mark, Southampton)
· Miscellaneous

· At present Lewes District Council has a well maintained stock and will meet Decent Homes by 2009. In 2004, 97% of the tenants voted favourably to stay with Council. However we have been advised that resources will not be made available to maintain the properties in the long term. (Gloria Hill TOLD)
· We are concerned that management and maintenance allowances are currently under funded (around 75% of need) whilst at the same time the government in its own terms expects to turn in a profit (tenants tax) of £195million from council housing next year. (Gloria Hill TOLD)

· The housing stock in the Lewes District is dwindling. The right to buy scheme and restrictions on being able to build new housing means that there is a shortfall of social housing, with an ever increasing waiting list. We would like to see our local authority giving the resources to start a new building programme, which could then provide more low cost social housing ensuring sustainability of our stock. (Gloria Hill TOLD)

· New Build for Councils – the campaign for Councils to be able to build council housing on a level playing field must not be undermined by criteria for Councils which restrict the ability to build to a narrow range of Councils. There must be a genuine opportunity for Councils to choose to build and the funding structure of this will be critical. The detail of this must lead to meaningful options to build for Councils and not be confined to those that meet narrowly defined criteria coupled with a requirement to do this with the private sector. Underlying such a view is the continued emphasis that somehow the private sector is more capable or able to provide housing and we reject that underlying premise. There is a critical need for more socially affordable housing to be built and Councils must be part of this process. We do not accept that the only route for Councils to be able to build should be by forcing Councils to either set up ALMO’s or Special Purpose Vehicles. Councils must not be penalized if they choose to build their own homes. Many of our members up and down the country have been part of campaigns where tenants have rejected such options and expressed a clear wish to remain with the Council. Such tenants must have a meaningful option to remain as Council tenants without financial detriment brought about by this choice. (Unite for Union)

· New Regulator – Homes and Communities Agency – there must be clear accountability for the regulator and we would not want powers with regard to Housing to be transferred from Councils thereby further reducing democratic accountability. The HCA will not be democratically accountable to local people in the same way that elected Councillors are and there must be a mechanism that ensures that decision making powers are retained within an accountable and transparent framework. (Unite for Union)

· Democracy/Transparency/ Accountability – There must be clear accountability for Housing which ensures a democratic link to local areas and does not make accountability more difficult and remote for tenants. The recent example of housing associations mergers across wide geographical areas weakens rather than strengthens local accountability.  (Unite for Union)

· Mixed Communities – There is a danger that one set of the Governments objectives i.e. mixed communities will be undermined in the way the role for the private developers may well impact. The social aim of mixed communities needs to be enhanced by the Bill not undermined. Mixed communities cannot be achieved if short-term tenancies with high turnover are occurring in a significant way in any local communities. (Unite for Union)

· Sustainability - Housing & Regeneration –public bodies need to use procurement leverage to ensure that sustainability objectives are built into the process. This leverage should also be used in relation to workforce and equality issues. With regeneration it will be important that social cohesion objectives are not undermined by the potential for private developers to lobby for tenants to transfer out of local authority control (Unite for Union)

· UNISON wants to secure a position where local authorities that have retained ownership are able to deliver the Decent Homes Standard; be financially sustainable going forward and where there is a need for affordable rented public housing to build new council homes. (UNISON)

· UNISON believes this can be best achieved by retaining the existing HRA subsidy system, by resourcing properly the maintenance and repairing elements in line with the findings of the BRE research report and including an additional allowance to enable local authorities to build new council homes.  (UNISON)

· After spending more than £615K, Crawley Borough Council (CBC) abandoned the Stock Options Process in January 2007 without holding a ballot (Crawley DCH)
· the misapplication of the Decent Homes Standard resulting in many millions of pounds of newly arising or future council housing repairs that should rightly fall within the HRA/MRA being passed off as overdue work that Central government does not fund. Including, the wrong component life-cycles being used for bathrooms, kitchens, windows and heating systems making the picture appear worse than it was by many millions of pounds.  (Crawley DCH)

· Finally, it might be that Crawley Borough Council does need to spend £100M in total to 2010 to maintain our housing stock in good condition however we have proved that virtually none of that work relates to Decent Homes and should rightly be funded through the HRA system yet the Council administration has already introduced cuts since retention. A ridiculous situation since Crawley in common with 82% of local authorities in England is in a negative HRA rebate situation, receiving no money from Government to maintain its housing and is currently forced to hand over £11M a year of Crawley tenants rents as assumed surplus rents in addition to right to buy receipts. If this Labour Government persists in ‘not fit for purpose’ assumed surplus rent calculations that do not take into account the needs of new towns, this Government will in the case of Crawley and many other councils be the author of disrepair and further decent homes failures.   (Crawley DCH)
· We say local provisions, local service, local councils, local members, local authorities and local choice.  That’s the road that we want to go down and we will do that.  (Keith Bowman)

· Currently this financial year our tenants are faced with rent increases ranging from 2.4 to 9.6 on an average of 7.3.  Absolutely outrageous, we’re talking here about the poorer end of society because a lot of council houses have gone up about that. (Keith Bowman)

· As Keith said the Bolsover issue is the rent increase, at the moment we have got 5,500 properties that is costing three quarters of a million pounds.  Our tenants are paying 9.6 rather than 5 percent when the cost of living is going up by about 6 or 7.  Which is bad enough if one only looks at rent.  (Peter Campbell)
· Lambeth Tenant’s Council is appalled by the procedure that Lambeth Council has taken in going for an ALMO bid which they put in to the government in July 2006.  Lambeth tenant’s council supports the fourth option of direct investment council housing.  (Stephen Hack)
· In my mind the demand for council housing has never been greater.  Approx 1.5 million people are thought to be looking for a house with 5000 in Milton Keynes.  The need for investment and repairs and I must admit that it is all that its cracked up to be and there is a need to make decent homes.  After decent homes we need to look beyond there and make sure that maintenance and development is carried on.  I believe that there is a need for more council houses for future generations.  They are trying to build 70,000 homes in Milton Keynes but not one of them is a council house.   (Milton Keynes)
· We’ve got some people allegedly on average incomes, so the figures in Leeds are that we’ve lost almost 27,000 homes since 1980.  We’ve lost 3000 through right to buy.  There’s another 5,000 homes due to be demolished in the name of regeneration, we think that’s appalling.  We reckon in 2016 there will be less than 50,000 council homes in Leeds.  If they were building another 5,000 council homes we would say thanks very much but they are not.  Last year we built 200 and they were affordable, most of them though were to buy.  (Michael Donald, Leeds)
· Professional housing supply keeps growing and growing and growing, we’re told that nobody wants a council house but the number of empty properties has been reduced from 2500 in 1995 to just 1,990 which is about 1.3%.  If you look at the private sector it’s about 8%, so which is more popular.  The number of social housing lettings has been reduced from 9,700 in 1995 to now 7,600. We reckon that by 2016 there will be less than 3,800 council house lettings each year.  We believe less housing stock generates more competition and that word again more rationing.  But the more popular areas in Leeds it’s not unknown and not uncommon to get 4500 lettings.  Some of the less common areas it’s not uncommon to get less than 150.  The average wait for people in general need is between 50 weeks and 5 years.  (Michael Donald, Leeds)
· It was a year ago that the stock options process was abandoned at Crawley after the Council spent £615,00, we never even got to the ballot and today I’m going to tell you a little bit about the reasons why.  Initially we were told that one hundred million pounds would be needed to maintain the homes up until 2010.  Of this figure 60.5 million was to meet the decent homes standard now this represented 59% of homes that failed these standards.  We were a new town so naturally we didn’t believe the figure.  So we asked a lot of questions and eventually we approached somebody and they agreed with us, they said the figure quoted CEC was inclusion of the costs of work beyond the minimum required by us to reach the decent homes standard.  They suggested to Crawley council that it would be helpful to separate the costs out.  You must bear in mind that the 60.5 of the 100 million was distributed to tenants; that was the official figure on all of the literature.  Also in July last year the advertising standards authority found Crawley council in breach.  The council revised their figure from 60.5 to 25.3; we wanted to know what was still in there because it still seemed like a lot of money to us.  So we kept asking questions, subsequently Crawley council provided a further revised figure of just 2.7 million.  (Crawley)
· We have real concerns about the definition of affordable housing in clauses 68 and 69; there was an amendment that UNISON managed to get tabled yesterday which sought to introduce a discussion about affordability into that debate.  This concept of sub-market is not acceptable; sub-market can be £1 below what is going in the private rented sector at the moment.  The sentence about the role of the regulator, there’s no requirement that the regulator should pay attention to the quality, there are real issues about the access the tenants groups will have to inform their landlords, the freedom of information act needs to be applied to both housing associations and others. We broadly support the minimum that’s being proposed by the council housing, should there be a cash limit on what can be spent? Maybe there should be given the sorts of sums of money that have been spent in the past.  (Pete Challis, UNISON)

· The main points that I would like to draw out is that the housing need in Salisbury is about 70,000 social housing units that are required over the next ten years, that’s 7000 a year.  There is a massive gap and even our local MP realises that and the only way we can help is through new council housing and indeed the local authority has said that it is willing to help.  Tenants are obviously satisfied with work that the council does.  We think that housing revenue account for Salisbury will go into deficit in about nine years time.  (Salisbury)

· There’s a thing in 1988, tenants choice, which basically allowed the local estate agents to register as a landlord and try and get an estate or a large number of tenures then get local people to vote for them to be a private landlord and they were transferred to a private landlord.  If you look at the small print of the bill you can actually see that possibility again in there.  Tenant’s choice was rejected; there wasn’t one example of tenants actually voting for a private landlord at that time.  In the bill you will see tenant’s choice arising again, we have to find out on the basis and it will give the opportunity for private sector landlords to move in.  (John, Barnsley)
· Believe that MP’s need to threaten to go against the government so that the government allows council housing (Chesterfield)
· Need to retain money from rents without paying taxes (Chesterfield)
· Believes that government is draining housing dry (Chesterfield)
· Need to stop government from cancelling council housing (Chesterfield)
· The Bill allows councils and housing associations to offer a new type of tenancy to tenants who are losing their homes because of anti-social behaviour.  The new tenancy, which will be less secure than a secure or assured tenancy, is designed to incentivise families to co-operate with their support programme.  I would question the need for FIPs, and their less secure tenancies, given that councils are already able to use demoted and introductory tenancies - as we are in Camden - which provide an effective tool for managing behaviour and promoting engagement with rehabilitation and other recovery programmes. (Camden)
· Having examined this area closely we have come to the conclusion that if 10 years ago the dominant issue in social housing was the £19billion backlog r repairs, today it is the lack of affordable housing supply. APSE would therefore like to see the following commitments from government included in the bill – 

a. the creation of an investment allowance built into the national HRA formula which enables local authorities to support new build, acquire new social housing and refurbish long term void properties (a similar amendment to Unison’s so we are not opposed to their amendment)

b. arrangements to be put in place that would permit local authorities to build a minimum of 10% of new social housing in their areas to contribute to area based regeneration and new construction skills and training

c. partial write off of historic debt where local authorities and partners involved in new build schemes

d. a review of RtB for new build and acquired social a housing and long term void properties (Paul O’Brien, APSE)
