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Crisis is the national charity for homeless people. We are dedicated to ending homelessness by delivering life-changing services and campaigning for change.

Our innovative education, employment, housing and well-being services address individual needs and help homeless people to transform their lives. Our eleven Skylight Centres across Great Britain offer holistic support across a whole range of issues, including support to secure access to adequate and affordable housing and employment support to help people prepare for, find, sustain and progress in work. Ensuring that homeless people can get access to affordable, decent, secure housing is central to our services for homeless people.

In June 2018 Crisis published Everybody In: How to end homelessness in Great Britain Everybody In: How to end homelessness in Great Britain setting out a long-term strategy for national governments. Building more homes at socials rent levels is central to this strategy, alongside measures to improve access to social rented housing for homeless people and increase the availability of crucial support services to help people sustain their tenancies. Homelessness has a significant financial and social cost; as well as the £1.1 billion councils spend each year temporary accommodation and measures to mitigate homelessness, there are wider costs to public services.[footnoteRef:2] Investing to increase the supply of good quality social rented housing would provide the foundation for Government to deliver a more cost effective, preventative response to homelessness. It will also be central to ensuring the effective implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act (2017), and the Government’s Rough Sleeping Strategy. [footnoteRef:3] [2:  Downie, M., Gousy, H., Basran, J., Jacob, R., Rowe, S., Hancock, C., Albanese, F., Pritchard, R., Nightingale, K. and Davies, T. (2018) Everybody In: How to end homelessness in Great Britain. London: Crisis.]  [3:  MHCLG (2018) Rough Sleeping Strategy. London: MHCLG ] 


Crisis welcomes the opportunity to respond to A new deal for social housing, the Government’s Green Paper. Our submission addresses the parts of the Green Paper relevant to the services we provide, and our work as an organisation campaigning to end homelessness. The submission has also been informed by three workshops with people using Crisis services – people with lived experience of homelessness – examining their experiences of applying for and living in social housing (see Annex: Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients). 

Summary of key points from our submission

Crisis welcomes the Government’s commitment in the Green Paper to “get back to the scale of new social housing that will make a real difference to communities.” Alongside the recent announcement of longer term funding for housing association partners and the decision to scrap the council housing borrowing cap, this shows real intent to ensure social housing continues to play a part in providing homes for those that need it. 

For the Government to meet its objective of ending rough sleeping and ensuring effective implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act, however, it must put in place a more ambitious programme of investment and reform. 

This must include delivering a step change in the supply of new homes for social rent (as opposed to market linked affordable rents) with an annual target of 90,000 additional homes[footnoteRef:4] and ending the continued erosion of the existing social rented stock. There is a compelling body of evidence demonstrating that a more ambitious programme of investment in social rented homes would be a cost-effective way to meet the needs of low income households.[footnoteRef:5] Publicly funded housing delivery can also help to maintain build out rates during market downturns.[footnoteRef:6] [4:  This target is as recommended by analysis commissioned jointly by Crisis and the National Housing Federation - see Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.]  [5:  Savills. Spotlight 2017: Investing to solve the housing crisis; 
Chaloner, J., Dreisin, A. and Pragnell, M. Building New Social Rent Homes. An Economic Appraisal (2015) SHOUT/National Federation of ALMOs (and as updated in Updated Economic Appraisal 2016)]  [6:  Sir Oliver Letwin (2018) Independent Review of Build Out Rates: Draft Analysis] 


Government must also tackle the barriers homeless people face getting access to and sustaining social housing tenancies, ensuring that the manifesto commitments on homelessness and rough sleeping are not undermined by the effects of housing policy and practice.  To help achieve this it should direct the social housing regulator to implement a more proactive approach to ensuring housing associations fulfill their obligations to assist councils with their homelessness duties, and ensure funding is available to deliver tailored packages of support for all homeless people.  Government must also address the impact of housing benefit restrictions on social housing tenants and landlords, and ensure that social sector rents remain affordable to people earning the National Minimum Wage.

We welcome proposals in the Green Paper to:
· Open a conversation about more proactive regulation of the Consumer Standards. We want to see a more proactive approach extend to the role housing providers play in meeting the needs of homeless people, preventing homelessness and providing a supply of homes at social rent levels. 
· Ensure we are using existing social housing efficiently for those who need it most – with the proposal that Government will collect evidence on how allocations frameworks are operating around the country. 
· Tackle prejudice towards social housing and its residents. Delivering significantly more housing for social rent should be at the heart of the Government’s approach to tackling stigma, and ensuring effective implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act.

	
Workshops with Crisis clients found:
· Most workshop participants felt they had little or no chance of getting into social housing. Some said they were the lowest priority for rehousing even though they were homeless. Others couldn’t even join a council register because they didn’t meet “local connection” rules, or because they’d had rent arrears in the past.
· For those who had been able to get a social tenancy, most said moving on into social housing was a positive, life-changing experience. For some it had provided a foundation for improved personal well-being and progression. But poor housing conditions and neighbour nuisance had had a negative impact on a minority of Crisis clients now living in social housing, sometimes making it hard for them to address the underlying causes of their homelessness.
· Crisis clients want to see:
· More flexibility from housing providers to keep the door open to social housing by looking at homeless people’s individual circumstances and by ensuring homes are ready to move into.
· Better access to effective support services and budgeting help. 
· More social housing being built and better use made of empty homes.
See Annex: Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients 



Our recommendations to Government are as follows:

· Increase the supply of social rented housing:
· Set a target for the delivery of 90,000 social rent homes per annum for 15 years, and grow investment to meet this requirement[footnoteRef:7]; [7:  Evidence for the 90,000-home target is set out in: Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.
] 

· Develop an investment plan capable of delivering the resources to meet this  requirement, taking account of the contribution that can realistically be made by housing associations and councils respectively, and identifying the role of Government investment and other potential sources of funding. 
· Ensure the investment plan can meet the scale of investment needs in all parts of the country, not just in areas of highest affordability pressure.
· End the practice of converting social rent homes to affordable rent as a matter of urgency.
· Do not proceed with proposals to allow increased flexibility on the tenure of homes replaced under right to buy. Social rent homes sold should normally be replaced by a new home for social rent unless needs analysis demonstrates there is no requirement for social renting.
· End the policy of investing in market linked affordable rents for general needs housing for low income households and ensure that social housing remains affordable to those at the lowest end of the earnings distribution, including people earning the National Minimum Wage.
· Improve access to and sustainment of social rented housing by homeless people:
· Revise national allocations guidance to make clear that homeless people should not be excluded from registering for social housing. 
· Require all providers of permanent, mainstream social housing to set and report publicly on an annual guideline target for the minimum proportion of social lettings to homeless nominees.
· The social housing regulator should work with the social housing sector to develop and publish a code of practice on the measures social landlords (councils, ALMOs and housing associations) should adopt to deliver their existing homelessness obligations under the Tenancy Standard[footnoteRef:8] and support implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act. The focus of the code should be on enabling homeless people and others on very low incomes to access and sustain social tenancies.  [8:  See paragraphs 2.1.1 and 2.2.7 of the Tenancy Standard https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725828/Tenancy_Standard_2015.pdf] 

· Endorse the Homes for Cathy commitments as a model of practice for housing providers committed to preventing and tackling homelessness.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  https://homesforcathy.files.wordpress.com/2018/07/commitments-one-pager.pdf] 

· Ensure funding is available to deliver tailored packages of support to homeless people entering social housing. Support must be available to address the full range of needs, including low intensity floating support for people allocated general needs housing, Critical Time Intervention support for people leaving state institutions, and intensive, specialist support to deliver Housing First.
· Ensure there is effective scrutiny of social landlords’ role in preventing and alleviating homelessness
· The regulatory objectives of the social housing regulator should be amended to include a requirement to safeguard and promote the interests of current and future tenants, homeless people and other service users.
· Reforms to the social housing regulatory framework should include a proactive approach to regulating housing providers’ performance in delivering the consumer standards, including meeting their obligations to support councils in meeting their homelessness duties. Housing association boards should address their responsibilities in this regard.
· Any performance indicator regime should include coverage of homeless households housed, evictions, fixed term tenancies ended and new social rent homes delivered.
· Social landlords should be required to report on social value, and their activities in this area should be considered as part of wider regulator judgements on value for money.
We provide a summary of the evidence on shortage of housing supply (section 1), and access barrier (section 2) as context for our response to the questions posed in the Green Paper (section 3).


1. Homelessness and the availability of social rented housing

90,000 additional social rent homes are required each year

We strongly welcome the Government’s commitment to restart investment in social rented housing, but to have a meaningful impact on homelessness, Government needs to go much further than the commitments announced to date.

Crisis and the National Housing Federation jointly commissioned Heriot Watt to conduct an analysis of the scale of housing requirements to address the backlog of housing need and end homelessness.[footnoteRef:10] The study estimated that four million households in England have an unmet housing need.  As it will take time to build up an effective programme to address existing and future needs and demands, the study assessed the scale of provision required to meet needs over a fifteen-year timeframe.  [10:  Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.] 


Over that time horizon, the total level of new housebuilding required is estimated at around 340,000 per year for England. These numbers include significant allowances for suppressed household formation by younger adults resulting from previous inadequate supply and unaffordability, as well provision for increased demolitions to address stock restructuring requirements. This is why the numbers are significantly above official household projections. 

The estimated level of need for social rent housing is approximately 90,000 homes a year, with an additional requirement of 50,000 homes for intermediate rent or shared ownership. At national level, this represents an affordable housing requirement of 45%, with a 27% requirement for social renting.   The analysis projects that provision at this level would deliver a supply of social housing lettings that is sufficient to enable local authorities to meet the scale of “core homelessness”[footnoteRef:11] by the mid-2020s.	 [11:  The Crisis plan to end homelessness identifies core homelessness as people experiencing the most acute forms of homelessness or living in short-term emergency and unsuitable accommodation: Downie, M., Gousy, H., Basran, J., Jacob, R., Rowe, S., Hancock, C., Albanese, F., Pritchard, R., Nightingale, K. and Davies, T. (2018) Everybody In: How to end homelessness in Great Britain. London: Crisis.] 


As figure 1 shows, additional social rent provision should be skewed towards regions where housing pressures are greatest, currently the South and London.[footnoteRef:12] To achieve the recommended balance between ‘within-London’, ‘near-to-London’ and the ‘Greater South East’ the Heriot Watt analysis has constrained requirements for London to a reasonable estimate of its capacity to build additional housing each year, and accepted that a higher number will have to be in the South of England.  [12:  Regional estimates have also been produced by applying and comparing two distinct methodologies: one (‘static’) model based on affordability and adjusted demographics, and current affordability at different levels in the market; and the other based on a dynamic sub-regional housing market model, which enables consideration of a wide range of key outcome measures relating to affordability, poverty, housing need and homelessness.] 


While this suggests that the focus of additional investment in social rented housing should be on London and the South, there is nevertheless a continuing need for more modest levels of social rent investment in the Midlands and northern regions.  The Heriot Watt estimates, based on affordability and need, suggest that the share of social rent in overall new provision ranges from 13 per cent in the Midlands to 44 per cent in Greater London.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation] 


This raises concerns about the Government's formula for concentrating social rent funding (and the original council borrowing headroom) on areas of “high affordability pressure”, defined as areas where average private rents exceed average social rents by £50 or more a week. This stipulation is not being applied to funding for other types of affordable housing (affordable rent or low cost home ownership). It is a blunt mechanism for directing funding that fails to take account of the scale of unmet housing need in any given locality or the likelihood of the poorest households gaining access to private rented housing. It risks leaving parts of the north of England without access to much needed housing association investment to meet newly arising need, or to contribute to remodelling obsolete housing.

Figure 1. House building requirements by tenure 2016-2031 (England).
	 
	Private 
	Shared Ownership
	Intermediate Rent
	Social 
	Total
	Affordable %
	Social           %

	North 
	28,810
	5,580
	6,694
	6,894
	47,977
	40%
	14%

	Midlands
	22,741
	6,010
	4,387
	5,074
	38,212
	40%
	13%

	South 
	107,566
	14,297
	11,002
	45,588
	178,453
	40%
	26%

	Greater London+
	28,637
	2,321
	10,523
	32,983
	74,464
	62%
	44%

	England 
	187,755
	28,208
	32,605
	90,539
	339,107
	45%
	27%



The Heriot Watt analysis finds that building a lot more social rented housing creates a virtuous circle of improved affordability and reduced housing need, with more households able to access decent housing and to have more choice about location, type and tenure. 

Government must put in place an investment plan to meet the target of 90,000 social rent homes

The Government must set an ambition of delivering 90,000 homes for social rent each year, and develop an investment plan to achieve this target. 

Prior to the announcement that the council housing borrowing cap would be scrapped, it seemed unlikely that the combined impact of £2 billion for 25,000 social rented homes through the affordable homes programme,[footnoteRef:14] £1 billion additional borrowing headroom for councils, and increased flexibility on the use of right to buy receipts would be capable of boosting the supply of social renting to much more than 15,000 homes a year by the end of the current spending round (allowing for a continued contribution from cross subsidy).[footnoteRef:15]  [14:  Homes England (2018) Shared Ownership and Affordable Homes Programme 2016 to 2021. Addendum to the Prospectus.]  [15:  https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/home/home/the-fall-and-rise-of-social-rent-57184] 


There remains a lack of clarity about the number of additional social rent homes that might be deliverable because of reformed council housing borrowing rules. Analysis by Savills has suggested in broad terms that the policy change could release between £10b and £15b extra debt for housebuilding, equivalent to up to 15,000 homes a year,[footnoteRef:16] while the Government has estimated output of 10,000 homes a year.[footnoteRef:17] The Office for Budget Responsibility has produced a more cautious forecast, suggesting public sector housebuilding could increase by 20,000 to 2023, but that the overall increase in housebuilding would not be much more than 9,000 homes because of lower housing association/private output.[footnoteRef:18] It is at present unclear how much of this potential additional housing might in practice be provided at social rent levels, given that councils currently provide more additional homes for affordable than social rents. Delivery of 10-15,000 council homes each year will also take time to achieve, given that the scale of new council housebuilding has been very modest, averaging just 1600 homes a year since 2011/12.[footnoteRef:19] Reliance on council housing borrowing capacity also limits the scope for investment in the 50% of local authority areas where councils have not retained ownership of the housing stock. [16:  Barker, N. Scrapping HRA cap ‘could see 100,000 homes built’. Inside Housing 3rd October 2018]  [17:  https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-announces-new-generation-of-council-housing]  [18:  Office for Budget Responsibility (2018) Economic & Fiscal Outlook October 2018. London: OBR]  [19:  https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-house-building] 


Together, existing government spending commitments, new council borrowing flexibilities and continuing scope for cross subsidy might, over time, create capacity to deliver in the region of 20-30,000 social rented homes a year if council housebuilding focusses primarily on delivering homes for social rent. This represents at best no more than a third of the 90,000-requirement identified by the Heriot Watt study, at worst not much more than a fifth, and would still be less than the output of new social rent homes achieved in 2010/11. 

There is a strong fiscal imperative to act, and identify sources of investment to meet identified needs. Analysis has demonstrated that investing more in social rented housing would see cost benefits for the tax payer over time by generating savings in Housing Benefit spending.[footnoteRef:20] The Centre for Social Justice has called on Government to model the financial implications of shifting demand-side subsidy through Housing Benefits to supply-side investment in homes for social rent housing over the longer term.[footnoteRef:21]  [20:  Savills (2017) Spotlight 2017: Investing to solve the housing crisis; 
Chaloner, J., Dreisin, A. and Pragnell, M. Building New Social Rent Homes. An Economic Appraisal (2015) SHOUT/National Federation of ALMOs (as updated in Updated Economic Appraisal 2016).]  [21:  Centre for Social Justice. 2018 A social justice housing strategy. Increasing the supply of truly affordable homes. London: Centre for Social Justice.] 


 Significant increases in the supply of social rented housing would also contribute to reductions in homelessness,[footnoteRef:22] and therefore reductions in the costs of homelessness. Sir Oliver Letwin’s review of build out rates has also noted that delivering a wider range of tenures on sites improves the rate at which new homes are built, another reason to justify increased public investment on social rented housing.[footnoteRef:23]  [22:  Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.]  [23:  Sir Oliver Letwin (2018) Independent Review of Build Out Rates: Draft Analysis. London: MHCLG] 






Crisis calls on the Government to:

Set a target for the delivery of 90,000 social rent homes per annum for 15 years, and grow investment to meet this requirement;[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Evidence for the 90,000 home target is set out in: Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.] 

· Develop an investment plan capable of delivering the resources to meet this requirement. This should take account of the contribution that can realistically be made by housing associations and councils respectively, and identify the role of Government investment and other potential sources of investment (see below). 
· Ensure the investment plan is capable of meeting the scale of investment needs in all parts of the country, not just in areas of highest affordability pressure.

Investment options the Government should consider include:
· Increasing the share of national government housing investment spent on social rented housing. Analysis by the Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) shows that up to 2021, almost four-fifths of housing investment is allocated to support the private housing market, and CIH has been amongst those calling for a proportion of this funding to be re-allocated to increase the output of housing at social rent levels.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Fraser, R., Perry, J. and Duggan, G. (2017) Building Bridges. CIH/VIVID/Association of Retained Council Housing. Coventry: CIH] 

· The capacity to increase the supply of affordable housing and, specifically, social rented housing through land reforms including:
· A requirement that all publicly owned land made available for development delivers 50% affordable housing and includes a proportion of social rented housing – to be determined either by a national target percentage or to deliver the relevant local authority/sub-regional policy target;
· Reforming land compensation legislation to capture more of the uplift in land value generated by planning permission for the benefit of the community – including to deliver more affordable housing.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmcomloc/766/766.pdf] 


Stopping the loss of social rented homes

There has been a significant loss of social rented homes as a consequence of the policy of requiring developing housing associations to convert homes let at social rents to affordable rents. In total, between 2012 and 2017, 102,004 units have been converted to affordable rent from social.[footnoteRef:27]   [27:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/717484/SDR_Statistical_Release_2017_Full_v1.2.pdf See Figure 5] 


The impact of this policy requirement continues to be felt; the Green Paper tells us 5% of the total stock of social housing is now let at affordable rents, but does not mention that the proportion of lettings at affordable rents is far higher, reaching 18% in 2016/17.[footnoteRef:28]  In the housing association sector the proportion of lettings at affordable rents is higher still, at around a quarter of general needs lettings. [footnoteRef:29] In London, the Mayor has taken steps to stop the conversion of affordable to social rents as a requirement of Mayoral funding,[footnoteRef:30] and some large providers have taken the decision unilaterally to do the same,[footnoteRef:31] but many providers are not in a position to do this. Market linked rents are unaffordable to the lowest income households in many parts of the country, and some housing providers do not let affordable rent homes to households on the lowest incomes.[footnoteRef:32] Crisis calls on Government to end the practice of converting social rent homes to affordable rent as a matter of urgency. [28:  Stephens, M. Perry, J., Wilcox, S. Williams, P. & Young, G. (2018) 2018 UK Housing Review. Coventry: CIH 
]  [29:  Stephens, M. Perry, J., Wilcox, S. Williams, P. & Young, G. (2018) 2018 UK Housing Review. Coventry:  CIH]  [30:  Mayor of London (2018) London Housing Strategy. London: GLA]  [31:  Bowman, H. Why we will no longer convert social rented homes to affordable rent in The Guardian. 9/10/2014; Family Mosaic example quoted in Fraser, R., Perry, J. and Duggan, G. (2017) Building Bridges. CIH/VIVID/Association of Retained Council Housing]  [32:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow] 


The right to buy has also contributed to the loss of social rented homes.  The change of policy implemented in 2012 that increased the amount of discount available to qualifying households resulted in a rapid rise in sales from a post-recession low of 3,865 in 2008/09 to 18,110 in 2016/17.[footnoteRef:33]  This level of right to buy discounts does not represent value for money for the Exchequer.[footnoteRef:34]  The Government is now piloting an extension of right to buy to housing association tenants. In the past two years, the replacement rate for homes sold has been under 40% (ie less than 2 in 5 homes sold are replaced).[footnoteRef:35] The Government is proposing to provide councils with more flexibility on the use of right to buy receipts to improve the rate of replacements.[footnoteRef:36]  While welcome, these changes do not address underlying concerns about the fiscal effectiveness of the policy or the deliverability of replacement homes for social rent. Given that 18,000 homes were sold last year, and less than 2 in 5 were replaced, Crisis calls on Government to suspend the Right to Buy until such a time as the availability of social rented housing comes closer to meeting the extent of need. [33:  MHCLG Table 678: Social Housing Sales. The figures quoted include Council sales, Preserved Right to Buy (sales to tenants whose homes are owned by stock transfer housing associations) and voluntary sales by housing associations.]  [34:  Stephens, M. Perry, J., Wilcox, S. Williams, P. & Young, G. (2018) 2018 UK Housing Review. Autumn Briefing Paper. Coventry: CIH. See page 10: The cost of the right to buy in England ]  [35:  Stephens, M. Perry, J., Wilcox, S. Williams, P. & Young, G. (2018) 2018 UK Housing Review. Autumn Briefing Paper. Coventry: CIH. See page 10: The cost of the right to buy in England]  [36:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733635/A_new_deal_for_social_housing_print_ready_version.pdf. See Green Paper paragraph 152.] 


Indeed, acknowledging that the target of replacing “additional” homes sold under the policy has not been achieved, the Green Paper is now proposing “greater flexibility over the tenure of replacements.” This would allow councils to replace social rent homes with shared ownership or other intermediate properties. The CIH has calculated that the impact of social rent to affordable rent conversions, Right to Buy and demolitions, has been a net loss of 151,000 social rent homes in the five years to 2017.[footnoteRef:37] This is despite construction of 50,000 new social rented homes over the same period.  [37:  Chartered Institute of Housing News Article, 31/01/2018.More than 150,000 homes for social rent lost in just five years, new analysis reveals. www.cih.org Accessed 20 April 2018] 


Crisis strongly opposes this proposal because it will lead to further erosion of the social rented stock and calls on Government not to allow increased flexibility on the tenure of replacement homes.
Affordable rents “not for the poorest” 

As noted above, affordable rents form an increased share of social lettings, and there is evidence that this can restrict access to social housing for some of the lowest income households.

The number of new social rent homes fell to a post war low of 5,900 in 2016/17 (figure 2). This followed the Coalition Government decision to withdraw funding from social rent housing, and invest instead in affordable rent homes, with rents set in relation to market rents (to a maximum of 80% market values). Like housing associations, local authorities now deliver more new homes at affordable rather than social rents; in 2016/17, councils provided 1,470 homes for social rent, and 2,480 for affordable rent.[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-affordable-housing-supply] 


Figure 2: Number of additional homes for affordable rent and social rent, England

 
Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/affordable-housing-supply-in-england-2016-to-2017

As they are set in relation to market rents, affordable rents are typically higher than social rents, and there is more variation in affordable rent levels across the country than is the case for social rents (figure 3). For a two-bedroom home, affordable rents are on average 30% more than social rents, but the difference is greatest in areas of highest rental values.[footnoteRef:39] In many areas, affordable rents are beyond the budgets of households on low wages.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/affordable-rents-compared-traditional-social-rents]  [40:  Lupton, M. and Collins, H, (2015) Living Rents – a new development framework for affordable housing. Savills] 


The decision to switch investment to affordable rent in order to reduce per unit grant for new development made the assumption that the client group for social and affordable rent would be the same.[footnoteRef:41] This was underpinned by the presumption that, so long as rents are covered by housing benefit, they are affordable to even the lowest income households, at least to the extent that affordability is embedded in the Housing Benefit scheme (and its Universal Credit replacement). There is evidence, however, that for those who require Housing Benefit to meet the full cost of their rent, housing is typically unaffordable by the standard measures of affordability. [footnoteRef:42]  [41:  CLG (2010) Local decisions: a fairer future for social housing. London: CLG]  [42:  The forthcoming Heriot Watt analysis of housing requirements comments that the welfare system, including Housing Benefit and Universal Credit, is increasingly unsuitable as a basis for defining a poverty-related standard of affordability. Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.] 


Figure 3: Weekly average social rent and affordable rent (housing association)
	Property type

Local authority
	1 Bedroom Home
£
	2 Bedroom Home
£

	
	Social
	Affordable
	Social
	Affordable

	Brent
	106.62
	177.21
	120.68
	216.41

	Tower Hamlets
	106.54
	159.62
	119.53
	180.93

	Croydon
	100.27
	134.68
	116.52
	172.07

	Oxford
	96.97
	135.14
	114.35
	156.45

	Birmingham
	79.80
	86.30
	91.07
	103.05

	Sheffield
	69.55
	76.21
	77.54
	90.75

	Newcastle
	73.41
	84.29
	79.27
	93.86

	Liverpool
	72.19
	82.05
	81.27
	95.68


Source: NHF from Statistical Data Return 2017
There are also a growing range of circumstances where Housing Benefit no longer meets the cost of rent in the social housing sector, including where the removal of the Spare Room Subsidy or the overall benefit cap apply. While Discretionary Housing Payments are often available to mitigate these shortfalls, they do not provide an open-ended commitment and so do not fully mitigate the long-term risk to social landlords. Higher affordable rents make it more likely that out of work households will also be subject to the benefit cap.

There are significant problems with housing affordability in the social housing sector, even before considering the impact of a return to annual rent increases of CPI plus 1% from 2020-21.[footnoteRef:43]   Across the UK more than half of social housing tenants in the lowest fifth of the income distribution spend over a third of their income on housing.[footnoteRef:44]   [43:  MHCLG (2018) Rents for social housing from 2020-21. A consultation paper. London: MHCLG ]  [44:  https://www.jrf.org.uk/mpse-2015/housing-costs. ] 

 
 In our workshops with people with lived experience of homelessness, social housing tenants expressed anxieties about budgeting and keeping up with rent, utilities and council tax payments (see Annex: Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients). Such insecurity was expressed both by people in work who were partially reliant on benefits to pay their rent and people unable to work and fully reliant on benefits.  These problems are magnified for tenants paying higher affordable rents. There is also evidence that rent levels impact on work incentives and that, for those on low incomes, lower rents provide a clearer financial incentive than higher rents to enter work and increase earnings.[footnoteRef:45]  [45:  Gibb, K., Stephens, M., Reuschke, D., Wright, S., Besemer, K. and Sosenko, F. (2016) How does housing affect work incentives for people in poverty?  York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation] 

A survey of local authority housing options teams for the 2017 Homelessness Monitor found that the switch to affordable rent levels was a particular barrier to providing social housing to people moving on from homelessness. [footnoteRef:46] Some housing associations have chosen to target affordable rent housing at employed households.[footnoteRef:47] Further, while many social landlords say they do not reject tenants on affordability grounds”, it has been acknowledged that “tenants may be rejected for higher-cost products like Affordable Rent”.[footnoteRef:48] One housing association is quoted as follows:  “the cost of the product does lead to some self-selection, it’s not just our affordability checks, because you do need to earn more to afford these homes, so it’s not for the poorest among us, those Affordable Rent products”.[footnoteRef:49]  [46:  Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2017) The homelessness monitor: England 2017. London: Crisis/JRF]  [47:  Clarke, A., Morris S. and Williams, P. (2015) How do landlords address poverty York: JRF]  [48:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow]  [49:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow] 

Such practices reduce the pool of lettings available to homeless people and those on the lowest incomes. So while investment in affordable rent homes and social to affordable rent conversions may have driven an increase in the number of homes built per pound of grant, the policy is at the same time limiting access to social housing for homeless people.

The replacement of social rent housing with affordable rents has also driven up the cost to the Exchequer of Housing Benefit. The National Audit Office calculated that, over 30 years, funding new homes at social rents offers the taxpayer better value for money than higher affordable rents.[footnoteRef:50] This is because Housing Benefit savings in the longer term outweigh the higher upfront investment cost required to deliver homes at social rents.  [50:  National Audit Office (2012) Financial Viability of the social housing sector: introducing the Affordable Homes Programme, paragraph 2.7] 


Crisis questions the value of affordable rent housing as a general needs product for homeless people and others on the lowest incomes, and we call on Government to end the policy of investing in market linked affordable rents for this client group. Social housing investment should instead be focused on homes at social rent levels, and on maintaining social rents at a level that is affordable to households with earnings at the national living wage. 

That is not to suggest that rent setting in isolation will solve the growing affordability problems faced by homeless people and low income households seeking social rented housing. Housing providers are also exposed to the risks caused by reduced entitlements to Housing Benefit, and the impact of delays with Universal Credit payments. They may also be less inclined to accept applications from the lowest income households because of the reduced availability of support services.[footnoteRef:51] We address these issues below. [51:  Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2017) The homelessness monitor: England 2017. London: Crisis/JRF] 


Affordability assessments and inflexible approaches to rent in advance can have the unintentional effect of excluding homeless people
More housing associations appear to be using affordability assessments to assess whether applicants will be able to afford their rent.[footnoteRef:52]  [52:  Clarke, A., Morris S. and Williams, P. (2015) How do landlords address poverty York: JRF; Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow
] 

While a recent scoping analysis found “no evidence that housing associations are rejecting significant numbers of applicants on the grounds of affordability”, there appears to be a group of providers that are refusing households that are “too much of a risk”.[footnoteRef:53]   [53:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow] 

Inflexible application of rent in advance requirements, and an expectation that applicants provide rent guarantors, can have a similar effect in restricting access to social housing for homeless people.[footnoteRef:54] Crisis staff have reported cases in which homeless people (including people in employment) are only able to gain access to housing association tenancies if Crisis uses charitable funding to cover the cost of rent in advance.  [54:  Rowe, S. & Wagstaff, T. (2017) Moving on - Improving access to housing for single homeless people. London: Crisis. ] 

It doesn’t have to be this way. Some social housing providers adopt flexible approaches to agreeing the amount of rent that must be paid in advance at the start of the tenancy, reflecting the circumstances and financial capacity of the applicant. Some providers report that they assess affordability in order to identify whether applicants require supportive services to help the tenancy succeed.[footnoteRef:55]  [55:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow] 

We set out proposals in section 2 of this submission for the publication of a code of practice on measures social landlords should adopt to deliver their obligations under the Tenancy Standard. This should address best practice in the use of affordability tests and other pre-tenancy assessments, to ensure these operate as an enabling tool rather than a barrier to accessing social housing.
Decreasing supply of lettings means fewer lets to homeless people, especially single adults 

There has been a significant reduction in the availability of social housing lettings to new tenants (fig 4) with an 11 per cent fall in the year to 2016/17.  The Homelessness Monitor attributes the fall to the severe drop in new completions in 2015/16 (see figure 1), as well as the long-term impact of right to buy sales.  

The long-term decline in the availability of social rented housing in England is strongly implicated in recent rises in homelessness. A growing proportion of council housing options teams report difficulties in accessing social tenancies to help prevent or resolve homelessness in their areas – 70% in 2017 compared with 64% in 2016.[footnoteRef:56]  Analysis of lettings data demonstrates that homeless people have been disproportionately affected by the decline in lettings, with the proportion of lettings to homeless people also going down.[footnoteRef:57] [56:  Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2018) The homelessness monitor: England 2018. London: Crisis/JRF. ]  [57:  Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2018) The homelessness monitor: England 2018. London: Crisis/JRF. ] 





Figure 4. Reduction in flow of lettings to new tenants[footnoteRef:58] [58: Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2018) The homelessness monitor: England 2018. London: Crisis/JRF] 



This trend has impact more severely on single homeless adults that other household types. Crisis’ analysis of data for England (figure 5) demonstrates that the number of permanent mainstream lettings to single homeless people declined from 19,000 in 2007/08 to 12,000 in 2016/17.[footnoteRef:59] The fall as a proportion of all new lets is similar, declining from 12 per cent to 8 per cent over the same period.  [59:  Rowe, S. & Wagstaff, T. (2017) Moving on - Improving access to housing for single homeless people. Crisis. Analysis updated for 2016/17.] 


Figure 5. Proportion of new social lets to homeless households, by household type



These trends highlight the pressure of the social rent supply shortage on councils’ ability to provide permanent, stable housing for homeless people. Significant increases in new supply would increase social housing providers’ capacity to meet the needs of homeless people as well as others in housing need.[footnoteRef:60]  [60: Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.
] 


2. Barriers to accessing and sustaining social housing faced by homeless people

While increasing the supply of social rented housing would increase providers’ capacity to house homeless people and reduce the pressure to ration social housing access, the current policy context means it cannot be assumed that this will automatically improve access to social housing for homeless people. 

Crisis welcomes the Government’s intention to review the way allocations frameworks are working. There is a growing body of evidence that some homeless people and other low income households are struggling to gain access to social rented housing because of eligibility restrictions and housing providers’ response to the risks created by welfare reform. There is also evidence that the fixed term tenancy regime is being used by a minority of housing providers to manage the risks of letting to low income households, creating an environment of continuing tenure insecurity for these households.[footnoteRef:61]  [61:  Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.] 


Restrictions on housing eligibility can prevent homeless people from accessing social housing

Powers conferred by the Localism Act (2011) allow local authorities to exclude categories of applicant from registering for social housing. Whereas previously applicants could be judged ineligible for housing if they met the “unacceptable behaviour test” – behaviour serious enough to make the person unsuitable to be a tenant on the basis that the authority would be entitled to a possession order – the new rules mean categories of applicant can be excluded on behavioral grounds determined by councils. Many councils have chosen to adopt policies that exclude people from eligibility on the grounds of behavioural related factors such as a history of rent arrears, anti-social behaviour or a previous criminal conviction.  While councils should consider individual circumstances in implementing such polices, evidence from those with lived experience of homelessness suggest that such consideration is not always given (see Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients). People can also be excluded from registering for social housing because they don’t meet councils’ local connection requirements. These vary from area to area, but the vast majority of councils apply residency or other local connection criteria in accordance with Government guidance.[footnoteRef:62] [62:  Rowe, S. & Wagstaff, T. (2017) Moving on - Improving access to housing for single homeless people. London: Crisis] 


Workshops with people with lived experience of homelessness revealed the impact of such exclusions and the “blanket assumptions” that are made by social landlords (see Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients). Participants expressed frustration that eligibility exclusions seem to “trump” vulnerability, and their people’s personal histories and circumstances are not taken into account. 

There is also evidence that some social landlords adopt “blanket” approaches in their consideration of applicants with historic arrears. It can be very difficult for homeless people to challenge housing providers that judge them ineligible to apply or receive an offer unless they have access to the specialist support of advice workers or other advocates.

	Case study example
A was living in a refuge, after domestic violence left her no choice but to give up her housing association tenancy. She had previously accrued rent arrears during a former tenancy with a local authority, in part associated with Universal Credit administration. Her MP had helped resolve the UC difficulties, reducing the former tenant arrears. Difficulties with the affordability of refuge service charges led to her moving refuge twice, but during this time she accrued some service charge arrears.  Following intervention by Crisis, her former social landlord agreed to support her in applying for a new social housing tenancy through the local choice based lettings scheme, as she was unable to return safely to her original home.  When A placed a bid for a home with another housing association, a Homes for Cathy member, she was initially refused an allocation on the grounds of her former tenant arrears, and incorrect information suggesting she had not adhered to an arrears repayment plan.

Crisis contacted the housing association, encouraging them to rethink their position in the light of the Homes for Cathy commitments. A was about to begin a university course, was eligible for a maintenance loan and had secured part time employment. The housing association initially agreed to offer a property viewing without a commitment to offer an allocation, but after meeting A and reviewing her financial circumstances, they have now offered her a tenancy.  A was able to obtain “hardship funding” from her University to help with the costs of moving. Crisis will provide budgeting support while A settles in to her tenancy.



As this case study shows, to combat homelessness it is essential that councils and housing providers adopt a flexible approach to housing eligibility. Providers adopting the commitments adopted by the Home for Cathy group, agree to:

· Operate flexible allocations and eligibility policies which allow individual applicants’ unique set of circumstances and housing history to be considered
· Offer constructive solutions to households deemed ineligible for an offer of a home.

The case study also highlights the negative impact of repeated moves and changed circumstances on benefits claims and the ability to budget, and on people’s ability to meet the costs of moving into a new home. It also illustrates how the circumstances which give rise to homelessness may put homeless people at risk of falling foul of blanket exclusions.  People with a history of homelessness may also have a history of rent arrears, sometimes as a consequence of the impact of benefit restrictions or administrative problems or unaffordable rents. Blanket restrictions leave some groups of homeless people unable to access social housing, and therefore risk undermining the effective implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act.
Crisis strongly supports the intention set out in the Green Paper to gather evidence about the operation and impact of allocations processes. We encourage Government to use the forthcoming review of allocations to engage widely with social landlords, the homelessness sector and statutory public services to examine the extent of the problems identified in this submission, and to ensure measures are adopted to address identified. 
More immediately, there is compelling evidence demonstrating that Government should act to end the exclusion of homeless people from housing registers. Crisis therefore calls on Government to revise national allocations guidance to make clear that homeless people should not be excluded from registering for social housing. 
Fixed term tenancies may be undermining the security of those most vulnerable to homelessness

Crisis welcomes the announcement that Government will not make fixed term tenancies mandatory for local authority landlords at this time on the grounds that “there has been a growing recognition of the importance of housing stability for those who rent”. Councils and housing providers are still able to use fixed term agreements on a discretionary basis, and there is evidence that they are being used by some housing associations to manage the risk of arrears.[footnoteRef:63] [63:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow] 


A significant minority of providers using fixed term tenancies are doing so without having adopted clear criteria for their use and renewal, in contravention of the Regulatory Standards[footnoteRef:64]; 28% of councils and 22% of housing associations surveyed for a Heriot Watt study[footnoteRef:65] do not have policies in place. This means these providers are not compliant with their obligations under the Tenancy Standard, a matter relevant to the Government’s review of social housing regulation (see comments on Chapter 3 of the Green Paper in Section 3 of the Crisis Submission). This leaves many tenants facing reviews with no basis on which to judge whether they’ll be able to stay in their home. [footnoteRef:66] [64: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725828/Tenancy_Standard_2015.pdf]  [65:  Watts, B. & Fitzpatrick, S (2018) Fixed Term Tenancies: Revealing Divergent Views on the Purpose of Social Housing. ]  [66:  Watts, B. & Fitzpatrick, S (2018) Fixed Term Tenancies: Revealing Divergent Views on the Purpose of Social Housing. ] 


The same research suggests that where housing providers have adopted criteria for reviewing and renewing tenancies at the end of their fixed term, these include a strong focus on “behavioural concerns,” (78% councils and 91% housing associations), the incidence of rent arrears (78% councils and 86% housing associations) and financial capability – specifically whether rent is too expensive for tenant (28% of councils and 67% of housing associations).  These conditions can be comparable to the qualification criteria being used by some providers to exclude some groups of people from gaining access to social housing (as described above), leaving those on very low incomes and other vulnerable households at greater risk of non-renewal or, at best being offered only short-term tenancies in perpetuity. 

Arrears repayment obligations can be more onerous for fixed term tenants than for those with assured or secure tenancies because of an expectation that debt is paid back within the lifetime of the tenancy.[footnoteRef:67] This increases the risk of tenants being unable to meet arrears repayment obligations. Most social housing providers using fixed terms reported that non-renewal will be rare and say that they would be reluctant to pursue non-renewal, which raises questions about the rationale for their use.[footnoteRef:68] The Heriot Watt research reveals continuing uncertainty about whether fixed term tenancies will achieve their aim of freeing up significant numbers of lettings.[footnoteRef:69] A large housing association has now stated publicly that it will end its use of fixed terms[footnoteRef:70], and other providers are reportedly considering the same approach.[footnoteRef:71]  [67:  Hickman, P, Pattison, B and Preece, J (2018) The impact of welfare reforms on housing associations. Glasgow: University of Glasgow]  [68:  Watts, B. & Fitzpatrick, S (2018) Fixed Term Tenancies: Revealing Divergent Views on the Purpose of Social Housing. Edinburgh: Heriot Watt University]  [69:  Watts, B. & Fitzpatrick, S (2018) Fixed Term Tenancies: Revealing Divergent Views on the Purpose of Social Housing. Edinburgh: Heriot Watt University]  [70: https://www.lqgroup.org.uk/about/media-centre/news/details/135; https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/news/news/more-housing-associations-consider-ditching-fixed-term-tenancies-58315]  [71:  Inside Housing https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/news/news/more-housing-associations-consider-ditching-fixed-term-tenancies-58315
] 


There is however a risk that the practices of a minority landlords will result in continuing insecurity of tenure for fixed term tenants (which may include a disproportionate number of people moving on from homelessness) and may result in homelessness. This should be a matter of concern to Government, as it is an area of practice with potential to undermine both Homelessness Reduction Act implementation and the successful delivery of the rough sleeping strategy.  There is a strong case for more effective regulatory oversight of this issue.  

Crisis recommends that guidance on the use of fixed term tenancies is published as part of a code of practice on the measures housing providers should adopt to deliver their obligations under the Tenancy Standard and support implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act, enabling homeless people and others on very low incomes to access and sustain social tenancies. 
Lack of sensitivity to the needs of homeless people when a home is offered
Some participants in the Crisis workshops who had received a social housing offer commented that the home they’d been offered was unsuitable for their needs. For example, one participant – who had been rehoused following domestic abuse – was offered a flat in a block where they’d been told there were no neighbour problems. In reality, they found themselves in a block with boarded up flats, and repeated incidents with neighbours involving drug use, domestic abuse and police visits. This left the person affected feeling vulnerable and at risk, and unable to settle. 
Some participants talked about the financial challenge of being offered an unfurnished property in the social sector, or a home in a poor state of repair. While obtaining access to a social rented home was a positive experience for some, the costs of decorating, buying white goods and furnishing a home can be a huge challenge for people moving on from homelessness.

There was an awareness from participants that the problems outlined above were in part linked to the shortage of social rented homes and the financial pressures faced by social landlords. Workshop participants were also aware that the rationing systems that had been put in place to decide who should have priority often assigned single homeless adults with little priority. 
To address these barriers to social housing access and tenancy sustainment, Crisis calls on Government to ensure:

· The social housing regulator adopts a proactive approach to regulating housing providers’ performance in fulfilling the regulatory expectations that they assist councils in meeting their homelessness duties and support tenants to sustain their tenancies.  Housing association boards should address their performance in this respect.
· All providers of permanent, mainstream social housing to set and report publicly on an annual guideline target for the minimum proportion of social lettings to homeless nominees
· The social housing regulator should publish a code of practice on the measures social landlords (councils, ALMOs and housing associations) should adopt to deliver their homelessness obligations under the Tenancy Standard and support implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act, enabling homeless people and others on very low incomes to access and sustain social tenancies. This should draw on the work of the Homes for Cathy group[footnoteRef:72], and should include:  [72:  https://homesforcathy.files.wordpress.com/2018/07/commitments-one-pager.pdf] 

· a person-centred approach to handling housing applications, avoiding the use of blanket grounds for exclusion from housing registers, and ensuring that pre-tenancy assessments/affordability tests operate as an enabling tool rather than a barrier to accessing social housing
· partnership working between councils and housing associations to deliver Housing First solutions where appropriate to people with homeless people with multiple and complex need, with unconditional access to social housing tenancies;
· increased delivery of shared tenancy schemes and other housing models targeted at single adults moving on from homelessness;
· offering constructive solutions to applicants who can’t immediately be enabled to access social housing – for example optional tenancy training, and support to establish a pathway to permanent housing;
· ensuring providers monitor their performance against key indicators relating to homelessness including the proportion of lettings to homeless people, eviction rates by client group type, and the outcome of fixed term tenancies
ensuring that properties offered to homeless people are ready to move into – providing essential furnishings, white good and floor/wall coverings, or help to access the finance to provide these – and that the location and type of property meets the reasonable requirements of the applicant.

Government should also endorse the Homes for Cathy commitments as a model of practice for housing providers committed to preventing and tackling homelessness.

Digital exclusion and lack of transparency in the allocations system

Many of the homeless people taking part in consultation workshops to inform this submission experienced difficulties applying for social housing.  Problems included:
· Participants described needing to be persistent to work out how to use digital systems, even by those who felt they were digitally competent. There was felt to be an expectation that the applicant will manage the process themselves, and that it is rare to get support with the application Digital forms can be inflexible, and unable to cope with variations in circumstances that the system had not considered. It could then be hard to find out how to resolve problems with the applications process or form, or to obtain advice or support with this. This was the case even for people living in homelessness hostels where providers are funded to provide support. The problems are magnified for those with learning difficulties, limited or no access to the internet, literacy needs and language barriers – it was not always clear how to obtain help;
· Participants highlighted how individuals with a history of addiction or mental health issues may not have been good at keeping records or documents. This can also be a problem when trying to apply for housing online or claim benefits. 
“They ask for too much documentation from you. Bills, bank statements, ID and birth certificates. I don’t have any of them”
· Many participants found social housing bidding processes (typically used as part of choice based lettings schemes) hard to use or understand. Some councils’ requirements about frequency of bidding can be hard to comply with, particularly for more vulnerable people. 

· The lack of transparency about how allocations decisions are made meant that some participants had jumped to conclusions about how people were prioritised. Those left continually bidding over months and years had a sense of feeling forgotten.

Crisis recommends that:
· Social housing providers are encouraged by the social housing regulator to review applications systems in consultation with a cross section of applicants and third sector advice/support agencies to ensure processes and digital forms are easy to understand and use.
· Government ensures that housing options teams are funded to provide practical support to help those who need it apply for social housing and bid for properties – with adequate provision made for supported bidding. 
· Government should work with the sector to promote best practice, including sharing examples of training courses and on-line materials that help people understand and use the application process. 

Homeless people need access to tailored packages of support to help them access and sustain tenancies 

Effective support services are essential to help homeless people get access to and sustain mainstream housing. This is the case even for people who do not have complex support needs, but who need low intensity, short-term support as they adjust to independent living after a period of homelessness. 

Good quality housing-related support is cost effective,[footnoteRef:73] but spending on housing-related support (through the former “Supporting People” programme) has decreased by 67% in real terms since 2010.[footnoteRef:74] Council housing options teams report social landlords’ increased reluctance to accept tenants considered to have support needs, because of concerns that appropriate support will not be funded.[footnoteRef:75] Our workshops with homeless people highlighted the difficulty many experienced getting access to effective support (see Annex: Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients). Many participants described their frustration at being unable to get effective support to help them address the underlying causes of their homelessness, or to seek permanent housing. This affected their ability to apply for social housing, as well as to sustain tenancies once rehoused.  There were some examples of good practice however, with individual support providers named for their effective, life changing services. But at a time of reduced spending on support service many homeless people are unable to access provision, which in turn limits their prospects of both gaining and retaining access to general needs social housing.  [73:  Ashton, T., and Hempenstall, C. (2009). Research into the financial benefits of the Supporting People programme, DCLG;  DCLG. (2008). Research into the effectiveness of floating support services for the Supporting People programme]  [74:  Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2017) The homelessness monitor: England 2017. London: Crisis/JRF]  [75:  Fitzpatrick, S., Pawson, H., Bramley, G., Wilcox, S. & Watts, B. (2017) The homelessness monitor: England 2017. London: Crisis/JRF p12] 


Recent announcements of funding to deliver essential support services for people with a history of rough sleeping are welcome,[footnoteRef:76] alongside last year’s announcement of £28 million to fund three city-region Housing First pilots.[footnoteRef:77] Research for Crisis and Homeless Link has identified a cohort of 16,500 homeless people with multiple and complex needs across England who would benefit from Housing First.[footnoteRef:78] Crisis is calling on Government to expand Housing First provision, setting a national target for the supply of homes for Housing First from the social and private rented sectors and increasing funding to meet the scale of identified need.  [76:  https://www.gov.uk/government/news/funding-allocated-for-councils-to-help-rough-sleepers]  [77:  https://www.gov.uk/government/news/housing-secretary-james-brokenshire-awards-funding-to-reduce-rough-sleeping]  [78:  Blood, I., Goldup, M., Peter, L. and Dulson, S. (2018) Implementing Housing First across England, Scotland and Wales. Imogen Blood & Associates. London: Crisis and Homeless Link] 


But a more comprehensive approach is needed to extend the provision of support to homeless people across the spectrum of support needs, and to broaden the preventative impact of such support. As part of the plan to end homelessness, Crisis asked PwC to estimate the costs and benefits of measures to tackle homelessness through a range of targeted interventions, including housing-related support. The PwC analysis found that over 10 years, interventions costing £9.9 billion would deliver benefits worth £26.4 bn.  

Crisis has called on Government to invest £40.8 million over a three year period  in Critical Time Interventions (CTI) to meet the needs of 1,200 households likely to leave state institutions at risk of homelessness over the next three years. CTI is a time-limited practice that supports people who are vulnerable to homelessness when they move on from a state institution or state care.[footnoteRef:79] It is a ‘housing led’ approach, providing rapid access to permanent accommodation. This funding would provide for housing options support and an offer of settled housing. An intensive case management approach addresses the needs of people once they have security of accommodation.  [79:  Downie, M., Gousy, H., Basran, J., Jacob, R., Rowe, S., Hancock, C., Albanese, F., Pritchard, R., Nightingale, K. and Davies, T. (2018) Everybody In: How to end homelessness in Great Britain. London: Crisis.] 


Crisis calls on Government to ensure funding is available to deliver tailored packages of support to homeless people entering social housing and where relevant, to provide ongoing support with tenancy sustainment, particularly for those at risk of eviction. Support must be available to address the full range of needs from low intensity to complex support, including Critical Time Intervention support for people leaving state institutions, and intensive, specialist support to deliver Housing First.

3. Crisis response to relevant Green Paper questions
We set out below out responses to the specific questions posed in the green paper where these are relevant to our area of expertise.

Chapter 3 Empowering residents and strengthening the Regulator
Key points
· Ensuring effective scrutiny of the consumer standards is essential to ensure all housing providers play their part in ending homelessness. The review of social housing regulation provides an opportunity to ensure that social landlords provide decent homes and effective services for the 4 million households that already live in social housing, but also play their part in meeting the needs of homeless people and others who form part of the 4 million households in the backlog of housing need.[footnoteRef:80] [80:  Scale of backlog identified in Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.] 

· To ensure housing providers play their part in supporting the effective implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act, regulation of the consumer standards should ensure providers meet their existing responsibilities under the Tenancy Standard to prevent and alleviate homelessness.[footnoteRef:81] Any metrics used to assess performance against the consumer standards should include coverage of factors such as homeless households housed, evictions, fixed term tenancies ended and new social rent homes delivered (as well as wider evidence on social value). [81:  See paragraphs 2.1.1 and 2.2.7 of the Tenancy Standard https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725828/Tenancy_Standard_2015.pdf
] 

Q.21 Do the proposed key performance indicators cover the right areas? Q. 22 Are there any other areas that should be covered (by key performance indicators)?

The Green Paper proposes a new performance monitoring framework for social housing in which key performance indicators are reported publicly, via the social housing regulator. The Paper suggests that coverage might include keeping properties in good repair, maintaining the safety of buildings, effective handling of complaints, respectful and helpful engagement with residents and responsible neighbourhood management, including tackling anti-social behaviour. 

Crisis is supportive in principle of the proposal that certain core indicators should be reported publicly, and that the regulator should be involved in overseeing publication, so long as any such indicators are just one component of a nuanced and effective regulatory approach. 

Having a national indicator set would help to achieve standardisation, and place an agreed bundle of indicators in the public domain. It is important, however, that the new performance indicator regime is developed in collaboration with the sector, is aligned with existing data gathering/comparison mechanisms particularly the sector scorecard[footnoteRef:82]  and, critically, encompasses indicators that address social housing providers’ performance in preventing and alleviating homelessness.   [82:  http://www.sectorscorecard.com/] 


To ensure all providers play their part in tackling homelessness, the range of indicators should include metrics that address providers’ performance on their obligations to meet local housing needs, assist with councils’ homelessness duties, provide nominations and support tenants to maintain their tenancy and prevent unnecessary evictions (as stipulated by paragraphs 2.1.1 and 2.2.7 of the Tenancy Standard). Indicators should include coverage of homeless households housed, evictions, fixed term tenancies ended and new social rent homes delivered.

Through the Statistical Data Return the regulator already collects a range of data on housing providers’ performance, though the purpose of this is currently linked to regulation of the economic standards.[footnoteRef:83] Lettings data is gathered separately through the CORE return[footnoteRef:84], but changes to reporting arrangements since 2012 have made it more difficult to access reports for individual providers/local authority areas. Since 2012 providers have not been obliged to submit data on evictions through the Statistical Data Return, though many still do. There would be scope to develop the range of indicators gathered within the parameters of existing data collection arrangements. [83:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/717484/SDR_Statistical_Release_2017_Full_v1.2.pdf]  [84:  https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/rents-lettings-and-tenancies] 


Any move towards a set of national consumer focused performance indicators should be accompanied by a stronger focus on ensuring providers’ own internal/local performance monitoring arrangements are co-produced with tenants and other stakeholders.

Q 23 Should landlords report performance against these key performance indicators every year?

Yes.

Q24 Should landlords report performance against these key performance indicators to the Regulator? 

Yes. Crisis supports the case for more proactive regulation of the consumer standards, and regulatory involvement in gathering and publishing performance information should be part of this.

Q42 Does the Regulator have the right objective on consumer regulation? 

The regulatory objectives of the social housing regulator should be amended to include a requirement to safeguard and promote the interests of current and future tenants, homeless people and other service users. This broader objective reflects the wording of the Scottish regulatory system, and would oblige the regulator in England to consider the needs of homeless people as well as other prospective tenants and users of social housing. This could in turn help drive a stronger focus on the social value and impact of housing providers’ activities, and on ensuring they play their part in supporting implementation of the homelessness legislation.

Q44 Should the Regulator be given powers to produce other documents, such as a Code of Practice, to provide further clarity about what is expected from the consumer standards?

Yes. The evidence presented in the Crisis submission provides a strong case for the use of codes of practice to elaborate on expectations of providers under the Consumer Standards. As noted in section 2 of our submission, there is a case for a code of practice addressing the role of providers in preventing and alleviating homelessness, encompassing practice in areas such as allocations, the used of fixed term tenancies, interventions to tackle anti-social behaviour and prevent eviction, and strategies to meet local housing need. This should be developed in consultation with the sector, building on existing best practice.

Q45 Is “serious detriment” the appropriate threshold for intervention by the Regulator for a breach of consumer standards? If not, what would be an appropriate threshold for intervention? 
The “serious detriment” test is not an appropriate threshold for intervention for a breach of consumer standards.  As currently framed, the test sets the bar for intervention too high; the former chair of the regulation committee of the Homes and Communities Agency, Julian Ashby, has himself said that “It’s an almost impossibly high threshold for intervention, and its Tenant Involvement and Empowerment (TIE) Standard, for example, has never breached it.”[footnoteRef:85] [85:  https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/insight/insight/tenants-lack-of-power-was-a-major-problem-10-years-ago-and-it-has-yet-to-be-solved-56788] 

The threshold for intervention should not rely on a single test, but should be shaped by a broader and more nuanced approach to determining when intervention is necessary. This should draw on learning from the Cave Review,[footnoteRef:86] and the work of the Tenant Services Authority. Building on a co-regulatory approach, it could encompass review of performance information (beyond key performance indicators), risk based analysis and a proportionate and graduated scale of regulatory interventions. [86:  http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919235332/http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/320365.pdf] 

A more proactive approach to regulating the consumer standards should reduce the need for regulatory intervention (see our response to question 46). But it is also essential to ensure that the regulator can investigate and, where appropriate, intervene in a proportionate way to enforce the consumer standards. 
Q46 Should the Regulator adopt a more proactive approach to regulation of consumer standards? 

Yes, Crisis would like to see more proactive regulation of the consumer standards including, specifically, standards that address the role of social housing providers in preventing and alleviating homelessness.  While such regulation is critical to protect and empower tenants, it can also play a part in ensuring that social housing providers deliver their responsibilities to support councils’ implementation of their homelessness duties, as well as having wider social impact.

Without regulatory oversight, the extent to which social housing providers play an effective role in delivering wider government strategies – such as homelessness prevention - is determined principally by the level of organisational commitment to social impact/value. There is currently no presumption in the regulatory system that housing providers will demonstrate their effectiveness in contributing to national/local strategies to, for example, prevent and tackle homelessness, tackle domestic abuse or deliver wider interventions that have social value. There is a public interest case for stronger regulation of consumer-focused activities that impact on wider government strategies.

Q48 Should the Regulator have greater ability to scrutinise the performance and arrangements of local authority landlords? If so, what measures would be appropriate?

Crisis would support greater consistency in regulatory oversight of councils and housing associations implementation of the Consumer Standards.
 
Chapter 4 Tackling stigma and celebrating thriving communities
· We strongly welcome confirmation in the Green Paper that the government is determined to tackle prejudice towards social housing and its residents.
· The stigmatization of social renters is comparable to the stigma experienced by homeless people and reflects the wider public discourse about the role of welfare support and social housing.  
· Our workshops with people with lived experience of homelessness shows that social housing can have a positive, transformative effect on the lives of people moving on from homelessness. Delivering significantly more housing for social rent should be at the heart of the Government’s approach to tackling stigma, and ensuring effective implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act.

Q53. In addition to sharing positive stories of social housing residents and their neighbourhoods, what more could be done to tackle stigma? 

Crisis strongly welcomes the commitments in the Green Paper, and the Prime Minister’s subsequent statements to ‘change the way tenants and society as a whole think about social housing.’[footnoteRef:87] [87:  https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-speech-to-the-national-housing-federation-summit-19-september-2018] 


The stigmatisation of social renters can be compared to the stigma experienced by homeless people, and, arguably, reflects the wider public discourse about the role of welfare support and social housing.[footnoteRef:88]      [88:  Economic & Social Research Council (2018) Final findings report. Welfare Conditionality Project 2013-2018  ESRC] 

Remedies to tackle stigmatisation lie not just in supporting initiatives such as See the Person/Benefit to Society campaign (welcome though this is), but in a much broader reframing of concepts of housing and welfare conditionality that have dominated Government policy for more than a decade. In addition, as the Green Paper itself acknowledges “proposals to increase supply, will contribute to changes in attitudes over time.” 
The Crisis report Everybody In. How to End Homelessness in Great Britain[footnoteRef:89] sets out the evidence for a housing-led approach to homelessness, with the objective that everyone has a safe, stable place to live.  To achieve this, we call on government to deliver a step change in the delivery of new social rented homes, as well as taking steps to ensure the private rented sector is fit for purpose for low income households.  [89:  Downie, M., Gousy, H., Basran, J., Jacob, R., Rowe, S., Hancock, C., Albanese, F., Pritchard, R., Nightingale, K. and Davies, T. (2018) Everybody In: How to end homelessness in Great Britain. London: Crisis] 

As noted in the introduction to the Crisis submission, the scale of investment proposed is insufficient to achieve the required step change. Increasing the scale of investment in new social housing and broadening access to social rented housing  is critical to tackle stigma. 
Q56 What evidence is there of the impact of the important role that many landlords are playing beyond their key responsibilities? 

Crisis' alliance with the Homes for Cathy group of housing associations demonstrates the commitment that exists from many social housing providers to deliver social value.  Organisations such as Placeshapers provide evidence of the impact of housing associations’ activities beyond their core housing responsibilities.[footnoteRef:90]  [90:  https://www.placeshapers.org/we-care/

] 


Where housing providers deliver services that help tenants settle into their new home (for example, ensuring new tenants are able to decorate and furnish their homes), manage budgets on a low income and respond to unexpected life events or financial shocks they contribute to early prevention of homelessness. Government should ensure that the assessment of value for money delivered by housing providers reflects this wider contribution. Through the review of social housing regulation, it should facilitate an operating environment in which the assessment of social value is embedded in the assessment of value for money. 

Q57 Should landlords report on the social value they deliver?

Crisis supports the proposal that social landlords should report on social value, and that their activities in this area should be considered as part of wider regulatory judgements on value for money.

Crisis wrote to the Social Housing Regulator as part of its 2017 consultation on revisions to the Value for Money (VFM) Standard to urge the regulator to ensure that any target based approach to assessing VFM takes account of social value. Specifically, this should include the extent to which housing associations provide homes that homeless and other very low income households can afford to occupy (distinguishing between provision of social rent housing and other forms of affordable housing), and support interventions that enable people moving on from homelessness to prepare for and sustain their tenancies. 

Failing to take account of social value and, specifically, activities that address needs at the lowest end of the income spectrum or amongst those with higher support needs, risks encouraging providers to focus on lower risk/higher income client groups, exacerbating the shortage of homes affordable to homeless people.

Q59 [Re Anti-Social Behaviour] What key performance indicator (KPI) could be used to measure this work?

We question whether there is a single KPI that could effectively measure the impact of providers’ activities to tackle anti-social behaviour. We urge government and the regulator to ensure that the focus on this area addresses the relationship between anti-social behaviour and homelessness, and incorporates a strong focus on preventative work. This should ensure that evictions on the grounds of anti-social behaviour are minimised, and that where eviction cannot be avoided households are not evicted into homelessness.

The Neighbourhood and Community Standard already incorporates a clear focus on prevention (albeit top-line), but the regulator could play a role in providing further clarification of what constitutes best practice in this area drawing on best practice already operating in the sector.[footnoteRef:91] A more proactive approach to regulating the consumer standards would ensure that more providers implement best practice. [91:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/725830/Neighbourhood_and_Community_Standard_2015.pdf] 


Workshops with Crisis clients (see Annex: Social Housing Green Paper – Consultation Workshops for Crisis Clients) revealed that a minority of those that had moved on from homelessness into social housing had experienced problems with disruptive neighbours or other types of anti-social behaviour, and that this could have a damaging impact on their well-being. However, when exploring solutions to these problems, participants were sceptical of whether eviction was a useful solution, and mindful that it could be counter-productive to make people homeless in these circumstances. They suggested that solutions lay in a more assertive, joined up response from councils and other relevant services (including the police), and more effective support to help people address addiction or mental health issues.

Q61 How can we encourage social housing residents to be involved in the planning and design of new developments?

Ensuring residents are invited to take part in planning and designing new developments is important. But it is equally important that this engagement extends to those living outside the social housing sector, including homeless people and those registered on housing waiting lists as well as the wider community.  Crisis urges government to work with the sector to ensure relevant practice guidance across the planning and residential development sectors identifies housing applicants and people moving on from homelessness as part of the audience for such community engagement.

Chapter 5 Expanding supply and supporting home ownership
Key points
· If the Government is serious about its objective to tackle homelessness, it must deliver a step change in the delivery of new homes for social rent and end the erosion of the social rented stock. 
· To achieve this Crisis calls on Government to:
· Set a target for the delivery of 90,000 social rent homes per annum for 15 years, and grow investment to meet this requirement[footnoteRef:92]; [92:  Evidence for the 90,000 home target is set out in: Bramley, G. (forthcoming) Housing supply requirements across Great Britain for low income households and homeless people. London: Crisis and the National Housing Federation.
] 

· Develop an investment plan capable of delivering the resources to meet this requirement over a fifteen-year period, taking account of the contribution that can realistically be made by housing associations and councils respectively, and identifying the role of Government investment and other potential sources of funding. 
· Ensure the investment plan can meet the scale of investment needs in all parts of the country, not just in areas of highest affordability pressure.
· End the practice of converting social rent homes to affordable rent 
· Not allow increased flexibility on the tenure of homes replaced under right to buy. Social rent homes sold should be replaced by a new home for social rent unless needs analysis demonstrates there is no requirement for social renting.
· End the policy of investing in market linked affordable rents for low income households and ensure that social housing remains affordable to those at the lowest end of the earnings distribution, including people earning the National Minimum Wage.

Q62. Recognising the need for fiscal responsibility, this Green Paper seeks views on whether the Government’s current arrangements strike the right balance between providing grant funding for housing associations and Housing Revenue Account borrowing for local authorities.

Both housing associations and councils must be fully engaged in tackling the scale of the shortage of social rented housing. The balance of contribution to be made by each sector should be driven by a realistic assessment of the capacity of each – an assessment which Government should develop in collaboration with the relevant agencies. 

The key question that the Green Paper fails to address is whether the likely scale of delivery is sufficient to meet identified needs, and if not, the scale of the investment gap.  Our analysis of the scale of need for social rented housing and proposals to address the investment gap are set out in Section 1 of this submission.

For further information please contact:
Sarah Rowe
Tel: 020 7426 3879 
Sarah.rowe@crisis.org.uk
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11.1. Single homeless vs. all

				2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		Sum of Freq		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436		1,484,460
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Fig. 4.2- New social lets to general needs housing



11.2 Affordable Supply
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Fig. 4.2- New social lets to general needs housing



11.4 Single v family

				Affordable rent		Social rent		Total rent

		2005/06		0		23630		23630

		2006/07		0		24670		24670

		2007/08		0		29640		29640

		2008/09		0		31120		31120

		2009/10		0		33490		33490

		2010/11		0		39560		39560

		2011/12		1150		37680		38830

		2012/13		7180		17620		24800

		2013/14		19900		10920		30820

		2014/15		40830		9570		50400

		2015/16		16550		6800		23350

		2016/17		24350		5380		29730
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11.3 New single homeless vs new

		CORE GN lets - homeless		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-2017		Grand Total

		1 adult		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		1 adult & 1+ children		16,906		16,517		12,554		11,782		12,305		13,583		12,719		13,268		13,340		13039		122,975

		1 elder		1,523		973		846		927		892		997		948		991		1,139		1249		9,235

		2 adults		2,392		2,021		1,724		2,116		2,242		2,200		2,159		2,171		1,944		1753		18,969

		2 adults, includes elder(s)		445		304		172		342		340		350		362		399		364		378		3,079

		2+ adults & 1+ children		7,869		7,162		5,000		5,157		5,475		5,896		5,712		6,113		7,241		6937		55,624

		Other		3,767		3,294		3,271		1,659		1,601		1,859		1,831		2,537		1,207		1126		21,028

		NA		2,599		1,961		1,497		1,257		1,908		1,813		1,238								12,272

		Single / dual		21,614		19,430		17,664		17,314		17,294		16,998		16,923		15,667		15,253		13,964		158,155

		Family		24,775		23,679		17,554		16,940		17,780		19,479		18,431		19,381		20,581		19,977		178,600

		Grand Total		54,723		49,640		41,004		38,438		39,815		41,495		39,733		38,975		38,543		36,692		382,367

		% single of homeless		0.0474909696		0.0395001293		0.0365127612		0.0326931906		0.0479227774		0.0436814484		0.0311507742		0		0

		All new GN lets		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436

		% single/dual homeless of all		0.1320865347		0.112916469		0.1061082581		0.1016422193		0.1014668352		0.1062460774		0.1037727227		0.0968467847		0.0973506242		0.0980335771

		% homeless family of all		0.1514050467		0.1376114522		0.1054498095		0.0994464143		0.1043200773		0.121753869		0.1130206836		0.1198077119		0.1313570605		0.1402493506

		% single of all		0.117469546		0.1011686464		0.095751661		0.0892222313		0.0883117632		0.092492192		0.090536163		0.0834290676		0.0849415639		0.0857287341

		% homeless of all		0.3344218991		0.2884862053		0.2463171357		0.2256544039		0.2336075822		0.2593702356		0.2436428925		0.240934698		0.2460013714		0.2576070

		% dual of all		0.0146169887		0.0117478226		0.0103565971		0.012419988		0.0131550721		0.0137538854		0.0132365597		0.0134177171		0.0124090603		0.0123048429
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Fig. 4.5 - proportion of new social lets to homeless households



11.4 Singl-dual homeless vs all
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11.1. All lets vs. tenure

		CORE GN lets - homeless		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		1 adult		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		1 adult & 1+ children		16,906		16,517		12,554		11,782		12,305		13,583		12,719		13,268		13,340		13039		122,975

		1 elder		1,523		973		846		927		892		997		948		991		1,139		1249		9,235

		2 adults		2,392		2,021		1,724		2,116		2,242		2,200		2,159		2,171		1,944		1753		18,969

		2 adults, includes elder(s)		445		304		172		342		340		350		362		399		364		378		3,079

		2+ adults & 1+ children		7,869		7,162		5,000		5,157		5,475		5,896		5,712		6,113		7,241		6937		55,624

		Other		3,767		3,294		3,271		1,659		1,601		1,859		1,831		2,537		1,207		1126		21,028

		Grand Total		52,124		47,679		39,507		37,181		37,907		39,683		38,496		38,975		38,543		36692		370,095

		% single of homeless		0.3687750068		0.3651098736		0.4034648675		0.4087568289		0.397063024		0.3728913892		0.3835413048		0.3462725306		0.3452889851		0.3327888768

		All GN lets		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436		1,484,460

		% single homeless of all		0.117469546		0.1011686464		0.095751661		0.0892222313		0.0883117632		0.092492192		0.090536163		0.0834290676		0.0849415639		0.09

		New social tenants only
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Fig. 4.3 - Social lets to single homeless households



11.6. GN vs SH

		CORE GN lets - homeless		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		1 adult		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		1 adult & 1+ children		16,906		16,517		12,554		11,782		12,305		13,583		12,719		13,268		13,340		13039		122,975

		1 elder		1,523		973		846		927		892		997		948		991		1,139		1249		9,235

		2 adults		2,392		2,021		1,724		2,116		2,242		2,200		2,159		2,171		1,944		1753		18,969

		2 adults, includes elder(s)		445		304		172		342		340		350		362		399		364		378		3,079

		2+ adults & 1+ children		7,869		7,162		5,000		5,157		5,475		5,896		5,712		6,113		7,241		6937		55,624

		Other		3,767		3,294		3,271		1,659		1,601		1,859		1,831		2,537		1,207		1126		21,028

		Single/dual		21,614		19,430		17,664		17,314		17,294		16,998		16,923		15,667		15,253		13,964		158,155

		Grand Total		52,124		47,679		39,507		37,181		37,907		39,683		38,496		38,975		38,543		36,692		370,095

		% single of homeless		0.4146624755		0.4075068629		0.4471040383		0.4656569405		0.4562102147		0.4283415339		0.4396157752		0.4019627953		0.3957320386		0.3805548319

		All GN lets		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436

		% single homeless of all		0.1320865347		0.112916469		0.1061082581		0.1016422193		0.1014668352		0.1062460774		0.1037727227		0.0968467847		0.0973506242		0.0980335771

		New social tenants only





11.6. GN vs SH
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Fig. 4.4 - Social lets to single/dual homeless households



		Calendar year (UKHR)		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015		2016

		CORE lets		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16				Grand Total

		All social lets		366,820		379,082		367,756		393,625		394,484		378,043		396,471		385,343		374,596		334,602		3436219.50533679

		Social sector		3938000		3926000		3948000		3966000		3981000		3997000		4013000		4012000		4030000		4042000

		Lets per dwelling		0.093		0.097		0.093		0.099		0.099		0.095		0.099		0.096		0.093		0.083





		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Social lets

Number of LA and HA dwellings

Fig. 1 - Social lets vs. social homes

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		Row Labels		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		General Needs		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		Supported Housing		34,629		35,368		31,013		39,946		39,003		36,605		35,576		34,047		32,001		25,691		318,188

		Grand Total		53,851		52,776		46,952		55,144		54,055		51,403		50,340		47,543		45,309		45,309		457,374
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11.1. Single homeless vs. all

				2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		Sum of Freq		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436		1,484,460





11.1. Single homeless vs. all

		



Fig. 4.2- New social lets to general needs housing



11.2 Affordable Supply

				Affordable rent		Social rent		Total rent

		2005/06		0		23630		23630

		2006/07		0		24670		24670

		2007/08		0		29640		29640

		2008/09		0		31120		31120

		2009/10		0		33490		33490

		2010/11		0		39560		39560

		2011/12		1150		37680		38830

		2012/13		7180		17620		24800

		2013/14		19900		10920		30820

		2014/15		40830		9570		50400

		2015/16		16550		6800		23350

		2016/17		24350		5380		29730
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11.4 Single v family

		CORE GN lets - homeless		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-2017		Grand Total

		1 adult		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		1 adult & 1+ children		16,906		16,517		12,554		11,782		12,305		13,583		12,719		13,268		13,340		13039		122,975

		1 elder		1,523		973		846		927		892		997		948		991		1,139		1249		9,235

		2 adults		2,392		2,021		1,724		2,116		2,242		2,200		2,159		2,171		1,944		1753		18,969

		2 adults, includes elder(s)		445		304		172		342		340		350		362		399		364		378		3,079

		2+ adults & 1+ children		7,869		7,162		5,000		5,157		5,475		5,896		5,712		6,113		7,241		6937		55,624

		Other		3,767		3,294		3,271		1,659		1,601		1,859		1,831		2,537		1,207		1126		21,028

		NA		2,599		1,961		1,497		1,257		1,908		1,813		1,238								12,272

		Single / dual		21,614		19,430		17,664		17,314		17,294		16,998		16,923		15,667		15,253		13,964		158,155

		Family		24,775		23,679		17,554		16,940		17,780		19,479		18,431		19,381		20,581		19,977		178,600

		Grand Total		54,723		49,640		41,004		38,438		39,815		41,495		39,733		38,975		38,543		36,692		382,367

		% single of homeless		0.0474909696		0.0395001293		0.0365127612		0.0326931906		0.0479227774		0.0436814484		0.0311507742		0		0

		All new GN lets		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436

		% single/dual homeless of all		0.1320865347		0.112916469		0.1061082581		0.1016422193		0.1014668352		0.1062460774		0.1037727227		0.0968467847		0.0973506242		0.0980335771

		% homeless family of all		0.1514050467		0.1376114522		0.1054498095		0.0994464143		0.1043200773		0.121753869		0.1130206836		0.1198077119		0.1313570605		0.1402493506

		% single of all		0.117469546		0.1011686464		0.095751661		0.0892222313		0.0883117632		0.092492192		0.090536163		0.0834290676		0.0849415639		0.0857287341

		% homeless of all		0.3344218991		0.2884862053		0.2463171357		0.2256544039		0.2336075822		0.2593702356		0.2436428925		0.240934698		0.2460013714		0.2576070

		% dual of all		0.0146169887		0.0117478226		0.0103565971		0.012419988		0.0131550721		0.0137538854		0.0132365597		0.0134177171		0.0124090603		0.0123048429
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Fig. 4.5 - proportion of new social lets to homeless households



11.3 New single homeless vs new
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Fig. 4.5a - new social lets to homeless households



11.4 Singl-dual homeless vs all

		CORE GN lets - homeless		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		1 adult		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		1 adult & 1+ children		16,906		16,517		12,554		11,782		12,305		13,583		12,719		13,268		13,340		13039		122,975

		1 elder		1,523		973		846		927		892		997		948		991		1,139		1249		9,235

		2 adults		2,392		2,021		1,724		2,116		2,242		2,200		2,159		2,171		1,944		1753		18,969

		2 adults, includes elder(s)		445		304		172		342		340		350		362		399		364		378		3,079

		2+ adults & 1+ children		7,869		7,162		5,000		5,157		5,475		5,896		5,712		6,113		7,241		6937		55,624

		Other		3,767		3,294		3,271		1,659		1,601		1,859		1,831		2,537		1,207		1126		21,028

		Grand Total		52,124		47,679		39,507		37,181		37,907		39,683		38,496		38,975		38,543		36692		370,095

		% single of homeless		0.3687750068		0.3651098736		0.4034648675		0.4087568289		0.397063024		0.3728913892		0.3835413048		0.3462725306		0.3452889851		0.3327888768

		All GN lets		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436		1,484,460

		% single homeless of all		0.117469546		0.1011686464		0.095751661		0.0892222313		0.0883117632		0.092492192		0.090536163		0.0834290676		0.0849415639		0.09

		New social tenants only





11.4 Singl-dual homeless vs all
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Fig. 4.3 - Social lets to single homeless households



11.1. All lets vs. tenure

		CORE GN lets - homeless		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		1 adult		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		1 adult & 1+ children		16,906		16,517		12,554		11,782		12,305		13,583		12,719		13,268		13,340		13039		122,975

		1 elder		1,523		973		846		927		892		997		948		991		1,139		1249		9,235

		2 adults		2,392		2,021		1,724		2,116		2,242		2,200		2,159		2,171		1,944		1753		18,969

		2 adults, includes elder(s)		445		304		172		342		340		350		362		399		364		378		3,079

		2+ adults & 1+ children		7,869		7,162		5,000		5,157		5,475		5,896		5,712		6,113		7,241		6937		55,624

		Other		3,767		3,294		3,271		1,659		1,601		1,859		1,831		2,537		1,207		1126		21,028

		Single/dual		21,614		19,430		17,664		17,314		17,294		16,998		16,923		15,667		15,253		13,964		158,155

		Grand Total		52,124		47,679		39,507		37,181		37,907		39,683		38,496		38,975		38,543		36,692		370,095

		% single of homeless		0.4146624755		0.4075068629		0.4471040383		0.4656569405		0.4562102147		0.4283415339		0.4396157752		0.4019627953		0.3957320386		0.3805548319

		All GN lets		163,635		172,071		166,468		170,338		170,437		159,985		163,080		161,767		156,678		142,436

		% single homeless of all		0.1320865347		0.112916469		0.1061082581		0.1016422193		0.1014668352		0.1062460774		0.1037727227		0.0968467847		0.0973506242		0.0980335771

		New social tenants only





11.1. All lets vs. tenure
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Fig. 4.4 - Social lets to single/dual homeless households



11.6. GN vs SH

		Calendar year (UKHR)		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015		2016

		CORE lets		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16				Grand Total

		All social lets		366,820		379,082		367,756		393,625		394,484		378,043		396,471		385,343		374,596		334,602		3436219.50533679

		Social sector		3938000		3926000		3948000		3966000		3981000		3997000		4013000		4012000		4030000		4042000

		Lets per dwelling		0.093		0.097		0.093		0.099		0.099		0.095		0.099		0.096		0.093		0.083





11.6. GN vs SH
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Fig. 1 - Social lets vs. social homes



		Row Labels		2007-08		2008-09		2009-10		2010-11		2011-12		2012-13		2013-14		2014-15		2015-16		2016-17		Grand Total

		General Needs		19,222		17,408		15,940		15,198		15,052		14,797		14,765		13,496		13,308		12211		139,186

		Supported Housing		34,629		35,368		31,013		39,946		39,003		36,605		35,576		34,047		32,001		25,691		318,188

		Grand Total		53,851		52,776		46,952		55,144		54,055		51,403		50,340		47,543		45,309		45,309		457,374
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