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PLACE: Committee Room 1, Town Hall, Gosport 
Democratic Services  contact: Carly Grainger 

 
 
 
 
 
LINDA EDWARDS 
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MEMBERS OF THE BOARD 

 
 

Councillor Philpott (Chairman) 
Councillor Lane (Vice Chairman) 

 
Councillor Carter, C K Councillor Geddes 
Councillor Mrs Cully Councillor Forder 
Councillor Dickson Councillor Hylands 
Councillor Edwards Councillor Jessop 

 
The Mayor (Councillor Allen) (ex officio) 

Chairman of Policy and Organisation Board (Councillor Hook) (ex-officio) 
 

FIRE PRECAUTIONS 
 

(To be read from the Chair if members of the public are present) 
 

In the event of the fire alarm (continuous ringing) or controlled evacuation alarm (intermittent 
ringing) sounding, please leave the room immediately. 
Proceed downstairs by way of the main stairs or as directed by GBC staff, follow any of the 
emergency exit signs. People with disability or mobility issues please identify yourself to GBC 
staff who will assist in your evacuation of the building. 

 

Legal, Democratic and Planning Services Unit: Linda Edwards – Borough Solicitor 
Switchboard Telephone Number: (023) 9258 4242 
Britdoc Number: DX136567 Gosport 2   Website: www.gosport.gov.uk 



 
 
 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: 
 

• If you are in a wheelchair or have difficulty in walking and require 
access to the Committee Room on the First Floor of the Town Hall 
for this meeting, assistance can be provided by Town Hall staff on 
request 

 
If you require any of the services detailed above please ring the Direct Line 
for the Democratic Services Officer listed on the Summons (first page). 

 
 

NOTE:  
 
i. Members are requested to note that if any member wishes to speak at the Board meeting 

then the Borough Solicitor is required to receive not less than 24 hours prior notice in writing 
or electronically and such notice shall indicate the agenda item or items on which the 
member wishes to speak.  

ii. Please note that mobile phones should be switched off for the duration of the meeting. 
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 AGENDA 
 

RECOMMENDED 
MINUTE FORMAT

 PART A ITEMS  

   

1. APOLOGIES FOR NON-ATTENDANCE  

   

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
   
 All Members present are required to declare, at this point in the 

meeting or as soon as possible thereafter, any personal or personal 
and prejudicial interest in any item(s) being considered at this 
meeting. 

 

   

3. MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE HOUSING BOARD HELD 
ON 16th JUNE 2010 (copy herewith) 

 

   

4. DEPUTATIONS – STANDING ORDER 3.5  

   

 (NOTE: The Board is required to receive a deputation(s) on a matter 
which is before the meeting of the Board provided that notice of the 
intended deputation and its object shall have been received by the 
Borough Solicitor by 12 noon on Monday 1st November 2010.  The 
total time for deputations in favour and against a proposal shall not 
exceed 10 minutes). 

 

   

5. PUBLIC QUESTIONS – STANDING ORDER 3.6  

   

 (NOTE: The Board is required to allow a total of 15 minutes for 
questions from Members of the public on matters within the terms of 
reference of the Board provided that notice of such Question(s) shall 
have been submitted to the Borough Solicitor by 12 noon on Monday 
1st November 2010). 

 

   

6. REVIEW OF THE GOSPORT SCHEME OF ALLOCATION FOR 
THE GOSPORT HOUSING REGISTER 

  
 This report seeks approval of a review of the Scheme of Allocation 

for the Gosport Housing Register. The Scheme determines access to 
social housing lets through this Council and our Housing Association 
partners. The review has considered a wide range of factors, 
including legal and operational factors. 

PART II 
Contact Officer: 
Steve Newton 

X5296 

   

7. REVIEW OF GOSPORT’S HOMELESSNESS STRATEGY 
  
 This report progresses this Council’s legal obligation to have a 

homelessness strategy and to review that strategy at least every five 
years. This is the fourth strategy review produced, although the first 
two strategies were produced before that legal obligation arose. 

PART II 
Contact Officer: 
Steve Newton 

X5296 

   

8. ANY OTHER ITEMS 
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 - which, in the opinion of the Chairman should be considered as a 
matter of urgency by reason of special circumstances. 

  
   

 
 



 
 

  
 AGENDA ITEM NO. 6 

  
Board/Committee: HOUSING BOARD 
Date of Meeting: 3RD NOVEMBER 2010 
Title: REVIEW OF THE GOSPORT SCHEME OF ALLOCATION 

FOR THE GOSPORT HOUSING REGISTER 
Author: HOUSING SERVICES MANAGER/SN 
Status: FOR DECISION 
  
Purpose
 
 

This report seeks approval of a review of the Scheme of Allocation for the 
Gosport Housing Register. The Scheme determines access to social housing 
lets through this Council and our Housing Association partners. The review has 
considered a wide range of factors, including legal and operational factors. 

 
  
Recommendation
 That Members approve: 

 
a) The Scheme in Appendix A, subject to final consultation with our Housing 

Association partners; 
b) Provided no significant matters arise that the Housing Services Manager, 

in consultation with the Housing Board Chairman approve the final 
Scheme; 

c) This Council continues with the   current agreement that general needs 
Housing Association partners provide a collective contribution totalling 
£30,000 per year towards Choice Based Lettings activity and reviews 
and amends as appropriate all Housing Association partner’s 
contributions agreements; and 

d) That the Housing Services Manager be given delegated powers to 
negotiate with sheltered accommodation Housing Association partners in 
respect of a suitable annual contribution or charging practices in relation 
to Choice Based Lettings activity. 

  
1 Background

  
1.1 

 
 
 

1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Scheme of Allocation was last reviewed by Members at the March 2007 
Housing Board. That review re-introduced a point’s based system which is used 
to assess and prioritise housing need.   
 
A working group of officers have considered a wide range of operational and 
legal considerations in respect of this review of the Scheme of Allocation, 
including: 
 

• A review of the housing need assessment with a direction of 
simplification; 

• Consideration of the issues and practicalities of joining a sub-regional 
group instead of operating a district only scheme; 

• A review of the contributions required by our Housing Association 
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1.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

partners towards running costs; 
• A review of operational issues such as whether to continue a bi-weekly 

advertising cycle or change this to a weekly cycle. 
 
Since the 2007 review there has been an overturning of previous legal 
precedents relating to housing needs assessments. The consequence of this 
change in legal precedents is that: 
 

• Previously, the housing needs assessment had to be a composite 
assessment. This meant that each element of housing need had to be 
assessed and all elements added together. 

• The new precedents mean that the housing needs assessment no longer 
need to be composite. There is no requirement to assess each element 
and add the elements together. 

 
  

2 Report
  

2.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3 
 
 
 
 

2.4 
 
 
 
 

The proposed Scheme (Appendix A) represents a shift away from a complex, 
composite assessment. The proposed Scheme should be viewed as a stepping-
stone in the evolution of the Scheme towards an even more simplified housing 
needs assessment within 4 years. Appendix B lists the housing needs factors 
that are recommended to be removed from the housing needs assessment. In 
overview, this review has achieved: 
 

• Retention of existing Scheme in respect of local connection; 
• Increase of preference for past residence in Gosport; 
• Retention of the existing Scheme provisions relating to priority 

modification (known as the penalty system in Gosport); 
• A simplification of the housing need assessment in respect of the 

physical aspects of the applicant’s current home. 
 

While housing needs assessments represent a significant administrative 
burden, it is important to note that by far the most significant administrative 
burden within the Scheme of Allocation is that of verification. Verification is a set 
of processes deployed to confirm customer statements and assess the facts. 
Clearly, the more complex the housing needs assessment is, more facts have to 
be verified. However, the greatest administrative burden within verification 
process is that of an assessment of whether there are any concerns evidenced 
within the customer household should they become a tenant. This relates 
directly to this Scheme’s penalty system.  
 
No changes have been made to the verification processes in this review, other 
than to stop Council officer home visits upon nomination to our Housing 
Association partners. The Council officer visits duplicated a function performed 
by Housing Associations as part of their tenancy introduction services. 
 
A review of the penalty system is timely in respect of identifying any processing 
problems rather than scheme scope. Further information on penalty outcomes is 
to be reported in the October issue of the Members Information Bulletin item: 
Housing Options Performance Report 2009/10 for information on penalty 
outcomes.  
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2.5 

 
 
 

2.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.7 
 
 
 
 
 

2.8 
 
 

 
The sub-regional group is not in a position in the next few years to expand 
beyond the current group (East Hampshire, Havant, and Winchester, with Test 
Valley joining). A further review of this position will be undertaken. 
 
Negotiations with our Housing Association partners (general needs) have been 
completed to achieve the £30,000 collective contribution historically sought from 
partners. The method of calculation has been changed to ensure that relative 
size of the Housing Association stock (in Gosport) is reflected in the charging 
mechanism. It is recommended that the general needs partner’s collective 
contribution of £30,000 per year be approved. It is also recommended that the 
Housing Services Manager be given delegated powers to negotiate with 
sheltered accommodation Housing Association partners in respect of a suitable 
annual contribution or charging practice and to review and amend all Housing 
Association partners’ contributions agreements. 
 
All partners and this Council wanted the Choice Based Lettings advert cycle to 
be changed from bi-weekly to weekly. This is thought to improve scope to 
reduce void time and is consistent with other local schemes. This change is 
achievable, although for technical reasons this can only be implemented from 
January 2011. No identified costs arise from this change. 
 
Our Housing Association partners have been consulted on some, but not all, of 
the issues within this review. It is a requirement that before the Scheme is 
adopted that Housing Association partners are consulted on the Scheme. As 
such a simple follow-up consultation is proposed which would involve giving the 
proposed Scheme of Allocation in Appendix A to our Housing Association 
partners with a deadline for comment. It is recommended, provided no 
significant matters arise from this follow-up consultation, that the Housing 
Services Manager, in consultation with the Housing Board Chairman approve 
the final Scheme. 

  
3 Risk Assessment

  
3.1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The key risks associated with a Scheme of Allocation are those of: 
 

• Risk of legal challenge to an unlawful policy provision; 
• The risks to participating landlords arising from successful nominees. 

 
The former risk has been minimised by inclusion of Legal Services assessment 
of the proposed Scheme in Appendix A. The latter risk is minimised through 
Scheme of Allocation penalty system. 

  
4 Conclusion

  
4.1 

 
 

This Scheme review has responded to the overturning of historical legal 
precedents by reducing the housing needs assessment required. The proposed 
changes are a stepping-stone to further reductions in complexity The Scheme of 
Allocation verification processes remain largely unaffected and are the corner-
stone of the Gosport Scheme. This review also addressed key operational 
matters. 
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Financial Services comments: None 
Legal Services comments: Included within the report 
Service Improvement Plan 
implications: 

This is a Service Improvement Plan Item 

Corporate Plan: N/a  
Risk Assessment: See 3.1 
Background papers: Nil 
Appendices/Enclosures:  

Appendix ‘A’ Draft Scheme of Allocation for the Gosport Housing 
Register 

Appendix ‘B’ Schedule of Housing Needs categories deleted in this 
review 

Report author/ Lead Officer: Steve Newton, 023 9254 5296 
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   SECTION ONE 

 
THE SCHEME OF ALLOCATION, ADMINSTRATION & CUSTOMER RIGHTS 
 
1. Gosport Council is the administering body for the Scheme of Allocation. 
 
2. The Scheme of Allocation relates to rented accommodation through Gosport Council and approved 

Housing Association partners. 
 
3. The Scheme of Allocation is a common register for all social housing providers in the Gosport district 

that have joined the Social Housing Partnership. All new social housing tenancies created through 
this Scheme (with very few exceptions that are specified in Section Eight) are subject to the 
provisions of this Scheme.  

 
4. Any application to the Gosport Housing Register shall be assessed under this Scheme 
 
5. Gosport Council shall not allocate accommodation except under this Scheme of Allocation 
 
6. Applicant responsibilities and rights. 
 

a. Registration 
(i) Each application will be registered from the date of the initial application, which will be 

identified from the date stamp given, when the fully completed application is received.  
(ii) Joint applications will be accepted provided that all joint applicants will share the 

accommodation offered as one dwelling, and all joint tenants are closely related / are 
partners. 

(iii) The applicant must renew their application annually on the anniversary of the date of 
application. Should the application not be renewed the Council will give 28 days written 
notice of its intention to remove the applicant from the Housing Register. Failure to 
respond to this letter will result in the application being deleted from the Housing Register. 

(iv) Applicants are categorised into one of the following: 
• Transfer applicants: These are defined as existing tenants of any partner to the 

Housing Register, and, the tenancy is in Gosport, and vacant possession of the 
current property will be given to the landlord upon a move under this Scheme; 

• Homeless applicants: These are defined as: (for eligibility for the higher level of 
homelessness points) applicants accepted for the full housing duty under Section 193 
housing Act 1996 by Gosport Borough Council. For the lower level of homelessness 
points the applicant is defined as those accepted as homeless but no accommodation 
duty applies under Section 193, Housing Act 1996, or full duty under Section 193 has 
been accepted by another Council. 

• Waiting List applicants: These are defined as any cases not falling under d(i) or (ii) 
above 

b. Completion of applications.   
(i) Application forms that are not fully completed may be registered, at Gosport Council’s 

discretion. 
(ii) Incomplete application forms will be returned to the applicant. Should the applicant fail to 

respond to any written request for information within the time scale given in the letter, the 
application will generally be deemed to have not been made. 

(iii) Applicants need to co-operate with any reasonable enquiries asked by the Council, 
including enquiries to third parties as stated in the applicants declaration. 

(iv) Where factual information is reasonably required of an applicant to determine any 
question in respect of their application, the application will be suspended pending that 
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information and assessment. Suspended applicants are unable to bid, or have bids 
approved for available properties. 

c. Changes of Circumstance 
(i) The applicant must keep the Council fully informed of all changes of circumstance. Such 

changes include: 
• Alteration in family size. 
• Changes in medical condition. 
• Changes of address. 
• Alteration of facilities. 
• Notices given, etc. 

d. Information For The Applicant 
(i) Once registered, the applicant will be advised of the level of priority given to the 

application and be provided with information on how they can access property advertising, 
bidding, verification of application processes, and advice on the likelihood of re-housing. 

e. Applications are subject to verification of facts by the Council to determine eligibility and priority. 
Verification can happen at any time prior to the applicant being permitted to take-up an offer of re-
housing. Verification processes generally involve a home visit by either the Council or Housing 
Association partner. 

f. Applicants must bid for available homes through the Choice Based Lettings scheme within 
bidding time limits.  

g. Co-operation on Re-lets 
(i) Customers are expected to co-operate with the Council or its Housing Association 

partners in the re-letting of their existing accommodation by allowing reasonable access, 
by appointment, for prospective tenants to view the property. Failure to co-operate may 
result in any offers of re-housing being withdrawn. 

(ii)  Partners of the Housing Register shall waive any contractual or legal powers to require 
tenants to serve notice to terminate the current tenancy when that termination is due to a 
move through the Scheme of Allocation. 

h. Applicants have the right to appoint a representative to act on their behalf (including bidding) and 
receive information in respect of their application. 

i. Applicants have the right to request a review of a limited number of decisions made in respect of 
their application, as set out in Part VI Housing Act 1996. A right of review applies in respect of the 
following only: 

(i) Any decision to not award any preference on the grounds of unacceptable behaviour; 
(ii) Any decision to treat an application as ineligible for the allocation scheme; 
(iii) Any decision concerning the facts of the applicants case which are likely to be, or have 

been taken into account in considering whether to allocate accommodation. 
(iv) All requests for a review should be in writing and addressed to the Head of Housing 

Options, and must be made within 21 days, or longer period as the authority may in 
writing allow, of the applicant being notified of the decision. Any statutory review 
procedures apply to an application for a review.  
• Any review will be decided by a more senior officer than any officer involved in the 

original decision.  
j. Decisions not covered by the above are subject to the Council’s complaints procedure. 

    
 
 

SECTION TWO 
 
POLICY STATEMENT ON CUSTOMER CHOICE & NUMBER OF OFFERS 
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1.   All Applicants will generally be entitled to unlimited numbers of offers.  
2.   Generally, applicants may refuse an offer without penalty. 
3.  Applicants awarded Management Re-housing Panel (MRP) points or 100 medical points may    
      have their priority reduced if they do not: 
4.  Bid and accept any offer of suitable property. Applicants not re-housed within 6 months of the    
      award will be re-assessed by the relevant officer: 

a.  The relevant officer is the Chairman of the MRP (for MRP cases) and Lettings Team    
       Leader for 100 medical points. 
b.   The relevant officer has the discretion to remove awarded points where they consider       that 
bids have not been placed on suitable available properties in the period, or a       suitable offer 
has been refused. 

 
 
 

SECTION THREE 
 
ASSESSMENT & PRIORITISATION OF APPLICATIONS 
 
1. Schedule One to this Scheme of Allocation sets out the pointing system and definitions. 
2. The Scheme of Allocation will give reasonable preference to the following customer categories, in 

accordance with Section 167 (2)  Housing Act 1996: 

“a.      People who are homeless (within the meaning of Part 7); 

 b.      People who are owed a duty by any local housing authority under section 190(2), 
193(2) or 195(2) (or under section 65(2) or 68(2) of the Housing Act 1985) or who are 
occupying accommodation secured by any such authority under section 192(3); 

 c.      People occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in 
unsatisfactory housing conditions.  

 d.      People who need to move on medical or welfare grounds (including grounds relating to 
a disability); and 

 e.       People who need to move to a particular locality in the district of the authority, where 
failure to meet that need would cause hardship (to themselves or to others)”. 

 
3. In addition to the above the Scheme of Allocation gives additional preference to the following 

particular descriptions of people with urgent housing needs ; 
 

a. Persons under-occupying (as defined in Section Seven of this Scheme) Gosport Council 
or partner Housing Association properties (this category is a special category within 
paragraph 2(c) above). 

 
b. Households where an adult in the household has a local connection with Gosport, 

including additional priority for such persons with longer residence than homelessness 
provisions provide (this category applies to all categories within paragraph 2 above) 

c. Existing tenants of landlords, party to the Gosport Housing Register, who are accepted as 
in need of a move under management grounds as defined in the Management Re-
housing Policy (this category is a special category within paragraph 2(c) above). The 
Management Re-housing Policy has the following purpose: 

 
The Management Re-housing Panel (MRP) considers applicants that have an urgent 
need to move. These applicants fall into four main categories: 
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(i) Harassment & personal protection 
(ii) Property factors 
(iii) Management needs 
(iv) Exceptional circumstances. 

  
Eligibility for Management Re-housing Panel Priority requires at least one factor under 
the statutory (reasonable preference categories) to apply. 

d. Persons approved for move on from supported housing accommodation (this category is 
a special category within paragraph 2(d) above). 

e. Persons approved for sublet accommodation (this category is a special category within 
paragraph 2 (d) above). 

 
4. The Housing Services Manager has the discretion to amend the prioritisation within the Scheme of 

Allocation. 
 
 

SECTION FOUR 
 
PRIORITY MODIFICATION 
 
The Scheme of Allocation contains provisions for determining priorities in accordance with 
Section167 (2A) of the Housing Act 1996. 
 
1. This Section applies to applications that are eligible for an allocation but the applicant’s level of 

preference is to be adjusted. Section Six of this Policy applies to those applicants who are 
ineligible for an allocation. 

2. Two levels of preference modification are used in this Scheme of Allocation: 
 

 a. Deletion of all points under Schedule One; and, 
 b. Deletion of 50% of points within statutory priority points categories and 100% of points 

within non-statutory priority points categories (see Schedule One). 
 

3. Paragraph 2(a) above which removes all preference applies when the Council is satisfied that 
Section 167(2C), Housing Act 1996 or as subsequently amended applies.  

4. Paragraph 2(b) above which reduces an applicants priority will be applied in appropriate cases in 
accordance with this Scheme of Allocation. 

5. The financial resources test assesses the applicant household’s financial capability to access the 
equity market only (full equity and shared ownership). Where an applicant household is assessed, 
by this Council, as being reasonably capable of accessing the equity market, or would have been 
so capable if the asset had not been disposed of for reasons not determined as reasonable by this 
Council, their priority is modified as set out in 1(b) above. 

6. The behaviour tests encompass consideration of any behaviour from any member of the applicant 
household, which affects the applicant’s suitability to be a tenant. Applicants caught by these tests 
will have their priority modified as set out in 1(b) above. 

 
Although not an exhaustive list, the following circumstances will be investigated during application 
verification processes: 
 
 a. The history of housing related debts (current and former). This is defined as: rent or any 

occupation charges/damages for trespass; any other expenditure incurred by the housing 
provider ancillary to the provision of housing which is claimable from the customer (such 
as making good damage to property, or allowed court/legal costs); or any debt of 
reasonable charges under homeless persons provisions; or any debt arising from 
assistance to secure accommodation under homelessness provisions. 

 b. Any criminal conviction (subject to the provisions of the rehabilitation of offender 
provisions) for offences adversely affecting other individuals. Convictions for the following 
are relevant: sex offences, domestic burglaries and acquisitive crime; Class A drug 
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supply; and conviction relating to violence against another person; criminal damages to 
domestic property; 

 c. Any injunctions, orders, anti-social behaviour contracts, undertakings or other measures 
put in place to seek to protect another person from a member of the applicant household. 

 d. Recommendations received from the Police, Probation, Community Safety, Adult or 
Children’s Services or other similar organisation.  

 e. Where any member of the applicant household has rights to access, or could reasonably 
exercise rights to gain access, to suitable accommodation but is not doing so. 

 
SECTION FIVE 

 
ASSESSMENT OF HOUSEHOLD AND NUMBER OF BEDROOMS NEEDED 

1.   In general, the following provisions apply to the allocation of housing 

                 a.    A single applicant or a couple will be allocated 1 bedroom 

            b.   Two single applicants, not living as a couple (but closely related), will be allocated 2            
        bedrooms 

            c.   A single applicant or couple with 1 child will be allocated 2 bedrooms 

                  d.   A single applicant or couple with 2 children will be allocated 3 bedrooms. 

            e.   A single applicant or couple with 3 children will be allocated 3 bedrooms 

            f.    A single applicant or couple with 4 children of the same sex, or 4 children 2 of each 
                  sex will be allocated 3 bedrooms. 

         g.   A single applicant or couple with 4 children, 3 of one sex, one of the other, will be 
                  allocated 4 bedrooms.  

            h.   A single applicant or couple with 5 or more children will be allocated 4 bedrooms. 

 
2.     Sheltered scheme units are designated for one or two-person use depending on size. 
        However, in a suitable case this criteria may be waived by the Lettings Team Leader and 
        allocation awarded on the basis of highest priority, regardless of household size. This would 
        enable a two-person unit to be allocated to a one-person household. Suitable cases would 
        include: 
 

      a. Where a member of the household has been awarded an overriding medical 
            recommendation. 

         b.   Where a member of the household has been awarded a medical recommendation 
               with unusual property specifications, which the property in question can satisfy. 

 
3.     Where family sized accommodation is to be offered, all person(s), in the household, with 
         parental responsibility for the children must accept and sign as a tenant/joint tenant. 
 
4.      The Council has discretion to require all persons in the household, 18 years of age or over, to 
         accept and sign as a tenant/joint tenant. 
 
5.      Bedrooms under 50 square feet are disregarded as a bedroom. 
 
6.      Households where there is split residence of children. 
 

  a.   In general, applicants will need to establish 50% residence of children for whom 
                  the applicant has established parental responsibility; and in addition, other 
                  factors can be taken into account, for example: 

     (i)   The previous pattern of residence; 
(ii)   Any recommendations from Social Services or other agencies;  
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(iii)  Any other factors relevant to the application.   

b.   In general, where an application is received from an applicant who is accepted     
                   as having split residence of any children, the property they will be offered will 
                   be one bedroom below the standard set out in the Scheme of Allocation.  The 
                   minimum size of property to be offered will be 2 bedrooms. 

 
 

SECTION SIX 
 

PROVISIONS AFFECTING SPECIFIED CUSTOMER CATEGORIES 
 
1. INELIGIBLE CATEGORIES 
 

a. Statutory provisions require that local authorities do not allocate properties to specified 
customer categories. Accordingly, the Scheme of Allocation excludes the specified 
customer categories set out in Section 160A Housing Act 1996, or as subsequently 
amended, or further statutory provisions as and when these are introduced. The statutory 
tests required to be undertaken will be implemented under this Scheme of Allocation. 

 
b. The following households fall under the current statutory exclusion provisions and are set 

down here for illustrative purposes: 
 

(i) The applicant, or applicant, is subject to immigration control (unless the applicant 
is an existing secure or assured tenant of accommodation allocated by the local 
housing authority); 

(ii) The applicant, or joint applicant, fails the habitual residence test (unless the 
applicant is an existing secure or assured tenant of accommodation allocated by 
the local housing authority); 

(iii) The applicant, or any member of the household, has been guilty of unacceptable 
behaviour serious enough to make him unsuitable to be a tenant of the authority, 
and, in the circumstances at the time of the application being considered, he is 
unsuitable to be a tenant of the authority by reason of his behaviour.  

   

2. AGE & OTHER LIMITATIONS 
 

a. Applicants must be at least 16 years old to make an application. 
 

b.  Any allocation of accommodation to an applicant under 18 years of age will be subject to: 
 

(i) A suitable guarantor being offered and accepted by the prospective landlord; and,  
(ii) Any nomination will be subject to the prospective landlord accepting that the 

tenancy will be held on trust for the applicant by a suitable named person, or in 
the event of no such suitable person (or organisation), by the prospective 
landlord. 

(iii) In the case of joint applicants, where one applicant is over 18 years of age the 
over 18 year old will be awarded the tenancy on trust for the under 18 year old 
applicant. 

  
         c.  Certain properties have been specified as “Designated Properties” (non-sheltered 

schemes). Accordingly, these properties are prioritised for those 58 years or over. The 
following rank order of prioritisation for tenant selection applies: 
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(i) All members of the household 58 years or more (competing applications 
determined on points levels); 

(ii) Where there are no applicant households in (i) above, competing applications are 
prioritised by customer age, with the eldest having higher priority.  

 
d.  In a suitable case, sub-paragraphs (c) (i) & (ii) may be waived by the Head of Housing 

Options and allocation awarded on the basis of the highest  points priority, regardless of 
age. Suitable cases would include: 

 
(i) Where a member of the household has been awarded an overriding medical 

recommendation; 
(ii) Where a member of the household has been awarded a medical recommendation 

with unusual property specifications, which the property in question can satisfy.  
 

      e.  Properties in the immediate vicinity of designated properties are generally prioritised   
                        for those aged 38 or more. The prioritisation scheme in paragraph 4(c) and (d) 
                        above applies with the amendment of substituting 58 for 38. 

 

      f.   Eligibility Criteria for Council Sheltered Schemes 
 

(i). Applicants must generally be aged 60 or over, or lower as specified by the 
landlord. Where anyone under age criteria is considered for an allocation they 
would need to meet the additional following criteria: 

 
• Have a mental/physical disability or illness that requires supported 

accommodation  
• Are capable of undertaking the responsibilities of a tenancy 
• Have an assessed need for sheltered, supported accommodation (needs is 

based on a needs and risk assessment) 
• The landlord permits people under the age of 60 into the scheme in question. 

 
(ii).  Gosport Housing Services will assess the above, in consultation with any relevant 

agency. Where any of the above applies the customer’s eligibility for the Gosport 
Council Sheltered schemes will be dependent upon a satisfactory 
support/care/other package being in place with an undertaking not to withdraw 
from that package without this Councils consent.  

 g. Lettings to another organisation that manages the property and provides support to the 
named intended occupier are known as the Gosport sublets scheme. The sublet scheme 
currently has a ceiling of 50 properties [of which 5 are currently refuge and group homes] 
at any one time. Sublet allocations are decided as for all lettings with the following 
addition. The priority of the applicant shall apply at time of offer and time of consideration 
of end of sublet at point of conversion to direct tenant with the Council or Housing 
Association partner. This means that if the applicant is highest priority for the offer of the 
sublet they are also highest priority for the tenancy to be converted to a direct tenancy 
with the head landlord at the future date. 

 
 
3. APPLICANTS RELATED TO MEMBERS OR OFFICERS 

 
a. Any application which includes a person specified in 3(b) shall be subject to approval for 

offers by the Housing Services Manager/Chief Executive 
b. Persons affected are: 
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(i)  Where they are related to a Member of Gosport Borough Council; or  
(ii) Where they are related to a Board Member of a Housing Association    
     which participates in (iii) the Scheme of Allocation; or, 
(iv) Where they are related to an officer of Gosport Borough Council; or 
(v) Where they are related to an officer of a Housing Association which participates in the 

Scheme of Allocation.  
 
 

SECTION SEVEN 
 
LETTINGS PROVISIONS 
 
1. ALL AVAILABLE PROPERTIES ARE LET VIA CHOICE BASED LETTINGS SYSTEM. 
2. THE ADVERTISING CYCLE IS WEEKLY. 
3. AVAILABLE PROPERTIES ARE DETERMINED BY, AND SUBJECT TO, THE NOMINATIONS 

PROCEDURE. 
 
4. PLANNED LETTINGS APPROACH 

a. All lettings under this Policy are subject to the Planned Lettings Approach, subject to (v) 
below; 
(i) Schedule Two sets out the target for lettings specified for each customer category 

group in a financial year; 
(ii) Reference to the relevant annual target will be made when setting any preference 

category for an individual property; 
(iii) The Housing Services Manager has the discretion to amend the annual targets in 

Schedule Two. 
(iv) In this Section preference does not mean that the allocation is guaranteed to 

adhere to the stated preference category. Unless the following provisions apply, 
applicant selection for an offer of accommodation will be made from the customer 
category to whom preference has been made (if applicable) regardless of the 
presence of higher prioritised bidders in a non-preference category for that 
property. 

(v) Specified circumstances over-rule Planned Lettings preference rules above. 
These circumstances are: 

• Applicants with Management Re-housing Points (except decant cases of 
MRP points category) or under-occupation points awarded. In these 
circumstances the applicant, regardless of customer category, with the 
highest priority is to be given the offer of accommodation. 

• Where the property in question has characteristics suitable for people with 
specific needs planned lettings provisions need not apply. Examples 
include properties significantly adapted, e.g. having stair lifts or level entry 
showers.  

 
5. COMMUNITY LETTINGS 

 
a. Lettings in the “Tower Blocks” (Harbour and Seaward Towers and Blakes, Hammond and 

Garland Court) are subject to the following special rule that no households with residing 
children (or where the applicant is pregnant) under the age of 14 are eligible for allocation 
in these properties, unless this condition is waived by the landlord; 

b. The Housing Services Manager, in consultation with the Housing Board Chair and Group 
Spokespersons shall have the discretion to introduce specific amendments to this 
Scheme in respect of specific allocations areas. 

c. Juniper Court extra Care Scheme. 
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(i) Nominations to this scheme are determined using the Planned Lettings approach 
but instead of using “customer Category” to determine successful bidders the 
following categories apply: 

• High Care and Support 33.3% 

• Medium Care and Support 33.3% 

• Low Care and Support 33.3% 

(ii) Care and Support needs are determined by assessment through Hampshire Adult 
Services.  

(iii) A multi-agency Panel shall oversee the lists of applicants interested in the 
scheme and this Panel may make recommendations in respect of individual 
applicant’s priority assessment. 

(iv) The landlord and contracted care/support provider will determine the current mix 
of residents in respect of level of care/support in (i) above and request nomination 
accordingly. 

     (v) The nominations process in Schedule Five applies. 

d. It is accepted that nomination requests may make agreed specifications in respect of 
nominees. Any such specifications must be agreed by this Council prior to nomination 
request, and be justified on the basis of the specific accommodation in question. This 
provision is intended for new developments where special consideration is accepted by 
the Council as needed. Other cases can be considered on an exceptional basis.  

 
 
 
 
 

SECTION EIGHT 
 
LETTINGS OUTSIDE OF SCHEME OF ALLOCATION  
 

1. The following categories do not fall to be considered under the Scheme of Allocation: 
 

        a.     Offers of accommodation on a non-secure tenancy basis. 

              b.          Offers of this Council’s general needs stock to homeless applicants under Section 
                          193, HA 1996 - homeless customers (the use of permanent stock on a temporary    
                            basis).  

  c.          Offers of housing as a consequence of taking up employment with this Council, 
               and the housing is offered under the relocation package - contractual tenancy. 

     d.          Offers of accommodation on a secure tenancy (Council) or assured tenancy 
                  (Housing Association) basis that are not made by the applicant. An example of this 
                  would be where, for management reasons, the authority decides that a household 
                  needs to be moved (see Management Re-housing Panel Policy).  

     e.          Mutual exchanges. 

     f.           Where Section 160 housing Act 1996 (as amended by the Homelessness Act 
                  2002) applies. This covers cases such as a succession to a secure tenancy under 
                  Section 89 Housing Act 1985, and assignments. 
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SCHEDULE ONE 
PRIORITISATION SYSTEM 

 
POINTS SCHEME 

 
 Housing Need Points Special rules applying Statutory or 

non 
statutory 
priority 

1 Homelessness 30 points, 6 
months after a 
Section 193 
duty accepted 
and that duty 
is not ended. 
Otherwise 5 
points 

The 5 point category is applicable 
for cases where duties are owed by 
another Council or this Council has 

accepted the applicant(s) is 
homeless but no accommodation 

duty applies. 

Statutory 

2 Management 
Re-housing 

Policy Priority 

100 Awarded points reviewed after 6 
months 

Statutory 

3 Approved 
Move-on need 

100 Subject to a satisfactory report 
from the current support provider. 
This category is for the sole use of 

applicants with a Gosport Local 
connection residing in 

accommodation with support who 
are assessed as ready to move-on 

to more settled accommodation. 

Statutory 

4 Under-
occupation 

100 Restricted to Gosport Council 
tenants and CBL Partner tenants 

residing in Gosport 

Statutory 

5 Medical 10, 20, 30,100 Awarded points reviewed after 6 
months where the award is 100 

Statutory 

6 Social  10,20,30  Statutory 
7 Local 

Connection 
50 points for 
residence of 
applicant(s). 
 25 points for 

close relatives 
residence, 

employment, 
special 
reasons 

Homelessness provisions criteria 
for local connection applies i.e. 

residence 6 out of last 12 months 
or 3 out of last 5 years. 

Employment not of a casual nature. 
Close relative as defined under 
homelessness. Special reasons 

may apply. 

Non-statutory

8 Residence of 
up to 5 years 
immediately 

prior to 
application 

5 points per 
complete year 
of residence 
(25 points 
maximum) 

 Non-statutory

9 Waiting time on 
list 

5 per year 5 points awarded on each 
anniversary of application 

Non-statutory

10 Pregnancy 10 points Any allocation of accommodation 
does not take into account unborn 

Non-statutory
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 Housing Need Points Special rules applying Statutory or 
non 

statutory 
priority 

child 
11 Unfit Housing Up to 20 

points 
Determined in consultation with 
Environmental Health Officer 

Statutory 

12 Hardship Up to 20 
points 

Discretionary points used to 
address anomalies where other 
points categories insufficiently 

address the case issues. 

Non-statutory

13 One bedroom 
short 

10 points As determined in reference to 
Section Five  

Statutory 

14 More than one 
bedroom short 

20 points As determined in reference to 
Section Five 

Statutory 

 
 
 

SCHEDULE TWO 
THE PLANNED LETTINGS SYSTEM 

 
 
1. The Planned Lettings approach sets targets to be achieved in respect of: 

a. The percentage of a particular customer category (transfer, waiting list, homeless) for 
which actual rented lets are achieved by; 

b. Allocation area (Table One). 
 
 

TABLE ONE 
TARGET FOR ACTUAL LETTINGS BY ALLOCATING AREA 

 

 Customer category 

Area Transfer Waiting List Homeless 

All General Needs 
stock 

  

25% 

 

65%  

 

10%  

Sheltered & elderly 
designated stock 

 

50% 

 

50% 

New developments  70% 30% 

Tower Blocks 10% 80% 10% 

 
 

1. Lettings will be monitored on a cumulative basis within the allocating year (April to March). A 
degree of flexibility has to be recognised within the targets, within the year, and as measured on 
a year-end result. The variation from target will be monitored on an area-by-area basis. 

2. For rare property types: defined as all four or more bedroom properties and 2 or more bedroom 
bungalows: the property preference criteria shall have regard to previous lets in the allocating 
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area in question (see Table One) and the number of lets and offers in the financial year to date 
for that property type across the whole district. 
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GOSPORT EXTRA CARE SCHEME 
DRAFT NOMINATIONS & PANEL PROCESS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Customer expresses an 
interest in extra care 

provision or is identified by 
agency as a possible 

resident and agrees to be 
id d

Customer’s priority for 
re-housing assessed 

via CBL points 
scheme 

Care & Support 
assessment undertaken. 
Re: Care – customer is 

categorised as high, 
medium, or low care need. 

Panel Review process to 
maintain accurate live 
status of care /support 
needs & input into CBL 
points scheme enabling 

i f t

Council produces 
report detailing all 

Extra Care customers, 
with point’s 

breakdown; assessed 
care/support need 

Agencies alerted to void 
and agencies enabled 

to bid on behalf of 
t

Void unit advertised on 
Gosport Choice CBL 

scheme 

CBL bidders: 
• Sorted by planned 

lettings; 
• Ranked by points; 
• Sifted for eligibility for this 

let. 

Planned Lettings Targets: 
• 33% of voids to high care; 
• 33% to medium care; 
• 33% to low care 

Standard nominations 
agreement requires 

nomination within 2 days of 
CBL cycle close

Un-assessed 
care/support needs cases 
that have bid referred for 

t

Council determines 
nominee from assessed 
CBL bidders 

Extra Care landlord & 
Care/Support provider 
determine proportion of 

existing residents in each 
care/support category (high 

medium. low). 
Landlord requests nomination 

accordingly 

2 DAYS 

KEY 
Primary route 

Secondary routes 
 

Panel 
Void 
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APPENDIX B 

POINTS CATEGORIES DELETED IN THIS REVIEW 
 
 

Sharing living room/kitchen/bathroom with relatives 2 points per item 
Sharing living room/kitchen/bathroom with non-

relatives 
4 points per item 

No access to living room/kitchen/bathroom 10 points each 
No essential amenities (gas, if supplied, electric, 

water) 
10 points per missing 

amenity 
No heating or hot water 10 per missing item 

No garden 10 points 
Children above ground floor 10 points 

Valid notice to get out 5 points 
Court Order to get out 20 points 
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 AGENDA ITEM NO. 7 
Board/Committee: HOUSING BOARD 
Date of Meeting: 3 NOVEMBER 2010 
Title: REVIEW OF GOSPORT’S HOMELESSNESS 

STRATEGY 
Author: HOUSING SERVICES MANAGER/SN         
Status:  FOR DECISION 
  
Purpose
  
This report progresses this Council’s legal obligation to have a homelessness 
strategy and to review that strategy at least every five years. This is the fourth 
strategy review produced, although the first two strategies were produced 
before that legal obligation arose. 
  
Recommendation
  

a) That Members approve the Homelessness Strategy document in 
Appendix A and the Action Plan in Appendix B; 

 
b) That Members approve the further consultations strategy set out in 

paragraph 1.3 below; 
 

c) That Members give delegated powers to the Housing Services 
Manager, in consultation with the Housing Board Chairman, to approve 
amendments arising from further consultation, provided these are not 
considered to significantly alter the document in Appendix A. 

  
1 Background

  
1.1 

 
 

1.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.3 
 
 
 

The last Homelessness Strategy was considered by the June 
2006 Housing Board.  
 
The Homelessness Strategy considers statistical analysis, trends 
analysis, service gaps and strengths and anticipated needs over 
the next five years. The strategy encompasses homelessness, 
the prevention of homelessness and temporary accommodation 
strategies. The strategy must address: 
 

• The prevention of homelessness; 
• Sufficiency of temporary accommodation provision; 
• Support for people who are, may be or were homeless. 

 
There is a legal obligation to consult with other public bodies, 
other local authorities and voluntary organisations, and other 
persons as the Council considers appropriate. To date, the 
Department of Communities and Local Government have been 
consulted and have completed a valuable diagnostic assessment 
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of the service. This Council keeps close operational and strategic 
links to relevant local voluntary organisations and public bodies, 
and these will need to be consulted. Examples of the 
organisations involved here are: housing associations, Citizens 
Advice Bureau, Hampshire Supporting People and the providers 
they commission, Hampshire Adult and Children’s Services. It is 
not expected that the current strategy will need to be significantly 
amended from consultations. Accordingly, a simple consultation 
approach is recommended locally. This would involve giving the 
document in Appendix A to relevant organisations and asking for 
any comments by a set date rather than a consultation event. If 
significant changes to the strategy arise from that consultation 
they would need to be referred back to this Housing Board, but 
otherwise it is recommended that the Housing Services Manager 
in consultation with the Housing Board Chairman be given 
delegated powers to approve the Homelessness Strategy for 
publication. 

  
2 Report

  
2.1 

 
Appendix A is the Councils Homeless Strategy Review document 
for the period 2009 – 2014. Appendix B is the attending Action 
Plan.  

  
3 Risk Assessment

  
3.1 

 
As set out in Appendix A. 

4 Conclusion
  

4.1 These are set in detail in Appendix A. 
  
Financial Services comments: Expenditure relating to homelessness is 

identified as a budgetary risk area in the 
Budget Risk Assessment 2010/11. 

Legal Services comments: None 
Service Improvement Plan 
implications: 

Homeless Strategy Review is a key 
Service Improvement Plan objective 

Corporate Plan: N/a 
Risk Assessment: As set out in Appendix A 
Background papers: June 2006 Housing Board: Review of the 

Homelessness Strategy. DCLG diagnostic 
assessment report 2010; Homeless 
Strategy 2009 -2014 Review: Statistical 
analysis. 

Appendices/Enclosures: A.  Homeless strategy review 2009/14 
B. Homeless strategy review 2009/14 
action plan 

Report author/ Lead Officer: Steve Newton, Head of Housing Options. 
023 9254 5296 
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APPENDIX A 

GOSPORT BOROUGH COUNCIL 
HOMELESS STRATEGY REVIEW 2009-2014 

 
1.0  BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 The last homeless strategy review, conducted in 2005/06 pulled 

together some key themes. These themes are intended to enable 
readers to obtain an overview of what can be a very detailed and 
complex strategy. These themes are now re-visited, amended and new 
themes added. This review also closes-down exhausted themes. 

 
1.2 The last review had the following five themes:- 
 

Section 15 Are there any significantly different homelessness profiles 
(including prevention) in Gosport compared to the 
national average? Why are there differences? 

Sections 2 -4  What are the possible explanations and responses to the 
fact that Gosport has a significantly higher rate of 
homeless acceptances than the average in South East 
England region? 

Sections 6 - 8 Is the temporary accommodation strategy fit for purpose 
and efficient? What can we do to address the variation in 
discharge of homeless duties for those in temporary 
accommodation? 

Section 9 How is this Council to achieve the ODPM target of 50% 
reduction in all temporary accommodation by 2010?  

Section 11 Is the homeless strategy integrated with other strategies? 
 

1.3 The themes that have been added are: 
Section12 How should this Council respond to the developing 

issues surrounding young people (16/17 year olds) and 
care leavers following the Southwark judgement (House 
of Lords). 

Section 13 What has been/will be the impact of the Rowner re-
development? 

Section 5 What is our fundamental service priority, and how should 
resources be configured to achieve this? 

Section 10 How are the national austerity measures going to affect 
the service and what options are there for responding? 

Section 14 What can be done to increase the availability of 
supported housing in Gosport given the high profile of 
single vulnerable customers in Gosport? 

 
 
 
1.4 All of the above themes are considered in a sequence that follows the 

golden thread of the service. 
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2. 0 What are the possible explanations and responses to the fact that 
Gosport has a significantly higher rate of homeless acceptances 
than the average in South East England region? 
 

2.1 Section 24 15 of this document details the overview of statistical 
analysis undertaken as part of this review. There are two areas of 
significant interest: 

 
a. Gosport Council’s exceptionally good record in respect of 

homelessness prevention (see Section 24 15); and, 
b. That despite Gosport’s exceptional prevention record, the district is 

still characterised by a high homeless acceptance rate. 
 
2.2 This section discusses the latter point as it is pivotal to understand why 

the Gosport Housing Options Service is as it is. The table below sets 
out results for Gosport, South East England, and a Police 
benchmarking group (Family 10). 

 
 

2.3 The table shows Gosport as distinctive from the rest of South East 
England, but very similar to the Family 10 benchmarking group. There 

is then an intriguing question of which authorities this Council should 
measure itself against. In order to achieve a suitable benchmark 
against Gosport it is important that the right organisation is chosen and 
that the comparison is suitable (i.e. Not apple with pear). 

Area 2005/06 strategy 
review households 
accepted per 1,000 
in district (average 
quarterly result) 

2009 strategy review 
households accepted per 
1,000 in district (average 
quarterly result) 

Gosport 1.7 0.7 
S.E. England 1.4 0.33 
Family 10 
Benchmarking Group 

0.7 0.6 

 
2.4 Since the last strategic review the development of the Local Strategic 

Partnership (which is now being superseded by the newly forming 
Gosport Partnership) has significantly improved understanding of the 
local context. There are many ways to look at how a district is fairing. In 
terms of measured performance indicators Gosport continues at the 
bottom or near the bottom of the Hampshire league. The DCLG’s 
wellbeing assessment ranks all districts and this ranking depicts quite 
well the relative position of Gosport measured over a wide range of 
factors (see table one below). 
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Hampshire 
district 

Wellbeing Average 
Ranking Nationally out of 

354 districts 

Comments 

Hart 1  
Fareham 17  

Winchester 21  
East Hampshire 35  

Eastleigh 64  
Test Valley 72  
New Forest 93  
Basingstoke 122  
Rushmoor 193  
Gosport 229 Ranking is 249 excluding 

environment ranking  
Havant 271  

 
 

2.5 What is being said here is that the context of Gosport exposes the 
district’s homelessness services to a far greater potential load. Within 
that general picture it is also the case that some local factors carry 
particular significance in how that potential load translates to actual 
customer demands upon specific services such as homelessness 
services. Local factors that carry with them particular significance for a 
homelessness service includes:- 

 
a. Gosport’s high demographic profile of young people (homelessness 

is heavily skewed towards younger adults); 
 
b. Significant pockets of socio-economic deprivation. 
 
 

2.6 The reasons why young people are very heavily over-represented in 
homelessness are about the lack of accrued personal wealth, both 
financial and social, which exposes young people to increased risk of 
homelessness. 
 

2.7 Taking the above into account we know that we are simply not 
comparing like for like if we compare with other Hampshire districts.  
Whilst the Family 10 Benchmarking Group has continued to show a 
close overall comparison with Gosport it is still important to note that 
homeless results across Family 10 authorities still contains a significant 
spread of results. It has been concluded that homelessness results do 
not depend solely upon the general factors measured in data sets – 
there are additional factors that determine the local context. What can 
these additional factors be? 

  
2.8 Two additional factors have been identified that are considered to have 

a major impact on the local context. These are: 
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a. The relative capacity of services in the district that provide options 
for people to avoid homelessness (available resources: these go far 
wider than the Council alone); 

 
b. How the Council administers its homelessness functions. 
 

3.0 The relative capacity of services in the district that provide 
options for people to avoid homelessness. 

 
3.1 This lack of capacity is, for example, evidenced through the Hampshire 

Supporting People Strategy. Gap analysis not only looks at what is 
available in a district but whether that resource is enough. It is 
accepted that there are some “hot spots” in Hampshire where more 
investment is needed and Gosport has been a major beneficiary. For 
example, in the last re-investment of Supporting People money 
Gosport won 28% of available County funds compared to a Gosport 
population of 6% of County (CMT Housing Position Statement Report 
June 2009). 
 

3.2 A simple illustration of the impact of available resources is as follows. 
Between April and June 2010 Basingstoke district evidenced 15 
customers of age 16/17 being accommodated into supported housing 
schemes. In the same period Basingstoke Council homelessness 
service accommodated 0. For Gosport the comparative figures are 2 
people accommodated in supported housing and 8 housed in 
homeless accommodation. In other words, the statutory homeless 
service in Gosport has had to step-in because of insufficient resources 
in the supported housing sector, whereas in Basingstoke the resources 
in the supported housing sector are sufficient to meet demand (source: 
Hampshire districts analysis of 16/17 year old outcomes, Hampshire 
16/17 year old steering group). 
 

3.3 The very real difficulties here are two-fold for Gosport: 
 
a. Re-investment in Gosport requires resources to be stripped from 

districts elsewhere in Hampshire. The Supporting People 
Strategy has approved a 0.5% of budget reinvestment which will 
have only limited capacity to address geographical “hot spots”. 
This decision reflects the political sensitivity that is inevitable 
with possible closures of schemes in one district to enable 
another district to benefit from a new service. Gosport is 
continuing to insist that the Policy of 0.5% re-distribution is 
honoured. However, Supporting People budgets are set to 
decline significantly. The 2009/10 Hampshire County Council 
(HCC) review of homelessness services achieved a 6.5% cut, 
but the next (HCC) review in 2012/13 is projecting a 23% 
minimum cut. Greater detail will be published in 
October/November 2010 Members Information Bulletin. 
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b. It has to be acknowledged that there were, historically, concerns 
as to Gosport’s capacity to successfully steer a proposed 
vulnerable person’s hostel through the various stages to 
realisation of a new scheme. There remains concern that there 
is little or no money to fund such a scheme. 

 
3.4 Having said all the above, it is considered to be of prime importance 

that Gosport exerts maximum leverage on the Hampshire Supporting 
People Strategy. 

 
 
4.0 How the Council administers its homelessness functions. 
 
4.1 Gosport has welcomed the Government’s initiative in respect of the 

Housing Options model of advice. This model has created the 
prevention of homelessness agenda that this Council has been very 
successful at. However, there is an issue within the Housing Options 
model and this is summarised as the housing gatekeeper approach. In 
itself the housing gatekeeper term is misleading because 
homelessness law sets out a framework to assist some but not all, and 
also sets out to what extent customers should be assisted. The 
problem arises when that gate keeping subverts the intention of the law 
and in doing so enables the homelessness service to do nothing, or 
less than is due. Lord Rockers letter to all Council’s (see 2005/06 
Homeless Review) evidences this problem. This problem is now 
embedded in media understanding. 
 

4.2 Gosport is proud that it has adopted the Housing Options rather than 
housing gatekeeper approach and has achieved reduction in 
homelessness purely through genuine prevention of homelessness. 
The service is at the heart of the community, engaged with customers 
and agencies in line with the spirit of Gosport Council. This is a pivotal 
statement. Given the needs of the people of Gosport, the Council 
needs to maintain its key role in ameliorating the impacts of social 
deprivation. In turn, this direction statement frames what has to be the 
priority for the service – that its priority has to be to achieve positive, 
tangible, outcomes for customers.  
 

4.3 Gosport’s approach to homelessness set out above has attracted 
attention and for our own part we do not want anyone to think this 
Council provides a “soft option”. Accordingly, the Department of 
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) request to undertake a 
Reception and Assessment audit of this Council’s homeless and advice 
functions has been welcomed. The Council has now considered the 
DCLG’s report. The report contains many useful observations that have 
been fed into the Action Plan. However, in some key areas the 
recommendation is to agree to differ with the advice of the DCLG. This 
is discussed and highlighted in some of the following themes. It is 
worth saying at this point that the DCLG findings were that Gosport 
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runs a fairly firm service, that they felt was even harsh in some 
respects. It is certainly not viewed as a soft option service. 
 

5.0 What is our fundamental service priority, and how should 
resources be configured to achieve this? 

 
5.1 From the preceding section it has been concluded that the service 

priority is, to:  
 
 To achieve positive, tangible, outcomes for customers. 

 
5.2 What does this mean in practice? To answer this question we have 

been greatly assisted by the DCLG diagnostic assessment of the 
service. 

 
5.3 In overview, the main challenge the DCLG put to this Council was that 

the service should be open, more or less, 9am -5pm, 5 days per week 
for customers dropping into the Town Hall for advice without 
appointments. The DCLG did not consider other matters such as 
telephone access. The concern the DCLG had was that the current 
configuration might result in some customers not being seen before a 
crisis develops in their lives and they have no alternative but to come to 
the Town Hall as an emergency case. 
 

5.4 What the current service delivers is as follows:- 
 

a. Open Advice 5 days per week: 
Mondays, Wednesdays and  Fridays 9 -12am; 
Tuesday and Thursdays 1 – 3pm. 

 
b. Housing Options emergency advice (customer statement of    
     homelessness that night): 

9- 5pm all weekdays. 
 

c. Housing Options telephone service: 
9am -5 pm service (although telephone engaged rate April – 
June 2010 was nearly 38%)  

 
d. Housing Options Appointments service 

9 – 5 pm all weekdays 
 

e. Housing Options emergency service 
Cover outside of office hours every day of the year; 

 
f. Housing Options correspondence and email enquiry services 

10 working day service target applies 
 

g. Housing Options back office work (enquiries etc). 
 
5.5 There are two points to make about the current service configuration: 
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a. Gosport does deliver a 24 hour emergency service; 
 
b. To increase non-emergency open advice to 9-5 daily would 

      require a very significant curtailment of back office work and 
      increase in staffing resources. 

 
5.6 The problem with significantly reducing back office work is that it is 

highly likely to have an adverse effect on enquiries (quality of enquiries 
and time to make homeless decisions) and prevention options (such as 
sourcing private rented accommodation). Additional resources are not 
an option in this current climate. 
 

5.7 Between January and June 2010 events occurred which gave some 
clarity to the issues involved here. What is clear is that the question of 
configuration is vital to get right so that the required services are 
delivered. What happened between January and June 2010 was a 
marked changed in service outcomes, something which has not been 
recorded since the early 2000’s. In summary, lets in the private sector 
shifted from easily accessible, to difficult to access. This was 
accompanied by a surge in uncompleted casework (caseload). It is 
probably reasonable to assume that both private let access issues and 
caseload were connected but also separately shifting at this time. 
Graph one below shows the impact on service outcomes. 

 

Gosport homelessness v preventions and the 
impact of the private rented sector & service issues

0
20
40
60
80

100
120
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    Graph One 
 
5.8 The service outcomes (compared to outcomes prior to September 

2009) showed: 
 

a. At least a 20% increase in homeless acceptances, and;  
 
b. At least a 15% drop in homelessness preventions, and; 
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c. At least 30% increase in caseload. 
 
5.9 These sorts of shifts in service outcome present serious risks because 

they jeopardise the Council’s current capacity to cope with the 
temporary accommodation demands in an efficient way. Capacity can 
be changed of course, but it requires planning and resources. Capacity 
changes without planning and resources result in significant numbers 
of households being placed in B&B as the worst, but only option. The 
cost to this Council of placing in B&B exceeds £100,000 a year per 10 
single people placed. It is easy to see how costs can very quickly be 
counted in the £100,000’s per year, and subsidy on B&B placements is 
deliberately very low to deter use of B&B. In simple terms, a strategy 
that relies upon B&B, in all but exceptional circumstances, is un-
affordable as well as unachievable (due to scarcity of available B&B 
placements). It is also the least desirable place to reside (for example, 
no cooking facilities). 
 

5.10 It is clear that existing staff resources are closely matched to demands 
and that we do not have the luxury of pulling resources out of the 
service or re-deploying these resources without potentially very serious 
consequences. The current service configuration is about balancing 
competing demands to achieve tangible outcomes (such as homeless 
prevention). An alternative service model, within existing resources, is 
to ensure 9-5 open advice coverage which is of course beneficial for 
front line customer service, but would be disadvantageous for tangible 
outcomes like homelessness prevention, affecting the customer and 
the Council. 

 
5.11 Despite the above, if it was the case that the current configuration does 

result in significantly more homelessness because the service is 
engaged too late to prevent homelessness, then this would be of 
serious concern. Out of 62 homeless decisions accepting a full duty 31 
(50%) were subject to a previous decision within the few months before 
the homeless decision was made (homeless decisions made January – 
June 2010). Clearly, this Council needs to be concerned on this point, 
but equally, the existing resources are pinned down on existing 
commitments and shifting resources around will need to be very 
carefully planned and managed. A number of actions apply in the 
Action Plan to address this issue. 

 
6.0 Is the temporary accommodation strategy fit for purpose and 

efficient? What can we do to address the variation in discharge of 
homeless duties for those in temporary accommodation? 
 

6.1       This theme falls into three parts: 
 

a. Fit for purpose – see section 7; 
 
b. Efficient – see section 8.  
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c. Variation in homelessness duty discharges depending upon 
customer household type (e.g. family, young person, etc);This is 
covered below at 6.2. 

 
6.2 Item C above has been considered under the Council’s Equality Impact 

Assessment framework and the conclusions were that the strategic 
direction of ending use of B&B in favour  of using Council managed 
accommodation has achieved a better retention rate, more positive 
outcomes,     and less negative outcomes for all.  In addition, there is 
no evidence that any  customer category has consistent discernibly 
poorer results.  
 

6.3 Although this matter does need to be monitored it does appear that 
fears of unequal outcomes have been allayed. A further Equality 
Impact Assessment is timetabled to be completed by June 2012 and is 
referenced in this strategy’s Action Plan. 
 

7.0 Fit for purpose? 
 

7.1 The late 1990’s and early 2000’s were characterised by: 
 

a. A daily struggle to find available emergency accommodation 
(mainly B&B); and, 

 
b. A lack of available move-on accommodation. 

 
7.2 Then the later 2000’s are characterised by: 

 
a. A steady availability of Council managed hostel emergency 

placements which meets demand virtually all the time; and, 
 

b. More move-on accommodation, of decent homes standard or 
above, from the private sector. 

 
7.3      This Council is in a truly enviable position in respect of the above. 

 However, it should be noted that the shift in accessibility of the private 
rented sector from January 2010 onwards is potentially serious: 

 
a. This shift illustrates how volatile the private rented sector is and 

as such carries significant risks in relying upon it as the main 
move-on vehicle. 

 
b. The private sector is used by this Council because there is no 

other source of accommodation. Whilst social housing 
traditionally soaked up homelessness, social housing no longer 
has the capacity to deliver effective solutions on its own, or 
anything like the extent required to enable the Council to exit 
from the private rented market. At present these are 
manageable problems but this area needs to be monitored 
carefully because we know that if our accessibility to the private 
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sector substantially reduced, the entire homeless service will 
cease to function effectively, at huge expense to the Council 
(widespread use of B&B). 
 

7.4 The current area of concern about the temporary accommodation 
portfolio is in the area of risk management, particularly in the hostels. 
The hostel environment can be challenging for residents and staff alike 
and some residents can present high levels of risk, however detailed 
risk assessments are in place.  

 
7.5 Having said the above, it is clear that the strategy of managing 

homeless customers in our accommodation has very substantial 
benefits indeed. These benefits include: 

 
a. Very substantial financial savings compared to B&B use; 
 
b. Much more effective customer assessment processes arising 

from the combination of Council management and support; 
 
c. Far superior accommodation for customers (for example, all 

have access to cooking facilities) at lower cost to customers; 
 
d. Far greater ability to detect customers that are not residing in 

accommodation and therefore likely not to be homeless. 
 
I. Whether an increase in staffing resource would improve 

the hostels is a difficult point to quantify. Certainly, it is 
the case that, by-and-large, the management of incidents 
is after the event has taken place. To change this would 
potentially require 24 hour staff over 7 days per week 
(there is currently one full time hostel officer, although a 
significant number of officers input by way of customer 
support, enforcement, resident charges monitoring and 
control). A further problem is that the current budgets 
could not afford a staff resource increase of any kind. A 
review of staffing resource has already been completed 
from the Action Plan. Due to adverse changes in hostel 
rates of Housing Benefit subsidy (General Fund) and 
continuing uncertainty regarding negative subsidy 
(Housing Revenue Account) there is no scope to increase 
hostel staffing resource at this time. 

 
II. The final hostel issue is that of the proposed 

redevelopment of the Barclay House Hostel, and whether 
increased hostel capacity is required. The option to re-
develop Barclay House was reported to the November 
2009 Housing Board and the matter was referred back to 
officers for more detailed consideration. Suffice to say 
here that this is a high priority within the Homelessness 
and Temporary Accommodation strategies and for this 

Page |   
 

12



reason is included in the Action Plan. The matter of 
possible increased hostel capacity is considered further 
below in paragraph 8.2 

 
III. In terms of move-on accommodation, the Council has 

been able to readily access high quality self-contained 
private rented accommodation (RAPS scheme). Although 
more difficult since January 2010, the RAPS scheme 
remains popular with landlords. What has suffered since 
January 2010 is this Council’s ability to access private 
lets as a prevention of homelessness (the Rent in 
Advance/damage bond scheme). We know from 
operating the Rent in Advance scheme for over twenty 
years that our ability to access the private rented market 
ebbs and flows in alarmingly severe swings. In the seven 
years the RAPS scheme has operated it has never 
delivered significantly less than has been needed. 

 
IV.    If the RAPS scheme failed to enable access to the private    
           rented sector it is difficult to predict how any other 
scheme            would work. The introduction of deferred 
qualifying offers for the            RAPS scheme from 2009 has 
also provided a suitable exit            strategy for the Council from 
each customer. The effectiveness            of the deferred 
qualifying offer as an exit strategy should be            reviewed 
and is in the Action Plan. 

 
V.     In contrast, supported housing move-on options are in 
severe           short supply. Despite this Council’s best efforts 
and success at           levering more resource for the district 
through the Supporting           People Strategy, this will remain a 
difficult area to progress. It is           worth noting the successes 
of this Council in achieving new           resources for the Gosport 
district here since 2008 (when the first           re-investment 
opportunity arose, see 3.1 above): 

 
 additional supported lodgings placements for young 

people; 
 new supported lodgings placements for pregnant 

teenagers; 
 
VI.     The Council has concluded that it will continue to be the 
primary           emergency placement provider for the above 
reasons. Current           hostel capacity is sufficient to address 
demand most of the time.           A small excess hostel capacity 
is evidenced most of the time and           this has been used to 
further the partnership approach to 16/17           year olds with 
Children’s Services (see section12). 
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8.0 Efficient Temporary Accommodation Strategy? 
 

8.1     It is important to underline the fact that maintaining the hostels at full 
working capacity is needed for budget efficiency and is being achieved. 
However, there is an extremely fine line between maximum efficiency 
and very poor efficiency as it only takes a few households requiring to 
be placed in B&B to shift the position to very poor efficiency. With 
national austerity measures upon us, the impact these measures will 
have on homelessness is of high importance.  
 

8.2 Table One in the Temporary Accommodation Strategy Review 2009    
 (November 2009 Housing Board) shows that: 

 
a.    B&B expenditure was minimal in 2008/09. In the early 2000’s 

spend was in excess of £500,000 with net budget loss to the 
Council of over £300,000. The savings achieved here have in 
part been re-invested into prevention of homelessness (Rent in 
Advance/Damage Bond scheme).  

 
b. Rent in advance/damage bond spend creates the largest 

financial losses to the Council because the only income 
achievable in this scheme is the recovery of loans. The recovery 
methods have been reviewed and the Housing Options Section 
is supporting the Housing Services project for loans recovery 
and this is part of the Action Plan. 

 
c. It is worth noting that, to some extent, the Council would be 

financially better off by allowing more customers to become 
homeless and to accommodate these people in temporary 
accommodation such as the RAPS scheme. However, there are 
practical limitations on this approach, these being: 
 
I. Limited capacity of hostels to cope with increased load 

pending move-on to longer term temporary 
accommodation; 

 
II. The current workforce could cope with more RAPS 

properties as they previously had up to around 220 
(compared to the current 140) tenancies. However, there 
would come a point very close to a capacity of 220 when 
additional officers would be needed, thus altering the 
cost/benefit equation. 

 
d. The RAPS scheme (which provides longer-term self contained 

accommodation for homeless households owed a full duty) 
continues to deliver an effective means to fulfil the majority of 
the Councils obligations to accommodate customers.  Key 
issues about this scheme are: 
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I. Council costs have been reviewed and an increased 
income per property commenced from 2009/10. This has 
improved the budget balances and contributed 
significantly to a reduction in losses down to around 
£13,500 (see Table Three at paragraph 10.6) 

 
II. The new Housing Benefit subsidy scheme clearly show 

that the Council has considerable scope to increase 
charges for its management costs from 2010/11 so there 
is no reason why this scheme could not operate at break 
even.  Accordingly, a further review of management 
charges is scheduled and in the Action Plan. 
 

III. The deferred qualifying offer introduced in 2010 should 
start to see the total number of RAPS reduce from 
October 2010. Reductions are dependent upon tenants 
being assessed as independent of support and as a 
good tenant. This model of temporary to settled 
accommodation should be reviewed and this has been 
put in the Action Plan. 

 
e. Barclay House homeless persons hostel is running at a loss and 

income through rents can be increased at this Councils 
discretion. Housing Board have already agreed to set Barclay 
House rents in relation to costs of running the hostel (see 
section 6 -8). A review of rent control is recommended in the 
Temporary Accommodation Strategy Review and is in the Action 
Plan. 
 

f. Stoke Gardens Homeless persons hostel will probably run at a 
loss from 2010 due to the Housing Benefit subsidy changes and 
accordingly the lease has been favourably re-negotiated to 
reduce probable losses. 

 
9.0 How did this Council achieve the ODPM target of 50% reduction in 
           all temporary accommodation by 2010?  

 
9.1 Gosport Council achieved the Governments ambitious target of a 

reduction of 50% by March 2010. Graph two below outlines the efforts 
achieved against this target. 

9.2 The target was slightly surpassed, but only with some significant 
interventions in the last few months (and unplanned expenditure of 
around £10,000) to achieve qualifying offers, thus reducing numbers. 
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Graph Two 

 
9.3 In the current absence of Government direction, the question is what 

will this Council do now? Without a directive from Government the 
Council is free to set its own aims and objectives and it is likely that the 
current Governments stance on localism would support this notion in 
any case. 

 
9.4 Although the reduction  in temporary accommodation required was 

achieved, it is not sustainable and created additional cost to this 
Council. This is because that reduction was achieved through 
prevention of homelessness and the  biggest contributor to prevention 
of homelessness in Gosport is by way of securing alternative private 
rented accommodation (see Table Three in paragraph 10.6 for cost 
information). We have also concluded that for some homeless 
customers the services offered were not wholly appropriate, but 
prevention of homelessness was the mantra to be followed and so they 
were placed in unsupported private lets when these were likely to not 
have fully met their needs.  

 
9.5 The underlying problem about using the private sector as one of the 

tools to prevent homelessness is that floating support which is so often 
needed (Supporting People funded services) cannot be guaranteed. 
Indeed, floating support is so over-subscribed in Gosport that the 
chances of receiving support are low and this is likely to get worse over 
time if Supporting People are going to be cut as predicted (see 
paragraph 10.2). The DCLG have suggested that this Council’s 
homeless persons Supporting People service be re-channelled to 
support those customers who the Council places in the private sector 
as a prevention of homelessness. The problem here is that this team is 
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already at its capacity to maintain a limited level of support for our 
homeless customers and has no capacity to divert resource as 
suggested. As outlined earlier at paragraph 5.10 available resources 
are tightly matched to demands. It is impossible to deliver increased 
floating support without more resources.  

 
9.6 The next section considers why the present numbers in temporary 

accommodation are lower than the number needed to enable costs to 
be matched by income. 

 
9.7 For the above reason it is clear that a shift in the balance between 

homeless prevention, via securing alternative private lets, and 
homelessness is required. 

 
10.0 How are the national austerity measures going to affect the 

service and what options are there for responding? 
 
10.1 The simple answer to this question is that whilst we know some things, 

there is much more that we do not know about what the future holds for 
the service in Gosport. For example, indicative figures from the DCLG 
suggest that a very significant number of Gosport households will be 
negatively affected by Housing Benefit changes from April 2011. These 
changes are concerned with the reduction in levels that Housing 
Benefit awards will treat as eligible costs. Excess charges above the 
new limits will not be claimable under standard rules. A large proportion 
of these households may be vulnerable to homelessness because the 
level of benefit award cut will make their rent unaffordable. Even if a 
small fraction of these become homeless the service will struggle to 
cope. However, how many of these households avert homelessness 
themselves and how many will seek assistance is far from clear. 
 
There is an emerging expectation, which appears reasonable, that 
homelessness is going to increase in the short to medium term at least. 
This covers the period of this strategic review. 

 
10.2 One issue that is perhaps more clear is the scale of expected public 

spending cuts in respect of local Government. As previously stated, 
Supporting People are projecting savings targets of 23% on each 
spending review (3 year cycle), and similar cuts could reasonably be 
expected in Children’s  and Adult Services. Inevitably, there will be a 
knock-on effect on related services and clearly homelessness services 
will be affected in some way but it is not clear now, nor will it be clear 
for the best part of another year, how this will pan out. 

 
10.3 Inevitably, district council funding will also be cut. Given an expected 

increase in homelessness, and this reviews assessment that resources 
are very tightly matched to present demands, there is no scope for staff 
resource reductions without severe risk of cost inefficiencies that will 
far outweigh any cashable savings. This does mean that alternative 
methods of finding budget savings for this Council are needed. 
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10.4 There are options to save money within homelessness/ homeless 

prevention costs. Adjustments to charges for accommodation have 
been made in the last two years above and beyond normal scope. 
However, adjustments were cautious because the Housing Benefit 
subsidy arrangements were not known at the time. These have now 
been published and they have opened up the option to become far 
more ambitious in some areas. Out of necessity these options now 
need to be progressed. 

 
10.5 The three areas where significant budget options apply are: 
 

a. RAPS scheme; 
 

b. Barclay House hostel (Housing Revenue Account); 
 

c. Rent in advance/damage deposit service (prevention of 
homelessness). 

 
10.6 The distinction between the first two and last is that both RAPS and the 

hostel can deliver an income stream to pay for the staffing and costs 
associated with that service. The rent in advance /damages service 
has no income stream to pay for these costs, merely a method of 
recovering some of the money advanced in the first place. Work on the 
budgets over two years 2008/09 and 2009/10 has enabled improved 
accuracy of total costs assessments, causing significant variations to 
costs between the years. Additionally, apportionment of managers time 
has been included in 2009/10 costs. This has resulted in the specific 
scheme budget balances set out below in Table Three. 
 

Scheme Budget year Losses to Gosport 
Council by scheme 

2008/09 £180,284 Rent in 
Advance/Damage 

service 
2009/10 £127,564 

2008/09 £18,975 Barclay House 
Hostel 2009/10  £39,770* 

2008/09 £86,303 RAPS scheme 
2009/10 £13,452 

Table Three 
* Increases in staff cost apportioned to Barclay House and higher 
repair costs. 
 

10.7 Table Three shows significant negative budget balances. Reviews of 
Barclay House and RAPS charges are underway. There is no reason 
why these areas cannot achieve a budget breakeven point 
(homelessness law enables reasonable charges to be made for the 
provision of accommodation, but making a surplus would not be with 
the realms of reasonable).  For these schemes there is an element of 
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projection of costs as income will depend upon numbers of people 
accommodated so precise outcomes are impossible to achieve. 

 
10.8 The most significant area of loss for the Council is the rent in 

advance/damages scheme. These losses were enabled previously by 
savings from not using B&B. We now need to make real cashable 
savings and this is the area where that can be done. This Council has 
long advocated to the Government that the specific grant provided for 
homelessness prevention (maximum of £46,000 per annum, but this is 
now at risk) was completely inadequate for the Council’s spend. It 
would not be sensible or practicable to stop the service. What is being 
proposed here is a significant shift away from prevention to 
homelessness and a consequent increase in the RAPS scheme. The 
limiting factor on that swing away from prevention will be the hostels 
capacity to cope with additional homeless households. Alternatively, an 
increase in hostel capacity needs to be achieved. 

 
11.0 Is the homeless strategy integrated with other strategies? 
 
11.1 The 2006 review evidenced better linkage with Corporate Strategies, a 

sound interface with the Hampshire Supporting People Strategy, 
improved linkage with Community Safety Strategy but a poor interface 
with Social Services and Health Authority. 

 
11.2 The changes since then can be summarised as follows: 
 

a. Community Safety Strategy. Further convergence has been 
achieved and has resulted in: 

 
I. The Family Intervention Project being established in 

            Gosport; 
 

II. A Gosport Housing Services officer represents all 
            Hampshire  

 
III. Districts, Unitary Authorities and Isle of Wight on the 
       Wessex Youth Offending Team Board; 

 
IV.   Revitalised interest in the partnership approach to 
      accommodating, supporting and managing prolific offenders.  
 
The new scheme should be reviewed by the end of December 2010 
and is on the Action Plan; 

 
V.   Extension of multi-agency, multi-case conferencing systems: 

JAAG (prolific offenders) and MARAC       (domestic abuse); 
 
VI.    Community Safety is now linked to the Hampshire Supporting 

People Strategy which will improve strategic alignment; 
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VII.   Development of shared database information. 
 

 
b. Partnership with Hampshire Adult Services. Previously a poor 

interface but now viewed as much more constructive due to: 
 
I. Partnership arrangement with the Locality Housing Officer 

(now managed through Hampshire Supporting People, but 
located in this Council); 

 
II. Adult Service improved engagement with the Gosport and 

Fareham Supported Housing Panel. This Panel is the cross 
district forum to progress customers plans to achieve support 
with housing 

 
III. Partnership with Children’s Services. This is 

mainly discussed in the next section due to the 
complexities involved. However, the interface has improved 
since 2006 due to joint work on family 
support/intervention gaps analysis which resulted in the 
creation of the Family Intervention Project. Additionally, 
Gosport continues to lead district housing authorities in 16/17 
ear old joint working protocols. 

 
11.3 In the current year existing cross authority work in Gosport is migrating 

to new structures and new structures are being developed, such as the 
newly emerging Gosport Partnership (replacing the Local Strategic 
Partnership). The opportunities for partnership work are substantial and 
a significant staff resource is being devoted to support this work from 
the Housing Options Section. This work is expected to continue and in 
all likelihood increase. This is a key area of work and accordingly is in 
the Action Plan to participate. 

 
11.4 Another key strategy which interfaces with the Homeless Strategy is 

this Council’s Lettings Strategy. Gosport has developed a Lettings 
Strategy that distances itself from focusing upon re-housing homeless 
customers. The Council does re-house more homeless people than 
proportionality would suggest (over 18% of all lets in 2009/10 
compared to less than 10% of the Housing Register) as this is required 
by the law. However, the important point is that lettings to homeless to 
not overwhelm lettings to other groups. The message Gosport Council 
is trying to drive home is this: 
 
Homeless customers can expect to be accommodated in a private let, 
or supported housing where needed. 
 

 
11.5 Gosport has been able to drive a wedge between homelessness and 

social housing, but that distinction relies upon the homeless strategy 
delivering. Our ability to access the private rented sector is mission 

Page |   
 

20



critical to continuing the Councils Lettings Strategy as it is. It is 
recommended that the proportion of lets to homeless is reduced to just 
over the proportionality required. 

 
12.0  How should this Council respond to the developing issues 

surrounding young people (16/17 year olds) and care leavers 
following the Southwark judgement (House of Lords)? 

 
12.1 It is acknowledged that Gosport has a significant youth homelessness 

issue. This Council undertook a major piece of work on behalf of all 
Hampshire districts in 2009.  That work considered the existing working 
agreement between Hampshire Children’s Services and the Councils 
Housing Options service. As part of that work, a survey of districts 
which has evidenced a number of improvements that can be made (as 
reported by the districts to the Hampshire Children’s Board. 

 
12.2 This Council has approached this matter from a partnership 

perspective, freely offering what we can bring to the table and in return 
for Children’s Services to do the same with an aim of improving the 
districts capacity and qualitatively improving services through the co-
ordination of housing and welfare concerns. Whilst the work is still in 
progress what has been achieved so far is: 

 
a. Renewed funding by Children’s Services (£12,000 per year) and the 

Council (£6,910) of the Accommodation Resource Centre (ARC) to 
enable it to be the reception and assessment front line for the 
district; 

 
b. Expansion of the Locality Housing Officer role to co-ordinate move-

on referrals from Children’s Services to the Supported Housing 
Panel (Council funding at £4,000 per year for 3 years, see June 
2009 Housing Board, Grants to External Bodies); 

 
c. An accommodation protocol that will bring in around £10,000 
      marginal income for the Council to cover our losses (personal 
      arrears and subsidy losses) in temporary accommodation. This 
      partnership approach is expected to save Children’s Services in 
      Gosport around £25 - 30,000 per year and is dependent upon 
      continued Children’s Services funding of Gosport schemes. 
 
d.   Draft customer processing maps: 
 

I. For referral to Children’s Services where the customer 
requests this; 

 
II.  Where statutory placements are required. Here the Council 

and Children’s Services would work together to meet 
accommodation and welfare issues. 
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12.3 Gosport Council continues to provide leadership for the Hampshire 
districts in this area. The partnership has now moved to a full Steering 
Group. This area of work is likely to require at least another year of 
development and then ongoing partnership. 

 
13.0 What has been/will be the impact of the Rowner re-development? 
 

13.1 This re-development will result in over 500 households being 
decanted and re-housed by the end of the project. This is then, a 
major undertaking in a small district. This Council has so far waived 
nomination rights to First Wessex Housing Association (our biggest 
social housing partner) to enable them to re-house decants and is 
now in discussion with First Wessex Housing Association to agree 
processes and procedures over the following phase of the re-
development. 

 
 

 
14.0 What can be done to increase the availability of supported 

housing in Gosport given the high profile of single vulnerable 
customers in Gosport? 

 
14.1 Gosport’s Housing Board has previously considered this subject and 

agreed an approach which requires Gosport and Fareham Councils to 
work in partnership to administer: 

 
a. The waiting lists for supported housing schemes across the two 

districts; 
 
b.   The monitoring of move-on plans for those in supported housing 
      schemes to ensure effective move-on planning is evidenced; 
 
c.   The monitoring of all customers move-on plans to provide strategic 
      evidence of any bottlenecks in service delivery. 
 
d.   The nominations to all voids in supported housing funded schemes 
      across the two districts. 
 
Implementation work is now at an advanced stage and go live is 
expected by mid November 2010. 
 

14.2 The background to this significant application of resource is the 
comparative lack of supported housing options becoming available for 
vulnerable customers. The key question here is whether existing 
systems are using the accommodation resources efficiently or whether 
the lack of opportunities is due to gaps in resource. It is suspected that 
the latter is the biggest contributor to the current lack of opportunities 
but without the changes being implemented as stated above it is not 
possible for us to pin down the answer to this question. Supported 
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Housing Panel data is considered to be an improvement on previous 
Housing Needs Survey data in  determining this question. 

 
15.0 Are there any significantly different homelessness profiles 
          (including prevention) in Gosport compared to the national 
          average? Why are there differences? 
 
15.1 The statistical analysis set out in Annex A reveals one very important 

Gosport factor that differs from both Hampshire and all-England 
results. That factor is this Council’s very impressive, sustained and 
ever improving results in the prevention of homelessness.  

 
15.2 In the last year of publication (BVPI 213) in 2007/08, Gosport was in 

the top half of the top quartile of all-England results. Since then 
performance has significantly improved. There are a number of things 
worth raising about these results: 

 
a. With prevention interventions outnumbering homelessness duty 

acceptances by a factor of 3.5:1 it is clear that the predominate 
outcome for customers is one of prevention; 

 
b. Preventing homelessness is easier with some types of customers 

than other customers. In simple terms, if you are in a family, 
prevention is generally much easier than if you are a single 
vulnerable person. This uneven outcomes profile creates some 
statistical skewing of homeless decision results which go most, if 
not all, the way to explain variations in results between Gosport and 
all-England results. 

 
c.   By far the biggest reason for preventing homelessness is by 

securing alternative accommodation in the private rented sector. 
Gosport has done exceptionally well in this regard. In 2009/10, 
despite difficulties from January to March 2010, Gosport achieved 
over double the rate of preventions than the national top quartile 
average (Gosport result 7.15 preventions per 1,000 households 
compared to the national top quartile average of 3.06).This does 
however, emphasise how        dependent this Council is upon the 
private sector. In paragraph 9.4        it was noted that three drivers 
(casework evidence, expected        increase in homelessness and 
cost drivers) indicate that the        historical levels of use of the 
private rented sector for prevention of        homelessness will not be 
matched. However, we need to be clear        here. If we stopped 
doing this, or were unable to access the        private rented sector 
completely as a method of prevention, the        temporary 
accommodation services would be overwhelmed within        weeks. 
Clearly, the private rented sector, and access to it as a 
       prevention of homelessness is the mission critical factor that 
needs        to be achieved to underpin this strategy. 
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15.3 As an aside, the issue of unequal distribution of decision results 
dependent upon the type of household you happen to be in, has been 
investigated through the Councils Equality Impact Assessment 
framework. The conclusions of that assessment is that whilst Council 
only results evidence unequal outcomes, when the contribution of our 
external partners work is taken into account (primarily the 
Accommodation Resource Centres work with young people) no 
discernable differences in outcomes was evidenced. It is therefore of 
more than academic interest to include our partners’ homeless 
prevention results in official homelessness returns. This was achieved 
from 2009/10 onwards so an Action Plan item has already been 
achieved. 

 
15.4 In conclusion then, it is Gosport’s exceptional record of homeless 

prevention that, being such a predominate outcome, skews homeless 
decision types results. As such differences are considered to be due to 
statistical skewing rather than a deep seated profile issue. This 
conclusion represents a step forward in our understanding since the 
last review in 2005/06. There is no point in our considering this matter 
further unless the Government publishes the detailed data for both 
prevention and homelessness decisions nationally. 
 
It is therefore recommended that this theme now be closed. 

 
15.5 There is one key distinction to be made here. Discussion about 

homeless decision types is shorthand for the different types of 
decision (i.e. on the one hand: acceptance of full duty, intentional and 
differing priority need categories such as family or 16/17 year olds). 
One area where it is accepted that Gosport varies from certain 
groupings that could be used for benchmarking, is that of total number 
of acceptances of full duty per 1,000 households in the district as 
discussed in sections 2-4.  

 
16.0  Conclusions 
 
16.1 We have come a long way since the last review in our understanding of 

why Gosport’s homelessness profile is as it is. It is accepted that 
Gosport has an unusual high incidence of homelessness, for deep 
rooted local reasons, that are likely to last at least another generation. 
The critical service issue is that the Council continues to choose to 
engage with customers and achieve tangible outcomes. 

 
16.2 Local context and service response need not be re-examined (in future 

Homeless Strategy Reviews) in as much depth for at least 10 years. 
 
16.3 The Current service is designed to achieve positive, tangible, outcomes 

for customers. The current configuration achieves a balance between 
competing demands that does not show scope to significantly shift that 
balance without potentially very serious outcomes. Shifts in the service 
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configuration require planning and resource considerations to minimise 
those risks. 

 
16.4 Current temporary accommodation portfolio is fit for purpose. Achieving 

that status has shifted the issue over securing temporary 
accommodation from one of negative daily challenge (1990’s to early 
2000’s) to one of enabling flexibility of service. 

 
16.5 Primary limiting factor in any increase or decrease in temporary 

accommodation loading is that of hostel capacity at any one time. The 
hostels need to be a maximum occupancy for financial efficiency, but 
any excess demand results in very poor financial efficiency as 
households have to be placed in B&B. 

 
16.6 The private rented sector is crucial in the short, medium and long term 

to deliver self-contained lets. This is a point often underplayed and is 
explored further under links with other strategies (see paragraph 11.4). 

 
16.7 The current reduction in accessibility of the market, even for this 

Council’s RAPS scheme, is a warning to this Council. There is only one 
other alternative way of approaching the matter of balancing 
accommodation supply to demand. That way is to abandon the current 
Lettings Strategy and give most, if not all social lets to homeless 
customers. This happens in many other Council areas. This is 
discussed more in paragraphs 11.4-5. 

 
16.8 There is scope to increase charges made for some accommodation 

types within the temporary accommodation portfolio.  
 
16.9 Gosport Council did achieve the last Government’s directive to reduce 

numbers in temporary accommodation, but in the process, and with 
hindsight, it is recognised that the balance between homelessness and 
prevention of homelessness probably was imbalanced in favour of 
prevention. This statement is based on casework evidence and in 
recognition of the limiting factors applying in Gosport. 

 
16.10 There is casework driven reasons for shifting the balance away from 

homelessness prevention, via securing alternative private rented 
accommodation towards homelessness. In addition, there is a general 
expectation that homelessness will increase during the period of this 
review, and cost reduction drivers also require a shift away from 
prevention. The limit of the shift from prevention to homelessness is 
limited by the hostels capacity to cope with the increase in 
homelessness. 

 
16.11 Since the 2005/06 review there have been marked improvements in 

strategic partnership work with other agencies and their strategies. 
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16.12 The separation of the Councils Lettings strategy from the Homeless 
strategy is a key message to customers and is underpinned by an 
accessible private rented sector. 

 
16.13 Gosport has a high demographic profile in respect of young people; a 

high homelessness incidence amongst young people; scarce 
accommodation resources for young people. Taking all this into 
account it is not surprising that Gosport has devoted the resources it 
has to the development of a Hampshire partnership to better address 
the needs. 

 
16.14 The Rowner re-development has impacted on the Housing Options 

Service and will continue to do so for at least another year, before the 
benefits of the scheme are realised. 
 

16.15 The partnership work undertaken by Gosport and Fareham Council’s is 
vital to deliver any possible improvements in the use of supported 
housing schemes and to provide strategic information about gaps 
analysis. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

GOSPORT BOROUGH COUNCIL 
HOMELESSNESS STRATEGY 

ACTION PLAN 2009 – 2014 
 

ACTION ACTION PLANNING 
STATUS AND LINKAGE 

WITH OTHER 
STRATEGIES/CORPORA

TE PRIORITIES 

TIMESCALES (AND 
MILESTONES) 

RESOURCE 
IMPLICATIONS 

Fully report funded 
external agency 

prevention of 
homelessness 

results 

• Team Action plan; 
• Corporate 

Recession 
Responses 

• People & Prosperity 
Corporate Priorities 

• CAB statistics 
incorporation into P1E 
returns – June 2009 √ 

• ARC statistics 
incorporation into PIE 
returns – December 2009; 

• Review service contracts 
– March 2010 

• Complete 

• CAB funding 
2008/09 = 
£31,270 

• ARC funding 
2008/09 = 
£6,910 

Established 
budget costs- 
for review in 
2010 

Implement IBS 
system of recording 
prevention or relief 
of homelessness 
alternatives 

• Team Action Plan 
• No links with 

other strategies; 
• Pursuit of excellence 

Corporate Priority  

• December 2011 Staff 
development 
time resource –
from existing 
staffing 

Provide staff 
resources to support 
the Housing 
Services wide 
paperless files 
project 

• Service 
Improvement Plan 

• Climate Change 
• People & Pursuit of 

excellence 
Corporate Priorities 

• October 09 – Feb 2010 
• Complete 

7 hours per 
week staff 
resource –from 
existing staffing 

Provide staff 
resources to support 
the Housing 
Services wide 
duplicate IBS 

• Section Management 
Plan 

• Climate Change 
• People & Pursuit of 

Excellence 

• July 2009 – January 2010 
• Complete 

• 4.5 officer 
days per week 
July – Sept 09 

• 6.5 officer 
days per week 
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records projects Corporate Priorities October  09 
• 5.5 officer 

days per week 
November 
2009 -  
January 2010 

From existing 
staffing 

Review measures to 
achieve 50% 
reduction in 
households in 
temporary 
accommodation by 
31/3/2010 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

• No linked strategies 
• People Corporate 

Priority 

• 30/9/09 @ 45.5% 
reduction.  

• 31/12/09 review 
• Complete 
 

No new 
resources 

Achieve target for 
50% reduction in 
households in 
temporary 
accommodation by 
April 2010 

• Section Management 
Plan; 

• No links with other 
strategies; 

• People Corporate 
Priority 

• Internal milestones to 
31/3/09 met √ 

• 184 count at 31/3/2010 
• Target achieved an 

surpassed 31/3/10 

No direct  new 
resource 
implications 

Undertake a 
Reception and 
Assessment service 
audit from the DCLG 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item; 

• No links with other 
strategies; 

• Pursuit of 
Excellence 
Corporate Priority 

• November 2009 
inspection; 

• DCLG Report December 
2009; 

• Gosport response and 
action planning 
adjustments April 2010-
12 

• Complete 

• No direct  
resources  

Review the level of 
staffing resource for 
the Council 
managed homeless 
persons hostels 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item; 

• No links with other 
strategies; 

• People Corporate 
Priority 

• September 2011 - 
complete 

To be assessed 
in review 

Review the “deferred 
Qualifying offer” exit 
strategy from 
individual RAPS 
properties 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

• No links with other 
strategies; 

• People Corporate 
Priority 

• April 2011 
 

Staff resource 
within existing 
establishment 

Review the Family 
Intervention Project 
in consultation with 
partners 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

• Community Safety 
Strategy 

• June 2010 – completed 
• March 2011 review for 

2011/12 funding 

£60,000 has 
been set aside 
for further 
funding from 
2010, subject to 
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• People Corporate 
Priority 

Housing Board 
approval 

Review scope to re-
develop the Barclay 
House Hostel 

• New SIP item; 
• No links with other 

strategies; 
• People Corporate 

Priority 

• March 2011 As set out to 
Housing Board 

Review hostel 
capacity and hostel 
strategy 

• SIP milestone 
• Corporate Efficiency 

strategy  

• June 2011 To be assessed 

Review RAPS 
scheme 
management 
charges post HB 
subsidy new rules 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item; 

• Corporate Efficiency 
Strategy 

• Prosperity Corporate 
Priority 

• September 2010 review 
• September 2011 

implementation 
completion 

Probable income 
increase 

Review the control 
of rent setting and 
rent levels for 
Barclay House 
homeless persons 
hostel 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item; 

• Corporate Efficiency 
Strategy; 

• People Corporate 
Priority 

• October 2010 Probable 
increase in 
income 

Re-negotiate the 
lease price for Stoke 
Gardens homeless 
persons hostel 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item; 

• Corporate Efficiency 
Strategy; 

• People Corporate 
Priority 

• September 2010 Reduction in 
losses 

Review the 
effectiveness of the 
Prolific Offender 
partnership with 
Community Safety  

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

• Community Safety 
Strategy 

• People Corporate 
Priority 

• Review December 2010 From existing 
resources 

Support the 
emerging structures 
of the Gosport 
Partnership through 
staff involvement, in 
support of Corporate 
guidance 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

• Gosport Partnership 
• People and Pursuit of 

Excellence Corporate 
Priorities 

• Review April 2010 and 
set new actions 

• Complete 
• April 2012 review 

involvement 

From existing 
resources 
(currently 
management 
staff resources) 

Progress inter-
agency working 
arrangements for 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

• Joint agreement sign-off 
December 2009; 

• Review arrangements 

No new 
resources 
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16/17 year olds and 
care leavers in a 
partnership 
approach  

• Gosport Partnership 
• People Corporate 

Policy 

April 2011 & April 2013  

Complete Equality 
Impact Assessment- 
Homeless Strategy 

• People & Prosperity 
Corporate Priorities 

• New Service 
Improvement Plan 
item 

 

• June 2011 No new 
resources 

Complete Temporary 
accommodation 
Strategy Equality 
Impact Assessment 

• People & Prosperity 
Corporate Priorities 

• New Service 
Improvement Plan 
item 

• June 2012 No new 
resources 

Review Housing 
Options I.T. enquiry 
recording system 

• People & Prosperity 
Corporate Priorities 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

•  

• April 2012 No new 
resources  

Review Housing 
Options Open 
Advice Service 

• People & Prosperity 
Corporate Priorities 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

•  

• April 2011 Resource 
implications to 
be assessed in 
review 

Review Supported 
Housing Panel 
database and 
Council 
Administration 

• People and Pursuit of 
Excellence Corporate 
Priorities 

• New Section 
Management Plan 
item 

 

• Go Live November 2010 
• Review March 2012 

No new 
resources 
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