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Budget Report 2024/25 - Addendum 

LABOUR MOTION TO AMEND THE PROPOSED COUNCIL BUDGET 2024/25 

Proposed by: Cllr Jen Walker, Leader of the Labour Group  

Seconded by: Cllr J Chaplain, Deputy Leader of the Labour Group 

This motion is to amend the Rushcliffe Borough Council 2024/5 budget to include the addition of: 

1. £20k revenue to undertake detailed feasibility work on the council housing proposal below to be 

reported to Cabinet for a decision on future investment in council-owned council housing 

2. £250k capital to continue to top up the Disabled Facilities Grants provision  

 

PROPOSAL 1 – Council housing feasibility study 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

The Council took the decision in 2003 to transfer its housing stock to Rushcliffe Homes, the forerunner to Spirita 

and now Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing.  

Since then, affordable housing has been delivered by registered providers in Rushcliffe. This includes 

Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing but other providers too. These providers can purchase/develop their own 

stock and also bid for housing via S106 sites (sites of a certain size have to provide S106 contributions for 

affordable housing. Strategic sites will deliver eg 10-30 percent affordable homes). Registered providers are 

strictly regulated by Government. 

When the council had its own council housing, the finances were kept separate from the main budget using a 

Housing Revenue Account. This is a legal requirement for any stock holding authority which has more than 199 

homes. It ensures that the rents and maintenance costs and investment for new housing is all kept separate 

from the Council’s general fund. 

A council is permitted to hold up to 199 homes without having a Housing Revenue Account but needs a direction 

from the Secretary of State to own and operate council housing. 

AMENDMENT 1 

The Labour group believes that the Council should own and operate council housing for its residents because: 

1. National waiting lists for council homes have risen by over 88,000 households in that last 5 years.  

2. Many residents are being forced into unsuitable private accommodation.   

3. Rising rents have hit a record high across the borough. 

4. Many of our most vulnerable families have been completely priced out of the housing market.   

5. People on housing benefit can only afford 4% of private rental homes.  

 

There is no solution to our housing crisis that doesn’t involve a substantial programme of social and affordable 

housing.  A council, who is responsible for its social housing wait lists and for homelessness, has a direct incentive 

to build homes that are genuinely affordable for local people.   

The Local Government Association has called for a ‘genuine renaissance in council house building’ and have 

asked government that councils may retain 100% of their receipts on a permanent basis and for a new task force 
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to be set up that would provide additional help for councils who want to get building.  We must start the 

conversation about bringing council-owned homes back in-house as this is the solution to many of the problems 

we face as a council because it is an inevitable truth that we will have to do this in the future. This amendment 

sees the reality of the situation around housing and takes ambitious action to begin to make sure we are showing 

the best of local government in its ‘on-the-ground’ ability to help. 

The Labour Group feel this is the start of a more strategic vision for the borough, one that engages residents in 

a more participatory model.  The issue of housing affordability is one of the biggest issues we will face in 

Rushcliffe and this will allow us to build in predictability into the system for future residents and for the council. 

Housing providers, alongside developers, are not providing the right sort of housing needed for our residents.  By 

building our own housing we could meet the needs of our elderly, and those in need of supported housing as well 

as adapted homes as data on these vulnerable groups shows we are not serving their needs and, as is stated in 

the presented budget, at the whim of government grants. 

The power of local government to deliver for its residents cannot be underestimated and this is amendment to 

the current budget is the ambitious start we need to make and will not impact this council balancing its budget. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

Rushcliffe Borough Council does not currently have in-house expertise in operating and managing a portfolio of 

council housing. All staff with that knowledge were transferred to Rushcliffe Homes in 2003. If the council were 

to decide to start owning and managing council housing again, careful consideration would need to be given as 

to how best to achieve that, potentially working with a strategic partner to provide the management services 

as otherwise the economies of scale in operating a small number of houses would not translate into good value 

for money for the council or tenants. 

LEGAL COMMENTS 

Rushcliffe Borough Council can legally own and manage council housing as long as it has obtained a direction 

from the Secretary of State. There is a threshold as to how much stock the council can own and operate before 

it needs to set up a Housing Revenue Account (199). 

Right to Buy Legislation would be relevant to any new council housing stock where the council is the landlord. 

FINANCIAL COMMENTS (S151) 

The budget proposed (£20k) is to undertake a detailed feasibility study and business case including options 

appraisals to inform any future proposals for the Council to own and operate council housing. 

This can be accommodated utilising the Council’s reserves with £20k appropriated from the New Homes Bonus 

Reserve reducing anticipated overall reserves by the end of the MTFS from £15.013m to £14.993m. An 

adjustment to Tables 12,13 and 14 and Appendices 2 and 4 of the report would be required (as shown at the 

end of this proposal). 

If the Council operates council housing in the future it will have to borrow to purchase/develop the housing or 

alternatively utilise £4.7m accumulated from Planning Agreement monies currently earmarked to support 

Registered Housing Providers (this would impact on any existing plans). The Council doesn’t have any suitable 

land of its own to develop. It could bid for S106 allocations alongside existing Registered Providers. The Council 

is currently debt free so would be taking on debt linked to the housing and in the future if the numbers increased 

above 199 it would need to set up a Housing Revenue Account. There are currently many councils struggling 

within the HRA model as rents are capped but costs and liabilities are rising. In addition, the present economic 

climate has made construction more expensive. No amendment has been made to the capital programme at 
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this stage for future investment in council housing. It is anticipated that to borrow and deliver affordable housing 

in the current market would leave the council at a deficit of around £12,000 per unit per year due to the costs 

of borrowing and construction which are not covered by average social rental incomes. This potential budget 

deficit would have to be met from savings elsewhere as well as the additional risks outlined above. 

Table 12 
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Table 14 

 

Appendix 2  
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Appendix 4 
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PROPOSAL 2 – Top up to the Disabled Facilities Grants 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

In 2022 the Council put an additional £500k capital into the provision of Disabled Facilities Grants (DFGs) in the 

borough spread over two years (2022/3 and 2023/4). These are grants to support residents to stay in their 

properties by undertaking capital works to the premises when the resident has additional needs due to a 

disability. The grants are means tested unless they are for the needs of a disabled child in which case they are 

not means tested. Grants are for up to £30k of works (mandatory grants).  

£695k is allocated to RBC by the Better Care Fund administered by Nottinghamshire County Council. This is 

based on a government formula. Rushcliffe is allocated less funds than any other district in the county. 

In the proposed budget it is not planned to continue the top up element of £250k capital per year. The proposal 

in this amendment to the budget is that this money (£250k) remains in the budget. 

 

AMENDMENT 2 

The Labour group believes that the Council should continue to subsidise or top up the provision of disabled 

facilities grants in the borough this year. 

This cut will lead directly to increased wait times for people needing to adapt their homes will mean more people 

needing to go into hospital and adding more strain to an already strained NHS.  We have a responsibility to keep 

as many people out of hospital as possible as a local government and this false economy is an abdication of our 

responsibility that will cost the taxpayer in the long run. 

We can make this amendment while maintaining a balanced budget. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

There is a small team that manages and administers the Disabled Facilities Grants for the borough. The effect 

of having less budget is that the waiting list for a DFG is lengthened. “Time of the essence” cases are prioritised. 

The council has highlighted to Nottinghamshire County Council and to Civil Servants the issues with the current 

allocation of money to Rushcliffe not meeting all the demand. Like many services, we need to work to the budget 

allocated. 

LEGAL COMMENTS 

The delivery of Disabled Facilities Grants is a statutory function and the council continues to deliver its statutory 

duties within the budget allocated albeit waiting times may be lengthened.  

FINANCIAL COMMENTS (S151) 

To continue the budget top up proposed (£250k pa) would put additional strain on the Council’s capital 

resources which are diminishing. In terms of the MTFS (Table 17) over 5 years this would amount to an additional 

£1.25m of resource reducing the capital resources available for future capital spend from £4.336m to £3.086m. 

Amendments would be required to Tables 14 and 17 and Appendices 3 and 4 in relation to the Capital 

Programme (as shown at the end of this proposal). It is not envisaged that this would be sustainable in the long 

run as there is no return on investment or economic benefit to what is grant funding albeit it would support 

some residents. It can be achieved in 2024/5 but it is recommended that the Council instead continues to push 

for a change in the amount of Better Care Fund allocated to Rushcliffe and works within the budget constraints 

of the government grant allocation.  
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Table 14 
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Table 17 

 

Appendix 3
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Appendix 4  

 

Can the S151 Officer and Monitoring Officer confirm that the proposed amendments, if adopted, would result 

in a legally balance budget? 

Yes – the joint impact of both proposals is given below, with earmarked reserves to reduce to £6.1m by 2028/29. 
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Joint impact of both Proposals 

Table 14 

 

Appendix 4  

 


