
GROWTH & PROSPERITY SCRUTINY PANEL 
 

22nd October 2018  
 

Meeting commenced: 6.00 p.m. 
       “               ended: 8.10 p.m. 

 
PRESENT: Councillor Lewis  –  in the Chair 

Councillors R.Garrido, Jolley, Lindley, Mashiter, Ord, Weir and M. Wheeler 
 

Councillor Kelly  –  Lead Member for Housing & Neighbourhoods 
 
OFFICERS: Ben Dolan   –  Strategic Director Place 
  Andrew Leigh   – Head of Housing Strategy 
  Claire Edwards  – Democratic Services 
 
OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE: 
 
  Graeme Langton }  Resident, Pendleton Tower Block 
  Mark Norris  } 
  Mari Eccles  -  Manchester Evening News 
  Ewan Quayle  -  Salford Now 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Critchley, Dickman, Pevitt and  
P. Wilson, and on behalf of Councillor Merry. 

 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 
Councillor R. Garrido declared an interest in respect of items 3 (Tower Block Fire Safety Update) and 
5 (Update on the Review of Salford’s Housing Allocations Policy) due to him being a member of the 
ForViva Board. 
 
Councillor Kelly declared an interest in respect of item 5 (Update on the Review of Salford’s Housing 
Allocations Policy) due to her being a member of the Derive Board. 

 
3. TOWER BLOCK FIRE SAFETY UPDATE 

 
Ben Dolan reported on developments that had taken place since the last meeting, in particular, 
Pendleton Together having secured funding for the removal and replacement of cladding over the 
nine tower blocks in Pendleton, along with other fire related works.  This had followed the 
government having refused to allow the Council to lend the required funds to the Private Finance 
Initiative (PFI) contractor responsible for the blocks and having also made it clear that the PFI 
contractor was not eligible to receive support from the £400m national pot set up to help housing 
associations and councils address the national fire safety crisis.  Ben Dolan indicated that meetings 
were now taking place on a regular basis in order to ensure that the final replacement cladding 
solution was the correct one.  He stated that the Council was continuing to work closely with 
Pendleton Together with the intention of a new timetable for the works being confirmed in the near 
future.  In the meantime, the fire safety measures would remain in place on all the tower blocks. 
 
Ben Dolan provided responses to the issues that had been raised by residents at the previous 
meeting as follows – 
 
� Faulty windows including an incident that had invol ved a window falling out onto the 

ground. 
 



Since the last meeting, Pendleton Together had informed the Council that a programme of repair 
to identified faults on windows was due to commence on 22nd October 2018.  An investigation 
into the reasons behind the faults was still in progress and Pendleton Together would issue 
further guidance to residents when this had been completed.  Pendleton Together had confirmed 
that there had not been any reports of windows having fallen out onto the ground.  All balconies 
were fitted with toughened safety glass and balcony door glazing was laminated on the inside.  
The handle mechanism was different on Spruce Court and the safety guidance was therefore 
different for this block. 
 

� The Trident Safety Report and why it had not been m ade available to residents. 
 
Following the tragic fire at Grenfell, Pendleton Together had appointed Trident as their fire safety 
experts to review the refurbishment and ongoing safety practices at the nine tower blocks in 
Pendleton in order to develop a programme of required fire safety works that responded to 
government building safety advice and ongoing liaison with Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue 
Service.   
 
In order to develop a programme of required works, Trident and Pendleton Together had carried 
out survey work to the blocks and had identified and tested a replacement cladding system.  An 
outline of the proposed work had been shared with residents in May 2018.  Newsletters 
summarising the proposals had been shared with residents in June 2018. 
 
Whilst there is no Trident Report, any correspondence and information relating to Trident findings 
had been shared with the Council under legal privilege as the information was subject to legal 
action against the original building contractor. 
 
The Council and Pendleton Together were continuing to provide updates to residents and were 
hoping to share further information with regard to the proposed programme of required fire safety 
works in due course.  Pendleton Together had offered Mr. Langton access to Trident staff to ask 
questions about the programme of fire safety work.   
  

� The NIBE Heating System.  It had been reported that  residents were too afraid to turn on 
their heating because of the cost.  Marie Landon fr om Fuel Poverty Action had expressed 
concern regarding the situation in Salford and the impact that heating problems, 
particularly for those who don’t have cladding and insulation on their blocks, could have 
on residents’ health. 
 
Ben Dolan referred to Councillor Merry having previously offered to meet with a representative 
from Fuel Poverty Action to discuss their concerns and indicated that Councillor Merry’s offer to 
meet with Fuel Poverty Action remained open. 
 
In addition, Ben Dolan referred to a press release, detailed below, that had been issued by 
Pendleton Together, in response to similar queries that had been raised regarding the efficiency 
of the NIBE units – 
 
‘Pendleton Together residents are feeling the benefit of their NIBE heating systems and we have 
seen a reduction in calls for assistance.  We are not working on any current complaints.  This is 
thanks to our commitment to support all tenants with resolving any issues through individual 
visits, 31 this year, and a series of videos, available from 
https://www.pendletontogether.co.uk/your-home/manage-your-home/nibe-boiler-user-guides/ 
 
In addition to the demonstrations and efficiency advice given to tenants on visits, we have an 
annual servicing programme where residents can raise any ongoing concerns and we do all we 
can to help them reduce their energy bills. 
 
Our experience has shown that in most cases investigated, there are two reasons for higher bills.  
Firstly, there can be ongoing issues with the residents’ energy provider.  Secondly, some 
residents are trying to use the NIBE system in the same way they used the previous gas boiler 



and hot water systems.  This is an inefficient way to use the NIBE system which relies on being 
on permanently to get the best and most cost effective results. 
 
To ensure our residents get the value for money service we have proactively established a 
continuous remote monitoring programme in a number of homes to ensure that the NIBE 
systems are working as planned.  This monitoring data shows an average annual running cost of 
£546 for a two bedroom flat using a NIBE (based on £0.14p per kWh).  These running costs are 
for the entire utility bills and including the electricity used for domestic goods – TVs, fridges or 
microwaves.  This is £200 cheaper than Ofgem estimate for running a 1-2 bed property is £750 
per year.  One resident achieved desired heating and hot water comfort levels in their home, 
paying only £400 a year for their energy bill. 
 
We would encourage any resident who has any issue with their NIBE system to get in touch with 
Pendleton Together.  This can be done by phone at 0300 555 5567, email at 
thg.pendletontogether@togetherhousing.co.uk or face to face at our Brotherton House Office.’ 

 
� Outstanding Freedom of Information Requests. 
 

The Panel noted that any outstanding Freedom of Information Requests would be dealt with 
through that particular process.   

 
The following issues were raised by members of the public in attendance at the meeting and were 
responded to by Ben Dolan as indicated (further responses are included at Appendix 1) – 

 
o Rebecca Long-Bailey MP having been trying, without success, for approximately three 

months, to arrange a meeting with Salford residents  through Pendleton Together.  She 
had recently escalated her request to Salford Counc illors.  What action would be taken 
against Pendleton Together for not complying with t his request? 
 
Ben Dolan had only recently become aware of the frustrations that existed in relation to the 
above matter, which he indicated he would be discussing with Councillor Merry who was now 
leading on the matter. 

 
o An incident that had previously been referred to in volving a window having fallen out onto 

the ground. A resident clarified that the window ha d fallen onto the floor inside a flat and 
details were provided in relation to the location o f the flat and who had been present at the 
time. 

 
Arrangements would be made for the additional information that had now been provided to be 
investigated. 

 
o A number of cracked windows had been reported to Pe ndleton Together.  

 
An investigation in relation to faulty windows was in the process of being undertaken. 
 

o People with disabilities and young families should not be living on high floors in tower 
blocks. 
 
Greater Manchester Fire & Rescue Service had not raised any concerns in relation to the above 
matter.  Concerns had been raised by individuals which were taken into account through 
Pendleton Together’s management arrangements.  Reference was made to the limited 
availability of alternative accommodation. 
 

o Whether legal action was to be taken by Pendleton T ogether against Keepmoat, the 
contractor that had undertaken the renovation of th e tower blocks in 2015. 
 
Ben Dolan confirmed that litigation was currently pending. 
 



o Problems in relation to the lighting on the rear st airs and landings. 

Bulbs had been ‘popping’ more frequently than would be expected and work had been 
undertaken to replace the bulbs in question. 

Discussion took place during which Panel Members made reference to the following – 
 

o The need for investigation to be undertaken with regard to (a) the abovementioned incident 
involving a window having fallen onto the floor inside a flat, and (b) the report that a request from 
Rebecca Long-Bailey MP to Pendleton Together, for a meeting with residents, had not been 
progressed. 
 

o The cost of the cladding removal / replacement and additional fire safety works, estimated at 
approximately £30m at the last meeting, appearing to be high in comparison to works that had 
been undertaken in respect of tower blocks located elsewhere in the city.  Ben Dolan indicated 
that comparisons were unlikely to be comparing like with like in terms of the works that were 
required. 
 

o The need to ensure that costs in respect of snagging and correcting works that had not been 
undertaken properly during the previous refurbishment of the tower blocks were met by the 
original contractor, and not included in the cost of the cladding removal / replacement and fire 
safety works that were to be undertaken.   
 

o Communication with residents and concerns that it appeared that the Council had not been made 
aware of some issues that residents had raised with Pendleton Together.  Reference was made 
to regular communication that was undertaken between Pendleton Together and residents in the 
form of newsletters, surgeries, drop-in sessions, etc.  It was acknowledged that everybody was 
not always in agreement and that residents were understandably frustrated at the length of time 
that it was taking for the works to be undertaken to the tower blocks.  It was indicated that it 
would be appropriate for operational issues not directly connected to the cladding removal  / 
replacement and fire safety works to be dealt with by Pendleton Together. 
 

RESOLVED: (1) THAT the update and discussion be noted with thanks to Ben Dolan for his 
attendance at the meeting. 

(2) THAT investigation be undertaken with regard to (a) the abovementioned incident 

involving a window having fallen onto the floor inside a flat, and (b) the report that a request from 
Rebecca Long-Bailey MP to Pendleton Together, for a meeting to be arranged with residents, had 
not been progressed. 

4. HOUSING STRATEGY REFRESH 

Andrew Leigh presented a report which outlined the work that had been undertaken to date to 
refresh Salford’s Housing Strategy.  Although the existing housing strategy ‘Shaping Housing in 
Salford’ runs to 2020, as a result of significant changes in the housing policy framework in addition to 
local housing markets, a decision had been made to refresh and update Salford’s housing strategy 
now.  The report provided information on some of the key issues and sought comments to inform the 
development of the strategy. 

Discussion took place which included reference to –  

� The need for consideration to be given to the likely impacts that a proposed housing development 
would have on the highway network, school places, health provision, etc., and how they could be 
addressed, rather than proposed developments being considered in isolation.  Consideration of 
the impacts on the surrounding infrastructure and local facilities would be likely to encourage 
public support for proposed housing developments, particularly those on brownfield and infill 
sites. 
 



� A substantial number of people in Salford were earning less than £21,000 (the number earning 
less than this amount had grown over 1% since 2014).  In terms of lower quartile house prices 
(£90,500) and private rents (£495), this was less than the required household income to buy 
(£25,857), the required income to rent being £17,640.  
 

� The shortfall of affordable housing provision – whilst 3,488 homes were delivered/committed 
between 2007/21, a calculated shortfall of 760 affordable homes per year up to 2021 remains.  
57% of affordable home delivery has been one and two beds. 
 

� The distribution of affordable housing within new developments.  Members referred to the 
benefits of affordable housing being ‘pepper potted’ through developments, making it less 
identifiable, rather than being clustered together. 
 

� One and two bed properties being required to respond to growth in East Salford and to meet the 
housing register need – with 60% of those on the housing register requiring one bed affordable 
properties (April 2018).  Four bed property turnover on the housing register being minimal and 
more, larger, family affordable homes being required.  Members asked to be provided with details 
of the average and longest wait for each category of housing. 
 

� 68% of planned homes being in Ordsall with housing delivery being concentrated in East Salford 
when housing delivery was also required in the West of the City. 
 

� The need for the strategy to reflect the varied housing markets that exist in different parts of the 
city. 
 

� The likelihood that a substantial number of older people were living in under-occupied properties 
that had previously been the family home.  In many cases, they would prefer to downsize and 
wish to remain in the same neighbourhood, possibly near their families, however, there is a lack 
of availability of suitable properties in the area.  Should they have the option to be housed in a 
way that they find more manageable, this would leave them with more expendable income, 
making them more socially mobile and more likely to live a longer and happier life.  This would 
then increase the availability of larger family homes which would help to meet the need that 
existed for such properties.  Andrew Leigh indicated that consideration would be given to a piece 
of work being undertaken in relation to the scale of under-occupation of properties in the city. 
 

� The increasing number of Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs), which had arisen due to the 
shortage of housing provision in the city, and their impact on communities.    
 

� ‘Air B n B’ properties located in the city and their impact on the surrounding neighbourhood.   
 

� With regard to point 2.11on page four of the report - ‘a greater than 1 in 100 year risk of flooding’ 
– reference was made to the impact of the second flood basin and it was agreed that clarification 
would be sought in relation to this matter. 

RESOLVED: (1) THAT the content of the report and discussion be noted with thanks to Councillor Kelly 
and Andrew Leigh for their attendance at the meeting and for providing the Panel with the opportunity to 
be involved in the refresh of the Housing Strategy. 

(2) THAT Members be provided with details of the average and longest wait for each 

category of housing. 

  (3) THAT consideration be given to a piece of work being undertaken to identify the scale 
of under-occupation of properties in the city. 

 



5. UPDATE ON THE REVIEW OF SALFORD’S HOUSING ALLOCATIONS POLICY 

Andrew Leigh presented a report which provided an update on the review of Salford’s Housing 
Allocations Policy.  The report indicated that in light of the implementation of the Homelessness 
Reduction Act 2017 and the new statutory duties that the Act entailed, it was considered good 
practice to review the existing Housing Allocations Policy to ensure that it reflected the new 
requirements of the Act and supported statutory services in delivering their new duties.  The review 
was also considered good practice in light of the three years delivery to date of the existing policy.  
The report set out the work that had been undertaken to date and the next steps for completing the 
review of Salford’s Housing Allocations Policy.  The report also sought Members’ comments on the 
policy.  Members were presented with the outcomes of the consultation that had been undertaken 
(attached at Appendix 2) which had ended on 12th October 2018. 

Discussion took place which included reference to the following – 

� With regard to the Local Connection, it was suggested that consideration be given to whether 
‘Those with other special circumstances’ should include those fleeing violence of any kind. 
 

� With regard to Unacceptable Behaviour – 
 

o With regard to ‘Owing significant current or former tenant arrears amounting to more than 
£200’ – Members questioned whether this amount was appropriate as rent arrears could 
rapidly mount up, for example following a change in circumstances or due to the impact of 
Universal Credit and Welfare Reform. 
 

o With regard to ‘Serious nuisance/annoyance to neighbours resulting in an offence of 
serious anti-social behaviour’ – Members questioned whether any allowances were made 
in respect of vulnerable people who may be receiving input from Social Services or who 
may be being supported in other ways. 

 
� With regard to Refusal of Suitable Offers – 

 
o With regard to ‘Currently, applicants who refuse an offer of accommodation that is 

considered suitable for their needs, without good reason will be removed from the housing 
register, and are able to reapply 12 months later’ – Members established that the 
suitability of the offer and whether there was good reason for refusal were decided by an 
officer, in respect of which an appeal process could be followed.  Members requested that 
consideration be given to a cost benefit analysis being undertaken in relation to a more 
lenient approach – for example, the applicant being able to remain on the housing register 
or being able to reapply six months later. 

 
� With regard to Priority Points – 

 
o Whether it would be appropriate for additional points to be awarded to those wishing to 

downsize their property (for example, according to the number of bedrooms that would be 
released).  It was indicated that consideration would need to be given to possible 
unintended consequences that this could have such as overtaking somebody living in an 
overcrowded property, reducing the availability of one and two bed properties, etc. 

 
o The possibility of recognising good neighbourly behaviour in terms of those who respect 

and contribute to the local community.  Reference was made to the subjectivity that would 
be involved and the opportunity for challenge. 

 
o How priority points were calculated in relation to people with disabilities. 



RESOLVED: (1) THAT the content of the report and discussion be noted with thanks to Councillor Kelly 
and Andrew Leigh for their attendance at the meeting, and for providing the Panel with the opportunity to 
be involved in the review of the Housing Allocations Policy.   

(2) THAT consideration be given to the above-mentioned questions and issues raised by 

Panel Members and a response be circulated to Members at the appropriate time. 

6. UPDATE ON CONTRACTUAL ISSUES 
 
This item was withdrawn from the agenda. 
 

7. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 24TH SEPTEMBER 2018 
 
RESOLVED: THAT the minutes of the above meeting be agreed as a correct record. 
 

8. DRAFT WORK PROGRAMME 
 
RESOLVED: THAT the content of the Draft Work Programme be noted. 
 

9. ITEM FOR INFORMATION: DEVELOPMENT UPDATE – CITY CENTRE SALFORD 
 
RESOLVED: THAT the Development Update be noted. 
 

10. DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING  
 

� Monday 26th November 2018, 6.00 p.m. (Briefing for Panel Members at 5.45 p.m.) 

 



Appendix 1 

Responses to issues raised at the meeting of the 

Growth & Prosperity Scrutiny Panel held on 22nd October 2018 

 

1 
 
 

Rebecca Long-Bailey MP having been trying, without success, for 
approximately three months, to arrange a meeting with Salford residents 
through Pendleton Together. She had recently escalated her request to Salford 
Councillors.  
 
Councillor Merry is meeting in December with Rebecca Long Bailey and Steve Close, 
the Chief Executive of Together Housing, to discuss the ongoing issues of fire safety 
and community engagement. 
 

2 
 
 

An incident that had previously been referred to involving a window having 
fallen out onto the ground. A resident clarified that the window had fallen onto 
the floor inside a flat and details were provided in relation to the location of the 
flat and who had been present at the time. 
 
Pendleton Together had again confirmed that there had not been any reports of 
windows having fallen out onto the ground.  A further allegation was made that a 
window had fallen into a flat in respect of which details were provided. 
 
Pendleton Together have previously reported the vandalism to a balcony where 
shattered glass did marble and fall away as designed.  The tenant below is believed 
to have had the balcony door open at the time but there is no record of a tenant being 
in the flat at the time. 
 

3 
 
 

A number of cracked windows having been reported to Pendleton Together. 
 
Four residents had highlighted issues with their windows.  Pendleton Together 
confirmed that all four tenants had repairs completed and had been provided advice 
regarding the operation of the windows.  There were no outstanding repairs to the 
properties identified.  All repairs should be reported in the normal way through to 
Pendleton Together. 
 
The programme of repair to identified faults on 46 windows has commenced and the 
contractor has gained access to complete repairs to 90% of flats.  The investigation 
into the reasons behind the faults was still in progress and Pendleton Together would 
issue further guidance to residents when this had been completed.   
 

  

 



Scrutiny Panel Presentation 

Outcome of a consultation on the review of 
Salford’s Allocations Policy

Andrew Leigh – Head of Housing Strategy



72.12% of respondents 

either agreed or strongly 

agreed with the current 

local connection criteria.

Only 17.7% disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with 

the current local 

connection criteria.

In addition, 1 paper In addition, 1 paper 

response was received 

which disagreed with 

the local connection 

criteria overall.



Q2. Respondents were asked to comment on the local connection 
Criteria:

81 respondents commented on the local connection criteria including 
in particular:

• Armed forces criteria which was raised by 8 respondents
• Employment local connection which was raised by 10 respondents• Employment local connection which was raised by 10 respondents
• Domestic Violence which was raised by 4 respondents



Q.3

71.07% of respondents 

agreed or strongly 

agreed with the 

Policy of restricting 

entry onto the 

register to those 

demonstrating 

unacceptable 

behaviour.behaviour.

Only 22.84 % disagreed 

or strongly disagreed 

with this policy

In addition, 1 paper form 

was received which 

disagreed with the 

policy.



Q.4 Respondents were asked to comment on the policy of restricting entry onto the 
Register to those demonstrating unacceptable behaviour :

87 respondents commented on the registration restrictions placed on those demonstrating 
unacceptable behaviour.

• Arrears/financial issues were raised by 25 respondents
• The £200 arrears cap was commented on by 17 respondents
• Unacceptable behaviour was commented on by 32 respondents



Q.5 and Q6

43.20% of respondents either 

agreed or strongly agreed that 

the current banding system 

works well.

24.26% disagreed or strongly 

disagreed that the banding 

system works well.

In addition, 1 paper form was 

received which neither agreed 

nor disagreed with the 

eligibility criteria.eligibility criteria.

60.58% of respondents either 

agreed or strongly agreed with 

the removal of band A replaced 

by a direct lettings policy

11.18% of respondents either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed 

with the proposal.

In addition, 1 paper form was 

received which neither agreed 

nor disagreed.

In addition to Q6: The proposed removal of band A 
Regeneration, replaced by a direct lettings policy 



Q.7 Respondents were asked to comment on the existing banding system and proposed 
removal of band A replaced by a direct lettings policy:

80 comments were received about the existing banding system and proposed removal of 
band A replaced by a direct lettings policy

• 17 comments were broadly in agreement with the Policy
• 9 comments broadly disagreed with the Policy
• 11 different individual suggestions for changing the banding system were made



Q.8 Respondents were asked to comment on the current policy of rehousing 
regeneration applicants in homes they require rather than like for like 
homes:

39 respondents were generally in favour of this policy –
acknowledging the very short supply of social housing and the need to use this 
rare resource very carefully.

9 respondents were generally in disagreement with this policy –
generally feeling that downsizing to properties required rather than like for like was 
unfair.unfair.

An overarching theme in the majority of responses was that applicants individual 
circumstances needed to be taken into consideration i.e. disabilities affecting 
space/need for equipment or need for an overnight carer, when assessing the size 
of property required.



Q9. 

69.28% of respondents 

agreed with the current 

system for awarding priority 

points.

10.45% either disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with the 

current priority points 

Q9. The award of priority points for a range of issues.

current priority points 

system.

In addition, 1 paper form 

was received which 

disagreed with the award of 

priority points



Q10. Respondents were asked to comment on the current policy of awarding priority 
points to certain cases:

69 respondents commented on this aspect of the policy

There were a range of suggestions from individual respondents for additional criteria which 
could be awarded priority points



Q.11

56.76% of respondents 

either agreed or strongly 

agreed with the 

proposed revised targets 

for advertised properties 

in each band.

14.19% of respondents 

either disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with 

the proposed revised 

targets for advertised 

properties in each band.

In addition, 1 paper form 

which neither agreed 

nor disagreed.



Q.12 Respondents were asked to comment on the proposed changes to the targets for 
advertised properties in each band, if Band A is removed, with equal distribution of 
Band A targets to Band B and C:

40 people responded to this question.

9 respondents were broadly in agreement with the proposal

6 respondents were broadly in disagreement with the proposal

A range of other comments unrelated to this question were raised in this section.A range of other comments unrelated to this question were raised in this section.



Q.13

42.86% of respondents 

either agreed or strongly 

agreed with policy of 

suspending applications 

after an offer of suitable 

accommodation for a 12 

month period.

Q13. Refusal of one suitable offer (without good reason) and 
suspension from the register for 12 months.

month period.

42.86% of respondents 

either disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with this policy.

In addition, 1 paper form 

which disagreed with this 

policy.



Q14. Respondents were asked to comment on the policy of one suitable offer being 
made and suspension from the housing register upon refusal of that offer (without 
good reason) 

87 comments were received about this policy.
• 18 respondents made new proposals mainly focussing on:

o More (2 or 3) opportunities for offers should be available before suspension
o The suspension period should be reduced to 6 months

• 17 comments were largely in agreement with this policy.
• 33 comments were largely in disagreement with this policy.

The rationale for a one suitable offer approach is:
• The housing need, demand and availability in Salford indicates the need for this approach• The housing need, demand and availability in Salford indicates the need for this approach
• Statutory homeless applicants only receive one suitable offer by law
• Applicants should only bid on suitable properties appropriate for their housing needs
• Applicants have 5 days within which to visit the location of the property before bidding on it

If offers increase to 2 before suspension this would promote choice but would result in:
• Longer lengths of stay in Temporary Accommodation (TA) resulting in: direct impacts 

on health & wellbeing of homeless applicants, considerable increases in TA costs to the 
Council and reduced availability of TA for other homeless applicants.

• Additional systems required to monitor the number of offers made resulting in increased 
costs of: IT development and/or staff resources

• Increased costs to housing providers: Increased void and rental loss costs to housing 
providers due to properties being vacant for longer and impacts on staffing resources in 
terms of duplicate administration processes, viewings and sign ups.



Q15

60.28% of all respondents 

either agreed or strongly 

agreed with the 

Homelessness Reduction Act 

proposals (allocation of 

prevention x 2 and relief x1 

points, and removal at the 

Q15. Do you agree with the proposed changes in response to the Homelessness 
Reduction Act?

points, and removal at the 

end of the relief period).

9.22% of respondents either 

disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with the 

Homelessness Reduction Act 

proposals.

In addition, 1 paper form 

was received which response 

disagreed with the 

proposals.



Q16. Respondents were asked to comment on the proposals in response to the 
introduction of the Homelessness Reduction Act:

41 respondents commented on this.

8 respondents were broadly in agreement with this policy
6 respondents were broadly in disagreement with this policy

A range of other comments unrelated to this question were raised in this section.


