
Annex A  

Source data and statistical analyses: national level 
 
This annex presents the basic data on household characteristics of social 
sector tenants in England as a whole that has been used in this research. It 
comes from the following sources and is presented as individual sections 
within Annex A: 
 
A.1 Survey of English Housing  
A.2  CORE on new tenants 
A.3  CORE on previously homeless households 
 
The annex then presents statistical analyses providing: 

 
A.4  A comparison of LA and RSL households which demonstrates that 

these are sufficiently similar to merit treating together as the social 
sector 

A.5 A comparison of Survey of English Housing data and data from the 
GLA’s London Housing Survey 2002 

A.6.  Under-occupation and over-crowding in England (Survey of English 
Housing 2001-02) 

A.7. Age and employment status of social sector tenant households at the 
present time 

A.8  Ageing households and social housing 
A.9  A comparison between private and social rented sector tenants 
 
Annex B gives the source data and analyses at regional level, while Annex C 
provides a detailed analysis of future household dissolutions at high ages. 
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Annex A Section 1 
Composition of the social rented sector 

 
From the Survey of English Housing 2001/02, for England as a whole 
 
These figures relate to 2001-02 because of the need for comparability 
between the Survey of English Housing and the Greater London Assembly 
housing survey. This date is also the most closely comparable with the 2001 
Census. 
 
All social sector tenants 
 
Most social sector households are single person at 41 per cent, followed by 
two parent households at 19 per cent. A further 18 per cent are lone parent 
households, 16 per cent are couple households and 7 per cent are multi-adult 
households. 
 

Table A1.1  Household type 
 Number Per cent 
Single person 1636 40.6 
Couple  634 15.7 
Lone parent  717 17.8 
Two parents  769 19.1 
Multi adult  277 6.9 
Total 4033 100 

 
For social tenant household heads as a whole, the largest age group is aged 
66+ at 32 per cent. Next are young people aged between 26 and 35, and then 
those aged between 36 and 45. This is a very different age structure from that 
of new entrants to the Housing Association (HA) sector, although we do not 
have data for new entrants to council housing. It suggests that existing 
tenants may be different from those entering the sector. 
 

Table A1.2 Age group of household head 
 Number Per cent 
0-25 278 6.9 
26-35 739 18.3 
36-45 697 17.3 
46-55 509 12.6 
56-65 512 12.7 
66+ 1298 32.2 
Total 4033 100 

 
In terms of the sex of household head, the proportions are very similar to 
those of new entrants to the RSL sector. 
 

Table A1.3 Sex of household head 
 Number Per cent 
Male 1783 44.2 
Female 2253 55.8 
Total 3968 100 

 
Again, the largest ethnic group is white at almost 90 per cent. The proportion 
of black households is not as high as for new entrants to the RSL sector. 
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Table A1.4 Ethnic group 

 Number Per cent 
White 3600 89.3 
Mixed 67 1.7 
Asian 131 3.2 
Black 184 4.6 
Others 49 1.2 
Total 4031 100 

 
Over a third of social sector tenants are retired, which is significantly higher 
than new entrants to the RSL sector. The proportion in full time work is very 
similar, although more tenants work part time.  Only five per cent are 
unemployed, and 63 per cent are economically inactive. This includes a 
substantial number of sick or disabled people. 
 

Table A1.5 Economic status 
 Number Per cent 
Full-time employment 888 22.1 
Part-time employment 380 9.4 
Unemployed 194 4.8 
Retired 1444 35.9 
Sick or disabled 493 12.3 
Government training scheme 16 0.4 
Student 40 1.0 
Other inactive 569 14.1 
Total 4024 100 

 
Weekly incomes are low, with 28 per cent on less than £100 a week and a 
further 38 per cent on less than £200 a week.  This reflects the large number 
of economically inactive tenants. It implies considerable dependency on 
benefits, including pensions. 
 

Table A1.6 Weekly income group 
£ Number Per cent 
Under 100 968 28.2 
100, under 200 1305 38.0 
200, under 300 575 16.7 
300, under 400 279 8.1 
400, under 500 124 3.6 
500 or more 185 5.4 
Total 3436 100 

 
Only 22 per cent of existing tenants have one working member, and very few 
have more than one. The vast majority have no workers, again reinforcing 
benefit dependency.  
 

Table A1.7 Number of working members 
 Number Per cent 
0 2858 70.8 
1 878 21.8 
2 240 5.9 
3+ 59 1.5 
Total 4035 100 
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Annex A Section 2 
Data from CORE data – all new entrants to the RSL sector 
2001-02 unless specified otherwise 

Table A2.1 Household type 
 Number Per cent 
Single person 73977 49.5 
Couple  15554 10.4 
Lone parent  33651 22.5 
Two parents  18370 12.3 
Multi adult 7879 5.3 
Total 149431 100 

Table A2.2 Age group of household head 
 Number Per cent 
0-25 35260 23.6 
26-35 37085 24.8 
36-45 24718 16.5 
46-55 13889 9.3 
56-65 13407 9.0 
66+ 25063 16.8 
Total 149422 100 

Table A2.3 Sex of household head 
 Number Per cent 
Female 83980 56.1 
Male 65584 43.9 
Total 149564 100 

Table A2.4 Ethnic group 
 Number Per cent 
White 129146 85.8 
Mixed 3413 2.3 
Asian 5037 3.3 
Black 9265 6.2 
Others 3619 2.4 
Total 150480 100 

Table A2.5 Economic status 
 Number Per cent 
Full-time employment 34496 23.2 
Part-time employment 9381 6.3 
Unemployed 22273 15.0 
Retired 30402 20.5 
Economically inactive 52046 35.0 
Total 148598 100 

Table A2.6 Weekly income group 
£ Number Per cent 
Under 100 87536 73.1 
100, under 200 13757 11.5 
200, under 300 11698 9.8 
300, under 400 4525 3.8 
400, under 500 1595 1.3 
500 or more 596 0.5 
Total 119707 100 
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Table A2.7 Number of workers 
 Number Per cent 
No worker 53204 33.5 
1 worker 40511 25.5 
2 workers 9289 5.8 
3 + workers 495 0.3 
Job seekers 25185 15.8 
Retired  30281 19.0 
Total 158965 100 

Table A2.8 Tenancy Type 
 Number Per cent 
Fair rent-secure 2120 1.3 
Assured 140945 88.7 
Other 1918 1.2 
Licence agreement 344 0.2 
Starter tenancy 13638 8.6 
Total 158965 100 

Table A2.9 Shared Accommodation 
 Number Per cent 
Yes 2228 1.4 
No 156737 98.6 
Total 158965 100 

Table A2.10 No. of bedrooms 
 Number Per cent 
1 bedroom 68729 43.2 
2 bedrooms 55557 34.9 
3+ bedrooms 34679 21.8 
Total 158965 100 

Table A2.11 Property type 
 Number Per cent 
Flat or maisonette 79744 50.2 
Bedsit 8408 5.3 
House or bungalow 69532 43.7 
Other 1281 0.8 
Total 158965 100 

Table A2.12 Let type 
 Number Per cent 
New let 27237 17.1 
Re-let 131728 82.9 
Total 158965 100 

Table A2.13 Does any household member consider him/herself to have a 
disability?  (2002/03) 
 Frequency Per cent 
Yes 25960 17.3 
No 118500 78.9 
Do not know 5734 3.8 
Total 150194 100 
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Table A2.14 Reason for moving 
 Frequency Per cent 
Area/neighbour 7624 4.8 
House related 34711 21.8 
Health 17608 11.1 
Near school/family 10765 6.8 
Job related 1134 0.7 
Want independent house 18826 11.8 
Family breakdown 23725 14.9 
Want to buy house 9425 5.9 
(Financial) difficulty 13274 8.4 
Others 21873 13.8 
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Annex A Section 3  
From CORE data – previously homeless households 2001/02 
 
Previously homeless households comprise 11.85 per cent of all new entrants 
to the RSL sector 2001-02 

Table A3.1 Household type 
 Number Per cent 
Single person 5570 31.1 
Couple 881 4.9 
Lone parent 7373 41.2 
Two parents 3116 17.4 
Multi adult 965 5.4 
Total 17905 100 

Table A3.2 Age group of household head 
 Number Per cent 
0-25 5736 32.0 
26-35 5993 33.5 
36-45 3575 20.0 
46-55 1346 7.5 
56-65 719 4.0 
66+ 534 3.0 
Total 17903 100 

Table A3.3 Sex of household head 
 Number Per cent 
Female 11360 61.7 
Male 6555 35.6 
Total 18418 100 

Table A3.4 Economic status of heads of household 
 Number Per cent 
Full-time work  3011 16.9 
Part-time work 1627 9.1 
Unemployed 3340 18.7 
Retired 722 4.0 
Economic inactive 9141 51.2 
Total 17841 100 

Table A3.5 Ethnic group 
 Number Per cent 
White 14300 79.5 
Mixed 663 3.7 
Asian 992 5.5 
Black 1499 8.3 
Other 538 3.0 
Total 17992 100 
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Table A3.6 Weekly income group 
 Number Per cent 
Under 100 10222 74.9 
100, under 200 1662 12.2 
200, under 300 1248 9.1 
300, under 400 367 2.7 
400, under 500 107 0.8 
500 or more 39 0.3 
Total 13645 100 

Table A3.7 Number of workers  
 Number Per cent 
1 worker 8898 48.3 
2 workers 4474 24.3 
3 + workers 812 4.4 
Job seekers 49 0.3 
Retired  3435 18.7 
Other 750 4.1 
Total 18418 100 

Table A3.8 Reason for moving  
 Number Per cent 
Area/neighbour 321 1.7 
House related 1781 9.7 
Health 554 3.0 
Near school/family 165 0.9 
Job related 13 0.1 
Want independent house 2192 11.9 
Family breakdown 5653 30.7 
Want to buy house 385 2.1 
(Financial) difficulty 4010 21.8 
Other 3344 18.2 
Total 18418 100 

Table A3.9 Tenancy Type 
 Number Per cent 
Fair rent-secure 5 0.0 
Assured 16537 89.8 
Other 326 1.8 
Starter tenancy 1550 8.4 
Total 18418 100 

Table A3.10 Shared Accommodation  
 Number Per cent 
Yes 238 1.3 
No 18180 98.7 
Total 18418 100 

Table A3.11 No. of bedrooms 
 Number Per cent 
1 bedroom 5192 28.2 
2 bedrooms 8036 43.6 
3+ bedrooms 5190 28.2 
Total 18418 100 
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Table A3.12 Property type 
 Number Per cent 
Flat or maisonette 9204 50.0 
Bedsit 621 3.4 
House or bungalow 8481 46.0 
Other 112 0.6 
Total 18418 100 

 
 

Table A3.13 Let type 
 Number Per cent 
New let 3929 21.3 
Re-let 14489 78.7 
Total 18418 100 

 
From Survey of English Housing 2001/02, England as a whole 
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Annex A Section 4 

Comparison between Local Authority (LA) and Housing 
Association (HA) Tenants 
 
These tables show that the differences between LA and HA tenants are very 
small indeed. The only area where there is a large difference is previous 
tenure, where 60 per cent of current LA tenants were previously LA tenants 
compared with only 30 per cent of current RSL tenants. In contrast, only 8 per 
cent of LA tenants were previously HA tenants compared with 30 per cent of 
HA tenants. These differences probably reflect movement within each sector 
rather than any important differences in popularity and hence demand. 
 
Other small differences were that more household heads in the LA sector 
were male compared with more female heads in the HA sector. Reasons for 
moving also differed slightly, with more wanting to live independently in the LA 
sector, and more moves related to job in the RSL sector. In addition the black 
ethnic group was higher in the HA sector. But these differences are very small 
and could be explained simply by sampling variation. 

 

Table A4.1 Current tenure by household type 
Household type  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 1112 524 1636 Single person 
(%)  39.8 42.3 40.6 
No. 459 175 634 Couple 
(%)  16.4 14.1 15.7 
No. 489 228 717 Lone parent  
(%)  17.5 18.4 17.8 
No. 519 250 769 Two parents  
(%)  18.6 20.2 19.1 
No. 214 63 277 Multi adult  
(%)  7.7 5.1 6.9 
No. 2793 1240 4033 Total 
(%)  100 100 100 

Table A4.2 Age group of household head 
Age group  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 189 89 278 0-25 
(%) 6.8 7.2 6.9 
No. 487 252 739 26-35 
(%) 17.4 20.3 18.3 
No. 471 226 697 36-45 
(%) 16.9 18.2 17.3 
No. 372 137 509 46-55 
(%) 13.3 11.0 12.6 
No. 379 133 512 56-65 
(%) 13.6 10.7 12.7 
No. 895 403 1298 66+ 
(%) 32.0 32.5 32.2 
No. 2793 1240 4033 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 
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Table A4.3 Sex of household head 
Sex  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 1256 527 1783 Male 
(%) 45.0 42.4 44.2 
No. 1538 715 2253 Female 
(%) 55.0 57.6 55.8 
No. 2794 1242 4036 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 

Table A4.4 Economic status 
Economic Status  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 599 289 888 Full-time employment 
(%) 21.5 23.4 22.1 
No. 256 124 380 Part-time employment 
(%) 9.2 10.0 9.4 
No. 130 64 194 Unemployed 
(%) 4.7 5.2 4.8 
No. 1013 431 1444 Retired 
(%) 36.3 34.8 35.9 
No. 348 145 493 Sick or disabled 
(%) 12.5 11.7 12.3 
No. 12 4 16 Government training scheme 
(%) 0.4 0.3 0.4 
No. 25 15 40 Student 
(%) 0.9 1.2 1.0 
No. 404 165 569 Other inactive 
(%) 14.5 13.3 14.1 
No. 2787 1237 4024 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 

Table A4.5 Ethnic group 
Ethnic group  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 2497 1103 3600 White 
(%) 89.5 89.0 89.3 
No. 42 25 67 Mixed 
(%) 1.5 2.0 1.7 
No. 92 39 131 Asian 
(%) 3.3 3.1 3.2 
No. 123 61 184 Black 
(%) 4.4 4.9 4.6 
No. 37 12 49 Others 
(%) 1.3 1.0 1.2 
No. 2791 1240 4031 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 
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Table A4.6 Weekly income 
Weekly income  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 663 305 968 Under 100 
(%) 28.0 28.5 28.2 
No. 918 387 1305 100, under 200 
(%) 38.8 36.2 38.0 
No. 396 179 575 200, under 300 
(%) 16.7 16.7 16.7 
No. 191 88 279 300, under 400 
(%) 8.1 8.2 8.1 
No. 81 43 124 400, under 500 
(%) 3.4 4.0 3.6 
No. 118 67 185 500 or more 
(%) 5.0 6.3 5.4 
No. 2367 1069 3436 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 

Table A4.7 Number of working members 
Number of working 
members  

LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 1994 864 2858 0 
(%) 71.4 69.6 70.8 
No. 594 284 878 1 
(%) 21.3 22.9 21.8 
No. 165 75 240 2 
(%) 5.9 6.0 5.9 
No. 41 18 59 3+ 
(%) 1.5 1.5 1.5 
No. 2794 1241 4035 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 

Table A4.8 Reason for moving into social tenure 
Reason for moving 
into social tenure  

LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 20 13 33 Area/neighbourhood 
(%)  14.5 14.9 14.7 
No. 3 4 7 Job related 
(%) 2.2 4.6 3.1 
No. 40 33 73 House related 
(%) 29.0 37.9 32.4 
No. 37 22 59 Family/personal 
(%) 26.8 25.3 26.2 
No. 16 3 19 Want own house 
(%) 11.6 3.4 8.4 
No. 22 12 34 Others 
(%) 15.9 13.8 15.1 
No. 138 87 225 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 
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Table A4.9 Previous tenure 
Previous tenure  LA tenants HA tenants Total 

No. 77 37 114 Home owner 
(%) 12.9 10.4 12.0 
No. 355 105 460 LA tenants 
(%) 59.7 29.6 48.4 
No. 47 108 155 HA tenants 
(%) 7.9 30.4 16.3 
No. 116 105 221 Private renters 
(%) 19.5 29.6 23.3 
No. 595 355 950 Total 
(%) 100 100 100 
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Annex A Section 5 
Comparisons of Percentage Distributions: Survey of English 
Housing (grossed) and Greater London Authority Housing 
Survey (not grossed) – social tenants only 

Table A5.1 Employment status 
 Survey of English Housing GLA Housing Survey 
Full time employment 22.1 22.3 
Part time employment 9.4 9.3 
Unemployed 4.8 14.9 
Retired 35.9 24.8 
Other economically inactive 14.1 N/A 
Employment training 0.4 0.4 
Student/Full time education 1.0 4.0 
Sick/disabled 12.3 9.6 
Asylum seeker N/A 0.2 
Looking after family N/A 14.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 

 
The differences in terms of economic status are not so great and partly reflect 
the age structure. However, far more of London’s social tenants are 
unemployed as opposed to retired or otherwise economically inactive. More 
people are in full time education in London than nationally. 

Table A5.2 Age 
 Survey of English Housing GLA Housing Survey 
0-25 6.9 9.5 
26-35 18.3 23.1 
36-45 17.3 22.1 
46-55 12.6 12.6 
56-65 12.7 11.4 
66+ 32.2 21.3 
Total 100 100 

 
The age profile of household heads confirms that social tenants in London are 
younger than the national picture. 

Table A5.3 Household type 
 Survey of English Housing GLA Housing Survey 
Single person 37.4 35.6 
Couple 15.5 14.5 
Two parents 20.9 19.4 
Lone parent 23.4 20.0 
Multi adult 2.7 10.5 

 
The proportion of multi adult households in London is considerably larger than 
nationally. London has a slightly smaller share of all other household types 
although the differences are not great. 
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Table A5.4 Gender 
 Survey of English Housing GLA Housing Survey 
Female 55.8 62.0 
Male 44.2 38.0 

 
There are far more female headed social tenant households in London than 
nationally, and consequently far fewer headed by males. 

Table A5.5 Ethnicity 
 Survey of English Housing GLA Housing Survey 
White 89.3 64.3 
Mixed 1.7 2.2 
Asian 3.2 5.3 
Black 4.6 22.6 
Chinese/others N/A 3.0 
Others 1.2 N/A 
Not mentioned N/A 2.6 
Total 100 100 

 
London has many more people from non-white ethnic groups than nationally, 
as would be expected. This is particularly notable for Black households who 
comprise over a fifth of social sector tenants in London. Asian and Chinese 
also figure significantly. 

Table A5.6 Weekly income 
(£s) Survey of English Housing GLA Housing Survey 
Under 100 28.2 29.9 
100 under 200 38.0 32.1 
200 under 300 16.7 15.3 
300 under 400 8.1 8.1 
400 under 500 3.6 5.9 
500 or more 5.4 8.7 

 
Weekly household incomes are fairly similar although there are more 
households with a weekly income of over £500 in London. This may reflect 
household size. 
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Annex A Section 6 

Under-occupation and over-crowding in England (Survey of 
English Housing 2001/02) 
 
The ‘bedroom standard' is used as an indicator of occupation density. A 
standard number of bedrooms is allocated to each household in accordance 
with its age/sex/marital status composition and the relationship of the 
members to one another. A separate bedroom is allocated to each married or 
cohabiting couple, any other person aged 21 or over, each pair of adolescents 
aged 10 - 20 of the same sex, and each pair of children under 10. Any 
unpaired person aged 10 - 20 is paired, if possible with a child under 10 of the 
same sex, or, if that is not possible, he or she is given a separate bedroom, as 
is any unpaired child under 10. This standard is then compared with the actual 
number of bedrooms (including bed-sitters) available for the sole use of the 
household, and differences are tabulated. Bedrooms converted to other uses 
are not counted as available unless they have been denoted as bedrooms by 
the informants; bedrooms not actually in use are counted unless 
uninhabitable. 

 
Table A6.1 Under-occupation and overcrowding  

Difference from bedroom standard  (percent) 
 Below Standard One above Two + above Total 
Owned outright 1.0 9.0 32.9 57.1 100.0 
Buying with a mortgage 1.7 19.6 42.1 36.5 99.9 
All owners 1.4 15.3 38.3 45.0 100.0 

Rented from: 
Council 5.6 47.0 32.2 15.3 100.1 
RSL 4.3 60.8 26.1 8.8 100.0 
All social sector 5.2 51.3 30.2 13.2 99.9 

Rented privately: 
Unfurnished 3.0 38.5 39.1 19.4 100.0 
Furnished 7.4 56.0 25.2 11.3 99.9 
All rented privately 4.2 43.4 35.3 17.1 100.0 
All tenures 2.5 25.2 36.4 36.0 100.1 
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Annex A Section 7 

Age and employment status of social sector tenant 
households at the present time 
 
The ‘statistical present’ here is a combination of 2001 (census), 2002 (Labour 
Force Survey) and 2001/02 and 2002/03 (Family Resources Survey and 
Survey of English Housing. 

 
The economic well-being of couple households depends on the employment 
status of both members, not just of the household head or reference person. 
An analysis of the employment status of couple households that are social 
rented tenants is shown in Table A7.1. It is cross-analysed by age, because 
age has a strong influence on employment status. 

Table A7.1 Social sector couple households analysed by employment 
status and age: England 2001/02 

thousands 
Age of reference person  
Under 30 30-44 45-59 60 and 

over 
Total 

Both in full time employment 28 67 59 7 160 
One in full time, one in part time 42 96 59 6 203 
One in full time, one not employed 49 115 71 27 261 
Sub-total, at least one member in 
full time employment 118 278 189 40 625 

Both in part time employment 3 11 4 3 20 
One in part time, one not employed 22 39 19 18 98 
Sub-total: one or both in part time 
employment 24 50 22 21 118 

Both not in employment 44 115 85 407 651 
All couple households 186 443 296 468 1,394 
Source: Survey of English Housing 
 
Couples with both members in full time employment were comparatively few: 
15 per cent of couples aged 30-44 and 20 per cent of couples aged 45-49; a 
further 22 per cent and 20 per cent respectively comprised one member in full 
time work and the other in part time work. In 26 per cent of couples where the 
reference person was under age 60, neither partner was in paid employment. 

 
A detailed analysis of the ages of reference persons of households renting 
from the social sector is in Table A7.2. With five years age-ranges local 
authority and RSL tenants are combined together for sample size reasons. 
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Table A7.2 Ages of reference persons of social sector households: 2001-
02 and 2002-03 

 2001/02 2002/03 
Age Number Per cent of all 

households 
Number Per cent of all 

households 
Under 25 233 31.9 230 32.4 
25-29 298 21.3 307 20.8 
30-34 376 18.8 347 17.5 
35-39 411 18.9 371 17.7 
40-44 330 16.1 358 16.8 
45-49 271 15.2 231 13.6 
50-54 243 12.6 256 13.7 
55-59 231 13.4 230 13.3 
60-64 270 20.2 248 17.4 
65-69 262 19.0 263 19.6 
70-74 314 25.3 278 22.9 
75-79 367 30.0 369 30.6 
80-84 256 31.7 287 34.4 
85 and over 163 33.2 191 35.2 
All ages 4,023 19.8 3,966 19.6 
Source: Survey of English Housing 
 
Social sector tenants are highest in proportions of all households at the 
youngest and high ages. The numbers aged 70 and over are particularly 
notable: 27 – 28 per cent of all social sector tenants, but only 17 per cent of 
owner occupiers and 10 per cent of private renting tenants. The age 
distribution of social sector tenants has important implications for their future 
numbers. 
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Annex A Section 8  
Ageing households and social housing: the future 
 
It is generally accepted that the population of households currently in the 
social rented sector is ageing. This is partly because of increasing longevity 
and partly because of the impact over time of the considerable numbers of 
households who entered the social sector in the immediate post-war decade 
and who form a significant proportion of all social sector tenants.  

 
The impact of this ageing on the social sector is difficult to assess. In 
principle, eventually the numbers of elderly social tenants will fall as this 
cohort of households dissolves, either through death or by moving into 
nursing homes and other forms of care. Some of the family sized houses 
which are still occupied by older couples, and later by widows or widowers, 
will become vacant and available for younger family households. However the 
speed at which this occurs will slow down as longevity continues to improve.  

 
The projected increase in households in older age groups is briefly outlined 
below, first using King’s projections (King, 2004) and second using projections 
provided by the Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research 
(CCHPR) for the Shelter Housing Investment Project update (Holmans, Monk 
and Whitehead, 2004). It describes the reasons for the differences between 
the two approaches which are in fact very similar (apart from the definition of 
the social sector) but which cover different time periods. 

 
Table A8.1 shows the projected increase in older households from 2001 to 
2021 provided by King’s ‘author’s projection’ (Table 9 of Housing Futures). 
This projection uses the 1996-based projections of marital status and 
headship rates applied to the Government Actuary’s Department’s (GAD) 
2002-based household projection. There is evidence, discussed in Holmans, 
2004, that as of 2000 the 1996-based model was over-stating the increase in 
the number of households, so this is probably true of King’s ‘author’s 
projection’. The large increase in headship rates in the 1996-based 
projections was among young and middle aged divorced, separated, and 
single men. The increases in households at the high ages, 65 and over, are 
demographic and are much affected by the larger improvement in longevity 
that is assumed in the 2002-based population projections, and can be taken 
pro tem (ie pending real 2001 census based headship and marital status 
projections, and the 2003-based population understood to be planned by 
GAD) as the best assessment. 
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Table A8.1 Increases in older households in England and Wales 2001-
2021 (thousands) 

65-74 +943 
75-84 +574 

85 and over +418 
Total 65 and over +1,935 

 
There is thus a net increase of 1,935,000 households with heads aged 65 and 
over. King’s projection of household types (Table 11 in Housing Futures) 
reckons that 821,000 of these are married couple households and 824,000 
are one-person households (mainly widows and widowers).  King’s paper has 
three projections of the number of social rented sector tenant households 
(defined as local authority and RSL tenants, and therefore not the same as 
the social sector in our own work on projecting future housing demand and 
need which also includes other subsidised groups).  The first assumes the 
same proportion of social sector tenants in each age group as in 2001.  The 
second assumes the same proportion as in 2001 at ages up to 55, with cohort 
effect (ie the rolling forward of tenure proportions with age) from 55-59 
onwards; and the third assumes a shift to private renting at ages up to 55. 

 
Of these the second resembles the assumptions made in the work for Shelter 
(Holmans, Monk and Whitehead, 2004) which produces a lower projected 
increase in households than that projected by King. 

 

Table A8.2 Social sector tenant households in England and Wales 2001-
2021 

(thousands) 
Change Between 2001 and 2021 

Age Number in 
2001 Population Cohort Total 

Number in 
2021 

Under 45 1,786 148 0 148 1,876 
45-54 570 164 0 164 734 
55-59/64 432 222 -57 165 597 
60/65-74 664 243 -86 157 821 
75 and over 813 267 -286 -19 794 
Total 4,208 1,042 -429 613 4,820 
 
Table A8.2 uses King’s figures to show the changes in each age group 
between 2001 and 2021. The final column shows the numbers in each age 
group after twenty years. 
 
Table A8.3 overleaf shows the components of change of the ageing 
population in the social rented sector, based on Professor King’s household 
projection because that is technically the best currently available, and 
applying age distributions from the Survey of English Housing to King’s all 
tenures table. The components of change are new households entering the 
social sector, moves from private renting, moves from owner occupation, 
moves to owner occupation, moves to private renting, dissolutions at high 
ages and other dissolutions and moves abroad (emigration). Unlike Table 
A8.1, the final column shows what happened to those in each age group ten 
years later, when for example those aged 15-19 in 2001 will be 25-29 in 2011.  
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Table A8.3 shows that even at high ages, those entering the social rented 
sector exceed those leaving it for other tenures. This reflects the initial 
household projection and the application of household formation rates by age 
group. Even at ages between 65 and 79, households divide and form new 
households. At high ages they also move into social renting, although the 
numbers moving into social renting from owner occupation at high ages are 
slightly higher than those moving from private renting (110,000 as compared 
with 90,000). However, overall the numbers in high ages do decline over time 
because of dissolutions, which include going into care homes or moving to 
live with relatives. 



(thousands) 
Age in 2001 Total in 

2001 
New 
households 

From 
private 
renting 

From owner 
occupation 

To private 
renting 

To owner 
occupation 

High age 
dissolution 

Other 
dissolution 

Total in 
2011 

Age in 2011 

5-9 0 40 5 0 0 0 0 0 45 15-19 
10-14 0 75 25 0 0 0 0 -5 95 20-24 
15-19 48 85 40 0 -20 -5 0 -15 133 25-29 
20-24 180 240 100 10 -80 -15 0 -30 405 30-34 
25-29 333 190 150 50 -110 -80 0 -50 483 35-39 
30-34 401 180 140 60 -100 -80 0 -50 551 40-44 
35-39 416 60 110 60 -80 -80 0 -20 456 45-49 
 
40-44 350 50 110 60 -80 -70 0 -20 400 50-54 
45-49 292 20 60 50 -40 -40 0 -20 322 55-59 
50-54 278 10 50 40 -40 -40 0 0 298 60-64 
55-59 235 0 30 20 -10 -10 0 0 265 65-69 
60-64 260 0 30 20 -10 -10 -38 0 252 70-74 

 
65-69 278 20 30 30 -10 -10 -71 0 267 75-79 
70-74 323 20 20 40 0 0 -126 0 277 80-84 
75-79 341 10 20 40 0 0 -228 0 183 85-89 
80-84 257 0 20 0 0 0 -233 0 44 90-94 
85 and over 216 0 0 0 0 0 -93 0 23 95 and over 
 
Total 4,208 1,000 940 480 -580 -440 -889 -210 4,509  

Table A8.3 Social rented sector in England and Wales: components of change 2001-2011 
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In the working detail of the projection for Shelter (Holmans et al, 2004) the 
‘social sector’ was defined as: 

• renting from local authorities and RSLs 

• shared ownership 

• private sector tenants receiving Housing Benefit 

• RTB owner-occupiers, ie owner-occupiers who become home owners 
through purchase as sitting tenants from local authorities, new towns 
and housing associations.   

 
This is very different from the definition that King uses.  The figures from the 
calculation for Shelter are for changes between 2001 and 2011 (not 2021 as 
in King’s figures). 

Table A8.4 Increase in households in England and Wales between 2001 
and 2011 by broad age group  

Under 45 +132,000 
45-54 +136,000 
55-64 +23,000 
65-74 -89,000 
75 and 
over 

+81,000 

Total +283,000 
Source: Holmans et al, 2004 

 
Much of the difference from King’s figures is probably due to the different time 
period. 
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Annex A Section 9 
A comparison of private sector tenants with social sector 
tenants 

 
This comparison is made in terms of the following characteristics of private 
and social sector tenants: 

 
(a)  economic status; 
(b) age; 
(c) household type. 

Table A9.1  Economic status of private and social tenants 
(per cent) 
 Private sector with HB Social sector 
Full time employment 13 24 
Part time employment 19 7 
Unemployed 16 6 
Retired 24 34 
Other economically inactive 28 28 
Total 100 100 

 
The economic status of tenants in the two sectors is very different. A far 
greater proportion of social sector tenants are in full time employment 
compared to private tenants with Housing Benefit (HB), whereas a higher 
proportion of private tenants are in part time work. A higher proportion of 
private tenants with HB are unemployed, whereas a higher proportion of 
social sector tenants are retired. However, other types of economic inactivity 
such as sickness and disability are similar. 

Table A9.2 Age of private and social tenants 
 Private sector with HB Social sector 
Under 25 14 6 
26-35 27 17 
36-45 18 18 
46-55 17 13 
56-65 9 12 
66 and over 14 34 
All 100 100 
 

The age structure of the two sectors is also very different. The pattern 
confirms that private sector tenants on Housing Benefit are proportionately 
younger, with much smaller proportions of tenants of retirement age and 
above. This is wholly consistent with economic status. 

Table A9.3 Household type of private and social tenants 
 Private sector with HB Social sector 
Couple 22 32 
Lone parents 35 15 
Other multi adult 4 10 
One person 38 42 
Total 100 100 
 

Finally, there is a much higher proportion of lone parents in the private rented 
sector, whereas there are higher proportions of couple households, single 
person households and other multi-adult households in the social sector.  
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Annex B 

Regional source data analysis  
This annex presents data from CORE (Annex B Section 1), the 2001 Census 
(Section 2) and ODPM Housing Investment Programme (HIP) data (now 
Housing Strategy Statistical Appendix (HSSA)) (Section 3). All of these data 
sources provide breakdowns at regional level. 

 
Annex B Section 1 
CORE data 2001/02 – RSL tenants only 

Table B1.1   Household Structure (per cent) 
 Single 

elderly 
Elderly 
couple 

1 adult 2 adults 1 adult 
plus 1 
child 

2+ adults 
plus 1 
child 

Other 

East 16.11 5.32 27.38 6.44 23.90 16.43 4.73 
East Midlands 12.14 4.51 32.44 7.63 26.54 14.08 4.93 
London 14.45 2.88 31.14 2.97 26.97 15.06 7.76 
North East 19.36 6.64 36.23 7.56 17.35 8.12 5.29 
North West 16.79 4.33 34.33 6.08 22.88 10.08 5.63 
South East 20.07 5.84 22.12 5.28 23.70 18.78 4.74 
South West 18.59 6.16 20.31 6.02 25.49 18.51 5.47 
West Midlands 13.94 4.67 32.66 7.39 22.89 13.38 5.21 
Yorkshire 14.39 5.87 32.11 6.57 22.96 12.32 5.77 
Nationally 16.53 5.15 28.64 6.11 23.93 14.89 5.39 
 

Table B1.1 shows the regional variation in the household type of new entrants 
to the social sector. London stands out with the highest proportion of lone 
parents while the North East has the lowest. London also has the least elderly 
couples and the least couples without dependent children. But otherwise the 
regional variations are relatively small. 

Table B1.2  Economic activity (per cent) 
Region Economic active Economic inactive 
East 44.23 55.77 
East Midlands 44.28 55.72 
London 39.58 60.42 
North East 40.51 59.49 
North West 41.75 58.25 
South East 40.64 59.36 
South West 37.21 62.79 
West Midlands 46.66 53.34 
Yorkshire & Humber 43.19 56.81 
England 41.87 58.13 

In terms of economic activity, the highest proportion of economically active 
new tenants is in the West Midlands while the lowest is in the South West. 
However the differences are not large. 
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Table B1.3 Ethnicity (per cent) 
Region British-

European 
Caribbean African Asian Irish Other 

ethnicity 
South East 
Asia 

Combination Refused to 
give 
information 

East 92.36 1.90 1.34 2.15 1.09 1.44 0.89 1.27 1.94 
East Midlands 94.03 2.30 1.98 2.78 0.88 1.25 0.61 1.34 2.82 
London 57.06 8.38 10.81 7.52 3.25 6.00 0.79 2.20 4.78 
North East 97.53 0.32 0.36 0.58 0.38 0.62 0.30 0.25 2.23 
North West 94.08 0.84 0.68 3.15 0.86 0.74 0.38 0.58 1.64 
South East 92.52 1.29 1.49 2.24 0.84 1.16 0.67 1.05 2.11 
South West 96.17 0.90 0.61 0.68 0.68 0.81 0.37 0.85 1.84 
West Midlands 92.85 3.23 1.13 2.42 0.99 1.15 0.52 0.95 1.24 
Yorkshire & Humber 93.68 2.12 0.96 3.39 0.51 1.06 0.19 0.87 1.39 
England 90.43 2.85 3.04 2.88 1.16 1.71 0.64 1.12 2.27 

 
 



 

London and the North East stand out in terms of the ethnicity of new RSL 
tenants. London has far greater proportions of all ethnic groups, while the 
North East has considerable fewer, and nearly 98 per cent of entrants in the 
North East are white.  

Table B1.4 Gender of heads of households (per cent) 
Region Female Male 
East 55.74 44.26 
East Midlands 55.58 44.42 
London 58.35 41.65 
North East 55.31 44.69 
North West 56.38 43.62 
South East 57.67 42.33 
South West 58.05 41.95 
West Midlands 56.93 43.07 
Yorkshire & Humber 56.22 43.78 
England 56.81 43.19 

The gender of household heads entering the sector does not vary widely by 
region. There are more female heads everywhere, with slightly higher 
proportions than the national average in London, the South East, South West, 
and slightly lower proportions in the North East, East and East Midlands. 

Table B1.5 Average age of household head (per cent) 
Region Age 
East 41.51 
East Midlands 38.87 
London 41.12 
North East 43.72 
North West 42.02 
South East 43.73 
South West 43.43 
West Midlands 39.87 
Yorkshire & Humber 41.38 
England 41.88 

Similarly there is little regional variation in the average age of household 
heads entering the sector. The proportions are all close to the national 
average age of almost 42 per cent, slightly higher in the North East and South 
East at almost 44 per cent, and slightly lower in the East and West Midlands 
at 39 – 40 per cent. 

Table B1.6 Average weekly take home pay (net) 
Region Pay 
East 86.62 
East Midlands 78.05 
London 78.55 
North East 54.94 
North West 69.12 
South East 94.94 
South West 70.05 
West Midlands 80.15 
Yorkshire & Humber 72.42 
England 78.74 

Table B1.6 shows the average take home pay of those household heads who 
are in employment. The regional variation is somewhat greater, as the figures 
range from £54.94 in the North East up to £94.94 in the South East.  
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Table B1.7 Net income 2001-02 (£ per week) 
Region Net income 
East 177.94 
East Midlands 157.86 
London 160.00 
North East 143.09 
North West 150.79 
South East 182.96 
South West 167.44 
West Midlands 160.79 
Yorkshire & Humber 155.66 
England 165.03 

Table B1.7 shows net household incomes by region. The national average is 
£165 a week and the regional averages range from £143 in the North East up 
to £183 in the South East, very much reflecting the pattern of take home pay.  
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Table B1.8 Previous tenure (per cent) 
Region LA tenant Social 

landlord 
tenant 

LA + RSL Tied home 
or renting 
with job 

Private 
tenant 

Owning or 
buying 

Living with 
family or 
friends 

Temp 
accomm. 

Other 

East 19.61 21.26 40.86 1.59 16.88 5.60 23.78 6.96 4.69 
East Midlands 16.51 16.17 32.68 1.10 18.21 6.93 32.28 5.44 4.71 
London 27.48 30.58 58.06 0.82 8.35 1.36 12.17 15.81 3.59 
North East 20.61 20.91 41.52 1.52 15.33 9.78 27.60 2.44 2.48 
North West 14.17 20.72 34.89 1.03 20.57 7.90 27.99 3.87 3.78 
South East 18.08 26.80 44.88 2.10 16.21 4.98 19.44 8.84 4.13 
South West 15.93 25.27 41.20 1.85 22.68 5.54 16.82 8.32 3.84 
West Midlands 16.00 20.93 36.93 1.21 14.37 6.02 30.75 5.34 6.12 
Yorkshire & Humber 17.46 19.08 36.53 1.56 20.53 7.25 25.78 4.75 3.82 
England 18.17 22.86 41.03 1.49 17.15 5.95 23.52 7.25 4.21 

 



 

The previous tenure of entrants to the RSL sector also shows some regional 
differences. Looking at the extremes, previous tenure in the social sector is 
more likely in London and much less likely in the East Midlands. Temporary 
accommodation is more common in London and far less so in the North East. 
Living with family or friends is less common in London and most common in 
the East Midlands. Private tenancies are far greater in the South West at 32 
per cent and far fewer in London at 12 per cent compared to the national 
average of 17 per cent. Home ownership is relatively low everywhere but 
higher in the North East at nearly 10 per cent and lowest in London at just 
over one per cent. Tied housing or renting with job is highest in the South East 
and lowest in London. 

Table B1.9 New tenants who were previously homeless (per cent) 
Region Not homeless Homeless 
East 82.35 17.65 
East Midlands 81.55 18.92 
London 80.53 19.47 
North East 80.44 19.56 
North West 82.29 17.71 
South East 79.80 20.20 
South West 81.86 18.14 
West Midlands 80.90 19.10 
Yorkshire & Humber 77.70 22.30 
England 81.00 19.06 

The regional variations in the percentage of new tenants that were previously 
homeless are not very pronounced. The average is 19 per cent and the range 
is from 17 per cent in the East and North West up to 22 per cent in Yorkshire 
and 20 per cent in the South East.  

Table B1.10 Dependency on benefits (per cent) 
Region on benefits 

(wholly or partly) 
not dependant on 
benefits 

East 75.76 24.24 
East Midlands 77.95 22.05 
London 76.34 23.66 
North East 76.33 23.67 
North West 78.08 21.92 
South East 78.10 21.90 
South West 77.11 22.89 
West Midlands 78.57 21.43 
Yorkshire & Humber 77.05 22.95 
England 77.34 22.66 

Similarly, there is little regional variation in the proportion of new tenants who 
are dependent on benefits. The average is 77 per cent and the range is from 
78.5 per cent in the West Midlands down to 76 per cent in the East, North 
East and London. Both these indicators suggest that the allocation criteria are 
similar throughout the regions.  
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Annex B Section 2 

Census data 2001-02 – all tenures together 

Census data are examined in order to compare the social sector with the 
whole population at regional level. Thus regional data on ethnicity shows that 
London has the highest proportion of ethnic minority households and the 
lowest proportion of white households. This is reflected in the ethnicity of 
social sector tenants. The same is the case for the North East, with its high 
proportion of white households and low proportions of all ethnic minorities. 
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Table B2.1  Ethnicity (per cent) 
 White Mixed 
Region White 

British 
White Irish White other Total white White and 

Black 
Caribbean 

White + 
Black 
African 

White + 
Asian 

Other Total mixed 

East 91.87 1.09 2.62 95.58 0.34 0.11 0.32 0.27 1.03 
East Midlands 93.57 0.77 1.30 95.64 0.36 0.07 0.23 0.16 0.82 
London 61.88 2.99 8.12 73.00 0.94 0.45 0.80 0.82 3.01 
North East 97.32 0.38 0.88 98.58 0.11 0.05 0.16 0.10 0.41 
North West 93.44 0.94 0.99 95.38 0.25 0.10 0.23 0.15 0.73 
South East 90.79 1.05 3.00 94.84 0.29 0.12 0.38 0.29 1.09 
South West 96.11 0.61 1.53 98.25 0.21 0.07 0.20 0.15 0.63 
West Midlands 92.46 0.90 1.17 94.54 0.44 0.06 0.25 0.16 0.90 
Yorkshire & Humber 94.08 0.59 1.21 95.88 0.25 0.07 0.23 0.15 0.70 
England 90.32 1.05 2.39 93.76 0.35 0.12 0.32 0.25 1.04 

Ethnicity continued (per cent) 
 Asian Black 
Region Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Other Total 

Asian 
Caribbean African Other Total 

black 

Chinese Other 

East 0.84 0.58 0.29 0.24 1.94 0.40 0.30 0.10 0.80 0.37 0.27 
East Midlands 1.84 0.36 0.12 0.20 2.51 0.41 0.14 0.06 0.62 0.27 0.14 
London 5.54 1.84 2.26 1.71 11.35 4.35 4.93 0.78 10.06 1.09 1.50 
North East 0.26 0.15 0.11 0.09 0.61 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.12 0.17 0.12 
North West 0.95 1.64 0.32 0.17 3.07 0.20 0.14 0.05 0.38 0.30 0.15 
South East 1.15 0.81 0.21 0.33 2.48 0.36 0.33 0.06 0.75 0.42 0.41 
South West 0.25 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.47 0.16 0.09 0.03 0.28 0.21 0.16 
West Midlands 1.87 0.99 0.25 0.20 3.32 0.62 0.12 0.08 0.81 0.26 0.18 
Yorkshire & 
Humber 0.59 1.72 0.15 0.19 2.65 0.23 0.13 0.04 0.40 0.22 0.16 

England 1.44 0.87 0.39 0.34 3.04 0.70 0.63 0.13 1.46 0.37 0.34 
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Census data also give details of the gender of lone parent households and 
whether they are in full time or part time work, by gender. Table B2.2 shows 
that the South East has the highest proportion of male lone parents working 
full time and London has the lowest, while part time employment among male 
lone parents is more even across regions. For female lone parents, London 
has the highest proportion working full time but the lowest proportion working 
part time. 

Table B2.2  Lone parent households 
Region Male lone parent Female lone parent 

 

Total 
(thousands) 

Male 
(thousands) 

Female 
(thousands) (%) full 

time 
(%) part 
time 

(%) full 
time 

(%) part 
time 

East 2678.38 282.23 2396.15 63.60 7.03 22.88 29.68 
East 
Midlands 2830.85 306.70 2524.15 61.27 7.26 23.32 31.81 
London 6897.18 549.24 6347.94 50.64 6.93 24.84 17.41 
North East 2890.13 262.65 2627.48 56.09 7.60 21.49 29.31 
North West 4954.23 434.93 4519.30 55.56 6.33 22.31 28.89 
South East 2596.93 269.12 2327.81 64.81 7.06 24.68 30.25 
South West 2467.80 263.41 2204.39 59.76 8.97 21.55 33.69 
West 
Midlands 4555.94 446.35 4109.59 60.19 6.73 22.54 30.02 
Yorkshire & 
Humber 5979.57 553.14 5426.43 58.70 7.46 21.25 31.66 
England 35851.00 3367.78 32483.22 59.79 7.24 23.00 29.41 

Census tables on household type by region show a fairly similar pattern with a 
few exceptions.  
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Table B2.3  Household type (per cent) 
 Pensioner Married Cohabiting 
Region Single 

pensioner 
Pensioner 
couple 

No children With 
dependent 
children 

With non 
dependent 
children 

No children With 
dependent 
children 

Non 
dependent 
children 

East 14.07 10.13 14.54 19.13 6.23 5.06 3.36 0.35 
East Midlands 13.95 10.05 15.52 18.80 6.33 4.91 3.52 0.34 
London 12.80 5.51 8.73 15.20 4.81 5.37 2.52 0.27 
North East 15.64 9.70 14.56 17.78 6.89 3.92 3.40 0.32 
North West 14.95 8.98 13.24 17.72 6.59 4.12 3.51 0.34 
South East 14.37 9.76 14.15 19.09 5.87 5.12 3.05 0.32 
South West 15.75 11.57 15.17 17.29 5.52 4.68 3.09 0.30 
West Midlands 14.26 9.80 14.66 18.67 6.73 4.56 3.35 0.34 
Yorkshire & Humber 15.22 9.98 14.88 18.06 6.06 4.63 3.41 0.34 
England 14.50 9.59 13.99 18.12 6.08 4.77 3.23 0.33 



 

Household type continued (per cent) 
Lone parent 

Region 

Single 
adult With 

dependent 
children 

With non 
dependent 
children 

Other with 
dependent 
children 

All student All 
pensioner 

Other 
household 

East 13.92 5.31 2.73 1.72 0.19 0.39 2.89 
East 
Midlands 13.38 5.64 2.71 1.70 0.35 0.36 2.51 
London 22.18 7.43 3.46 3.53 0.45 0.37 7.38 
North East 13.93 6.38 3.13 1.66 0.25 0.42 2.12 
North West 15.01 7.07 3.27 2.10 0.22 0.40 2.49 
South East 14.09 5.16 2.72 1.94 0.32 0.43 3.62 
South West 13.32 5.13 2.62 1.67 0.26 0.53 3.13 
West 
Midlands 13.57 5.79 3.07 1.92 0.32 0.39 2.65 
Yorkshire & 
Humber 13.69 5.89 2.77 1.85 0.43 0.40 2.47 
England 14.68 5.86 2.91 1.99 0.30 0.41 3.29 

 
Thus the South West has a higher proportion of pensioner households and London 
has a lower proportion. London has the lowest proportions of couple households; 
except for cohabiting couples with no children where it has the highest. London 
also has a very high proportion of single adult households and lone parents both 
with and without dependent children. Apart from these exceptions, the pattern in 
other regions is much closer to the national average. 

Table B2.4  Economically active households (per cent) 
Region Economically active 
East 69.06 
East Midlands 68.55 
London 67.83 
North East 63.04 
North West 64.87 
South East 69.51 
South West 67.25 
West Midlands 67.65 
Yorkshire & Humber 66.09 
England 67.53 

 
Economic activity shows a similar regional pattern for the population as a whole as 
it did for entrants to the social sector. The South East has the highest economic 
activity and the North East has the lowest. The differences are not large.
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Annex B Section 3 
Housing Investment Programme (HIP) data 2001/02 – district level 
data 
 
Finally, data from the ODPM HIP statistics show that owner occupation is highest 
in the East Midlands at 75 per cent and lowest in London at 57 per cent. Private 
renting is correspondingly highest in London at nearly 18 per cent and lowest in the 
East Midlands at just under 8 per cent. Local authority renting is highest in the 
North East and lowest in the South West while RSL renting is highest in London 
and lowest in the East Midlands. The category ‘Other public dwellings’ is highest in 
the South East, probably reflecting the presence of the forces. 

Table B3.1 Tenure (per cent) 
Region LA 

dwellings 
RSL 
dwellings 

Other 
public 
dwellings 

Private 
rented 

Owner 
occupied 

East 11.58 5.22 0.68 10.58 71.61 
East Midlands 12.30 4.19 0.52 7.85 74.82 
London 16.88 9.01 0.55 17.63 56.67 
North East 19.99 5.97 0.27 5.76 65.89 
North West 11.91 7.26 0.36 10.95 69.57 
South East 6.30 7.55 1.02 11.01 73.91 
South West 5.62 7.47 0.80 13.08 73.14 
West Midlands 10.66 7.93 0.40 8.50 71.97 
Yorkshire & Humber 14.53 4.63 0.83 12.20 66.33 
England 11.09 6.70 0.65 11.04 70.42 
      

 
Vacancy rates also vary considerably by region. Overall, vacancy is highest in the 
North East and North West, and this is also the case for both private and social 
sector stock. Vacancy in the social sector is lowest in the South West and in the 
private sector it is lowest in the South East. The pattern corresponds fairly well to 
low demand areas on the one hand and highly pressured areas on the other. 

Table B3.2 Vacancy rates across sectors (per cent) 
Region Social sector stock Private sector stock Total stock 
East 1.23 3.03 2.76 
East Midlands 2.16 3.98 3.47 
London 1.93 3.88 3.40 
North East 3.45 4.31 4.24 
North West 3.57 4.50 4.38 
South East 1.27 2.76 2.50 
South West 1.13 3.40 2.83 
West Midlands 1.93 2.92 2.99 
Yorkshire & Humber 2.76 4.63 4.55 
England 1.99 3.55 3.29 
    

 
HIP data on homelessness by region show fairly little variation across regions, with 
an overall average of 0.46 per cent of households accepted as homeless and a 
range from 0.35 per cent in the East Midlands up to 0.5 per cent in the South West 
although as high as 0.92 per cent in London. London is also an extreme in terms of 
the proportion of total households on the housing register at 6.99 per cent 
compared with a national average of 4.43 per cent. Most other regions are much 
closer to the national picture apart from Yorkshire & Humberside with 5.6 per cent. 
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Table B3.3 Homelessness and housing register (per cent) 
Region homeless on housing 

register in the total 
housing stock 

East 0.43 4.02 
East Midlands 0.35 4.81 
London 0.92 6.99 
North East 0.36 4.94 
North West 0.36 3.59 
South East 0.42 3.77 
South West 0.50 3.96 
West Midlands 0.43 4.08 
Yorkshire & Humber 0.35 5.40 
England 0.46 4.43 
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ANNEX C 

Dissolution at high ages of social sector tenant 
households: estimate of numbers of households 
dissolved in 2001-11 
A starting point for an analysis of the impact of ageing on household dissolutions 
are Life Tables. Used here are the interim life tables for England and Wales for 
2000-02 prepared by the Government Actuary’s Department and published in the 
Annual Abstract of Statistics 2004 Edition, Table 5.22.  Table C.1 shows the values 
of 1x at five-year intervals from age 60 to 90. 

Table C.1 Life tables for men and women aged 60 and over 
 Males Females 
Age 
60 88,890 92,913 
65 83,324 89,323 
70 74,845 83,755 
75 62,231 74,809 
80 45,598 61,444 
85 27,620 43,670 
90 11,983 23,743 

Source: Annual Abstract of Statistics 2004 

 

Table C.1 shows, for example, that of women aged 75, 43,670/74,809 = 58.4 per 
cent would survive to age 85, ie for ten years, if subject to the mortality rates from 
which Table C.1 was constructed.  With ages of household heads in five year 
ranges (Table C.2), the averages for each range have to be estimated.  The value 
for men aged 70-74, for example, is represented by the mean of the values in 
Table C.1 for 70 and 75.  Because the values in Table C.1 diminish at a compound 
rate geometric means are used, to give for the 70-74 age group a value of 68,247.  
Values for age ranges from 60-64 to 85-89 calculated in this way are in Table C.2. 

Table C.2 Life Table equivalents for age ranges 
 Males Females 
Age 
60-64 86,062 91,100 
65-69 78,971 86,494 
70-74 68,247 79,156 
75-79 53,258 67,798 
80-84 35,480 51,800 
85-89 18,193 32,200 

Source: Calculated from Table C.1. 

 
Ten year survival probabilities in the age groups up to 75-79 can be calculated 
directly from Table C.2.  The proportion of men aged 70-74, for example, that will 
survive to be 80-84 ten years later is 35,480/68,247 = 52.0 per cent, conventionally 
expressed as 0.52.  To calculate a ten year survival probability for the 80-84 group 
requires a figure for 90-94 comparable to those in Table C.2, which in turn would 
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depend on a value for age 95 in Table C.1.  This value has to be extrapolated, and 
is put at 2,400 for men and 7,600 for women, which gives figures for 90-94 of 
5,263 for men and 13,433 for women as in Table C.2.  Survival probabilities are 
calculated for the age groups in Table C.5 of the main text.  The probability for the 
85-89 group (ie the proportion that would survive to 95-99) is put in by 
extrapolation; the probability for 90 and over is considered to be too small to 
register for the present calculation. 

 

Table C.3 Ten year survival probabilities by age 
 Males Females 
Age in start year 
60-64 0.793 0.869 
65-69 0.674 0.784 
70-74 0.520 0.654 
75-79 0.342 0.475 
80-84 0.148 0.259 
85-89 0.064 0.141 
90 and over (*) (*) 

Note: (*) Too small to register in the present context. 

 

A higher proportion of social rented sector tenants than of private sector tenants 
and owner-occupiers are aged 65 and over.  The age distribution of household 
heads (and reference persons) in each of the three categories of tenure is shown 
in Table C.4.  The source is the Survey of English Housing in 2000-01, 2001-02, 
and 2002-03 combined.  This source is used rather than the 2001 census because 
published 2001 census tables do not include tables of housing tenure by 
household type by age.  This detail is essential for an attempt to estimate the 
number of older households dissolved in a future period.  Table C.4 shows the 
aggregate totals for all household types together.  Detail for separate household 
types in the social rented sector is in Table C.5. 

Table C.4 Age distribution of household heads by tenure: England 2000-01 to 
2002-03 

(per cent) 
 Owner-

occupiers 
Social sector 
tenants 

Private sector 
tenants 

All 
households 

Age 
Under 30 6.4 13.1 35.0 10.5 
30-44 31.0 27.7 34.5 30.7 
45-54 20.5 12.5 11.1 18.0 
55-64 17.2 12.2 7.6 15.2 
65-69 7.3 6.9 2.6 6.8 
70-74 6.3 7.5 2.6 6.2 
75-79 5.7 9.1 2.2 6.0 
80-84 3.6 6.5 2.2 4.0 
85 and over 2.1 4.5 2.0 2.6 
All ages 

(thousands = 100 
per cent) 

14,369 4,079 2,008 20,457 

Source: Survey of English Housing: tables supplied by ODPM. 

 
Between 27 and 28 per cent of social sector tenant household heads are aged 70 
or over, as compared with 19 per cent of all households.  Likewise, 20 per cent of 
households of all ages are social sector tenants, but 29 per cent of households are 
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aged 70 and over.  The higher proportion of older households in the social rented 
sector is due to history.  In the first decade after 1945 three-quarters of all houses 
and flats completed in England and Wales were for local authorities, new towns, 
and housing associations; and in 1953-55 the average number completed for them 
year-by-year was higher than in any other three years (in England) before or since.  
Most of them were let to newly formed couple households, many of whom had 
lived with in-laws until they got a tenancy. 

 
Method for estimating number of households dissolved 
To estimate the number of older households dissolved during the ten years from 
the base data of 2001, the number of households with heads aged 60 and over at 
the base date that will still be in existence in 2011 is forecast.  There are two parts 
to this forecast: (a) the number of couple households that will survive as couples, 
dissolve, or turn into one-person households; and (b) the number of one-person 
households that will survive.  One-person households comprise both those that 
were in being at the base date, and those that came into being through the death 
of one of the members of couple households. 
There are three ways in which households can go out of existence: 

(a) through going to live as members of someone else’s households, for 
instance parents going to live with a son or daughter; 

(b) going to live permanently is residential care or a nursing home, or in 
another type of communal establishment or institution; and 

(c) death. 
 

Fundamentally important is that very few couples go into residential care, nursing 
homes, etc; and that some 95 per cent of widowers and 92-93 per cent of widows 
live as independent households.  In these instances the death of a husband or wife 
results in the formation of a one-person household which in numerical terms 
balances the dissolution of a couple household.  It is the dissolution of one-person 
households that releases dwellings for re-letting.  The starting point is therefore the 
number of couple households and, separately, other households (for the most part 
one-person households) analysed by age.  For households other than couples, 
separate analyses for males and females are necessary because female mortality 
is lower.  C.5 shows these age distributions.  The source is the Survey of English 
Housing (SEH) for 2000-01, 2001-02, and 2002-03 combined. 
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Table C.5 Age of social rented sector household heads: analysis by type of 
household 

 Couples (a) Other households 
male 

Other households 
female 

Age 
60-64 96 71 85 
65-69 100 67 111 
70-74 94 64 144 
75-79 106 54 207 
80-84 55 37 173 
85-89 20 20 94 
90 and over 5 6 38 
Total 476 319 852 

Note: (a) Age is that of the male partner. 
Source: ODPM from SEH. 
 

What has to be estimated is how many of the heads in Table C.5 will still be 
household heads ten years later.  This has to be done in two stages.  The first is to 
take the couple households and estimate how many will still be couple households 
ten years on; how many will have become one-person households through the 
death of the partner; and how many will go out of existence through the survivor 
not living as a one-person household when the partner dies.  The second stage is 
to estimate how many one-person households, including one-person households 
coming into being through a partner’s death, will still be living as one-person 
households at the end of ten years.  This second stage is a competing risks 
calculation, the risks being moving to residential or nursing care and death.  Both 
stages depend heavily on mortality rates, expressed in this context in male and 
female life tables.  A Life Table shows how many persons out of a total number 
born would survive to successively higher ages if subject to the age-specific 
mortality rates from which the Life Table is constructed.   A number of simplifying 
assumptions are made necessary by the data available.  The ages of social sector 
households are in five-year ranges, so the ages in the Life Table have to be in five-
year intervals.  Also, it is necessary here to treat the ages of wives as being the 
same as their husbands, as the Survey of English Housing is not large enough for 
a joint distribution of ages of husbands and wives.  The effect of this assumption is 
to over-estimate slightly the number of widower one-person households coming 
into being.  The life tables presented here are derived from the mortality rates of 
the whole population: higher mortality among social sector tenants than in the 
whole population is brought into the calculation at a later stage.  Table C.6 shows 
the calculated probabilities of death within ten years from the start date.  They are 
equal to one minus the survival probabilities in Table C.3 above. 

Table C.6 Calculated probabilities of death within ten years of the start date 
 Males Females 
Age Group (as in Table 2) 
60-64 0.207 0.131 
65-69 0.326 0.216 
70-74 0.480 0.346 
75-79 0.658 0.525 
80-84 0.852 0.741 
85-89 0.936 0.859 
90 and over (See note*) (See note*) 

Note: Not significantly different in this context from 1.000. 
Source: Annual Abstract of Statistics 2004 Edition, Table 5.22 
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Dissolution of couple households 
The death probabilities in Table C.6 may first be used to estimate how many of the 
members of the couple households in Table C.5 will become widows and widowers 
within the ten year period.  The male death probabilities in Table C.3 are applied to 
the couple households in Table C.5 to estimate the number of wives who become 
widows; and then female death probabilities are applied to the surviving husbands 
to estimate the number of them that will become widowers.  Table C.7 shows the 
calculation. 
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Table C.7 Widows and widowers from couple households 
 (thousands) 

Age at Start   
60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90 and over Total 

(1) Number of couple households 96 100 94 106 55 20 5 476 
(2) Male 10 year death probability 0.207 0.326 0.480 0.658 0.852 0.936 1.00 … 
(3) Male deaths = widows ((1) x (2)) 19.9 32.6 45.1 69.7 46.9 18.7 5.0 237.9 
(4) Male survivors (= (1) minus (3)) 76.1 67.4 48.9 36.3 8.1 1.3 Neg. 238.1 
(5) Female 10 year death probability 0.131 0.216 0.346 0.525 0.741 0.858 1.000 … 
(6) Male survivors widowed (= (4) – (5)) 10.0 14.6 16.9 19.1 6.0 1.1 0 67.7 
(7) Male survivors not widowed = couple 

households surviving (= (4) – (6)) 66.1 52.8 32.0 17.2 2.1 0.2 0 170.4 

Source: See text for method of calculation. 
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Of 476,000 couple households aged 60 and over at the start date, 170,000 
are projected to survive as couples at the end of ten years; 238,000 are 
projected to end through the death of the husband (or male partner); and 
68,000 through the death of the wife.  How many of the widows and widowers 
will survive at the end of ten years is considered in a subsequent section. 
Not all the widows and widowers will continue to live as separate households.  
Headship rates (technically household representative rates) among widows 
and widowers provide evidence about the proportion of instances in which the 
survivor does not continue to live independently when the partner dies.  Table 
C.8 shows widow and widower headship rates taken from the projection for 
2001 for England. 

Table C.8 Headship Rates for Widows and Widowers: Projection for 
England 2001 

(per cent) 
 Males Females 
Age 
65-69 95.4 90.3 
70-74 95.6 92.4 
75-79 95.5 92.7 
80-84 95.1 93.1 
85 and over 93.9 91.4 

Source: Detail of the official 1996-based household projections.  Technically they are 
household representative rates but the term ‘headship rate’ is used as it is better known. 

The proportions in Table C.8 can be used to estimate how many of the 
widowed survivors from couple households (Table C.7) will continue as 
householders; those that do not constitute the dissolution of couple 
households through the death of one of the partners. 
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Table C.9 Widow and widower households formed 
 (thousands) 

Age   
60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85 and over Total 

(1) Widows (Table C.7, line 3) 19.9 32.6 45.1 69.7 46.9 23.7 237.9 
(2) Proportion living as households 88.6 90.3 92.4 92.7 93.1 91.4 … 
(3) Widow households formed 17.6 29.4 41.7 64.6 43.7 21.7 218.7 
(4) Households dissolved ((1) minus (3)) 2.3 3.3 3.4 5.1 3.2 2.0 19.3 
(5) Widowers (Table C.7, line 6) 10.0 14.6 16.9 19.1 6.0 1.1 67.7 
(6) Proportion living as households 95.0 95.4 95.6 95.5 95.1 93.9 … 
(7) Widower households formed 9.5 13.9 16.2 18.2 5.7 1.0 64.5 
(8) Households dissolved ((5) minus (7)) 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.3 0.1 3.2 



 

From Tables C.7 and C.9 it can be calculated that of the 476,000 couple 
households in the social rented sector aged 60 and over in 2001 about 
170,000 will still be couple households ten years later; 283,000 will become 
one-person households; and 23,000 will dissolve. 

 
Dissolution of one-person households 
Calculations are needed for two categories of one-person households: those 
in being at the start date (852,000 females and 319,000 males – Table C.5) 
and those formed from couple households during the period of the estimate 
(219,000 females and 64,000 males – Table C.9).  Separate calculations are 
needed because the first category are already in being at the start date, 
whereas the second category come into being as a flow during the ten year 
period.  The calculation for the first category is the simpler, and so is shown 
first in order to explain the method. 
One-person households can come to an end in two ways: by going to live 
permanently in a communal establishment; and by death.  Probabilities of 
death within ten years are equal to 1 minus the survival possibilities in Table 
C.3 above.  Probabilities of a move to an institution within ten years are 
inferred from the proportions of persons at successive ages living in 
communal establishments as shown by the census.  Table C.10 shows these 
proportions in England and Wales in 2001.  By definition persons living in the 
private household population are equal to total resident population minus 
residents of communal establishments. 

Table C.10 Proportions of households living in private households and 
communal establishments: England and Wales 2001 

Males Females  
Private 
households 

Communal 
establishments 

Private 
households 

Communal 
establishments 

Age 
60-64 0.993 0.007 0.995 0.005 
65-69 0.992 0.008 0.993 0.007 
70-74 0.987 0.013 0.986 0.014 
75-79 0.976 0.024 0.966 0.034 
80-84 0.954 0.046 0.924 0.076 
85-89 0.906 0.094 0.833 0.167 
90-94 0.818 0.182 0.694 0.306 
95 and over 0.739 0.261 0.539 0.461 

Source: Calculated from Table 001 of Census 2001 National report for England and Wales. 

From Table C.10 probabilities can be calculated for one-person households 
still being in the private household population ten years hence (if still alive, of 
course). For women aged 75-79 the probability of still living in the private 
household population (if alive) ten years later is 0.833 ÷ 0.966 = 0.862.  The 
probability of being alive ten years hence for members of the same group 
(Table C.3 above) is 0.475; so the probability of surviving both risks and still 
being in the private household population as a one-person household ten 
years later is 0.862 x 0.475 = 0.409.  Ten year survival probabilities as 
households for age groups from 60-64 to 85-89 are in Table C.11. 
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Table C.11 Ten year survival probabilities for one-person households 
Males Females Age 
Private 
household 
population 

Remaining 
alive 

Combined Private 
household 
population 

Remaining 
alive 

Both 

60-64 0.994 0.793 0.79 0.991 0.869 0.86 
65-69 0.984 0.674 0.66 0.973 0.784 0.76 
70-74 0.967 0.520 0.50 0.937 0.654 0.61 
75-79 0.928 0.342 0.32 0.862 0.475 0.41 
80-84 0.857 0.148 0.13 0.751 0.259 0.20 
85-89 0.816 0.064 0.05 0.647 0.141 0.09 

Source: Tables C.3 and C.10. 

The private household probabilities were necessarily calculated from data for 
the whole population irrespective of marital status (marital status-specific 
tables for households have not been published from the 2001 census), which 
means that the proportion of persons not in couples who are in the private 
household population are probably over-stated, though the over-statement is 
likely to be small.  The probabilities shown in Table C.11 are used in Table 
C.12 to estimate the numbers of one-person households (Table C.5) 
dissolved within ten years. 
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Table C.12 Estimate of number of one-person households in being at the start year dissolved within ten years 
(thousands) 
 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90 and over Total 
Males 

Households at start year 71 67 64 54 37 20 6 319 
Survival probability 0.79 0.66 0.50 0.32 0.13 0.05 0 … 
Surviving 56.1 44.2 32.0 17.3 4.8 1.0 0 155.4 
Dissolved 14.9 22.8 32.0 36.7 32.2 19.0 6.0 163.6 

Females 
Households at start year 85 111 144 207 173 94 38 852 
Survival probability 0.86 0.76 0.61 0.41 0.20 0.09 0 … 
Surviving 73.1 84.4 87.8 84.9 34.6 8.5 0 373.3 
Dissolved 11.9 26.6 56.2 122.1 138.4 85.5 38.0 478.7 
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For one-person households brought into being by dissolution of couple 
households Table C.8, the calculation is basically similar. Allowance is made 
for the fact that, in contrast to the households in Table C.11, they had come 
into being year-by-year during the period of estimate, and so were not at risk 
for the full ten years.  For purposes of calculation they are taken to have been 
at risk for only one-half of the period, and so the proportions dissolved would 
be one half of those in Table C.12.  For example, Table C.12 shows 122,000 
female households dissolved in the 75-79 group, 59 per cent of the total; 30 
per cent (rounded from 29.5 per cent) of the one-person female households in 
Table C.8 aged 75-79 (65,000) are therefore taken to dissolve within the ten 
year period.  Table C.13 shows the calculation. 
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Table C.13 Dissolution of one-person households formed during the period of estimate from couple households 
(thousands) 
 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85 and over Total 
Males 

One-person households formed 9.5 13.9 16.2 18.2 5.7 1.0 64.5 
Proportion dissolved (%) 10 17 25 34 43 48 … 
Number dissolved 1.0 2.4 4.1 6.2 2.5 0.5 16.7 

Females 
One-person households formed 17.6 29.4 41.7 64.6 43.7 21.7 218.7 
Proportion dissolved (%) 7 12 20 30 40 45 … 
Number dissolved 1.2 3.5 8.3 19.4 17.5 9.8 59.7 

Source: Calculated from Tables C.9 and C.12 as described in the text. 



 

Totals of households dissolved 
Estimates of social rented sector households dissolved in a ten-year period from 
2001 are brought together in Table C.14. They depend on mortality rates for the 
whole population. 

Table C.14 Estimates of social rented sector households dissolved: whole 
population mortality 

(thousands) 
From couple households  

On death of one member of couples (Table C.9) 22 
Male survivors who move to a communal establishment or die (Table C.13) 17 
Female survivors who move to a communal establishment or die (Table C.13) 60 
Sub-total 99 

From male one-person, etc. households (Table C.12) 164 
From female one-person, etc. households (Table C.12) 474 

The estimate that of the 1.647 million social rented sector households in 2001 with 
heads aged 60 or over (Table C.5), 740,000 (45 per cent) will go out of existence 
within ten years assumes that age-specific mortality rates for the whole population 
apply to social rented sector tenants.  There is, however, evidence that mortality 
among social sector tenants is higher than among the whole population.  The source 
is the Office for National Statistics (ONS) (formerly OPCS) Longitudinal Study, in 
which a sample of approximately 1 per cent of records was drawn from the 1971, 
1981, and 1991 censuses, to which were linked records of deaths of sample 
members.  Table C.15 shows standardised mortality ratios according to age, sex, 
and housing tenure as calculated from this source. 

Table C.15 Standardised mortality rates by age and tenure 
Age  
15-64 65-74 75 and over 

Men: All marital status 
Owners 85 87 90 
Renters 114 113 112 

Women: Widowed and divorced 
Owners 77 97 97 
Renters 123 123 (110) 

Women: Single 
Owners 99 97 97 
Renters 149 120 100 

Source: P. Goldblatt (Ed.) Longitudinal Study 1971-1981: Mortality and Social Organisation, Tables 
10.13 and 10.14. 

Information from the 2001 Census about respondents’ general health and whether 
they suffered from a limiting long-term illness or disability shows a higher proportion 
of members of households renting from local authorities and other social landlords 
experiencing poor general health and limiting long-term illness and disability.  Table 
C.16 shows this for household members aged 60 and over.  Persons who said that 
their general health was ”not good”, and if “fairly good” or “good” but nevertheless 
reported a limiting long-term illness or disability are expressed as proportions of all 
household members in the relevant age group. 
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Table C.16 Proportion of persons saying not in good health or with limiting long-
term illness or disability 

(thousands) 
 All persons 

(thousands) 
Proportion 
with health 
‘not good’ 
(per cent) 

Proportion with 
health ”fairly 
good” or 
“good” but with 
limiting long-
term illness or 
disability 
(per cent) 

Total of 
previous 
columns 
(per cent) 

Age 60-74 
Owned 5,310 15.4 14.4 29.8 
Rents from council 851 31.4 26.0 57.4 
Other social rented 321 29.3 18.7 48.0 
Private rented or rent free 370 23.7 22.7 46.4 
Age 75-84 
Owned 1,911 22.9 31.3 54.2 
Rents from council 480 33.9 32.6 66.5 
Other social rented 201 31.2 34.0 65.2 
Private rented or rent free 215 29.6 32.5 62.1 
Age 85 and over 
Owned 501 31.6 39.5 71.1 
Rents from council 142 38.9 38.4 77.3 
Other social rented 76 35.5 40.9 76.4 
Private rented or rent free 92 34.6 39.3 73.9 

Source: Census 2001, National report for England and Wales. 

The information about health and disability is consistent with heavier mortality among 
social sector tenant households.  Evidence from the Longitudinal Study, which is 
supported by census evidence on health, is consistent with mortality among social 
sector tenants being about 15-20 per cent heavier than for the whole population.  
This would imply a total of 850-890,000 social sector tenant households with heads 
aged 60 and over in 2001 dissolved in the 2001-11 decade.  This figure refers to 
households that were tenants in 2001, and does not include any households that 
move into the sector during the decade.  An important uncertainty is the size of the 
mortality differential associated with tenure.  In part at least it is the consequence of 
the social class gradient in mortality. 
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Annex D 

The Case Studies 
 
 

D.1 WINDSOR AND MAIDENHEAD 
 
Key issues 

 
• Demand for affordable rented property in the Borough is high.  The housing 

Strategy states that in 2002-03 41 homeless people were found to be in 
priority need and 2,357 households were on the housing register at March 
2003.  The 1998 housing needs survey concluded that 1,125 households 
will fall into need but cannot be housed from the available supply of 
affordable housing. 

• The council is no longer a direct provider of housing accommodation as the 
housing stock was transferred through the Government’s large-scale 
voluntary transfer (LSVT) arrangements to two Housing Associations in 
May 1995. 
 

The local economy 
 

• Windsor and Maidenhead has experienced high economic growth due to 
the relocation of high tech companies.  

• The local unemployment rate is 1.6 per cent compared with the national 
rate of 2.6 per cent. However, this local rate reflects a deteriorating position 
over the past 2 years. 

 
The housing market 

 
• The attractiveness of the area means that there are high levels of planning 

constraints to conserve the urban and rural landscapes.  Outside the urban 
centres, 83 per cent of the land is designated as Green Belt.  House prices 
are therefore very high.  In April to June 2003 the average house price in 
the Borough was £313,780 compared to £149,934 for England and Wales. 

• Only 15 per cent of accommodation is privately rented and it is expensive. 
• The majority of households live in detached (36 per cent) or semi-detached 

(24 per cent) houses, with only 22 per cent living in terraced houses and 18 
per cent in purposes built flats. 
 

The affordability of housing 
 

• The average income levels for the Borough of £31,000 are high compared 
to many other local authorities, but the average for those living in 
affordable housing is only £7,900.  There is therefore a need to support the 
provision of affordable housing. 
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The supply of housing 
 

• The 2001 Housing Condition Survey concluded that the Borough has an 
unfitness level of less than 1 per cent which is below the national average.  
Unfit properties are scattered throughout the Borough. 

 
The right to buy 

 
• Tenants who had the Right to Buy with the Council are still be able to buy 

their home under the Preserved Right to Buy scheme.   
 

 
D.2 HOUNSLOW 

 
Key issues 

 
• Hounslow is one of the UK’s most diverse, multi-ethnic boroughs, with 120 

different spoken languages and a black and minority ethnic population of 
35.4 per cent.  

• 88 per cent of Hounslow residents live in the top 10 per cent most deprived 
wards nationally in terms of housing.  

• Average earnings in Hounslow are among the lowest in London with many 
residents in low-pay, low-skill jobs predominantly based in Heathrow 
Airport. 

• Hounslow has approximately 1,500 asylum seekers and 10,000-15,000 
refugees currently living in the borough who have been granted residential 
status. The borough has a diverse refugee population needing substantial 
support. 

 
The local economy 

 
• More new jobs have been created in Hounslow than in any other outer 

London Borough in the past five years, and unemployment is low.  
• The area is a major international gateway and business location; Heathrow 

airport is the major driver of the local economy. 
• Despite the buoyancy of the Borough’s economy, Hounslow remains a 

borough with pockets of real deprivation alongside wealth. 
• Some of the lowest levels of skills in West London are found in Hounslow 

wards. Hounslow contains a large number of low income households, and 
some of the lowest average wages in the capital are earned by local 
residents 

• A number of major sites allocated for employment have remained derelict 
for many years despite having permission for large-scale employment 
developments. At the same time, the value of residential development has 
increased dramatically and as a consequence there has been increasing 
developer interest for change of use of employment sites and premises to 
residential and mixed-use schemes. 
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The housing market 
 

• The West London Housing Strategy jointly agreed by the seven boroughs 
of Brent, Ealing, Hammersmith & Fulham, Harrow, Hillingdon, Hounslow 
and the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea was published in 2004. 

• The number of households in Hounslow is projected to increase by 13.7 
per cent (11,793) over the period 2001-2016 just above the projected 
increase for London of 13.6 per cent. Housing capacity in Hounslow is 
expected to increase by 6,796 units. 

• 24 per cent of dwellings in Hounslow are in the public sector, higher than 
the London average of 22 per cent.  The number of private rented sector 
dwellings at 16 per cent of total provision is the same as that for West 
London. 

 
The affordability of housing 

 
• Average house prices in the Borough were £224,524 in 2003, slightly 

below the London average of £240,126.  Over the period 1996 to 2003 
house prices increased by 142 per cent. 

• Average gross annual incomes in Hounslow are £25,448.  The average 
lower quartile property price is £140,000.  With a 5 per cent deposit and a 
mortgage of 3 times income this leaves an equity gap of £56,607. 

 
The supply of housing 

 
• Hounslow Homes was formed in 2002 as one of the first eight arms length 

management organisations (ALMOs) in the country.  It is wholly owned by 
the London Borough of Hounslow, is tasked with managing the council’s 
16,500 homes and delivering almost £100 million of refurbishment and 
improvement works to bring its housing stock up to the Government’s 
Decent Homes Standard by 2006.   

• In total there were 20,883 social homes in 2002.  The estimated number 
that will require social housing in 2011 is 38,965. 

 
The right to buy  

 
• There is concern that the Right to Buy is threatening the regeneration of 

run down areas.  Research carried out by the Association of London 
Government found that when local authorities announced plans to 
demolish and rebuild part of an estate, right to buy applications sharply 
increased.  Having sold a home at a discounted price, the council then has 
to buy it back at the full market price plus 10 per cent as part of the 
regeneration scheme. 
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D.3 FAREHAM 

Key issues 

 
• Housing affordability and housing market pressure mean that low income 

households cannot afford to live in Fareham unless they can be housed 
within the social sector. Therefore they mostly leave the district for cheaper 
housing in Portsmouth and Gosport. 

 
• Fareham suffered from a backlog of outstanding planning permissions on 

mostly greenfield development sites during the 1990s. These housing 
developments pre-dated the district’s affordable housing policy, and 
comprised mainly larger executive homes. 

 
• However, new sites coming forward since the policy was adopted are being 

developed rather differently. There is evidence that house builders are 
changing the density and mix of the market housing to match more closely 
the affordable housing built on site. This pleases the district because 
smaller, more densely developed market units fits in better with local 
housing demand (as opposed to demand from in-movers) and with policies 
on mixed communities and sustainability. 

The local economy 
 

• Since 1995 employment has increased in Fareham, which enjoyed almost 
half the total employment increase in the sub region from an initial share of 
only one sixth of the sub region’s employment. Growth came mainly from 
engineering and business services, reflecting the district’s advantaged 
location in terms of accessibility, weaker space constraints and advanced 
telecommunications links compared with the other three districts.  

 
• Significant further employment growth is anticipated largely due to its 

position on the M27 corridor.  High growth sectors include computer 
software, telecommunications and high-level precision engineering.  
Relatively inexpensive commercial sites and low operating costs relative to 
London and the rest of the South East attract firms into the area.  In terms 
of this study, the relationship between employment growth potential and 
housing provision is clearly very important. 

 
• Fareham has an above average proportion of households with members in 

employer, managerial and professional positions – 34 per cent compared 
to a county average of 30 per cent. There is a below average proportion of 
households within skilled and semi-skilled manual groups - 30 per cent 
compared to 37 per cent. Corresponding to this, earnings and household 
incomes in Fareham are above the sub-regional average, although below 
the average for Hampshire and the South East.   
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• Based on 1997 county definitions, the eastern half of Fareham is included 
in the Portsmouth Travel to Work Area and the western wards are in the 
Southampton and Winchester Travel to Work Area (Hampshire County 
Council, 2000).  Evidence from the Housing Needs Surveys suggests that 
the majority (60 per cent) of working people commute to work outside the 
borough, while large numbers also commute in.  Around a fifth of working 
household members worked in Portsmouth and 15 per cent worked in 
Southampton.  Coming the other way, a fifth of respondents from Gosport 
commuted into Fareham for work. 

 
• Regional Planning Guidance highlights the Fareham area as a priority area 

for affordable housing. The sub region as a whole has ‘….sizeable needs 
and opportunities for urban renewal including additional housing… It would 
also be preferable to see more affordable housing in the more prosperous 
suburban areas where a need is being created and not met, and from 
where it is also easier to access the new employment areas’ (RPG9, 
para.12.9). 

 

The housing market 
 

• Fareham forms a relatively affluent suburban housing market, with a high 
level of home ownership (86 per cent), little social housing and a large 
proportion of detached properties.  This contrasts with the cheaper dense 
terraced housing that characterises Portsmouth.  Essentially, Fareham 
meets housing demand from higher income households within the sub-
region.   

 
• In line with the rest of the South East, house prices are rising across all 

property types.  Evidence from mortgage advisers suggests that 
households on low and medium incomes are being priced out of the 
housing market.  There is a reported shortage of modest two or three 
bedroom properties affordable to first time buyers.  Most young families 
initially purchase a one-bedroom property and move into larger properties 
later.   

 
• Figures for the number of bedrooms per household from Housing Needs 

Surveys conducted in 1993, 1997 and 2001 show that the proportion of 
larger homes in Fareham has increased, while the proportion of smaller 
homes has decreased.  At the same time, average household size has 
remained roughly constant at 2.4 persons per household.   

 
• An indicator of pressure is the increase in numbers of applicants to the 

housing register.  There were 1,329 applicants on the waiting list as of April 
2002.  The number of applicants has grown significantly across all 
household types from 741 in June 1998.  More than half of applicants are 
couples or single people and around two fifths are families.  The number of 
families in emergency housing has also grown, as has the number of non-
statutory homeless.  Informants in housing advice centres and student 
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welfare reported that young homeless people experience particular 
problems obtaining suitable accommodation. 

 
• Estimates of newly arising demand and need based on government 

projections of population and households suggest an annual requirement 
for additional dwellings of around 580 between 1996 and 2016, of which 
some 70 per cent might be expected to be market housing and 30 per cent 
would need to be affordable. 

 
• The adopted Hampshire Structure Plan (2000) makes provision for 

approximately 6,000 new dwellings a year between 1996 and 2011. 
Fareham’s share is approximately 416 new dwellings a year. This is a 
supply based approach based on evidence of past output. It is based on 
past trends of actuality rather than a projection of household requirements. 
It is thus unrelated to evidence of demand side pressures. It is, however, 
broadly in line with RPG9 requirements of 6,030 new dwellings a year. 

 
The affordability of housing  

• Fareham has been identified in Regional Planning Guidance as a priority 
area for affordable housing and it forms a relatively affluent suburban 
housing market with 86 per cent home ownership and very little social 
housing. This contrasts to nearby Portsmouth with its cheaper dense 
terraced housing. Fareham meets housing demand from higher income 
groups within the wider sub-region. 

 
• The most recent available Inland Revenue figures (1999-2000) show that 

incomes in south-east Hampshire are generally lower than in Hampshire 
and the South East.  Of the four districts, Fareham has the highest average 
annual incomes, with a mean of £19,800 and a median income of £14,700 
(1999-2000 data for personal, not household, incomes).  

 
• In 2001, the mean house price for Fareham was £140,028 and the lower 

quartile house price was £92,500.  These figures are also higher than 
those in the rest of the sub region. The England average house price for 
the same date was £117,663 while it was £154,675 and £148,848 
respectively in Hampshire and in the South East region.   

 
• Evidence from the Housing Needs Survey (HNS) suggests a higher figure 

for affordable housing need than that derived from government projections. 
The implications of analysis of movers and new household formation 
suggest a total annual requirement in the affordable sector of about 1,650 
a year in the four districts taken together. If the proportions from the 1998 
based population projections are applied to this, Fareham’s share would be 
around 350 additional affordable dwellings per annum. 

 
• The HNS produces a figure for the backlog of existing unmet need of 1,047 

households. To reduce this backlog by 20 per cent a year would give an 
annual requirement of just over 200 affordable units. However, part of this 
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involves double counting and could be met through transfers within the 
existing stock. 

 
• These two figures taken together – 350 and 200 – imply a total annual 

requirement of more than 550 additional affordable dwellings a year. 
 
• However, not all of the housing need identified here can be met in the 

social sector – and not all households in need will want social housing. 
This suggests that a wider definition of affordable housing is required, to 
cover what has been termed the Intermediate Housing Market. This 
includes shared ownership, low cost market housing and below market 
rental accommodation. Such a definition is consistent with government 
statements that affordable housing should not be narrowly defined. 

 
• The affordability gap is identified by comparing the incomes of HNS 

respondents intending to move or set up a new home in the next two years 
with the mortgage required to buy a home on the open market. On this 
basis, about 75 per cent of affordable housing provision should be 
traditional long term assistance and 25 per cent could be intermediate 
housing, such as shared ownership. 

 
• Evidence from employers suggests that a shortage of affordable housing in 

Fareham is having an adverse effect on recruitment and retention in the 
public sector, where employers are restricted to national pay scales and 
cannot adjust to take account of regional differences in the cost of living, 
most importantly housing costs.  Fareham’s draft Key Worker Strategy 
identified shortfalls of around 100 workers each in the health, education 
and police service (Fareham Borough Council, 2001).   

 
• Evidence from the survey of employees confirms that while the majority of 

the working population are satisfactorily housed, a minority are 
experiencing problems related to the cost of their housing.  Overall, a fifth 
of respondents said that they wanted to live closer to their place of work.   

 
• Analysing the results to look at key workers, police, teachers and nurses 

indicated higher than average (82 per cent) levels of satisfaction with their 
job.  However, 29 per cent of teachers and nurses were looking for a new 
job compared to a fifth of the total sample, 13 per cent of Fareham 
respondents and only ten per cent of police.  Reasons given for looking for 
a new job included reducing travel to work time or travel costs, moving to 
cheaper accommodation and for a better environment and quality of life. 

 
• A common indicator of housing affordability is the ratio of average house 

prices to average incomes. This allows market affordability to be compared 
across areas. An affordable ratio is usually taken as three times average 
incomes, or 3.0.  In 1999-2000 (the latest year for which incomes were 
available), the ratio was 5.4. This was well above the other districts of 
south east Hampshire but the same as the county figure. The ratio for the 
South East at that time was 5.6. Other measures of affordability support 
this picture. Housing is more expensive in Fareham than the rest of the 
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south east Hampshire and in this respect Fareham is much more typical of 
the county as a whole and of the wider South East than the other three 
districts. There is a sizeable gap between those housed in the social sector 
and those in private rented sector. People trying to enter the market sector 
in Fareham for the first time would find it difficult to afford. 

 
The supply of housing 

 
• According to Housing Investment Programme (HIP) returns, there is a 

problem of disrepair within the private sector, which is confirmed by the 
Housing Needs Survey.  Last year, 3,033 dwellings were declared as unfit 
in Fareham, of which 2,699 were in the private sector.  

 
• The total local authority stock in Fareham is 2,553 units – reduced by 614 

from 3,167 units over the last ten years through Right to Buy.  Housing 
associations own 817 units, of which 655 were built over the last ten years.  
The reduction in the council’s housing stock over this period has been 
matched by the increase in housing association stock, although there has 
been a net loss over a twenty-year period.  

 
• Working to the Hampshire Structure Plan, Fareham is planning for the 

development of 6,240 dwellings between 1996 and 2011.  This is 
approximately 416 dwellings per year.  Existing identified sites are not 
sufficient to meet the strategic housing requirement for the Borough.  
Therefore land for 1,160 dwellings is allocated on new sites in the Local 
Plan Review.  A significant proportion of the homes are planned for the 
western part of the Borough to consolidate the former growth area at Locks 
Heath /Titchfield Common and the new settlement at Whiteley. 

 
• The main planning issues in relation to housing include the supply of 

affordable housing through the planning system and the location and 
density of new development.  Eighteen sites were identified in the Local 
Plan Review as suitable for affordable housing.  Additional to these 
allocated sites, the Local Planning Authority also seek an element of 
affordable housing on other sites of 25 dwellings or more. The total 
capacity of the currently identified sites is 1,832 dwellings (Fareham 
Housing Strategy, 2000-2005, p15).  An element of 20 to 30 per cent 
affordable housing means that approximately 450 units, or 90 units per 
annum, is identified, which is well below the requirement estimated here of 
over 170 per annum.  

 
• A second major issue is the location and density of new housing 

development. An urban capacity study is being conducted to examine 
suitable sites for more housing, including previously developed land, non-
housing sites and intensification of existing areas. Through its Local Plan, 
Fareham has adopted sustainability criteria in the allocation of sites for new 
housing, near to employment, public transport and local facilities wherever 
possible. The re-use of accommodation in the town centre for housing is 
seen as an important part of the council’s strategy of maintaining and 
enhancing the prosperity of the town centre. 
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Right to Buy  

 
• Fareham operates a Right to Buy policy whereby all tenants who have had 

a secure tenancy for two years are entitled to take up their Right to Buy.  
As a result, almost all of them apply.  The council then has their property 
valued and tells the household the size of the discount and what the sale 
price will be.  It is then up to the household to try to secure finance – the 
council asks no questions about household finances.  However most 
households discover that they are unable to exercise their Right to Buy.  
There are currently about two completions per week, or 100 a year. 

 
• The Right to Buy in Fareham is extremely popular and most people aspire 

to own their council house. However, most cannot afford to do so because 
valuations are high and the discount is now capped. 

 
 

D.4 HULL  

Key issues 
 

• There has been considerable ‘churn’ in the housing market resulting from 
empty properties in all tenures. 

 
• There is limited demand for small properties because other options are 

affordable. 
 
• People are motivated to move by education and by crime. 
 
• Education in Hull has a poor reputation and people move out to 

neighbouring districts at secondary level. They then move back in for FE 
and often remain for HE as Hull University has an excellent reputation. 

 
• The lack of a professional job market means that university graduates do 

not remain in the city. 
 
• The council has had some success in persuading people who need 

specially adapted housing to move to an already adapted house instead of 
adapting their existing council house. They have done this by organising 
the move and have used similar measures to get people to move due to 
demolition. 

 
• They are currently exploring how to negotiate purchase of private sector 

properties in order to demolish them and they will use similar techniques to 
persuade people to move. 

 
• In terms of people’s preferences, the Housing Benefit Pathfinder will 

provide some clues as to whether people prefer bricks and mortar 
subsidies or personal subsidies. 
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• Hull has a very poor image. There is a general perception that Hull is not a 

desirable place to live and the social rented sector is the least desirable 
sector to live in.  This has resulted in a loss of population and pupil drift out 
of the city (mainly to the East Riding) and a mismatch of the nature and 
character of council stock with the aspirations of potential tenants.  There 
are also perceptions that competition from private rented sector in terms of 
better decorated properties, locations and broadly similar rents to local 
authority housing.  Council stock is often offered to new tenants in a state 
of disrepair and a poor standard of decoration. 

 
• There are problems of security, anti-social behaviour and fear of crime 

associated with particular locations across the city. 
 
• Initiatives to deal with these concerns have included the Pathfinder 

research, exploring needs and aspirations of residents via attitudinal 
surveys and the Hull Home Finder:  
(www.hullhomefinder.gov.uk).   
From October 2001 to December 2003 Hull Home Finder re-housed 903 
customers and generated £1.7 million in rental income. There are also 
aims to stimulate new business and attract new customers by providing a 
telephone hotline service for those approaching the council for re-housing.  
The Decent Homes Standard aims to make council stock more acceptable 
in appearance and standard to compete with the private rented sector and 
reduce void time. 

  
The local economy 
 

• Since 1984, Hull has been an Intermediate Area in the Government’s 
Assisted Area programme and therefore qualifies for DTI funded Regional 
Selective Assistance.  

• It is also a European Union Objective 2 area.  
• The level of unemployment is high at 7.7 per cent, compared to 4.0 per 

cent nationally and 3.4 per cent regionally. Dependency on state benefits is 
also high: 16 per cent of adults as opposed to 10 per cent nationally. 
Manual work predominates and salaries, aspirations and education levels 
are low. 

 
The housing market 
 

• The Regional Housing Strategy states that Hull and the East Riding should 
provide an extra 2,240 houses each year, with 50 per cent on previously-
developed land or through conversion. The highest preference is for new 
homes be placed on previously-developed sites. Conversions are also 
encouraged, as is making best use of the existing stock. A mix of house 
sizes and types are encouraged, as are affordable housing contributions 
from private developers. 
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The affordability of housing 
 

• Stock condition is a major issue. However, there are problems of 
affordability of decent housing in the city as incomes are relatively low. 

The supply of housing 
 

• The main issue in terms of housing supply is quality rather than quantity. 
7.6 per cent of homes in the city were empty in March 2002, almost twice 
the national average. 

• The city council plans mass demolitions in order to restructure the physical 
fabric of the city. 

The right to buy 
 

• Hull City Council operates a Right to Buy policy for its Council Tenants. 
The cash limit set by ODPM is £24,000 (2004). A specialist team offering 
advice has been set up. 

 
 

D.5 DERBY 
 

Key issues 
 

• Anti social behaviour and fear of crime are clear problems. 
 
• Derby has a high black minority ethnic (BME) population and recently there 

has been a disproportionate influx of asylum seekers. All lettings are done 
through the joint housing register and choice based lettings with Derby City 
Council managing it (www.derbyhomefinder.org). Overcrowding is a 
significant problem, particularly within BME groups.  Tensions associated 
with the recent influx of asylum seekers are causing difficulties with 
harassment and ASB. 

 
• Child density levels are being dealt with by some RSLs using an 

allocations system in order to reduce the potential for ASB in the future and 
larger properties are being built to cope with the needs of larger BME 
households. 

 
The local economy 

• Derby has a diverse economy, though it is still focused on manufacturing in 
the automobile, aerospace and railway industries. 

• Manufacturing employs nearly 35 per cent of all full-time workers, and 25 
per cent of all employees. 
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• It has a strong small business base with nearly 80 per cent of the city's 
enterprises employing up to 10 workers, and 95 per cent employ less than 
50. 

• Large employers include Rolls-Royce, Toyota, Bombardier, Royal Crown 
Derby Porcelain, Reckitt and Coleman, Courtaulds, S & A Foods and Egg. 

• Unemployment in Derby is 4,649 (December 2001), or 4.5 per cent of the 
economically active resident population (at 1991 Census), the lowest rate 
for many years.  

• Derby has the largest average annual and weekly gross earnings for full 
time employees in the East Midlands (New Earnings Survey 2000) Full-
time employees on adult rates had average annual gross earnings of 
£21,390 and weekly gross earnings of £431.30, compared with £20,116 
and £371.40 for the region, and £21,842 and £410.60 for Great Britain  

• The average residential property price (October 2001) in Derby was 
£70,502 as compared to £83,381 for the East Midlands and £117,398 for 
England & Wales, 

• Litchurch, Osmaston, Babington, Derwent and Normanton are among the 
top 10 per cent of deprived wards in England. By contrast, Allestree ward is 
amongst the most prosperous in England  

 

The housing market 
 

• Lower house prices are mainly in the central areas of Derby, which 
appears to be correlated more with greater concentrations of the private 
rented sector, than social rented housing. 

• However there are also high correlations between low high prices and the 
quantity of social rented housing, suggesting more mixed tenure in these 
areas. 

• The inner city area overall generally has higher numbers of empty 
properties according to the 2001 Census with many in the Osmaston area.  
There were, according to the Census, 1754 empty properties in this area, 
compared to a total for the whole of Derby of 1972 at April 2001, 
representing approximately 90 per cent of empty property in the city.   

• Derby City Council has identified  a large area of low demand called Old 
Sinfin, containing approximately 300-325 council properties.  Most of the 
other council’s unpopular housing has been identified as being  of 
particular property types or designs, such as low rise flats or non traditional 
construction. 

• Derby City Council’s 2001 Housing Strategy Statistical Appendix identifies 
644 difficult to let council dwellings, representing 4.2 per cent of its total 
stock, plus 336 difficult to let housing association dwellings, which is 4.9 
per cent of their total stock in the city.  Derby also records 1012 Council 
and 501 RSL difficult to let dwellings. 

• The Structure Plan requires land to be provided for 15,500 dwellings in 
Derby over the 20-year period between 1991 and 2011. However, many of 
these have already been built or have planning permission.  The 2002 
housing land supply position is set out in the City Council’s April 2002 
Housing Land Availability Monitoring Report. This shows that at April 2002 
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there had been about 8,800 completions over the period 1991 – 2002 and 
there were sufficient large sites identified, either with planning permission 
or allocated in the Adopted City of Derby Local Plan, to accommodate 
about a further 2,800 dwellings. 
 
 

The affordability of housing 
 

• Average house sale prices to average household incomes in Derby have 
increased from 2.84 in 1995 to 4.14 in 2003. 

• However average prices for non-detached houses relative to average 
incomes were 3.2 in 2003.  For terraced houses the ratio was 2.8. 

• Unemployment in Derby stood at 4.8 per cent in May 2002 compared with 
the national average of 3.1 per cent.  Even for those with jobs, low pay 
remains a major factor in housing affordability in Derby.  A survey of job 
centre vacancies in Derby conducted in 2000 showed entry-level wages of 
around £135 per week. 

• In 2003 the average price of a non-detached dwelling was £74,767 
requiring an income of £21,362.  Affordability estimates carried out by the 
Centre for Urban and Regional Studies at Birmingham University 
suggested that this equated to over 60 per cent of households that would 
be unable to purchase a home with a loan of 3.5 times income.  The 
household formation rate for 2003-2006 was over 2,000 and there were 
approximately 300 moves out of private renting, therefore the gross need 
for affordable housing was 1276.  There were however over 6,000 
available re-lets, meaning there would be a surplus of over 5,000 
dwellings. 

• The Housing Needs and Market Study 2001 found that each year, over 
3,800 households were in unsuitable housing 

 
The supply of housing 

 
• The draft City of Derby Local Plan identifies the need for an additional 

6,729 units of accommodation to meet need in Derby between 2002 and 
2011 and, an extra 397 additional affordable homes each year for the next 
5 years. 

• Land availability patterns do not coincide with areas of high demand for 
affordable housing so neighbourhood regeneration is vital to ensure that 
cross-tenure housing development on brownfield sites is sustainable. 
 

The right to buy 

• Derby City Council offers all council tenants of over 2 years the right to buy 
their home. 

• There are increasing numbers of people exercising their right to buy.  For 
example, 271 tenants bought their homes in 1999-2000. This increased to 
413 in 2003-4, a rise of 52 per cent. 

• There are worries that high levels of Right-to-Buy in the city have caused a 
lack of social rented homes.  In the past 20 years Derby's council housing 
stock has nearly halved from about 25,000 in the 1980s to today's 14,400.  
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Numbers on the city's housing register are at an all-time high of 12,500, of 
which 300 are classed as homeless. 

 
D.6 SCARBOROUGH 

 
Key issues 

 
• All local authority stock was transferred to Yorkshire Coast Homes, the 

new ALMO, in November 2003. There is a shortage of suitable affordable 
housing in Scarborough and demand for social housing is high. 

 
• Key concerns include the unprecedented demand for affordable housing 

for young single people and vulnerable people and a lack of resources to 
provide support to vulnerable tenants often results in tenancy failure once 
in accommodation. 

 
• There are problems with anti social behaviour associated with the above 

tenant types and fear of crime. 
 

The local economy 
 

• Scarborough is well known for its tourism and fishing industries however 
light industry, particularly high technology enterprises, and services are 
expanding sectors of the economy. Manufacturing industry currently 
employs over 15 per cent of the workforce. 

• Whitby has severe unemployment problems and is recognised as the 
areas unemployment black spot.   The town has Assisted Area status and 
due to its remoteness, the local plan sets out mechanisms for attracting 
new industry to the town and increasing job prospects by providing 
attractive serviced industrial land and buildings. 

• Filey suffers one of the highest rates of unemployment in the authority and 
although there is a reduction in the unemployment rate in the summer 
months due to seasonal employment in tourism, the situation is considered 
to be unacceptable. Since the closure of Butlins in 1984 there has been a 
significant drop in the number of seasonal jobs available. 
 

The housing market 
 

• The Housing Needs Survey carried out in March 2002 found that the 
largest volume of sales in the Scarborough Borough housing market was of 
terraced property.  The market for flats provided property at lower prices 
but not in sufficient numbers to make a significant access point for those on 
low incomes. 

• In the affordable stock there is a large overall shortfall across the Borough.  
The largest shortfalls are for 1,600 2-bedroom bungalows, 1,100 2-
bedroom houses and 970 3-bedroom houses.   

• The need for affordable housing is estimated to be 202 units for rent each 
year to 2011.  Most of this is from concealed households unable to access 
the market. 
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The affordability of housing 

 
• Since March 2002 house prices in the borough have risen by 33 per cent in 

2002-03 with the average house price in the Borough being £100,000 
compared to a North Yorkshire average of £145,000.  Scarborough town 
has experienced slightly less average house price inflation than the 
borough. 

• Although house prices within the borough are generally lower than the 
North Yorkshire average, local income levels are also comparatively low.  
Local first time buyers would require an income of around £16,500 to buy a 
small terraced property yet 69 per cent of households have an income of 
less than the national average. 
 

The supply of housing 
 

• The current housing stock is characterised by a significant private rented 
sector of which 50 per cent are flats or maisonettes.  The Council rented 
stock has below average levels of central heating and double glazing (now 
being addressed by Yorkshire Coast Homes following stock transfer).  The 
private rented sector has very low levels of insulation.  Around 4,300 
households consider their present dwelling inadequate, being too small or 
too expensive. 

• Overall in the borough there is a surplus of housing.  The largest surplus is 
in 4+ bedroom properties but this is easily absorbed by the market.  There 
is a shortfall of 2-bedroom bungalows although this is due to very strong 
demand. 
 

The right to buy 
 

• Scarborough Borough Council offers all council tenants of over 2 years the 
right to buy their home. 
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ANNEX E 
 
Literature Review 

 
This literature review is organised under the following broad headings: 

1. Low demand 
2. Movement and mobility 
3. Under occupation and overcrowding 
4. Characteristics of social tenants 
5. Tenant choice 
6. Factors influencing demand for social housing 
7. Demand for social housing in the future 
8. Data issues 
9. Residential perceptions 
10. Management issues 

 
E.1 Low demand 

 
Low demand has become a key issue and there have been several important studies 
including those commissioned by government. However, the objectives of the 
research are quite varied. Thus Holmans and Simpson are concerned about the 
impact of low demand in some areas on the overall projections of housing demand 
and need, whereas Bramley is interested in how to address the problem of low 
demand in a practical way. 
 

Holmans and Simpson: Low Demand: Separating Fact from Fiction 
 
This study presents a national and regional picture of low demand and the factors 
that influence it. The research included a set of case studies of individual high and 
low demand estates, often in the same town, to try to unpack the complexities of low 
demand. The main aim of the study is to investigate whether there is a case for 
adjusting the overall projection of need for subsidised housing and if so, by how 
much. 
 
In England as a whole, the actual population increase was very much in line with the 
projected increase between 1991 and 1996, but with differences between the 
regions. The South had a much greater increase and the North a much lower 
increase than expected. Migration from the North to the South increased substantially 
from 1994. This may have contributed to low demand, particularly as there was also 
a net outflow from the northern cities into the more rural areas. There was no shortfall 
in household formation, so that could not have contributed to low demand. 
 
There has been an increase in outflows from the social sector from 1993-4. Rising 
council and RSL vacancy rates follow roughly the same timescale. Movement from 
the social sector into owner occupation and private renting rose during the 1990s, 
and there appears to have been more movement from LA into RSL renting than in 
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the other direction. Internal moves within both LA and RSL stock have also risen and 
appear more prevalent within the council stock. 
 
At regional level, the distribution of the increase in departures and vacancies is 
uneven. It was concentrated in the North, while the South experienced a negligible 
rise in vacancy rates and a fall in departure rates. The Midlands showed a small rise 
in both. Most of the increase in departures was offset by new lettings, but less so in 
the North. 
 
A marked increase in departures and vacancy rates occurred from 1993-94 onwards, 
which was when migration from North to South increased. There appears to be a 
strong correlation between North to South migration and measurable evidence of low 
demand, which is concentrated in the North. 
 
Around one third of departing LA tenants who moved to other tenures bought houses 
with a mortgage. Some moved to RSLs but the rest moved to the private rented 
sector. 
 
House building figures show that demand for new property remains strong in the 
North despite signs of low demand for existing properties in some areas. There has 
not been a general fall in demand for housing in the North. 
 
At district level, vacancy and departure rates vary enormously in the North of 
England. The North West seems to have suffered most, particularly Manchester, 
Liverpool, Salford, Blackburn and Burnley. Across the North of England, private 
sector rents are higher than council rents, but this has not prevented movement out 
of council housing into the private rented sector. 
 
Low house prices combined with high council rents may have contributed to high 
vacancy and departure rates in some areas, but the effect is patchy. In some places 
demand may be so low that properties cannot be sold even at very low prices. This is 
consistent with high and increasing vacancy rates.  
 
The case studies show a clear difference between ‘low demand’ and ‘unpopular 
housing’. Where demand for housing exceeds supply, as in Bristol, unpopular 
neighbourhoods do not exhibit the same characteristics as areas of low demand. 
Vacancy rates are low, boarded up properties are rare and the community appears to 
be functioning reasonably well. In contrast, where supply exceeds demand and more 
housing options are available, the less popular areas are avoided and the classic 
signs of low demand emerge. 
 
Outward migration, excessive new housebuilding and a lack of clearance all 
contribute to low demand, although this may not be immediately obvious at 
neighbourhood level. 
 
There is evidence of low demand in all housing sectors. The underlying reasons may 
be shared, but the emphasis is different. Weak demand in the private sector is often 
related to properties that are small or in poor condition. Council housing estates often 
received a disproportionately bad press, which can severely affect demand. 
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Extensive refurbishment programmes can improve demand for council and RSL 
properties if they are in the right locations. 
 
The combination of local factors which influence the popularity of and demand for 
housing, whether high or low, is unique to each neighbourhood; some factors are 
more common and predictable than others, but it is impossible to generalise. 
 
The study concludes that shifts in population have led to variations in housing need 
within the UK In some areas, demand has dropped. Pockets where demand is 
particularly low are more prevalent in these areas, but there are also areas where 
demand has increased. It is important that this issue of low demand does not cloud 
the debate on housing investment to the extent that housing needs cannot be met. 
 
The move towards providing more choice of housing, a strong policy theme, must be 
treated with caution. Giving more than limited choice can be destabilising for a 
community, as it can lead to the eventual abandonment of the least popular 
properties and areas. 
 
In some areas, over supply of housing is clearly part of the problem. It raises 
questions as to whether restrictions are needed on new house building. Also, 
perhaps restrictions on private renting where there is a supply of social housing in 
good condition. This may be possible through private sector licensing schemes and 
more closely relating housing benefit levels to the condition of the property. 
 
Demolition is a fact of life for the worst affected areas as the empty properties 
become a barrier to successful regeneration. But where this option is the only way 
forward, the costs associated with it should not be underestimated. Regeneration 
should concentrate less on a ‘worst first’ approach and more on a ‘stitch in time’ 
approach to prevent further deterioration in the future. Housing needs assessments 
must be redesigned to take market factors into account. Changing aspirations and 
the availability of cheap home ownership options means that the traditional measures 
of housing need no longer give the whole picture. A robust methodology for 
undertaking market appraisal is required. 
 
Bramley et al: Low demand housing and unpopular neighbourhoods  
 
1999 DETR PAT7 Report 
Low Demand and Unpopular Housing Report – this report provides detail on causes, 
extent, consequences and responses to low demand. 
 
Findings: 
• Low demand and unpopular housing is a very widespread problem in England.  

377,000 social rented homes and 375,000 private homes are located in low 
demand neighbourhoods.  The problem has increased over last 4-5 years. 

• There are two types of low demand:  
o absolute low demand – where there are not enough households in area 

looking for homes;   
o relatively unpopular housing – which is difficult to let or sell because it is of a 

type that makes it unpopular relative to other housing available. 
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• Low demand is concentrated in urban and industrial parts of the North and 
Midlands, often due to oversupply related to economic and demographic decline. 

• There are pockets in the South and London – particularly small flats and high rise 
blocks. 

• Overall the physical housing characteristics are less critical than concentration of 
poverty, reputation and crime in contributing to low demand. 

• Low demand creates costs for local agencies, weakens local services and 
communities and may undermine regeneration efforts. 

• The main responses – allocations and marketing initiatives – appear to be the 
least effective on their own.  More effective measures tend to involve more costly 
physical action. 

Responding to low demand housing and unpopular neighbourhoods 
 
This is DETR guidance on tackling low demand housing produced following the 
Bramley et al  research report. 
 
Its purpose is to bring together information and ideas about the practical measures 
which might be adopted at the local level to identify, control and ideally prevent the 
onset of low demand. 
 
Action points: 
o There is a need to analyse the nature and extent of the problem – in the wider 

context of demographic, economic and social data, develop key indicators. 
o There is a need to respond to low demand within the framework of the local 

housing strategy. 
o In areas of low demand, policy makers have to recognise the need for a culture 

shift from an allocations policy based on need to one based on marketing. 
o Housing managers need to manage voids carefully and as far as possible 

prepare properties for re-let while they are still occupied. 
o There is a need to use ‘design out crime’ principles within estate refurbishment.  

At the same time managers should promote inter-agency working in tackling low 
demand and crime. 

o Conditions in private sector neighbourhoods need to be monitored and powers to 
intervene need to be identified. 

o There is a case for stock reduction measures as part of an overall strategy for the 
wider district. 

o It is helpful to give areas renewal status within a partnership approach. 
 

Ian Cole, Simon Kane and David Robinson: Changing Demand, Changing 
Neighbourhoods: The Response of Social Landlords 
Sheffield Hallam University, 1999 

 
The purpose of this study is to examine more systematically the repertoire of 
interventions being undertaken by RSLs and LAs to confront issues of changing 
demand in specific neighbourhoods, and to provide a checklist for social landlords 
and other agencies to consider when assessing their own investment and 
management strategies. 
 
Important in understanding low demand is the Impact of demographic change 
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 – population decline in the North, and growth in the South – but social landlords 
should not rely too much on short term trends – during the 1990s recession there 
was no household loss from the North and there was in-migration in the Midlands. 
Also within the North there are areas experiencing strong demand – Cheshire, 
Yorkshire Dales. Another important factor is the so-called hollowing out of the social 
rented sector, the flight of middle aged heads of household to other tenures, leaving 
behind a polarised community of young households on benefits with rapid turnover 
and an established core of elderly households on long tenancies. The demise of 
these elderly households will itself have an important impact on future vacancies. For 
example, Sheffield City Council estimates that about 20,000 council properties will 
become vacant over the next 10 years from deaths and age-related quittings. 
 
The study looks at differences by tenure. Popular attention has focused on the large 
council estate as an emblem of unpopular housing. Some local authority housing is 
undergoing turbulent change – Pawson (1999) has estimated that the number of re-
lets has risen sharply and in some places this rate of churning has meant that new 
lettings fail to keep pace with the rate at which properties become available, This has 
created an internal market as the number of re-lets has doubled between 1989 and 
1997. 
 
A third of households leaving the council sector since 1993-4 have gone into owner 
occupation and a smaller proportion into RSL housing. But the majority has moved 
into private renting, often paying higher rents for a poorer quality dwelling. This 
suggests complex motivation behind mobility, and tenure is only one factor. 
 
The subsidy system has played a part, making it easier for tenants to move while 
retaining similar levels of financial support.  
 
So the causes of low demand cannot be traced to the nature of council housing as a 
specific tenure. In regions suffering economic decline, the trend has pervaded the 
entire housing market, although in different ways in different neighbourhoods. For 
example, there are concerns about low demand and abandonment in parts of the 
private sector eg East Lancashire, and the RSL sector is not immune either. 
 
The RSL sector is interesting because it caused an about turn in thinking about the 
role and contribution of RSLs. The problems of low demand are highlighted by a 
specific case in the North East where new RSL property, built to a high standard, but 
based in a neighbourhood of acute decline, became difficult to let immediately on 
completion and 3 years later was demolished. Crook et al, researching 15 estates, 
found the first signs of new build property becoming difficult to let where dwellings 
had been built to replace former council stock. This suggests that the location rather 
than the estate itself was an important factor. Pawson et al’s survey of RSL voids 
found more than 40,000 difficult to let properties on over 500 estates, with the highest 
proportion in the North West at 10 per cent of the general needs stock. RSLs also 
experienced churning, with an underlying turnover rate of 11-12 per cent, implying an 
average tenancy of about 6 years.  
 
So what is the balance between community stability and household turnover? 
Stability is at the heart of government’s programmes for social exclusion – 
sustainability implies a dynamic relationship – not just keeping people in situ but also 
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ensuring enough mobility and new entrants to refresh and renew a neighbourhood. 
But a succession of very short tenancies and lack of continuity can be de-stabilising, 
as with continued low demand in specific neighbourhoods.  
There are now signs of competition between RSLs to attract new tenants from a 
dwindling supply of applicants. 
 
The existence of low demand and non-existent waiting lists has challenged an 
abiding principle of rented social housing – rationing. The sector has always 
assumed that demand would exceed supply and this has influenced: 

 
• the attention given to different allocation systems as a way of regulating the 

queue; 
• a concern to match property size to household size to ensure the best fit 

for a scarce resource; 
• a focus on the condition, quality and maintenance of the property; 
• an emphasis on a balance in new lets between transfer and waiting list 

requests. 
 

These are all redundant for neighbourhoods with no demand. 
 

So a change of emphasis is needed: away from the characteristics of individual 
properties towards the characteristics of the neighbourhoods, away from housing 
centred strategies to partnership approaches, from rationing access to finding new 
tenants through marketing, and from new build to demolition and community 
sustainability. 
 
A neighbourhood focus is essential because potential applicants are comparing and 
contrasting different locations.  
 
The consequences of low demand are not all housing related – the viability of whole 
communities is threatened. High turnover destroys a sense of community and 
encourages long term tenants to leave. Fewer children attending local schools 
means less resources, making it difficult to maintain standards. Fewer people, 
especially economically active people, affects the viability of local shops and 
services. The overall result is to drive out those who have alternatives.  
 

Perceptions and aspirations 
Stigmatisation of a neighbourhood can be difficult to change. Housing aspirations are 
changing and what once were housing careers might now be considered housing 
episodes. Younger households are using the social rented sector in a different way, 
dwelling hopping rather than staying put. This might be a stage prior to home 
ownership, or it may be a symptom of lives in constant flux, governed by flexible job 
markets and patterns of household formation. Social housing is a temporary stop not 
a point of final destination. 
 
Owner occupation is subject to different factors – those in precarious employment 
may be wary of it following the collapse of the early 1990s while the long term 
aspiration for home ownership may remain. Right to Buy may have led to more 
marginal households entering the sector. 
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The range of factors affecting demand for social housing varies in character and 
scope. Some are more amenable to intervention than others; so social landlords 
need to weigh up the attributes of future demand in defined areas before shaping a 
response. 
 
The boundaries of neighbourhoods – shaped by the local labour market, housing 
market, school catchment area, even the local drugs market – are unique to each 
area. It may relate to particular property types – one or two streets with a bad 
reputation in an otherwise popular estate, or the whole area may be a ‘no go area’. 
Social landlords have to differentiate between them. Demolishing a block of 
maisonettes may make no difference if transport links to jobs and services are the 
main issue; schemes to attract younger households to balance the age profile may 
fail if there are no job opportunities.  
 
This research was based on the assumption that some neighbourhoods might be 
beyond redemption even with a massive programme of regeneration. In one area, it 
was stated that the success of the regeneration scheme depended on no further 
schemes being introduced, as they would threaten the ‘magnet’ effects of the re-
investment. Issues facing social landlords are therefore: 
 
• What strategies can be devised to manage decline rather than promising to 

reverse decline through reinvestment? 
 
• Is it possible for landlords to identify neighbourhoods on the brink of decline, 

where the chances of reversal might be higher? 
 
• What are the implications for other government programmes such as New Deal, 

Surestart, or New Deal for Communities? 
 

o eg landlords might attempt to meet household preferences by providing 
opportunities for them to move out of the area 

 
o eg property conversions, change of use and small-scale investments rather 

than the more drastic option of demolition 
 
• How to support the residual community in managed decline? 
 
The research found that RSLs did not accept (or admit) that any neighbourhood was 
beyond rescue. The language of renewal and regeneration prevailed, even in the 
worst places. 
 
The researchers used a whole battery of measures – but what was lacking was any 
strategic frameworks to underpin them, or methods of evaluation. The research really 
focuses on what was a learning process for landlords as they struggled to devise 
new rules in a very different context from the one which fostered their earlier growth.  
 
The study introduces the concept of a low demand learning curve. 
It used a telephone survey of 18 RSLs and LAs. These highlighted a range of 
problems in their neighbourhoods, some general, some housing specific: 
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General issues: 
• crime and anti-social behaviour – including drug related offences, firearm 

possession and use, arson, vandalism, mugging and violent assault; 
• fear of crime; 
• economic decline and high rates of unemployment – often regarded as the root 

cause of neighbourhood decline; 
• bad reputation which held back renewal and reinforced a downward spiral; 
• lack of community cohesion; 
• poor service provision. 

Housing specific issues: 
• high turnover; 
• high voids; 
• rent arrears; 
• financial concerns; 
• poor stock condition. 
 
These are often seen as interconnected. For example, voids are seen as: 
 
• a management problem, with loss of rental income and costs of repairs and 

maintenance; 
• an environmental eyesore undermining the appearance and reputation of the 

area; 
• a focus for anti-social behaviour and crime. 

The low demand learning curve 
 Initially Later 
Objective 
Focus 
Analysis 
Intervention 

Secure rental 
income 
Voids, turnover, 
repairs 
Management 
indicators 
Management 
initiatives 

Secure future 
investments 
Neighbourhood 
management 
Neighbourhood 
profiling 
Management and 
neighbourhood 

 
Landlords new to low demand typically had short term responses looking to reduce 
voids and rent arrears using policies such as relaxing lettings and allocations policies 
in order to fill voids.  
 
Those with longer histories had longer term responses, focusing on neighbourhood 
management rather than just housing management and involving a more committed 
(perhaps smaller) resident population. Many landlords had been previously stung by 
the failure of short term measures and were recognising low demand as a deeper 
problem. Many were considering or had implemented root and branch reform of their 
own organisational structures and were rethinking core objectives.  
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For example the knock-on effects of trying to fill voids resulted in a corrosion of 
community cohesion and increased turnover. New and existing tenants moved on, 
and management difficulties were amplified.  
 
The longer term response was to redirect the emphasis on allocations and lettings 
towards producing a smaller stable and more committed community, involving local 
residents in the lettings process and introducing pre-tenancy agreements. 
 
Changes in staff structures and management arrangements increased staff tensions. 
Staff complained that the traditional ethos of the sector was being replaced by market 
principles. One lettings officer felt he was becoming an estate agent.  
 
The process by which they began to shift their thinking has been classified into a 
model of organisational learning. 
 
Landlord responses: learning the lessons 

Analysis Actors and 
agencies 

Response 

Gut feeling and 
front line 
experiences 

Front line staff Discussion/ 
analysis / pilot 
schemes / 
information 
sharing 

Management 
indicators 
(voids, 
turnover etc) 

Front line staff 
Other divisions
Senior staff 

Package of 
management 
initiatives – 
advertising, 
marketing, 
security, 
community 
development 

Tenant 
profiling: 
experiences, 
aspirations, 
intentions etc. 

Front line staff, 
other 
landlords, 
welfare 
services, 
community, 
police 

Package of 
housing 
measures – 
lettings, stock 
developments, 
policing, mixed 
tenures, 
environmental 
improvements 

Neighbourhood 
profiling: socio-
economic, 
service 
provision, 
facilities etc. 

All staff, other 
landlords, 
community, 
voluntary 
sector, 
business, 
police etc. 

Neighbourhood 
management: 
housing 
interventions, 
service and 
facility 
improvements, 
health, 
education 
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Classifying certain landlords as ‘short-termist’ is not to criticise their actions, but to 
describe their position on the learning curve. It requires experience and the passage of 
time to appreciate that low demand may be a greater challenge than difficult to let 
housing. Short term responses may not be productive and the problem is not just a 
blip. 
 
But many landlords are only able to recognise this through witnessing the failure of 
short term measures.  Understanding low demand is thus a costly process and part of 
the reason for this study is to enable the lessons to be shared so that other landlords 
can save the start up costs of tackling low demand. 
 
The main lessons seem to be that a longer term and more comprehensive approach is 
needed, not just focused on housing even though that is how the problem is first 
perceived.  
 
In the example of Gateshead, the process started with a decision to explore in detail 
the views and experiences of tenants. A key finding was that a core community was 
committed to the estate and wanted to remain, while the rest were desperate to move 
out. Acknowledging this, the council focused on supporting the core community: 

 
• they re-housed those wishing to leave outside the estate; 
• they moved the remaining tenants into the main body of estate and 

demolished the least popular, outlying areas. – 300 of the 490 have been 
demolished; 

•  they upgraded remaining properties in consultation with tenants; 
• they are undertaking discussions with a local RSL to provide a small 

complex of bungalows for older people. 
 

The immediate gains include a fall in reported crime and anti-social behaviour, lower 
voids and lower turnover.  
 
But in practice, few organisations have undertaken such detailed analysis of low 
demand at neighbourhood level. Fire-fighting is the most common response. 
 
Most senior managers relied on just two indicators – voids, and turnover rates. 
However, the reasons for high turnover can vary. And there are other consequences 
of low demand that may be more pressing to the local population – deteriorating 
service provision, a poorer physical environment, declining reputation and erosion of 
community spirit. These are unlikely, on their own, to provoke management action. 
 
A small number of landlords have gone beyond housing management and towards 
tenant consultations. They have looked at 

 
• tenant attitudes; 
• housing opportunities and competition; 
• neighbourhood profiling in terms of services, schools, jobs etc.  

 
Some landlords talked about the sobering experience of witnessing the new 
development and subsequent demolition of properties that had never been let. This 
forced them to require more detailed evidence before taking an investment decision. 
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This study would appear to be required reading for all local authorities in low demand 
areas, together with all RSLs owning property that is hard to let. It should be on the 
reading lists of all the Pathfinder initiatives. 

 
E.2 Movement and mobility of social sector tenants 

 
A concern about movement and mobility stems from issues about labour mobility and 
the regional distribution of unemployment. The early literature found that council 
housing inhibited labour mobility because the ‘bricks and mortar’ subsidy was lost 
when a household moved. Studies concluded that the unemployed who remained in 
their home town were acting rationally because they would be uncompetitive in all 
labour markets, therefore it was better to stay where there were networks of family, 
friends and general support. Patterns of movement within the social sector tend to 
reflect what is offered, ie administrative allocation procedures. 
 
More recently the concerns have switched to looking at the impact on the social 
sector when tenants move, either to a different area, or into a different tenure. It is 
thought that movement out of the tenure has led to its residualisation, notably 
through the Right to Buy. 

 
(Whitehead and Cho, 2003): Who moves and why?  Patterns of mobility in the 
housing association sector in London. 
 
Main Findings: 

• People move for many reasons - longer distance moves tend to be work 
related.  Housing association tenants are generally more restricted in the 
types of move they can make. 

• Londoners are more mobile than households in the rest of the country. 
However, HA tenants in London tend to move less. 

• The vast majority of moves by HA tenants in London and those moving 
into low cost home ownership (LCHO) take place within the same district. 

• Within London for existing tenants, there is some net movement from 
West to North, from East  to North and from South West to South East. 

• Movers within the HA sector and LCHO tend to be better off than non-
movers. 

• Movers within the same district are more likely to be families than those 
who move across district boundaries. 

• Those moving into LCHO are very different from tenant movers.  They 
tend to be working, without children and often have two earners. 

• The main reasons given for moving are household and housing related – 
the need for independent accommodation, health, homelessness and 
overcrowding. 

• Neighbourhood and locational issues such as the desire to move near 
family or work are low down the list of reasons for moving for those in the 
HA or LCHO sectors. 
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• Patterns of movement reflect what households are offered rather than 
what they would choose, given greater opportunity. 

 
Wagstaff (2003): Coming and going: households entering and leaving the 
housing association sector 

 
There has long been a view that the social sector is becoming residualised; evidence 
from CORE relating to new tenants of RSLs shows that the new entrants have lower 
incomes than those leaving. Also, the tenure is a net importer of households – 
83,000 enter from other tenures while only 69,000 leave it (Burrows, 1999; Randolph, 
1999). Leavers were younger, less likely to have children and more likely to be 
employed.  
 
Wagstaff (2003) used SEH data to look at those who left the RSL sector in 1998-99. 
36 per cent of them went into owner occupation, 32 per cent to LA sector and 32 per 
cent to private rented sector. Reasons were not given but for those moving to the LA 
sector it could be because of lower rents. Location is likely to be the main push 
factor, covering proximity to amenities and services, family and friends, and good 
areas. Two thirds said the desire to live in a better area was the main reason for 
moving. However, most moves were within five miles of the previous home, so they 
had not moved very far to find somewhere they considered better.  
 
Reasons for entering the RSL sector varied according to the previous tenure. LA 
tenants were more likely to cite overcrowding, health and disability, desire to be near 
family or friends, need for sheltered housing, and harassment. Private sector tenants 
cited the end of the tenancy, poor condition of dwelling, followed by health, 
overcrowding and desire to move near family or friends. Owner occupiers stated the 
need for sheltered housing, health, relationship breakdown, difficulties paying 
mortgage and repossession. Finally, those living with family or friends reported 
overcrowding, the need to live independently, asked to leave, relationship breakdown 
and desire to move near family or friends. 
 
While the sample size was too small for a full regional breakdown, using three broad 
categories the study found that those living in the south were more likely to enter 
owner occupation than those in the north or midlands. The author thought that 
despite the high house prices, the pressure on RSL rental housing may encourage 
those in housing need to explore other options such as LCHO.  
 
Champion and Ford (2000) showed that just under 12 per cent of households move 
between districts when taking up a RSL tenancy, which is quite small.  
 
Wagstaff looked at income and employment differences between entrants and 
leavers. Leavers had a much higher income and more of them were working full time.  
 
He concluded that those who are leaving the sector are those that sustainable 
communities want to attract – young households and economically active. This could 
contribute to an image of a tenure of last resort, only for the most needy. However, if 
they are leaving through Right to Buy, remaining in their property in the short term, 
this would reduce the residualisation. Once the property is sold on in the owner 
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occupied sector, the policy could be contributing to more mixed communities, 
particularly on large estates. 
 
Champion and Ford (2001) looked at longer distance moves into RSL housing as 
part of their ESRC Cities programme project - Migration, Residential References and 
the Changing Environment of Cities. They use CORE data for 1997-98 which shows 
that moves into RSL housing tend to be away from urban areas and into more rural 
areas. The analysis tends to suggest that moves to take up an RSL letting are 
redistributing households from inner to outer areas of major conurbations. Older 
retired people were more likely to move between local authority areas while younger 
households with children were more likely to move within the district. There was little 
difference in the incomes of the two types of moves. They also found that for most 
large regional cities, movements into and out of the same county were more 
important than movement between regions. However, a comparison with the CORE 
data for 1990-91 suggests that the number of moves between local authority areas 
has fallen. 
 
Beatty, Fothergill and Baraclough, (2003): Labour market flows and the demand 
for social housing in a study of seaside towns  
 
Beatty, Fothergill and Barraclough argue that the labour market has a major impact 
on the housing market, including the demand for social housing. The more people 
are in work and the higher their earnings, the more they are able to spend on housing 
and the more space they will consume. This study aims to identify the key labour 
market flows which influence the demand for social housing, and to explore why a 
strong demand for social housing co-exists with high unemployment in some areas 
but with low unemployment in others. 
 
The study identifies six key labour market flows:  

1 changes in employment; 
2 natural increase in population;  
3 migration;  
4 commuting; 
5 labour force participation; and  
6 unemployment.  

 
In practice these work together as a system; a change in one will always result in 
adjustment in one or more of the others. Employment change is the key and the 
other flows are likely to respond in some degree to job loss or job gain. However, 
migration is the most likely flow to impact directly on local demand for housing.  
 
To explore the way in which housing and labour markets interact, the study looks at 
England’s seaside towns. These are a distinctive group with high unemployment as 
consumer demand has shifted away from holidays by the sea in England to foreign 
travel. However, unlike most other areas of high unemployment, seaside towns do 
not have a surplus of social housing. Using labour market accounts, the analysis 
shows that modest changes in recorded unemployment can hide very large labour 
market flows. They also show the labour market flow that is crucial in explaining the 
lack of a surplus of social housing in seaside towns: net inward migration, which has 
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more than offset the weak natural increase in the local population to generate 
substantial growth in the population of working age,  
 
The research undertook a survey of the non-employed in four seaside towns: 
Blackpool, Great Yarmouth, Southport and Thanet (which covers Margate, Ramsgate 
and Broadstairs). In each the survey took place in three wards: one high, one 
middling and one low in terms of non-employment among adults of working age. 
Roughly half of those researched were men, and half women. The largest group of 
non-employed were those describing themselves as long term sick or disabled. 
Those who were retired or unemployed were smaller groups. The other large group 
were women looking after family or home on a full time basis. In terms of housing 
tenure, the retired were overwhelmingly owner occupiers, as were the majority of 
long term sick and disabled, while renting was more widespread among the 
unemployed and those looking after family and/or home.  
 
The labour market accounts showed a large net inflow of migrants to seaside towns. 
Only 25 per cent of the men and 30 per cent of the women had lived in the same 
town all their life. Only a quarter had moved there less than five years ago. The 
unemployed were more likely to have moved recently, while the retired were most 
likely to have long established roots. About a quarter of the in-migrants had moved 
from elsewhere in the same county, and just under half from elsewhere in the same 
region.  
 
Relatively few of the reasons given for moving were motivated in whole or part by 
housing factors. A desire to live in the town was far more important. A more detailed 
analysis of the type of housing they moved into shows that the biggest single inflow 
to social housing is from the local private rented sector. This sector often acts as a 
point of entry to local housing for people from outside the area. Plus, in seaside 
towns there is a stock of former holiday accommodation that is available for rent. The 
largest flow into social housing comes from the private rented sector, so the pattern 
appears to be that inward movers from outside the area move to the local private 
rented sector. They then move either into owner occupation, if they get a job and can 
afford it, or into social housing once they have sufficient priority.  
 
The study, while emphasising that it is only exploratory, does provide support for the 
view that there are substantial labour market flows into smaller towns, including 
seaside towns, and rural areas. These areas have experienced the strongest growth 
in population, but they are also areas which have never had a large stock of social 
housing. The implications drawn by the authors are that despite relatively high 
unemployment, there is a strong case for increased investment in social housing in 
seaside towns. The same is not the case for more traditional areas of high 
unemployment such as former coalfields where there is net outward migration. The 
combination of high unemployment and net inward migration coupled with a small 
social sector would imply switching resources away from places such as former 
coalfields and towards seaside towns. However, the implications of such a policy in 
the absence of a strong regional policy to assist places like the former coalfields, the 
prospects for the future are the continued perpetuation of the north-south divide, with 
high and low demand housing areas and the waste of scarce resources that this 
implies. 
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E.3 Under occupation and over crowding 
 

Under-occupation is an issue because it represents an inefficient use of the 
increasingly limited social stock. It also appears unfair. Overcrowding is important 
because of its external costs, notably the link with poor health. The presence of 
overcrowding in proximity to under occupation heightens the sense of injustice. 
However, there appear to have been relatively few studies of either condition. 

 
Under occupation in housing – research project by London Research Centre 
(GLA) and Herriot Watt. 
 
This is a practical study which is less concerned with the causes of under occupation 
than with measures to reduce it. Under occupation is assumed to require 
management as it represents a waste of scarce resources. 
 
The study evaluates the circumstances in which social landlords may want to adopt 
strategies for managing under occupation in their stock. It identifies and evaluates 
the initiatives currently being adopted by social landlords. 
 
The main findings include evidence that the size mix of the social rented stock 
contains too high a proportion of one bedroom and too few four bedroom and larger 
properties. The study found that under-occupation strategies were not necessarily a 
good thing and in areas of low demand under-occupation strategies may be counter 
productive. 
 
The landlords that were most likely to try to reduce under-occupation were those in 
the South East and London. 
 
It is hard to produce more properties that would appeal to under-occupiers due to 
resource constraints involved in increasing the number of moves. 
 
The study found that the best approach for encouraging moves is a combination of 
positive inducements and the personal approach.  Positive incentives can be helpful 
for people who want to move but cannot afford to do so. However, they will not 
change the minds of people who are satisfied with their existing home. 
 
The Impact of Overcrowding on Health and Education 
This review of the literature conducted for ODPM by Tim Brown (2004) found good 
evidence on overcrowding and physical health. The review points to a small but 
significant relationship between overcrowding and aspects of the health of both 
children and adults, including a link between overcrowding in childhood affecting 
adult health. 
 
Evidence on overcrowding and mental health was mixed. There was only limited 
evidence of a link between overcrowding, childhood development, growth and 
education, and there were only a limited number of studies specifically on the 
experience of black and minority ethnic groups particularly where there are high 
levels of overcrowding. No studies brought out the differential impacts of 
overcrowding on the health or education of people from different ethnic backgrounds. 
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The 2001 Census results have shown that for the first time, overcrowding in England 
is now greater in the social rented sector than the private rented sector. The data for 
London shows that overcrowding has risen for the first time since the early 1960s. In 
2001 there were 36,000 more overcrowded households in London than in 1991. In 
total, there are over 150,000 households in London who are overcrowded using the 
persons per room measure of more than 1.0 person per room;  61,000 of these are 
severely overcrowded with more than 1.5 persons per room. Overcrowding is 
strongly correlated with ethnicity. Bangladeshi households are five times more likely 
than White British households to live in overcrowded conditions. Overcrowding is 
also strongly correlated with the incidence of tuberculosis.  
 
A Census Briefing paper on overcrowding in London produced by London Housing 
suggests that the main reason for this increase in overcrowding has been the 
inadequate supply of new social rented housing in the capital. Worryingly, it is not 
planned to significantly increase this supply over the coming years. Furthermore, 
most of the new supply in London is of one or two bedroom properties, whereas most 
overcrowded households need three bedrooms or more. This mismatch of supply 
and demand indicates the need for a significantly increased supply of family-sized 
dwellings in London. 
 

E.4 Characteristics of social tenants 
 
There is considerable interest in the changing characteristics of social tenants, 
notably in the light of the debate about residualisation and stigma, and the presence 
of low demand and unpopular neighbourhoods. It is thought that the post war 
increase in owner occupation, partly stimulated by the Right to Buy, has caused the 
better off tenants to leave the social sector,  
 
Holmans’ (2005) analysis of the characteristics of social sector tenants since 1977-
78 (Annex 1 of this report) shows that the main impact on the changing 
characteristics of the sector is the ageing of the large cohort who entered the sector 
in the immediate post war decade. They are now economically inactive and this goes 
a long way to explaining the apparent residualisation of the sector in terms of income 
and employment. While numbers of lone parents have risen, this has been in line 
with the increase in lone parents in the wider community, particularly as divorce has 
become easier and more prevalent.  Both these impacts are likely to reduce in the 
future. 
 
Holmans also shows that apart from the age profile and the loss of couple 
households who are more likely to be in employment, the characteristics of social 
sector tenants have not changed significantly since 1977-78. It also shows that the 
characteristics of LA and HA tenants are remarkably similar.  
 
At regional level there are considerable variations in the mix of household types. This 
is illustrated in Table E.1 below. 
 
Thus, for example, London has more lone parent households and particularly, more 
multi person households and more one person households of working age. 
Consequently it has fewer couples and single person households above pensionable 
age. However, the North West has a higher proportion of lone parent households 
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than any other region outside London, and a higher proportion of single person 
households below pensionable age. The Eastern region has more couple households 
and fewer multi person and single working age households. 

Table E.1 Household types by region 
 

Per cent 
Couple 

households 
Other 

multi 
person 
households

One person households 

Total 

  

  

Lone 
parent 
households

  Below 
pensionable 
age 

Above 
pensionable 
age  

North East 31.9 14.2 9.2 18.6 25.8 100.0 
North West  28.1 16.6 10.3 21.2 23.5 100.0 
Yorkshire 
and 
Humberside 

33.6 13.8 9 18 25.6 100.0 

East 
Midlands  33.3 15.2 8.6 17.8 25.1 100.0 

West 
Midlands  32.9 15.8 9.7 19.4 22.3 100.0 

Eastern 37.1 13.8 8.7 15.4 25.2 100.0 
London  26.3 17.5 14.2 23.5 18.6 100.0 
South East 36.4 14.6 9.4 14.2 25.5 100.0 
South West 36.2 14.5 8.5 14.9 25.9 100.0 
England  32 15.5 10.2 18.9 23.5 100.0 

 
There is also some regional variation in the proportions of employed households in 
the social sector. In particular, economic activity appears to be higher in areas of 
higher house prices, such as London, the South East, the South West and the 
Eastern region. Household income follows a similar pattern. 
 
Source 59: Household trends and housing market sectors: Matthew Chell for 
the Housing Corporation.  
This work uses the DETR’s 1996-based household projections which allow a 
breakdown of households by certain household types (couple, lone parent etc.) and 
by the age and gender of the household representative. The study uses the Survey 
of English Housing for household characteristics and the Family Expenditure Survey 
and the Labour Force Survey for income and employment information respectively.  
Extrapolating into the future on the basis of current trends in migration and household 
formation enables a regional model to be developed that divides the housing market 
into five sectors: 

1. Market sector – sustainable owner occupation and private renting – 15.2 
million households or 72 per cent of the total 
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2. Overstretched owner occupier – those who cannot afford their housing costs 
in the long term – about 675,000 households or 3 per cent 

3. Precarious private renter – tenants who cannot afford to rent in the long term, 
many even with Housing Benefit – about 940,000 households or 4.5 per cent 

4. Market potential – social sector tenants who could afford owner occupation or 
private renting without subsidy – about 1.5 million households in social rented 
accommodation  

5. Social sector – households in social rented housing – another 2.6 million 
households in social rented accommodation. 

 
The study develops three scenarios for the future: Business as usual; Reduced 
poverty; and London as a world city. A number of assumptions are made to produce 
estimates of the future numbers of households in each of the five sectors in each of 
the three scenarios. The most crucial assumption is that the characteristics of 
households (defined by household type, age and gender) do not change greatly over 
time. The overall conclusions and recommendations of the study may be 
summarised below. 
 
First, the context for the modelling is the overall growth in household numbers. It is 
based on the 1996-based household projection which has not yet been updated. The 
report recommends that Government should revise Regional Planning Guidance 
regularly, taking into account the latest data. 
 
Second, the scenario ‘London as a world city’ shows that extra net immigration can 
have a significant effect on the housing market. The government should consider 
research into the likely effects on international migration events in the rest of the 
world, including EU enlargement. 
 
Local authorities should consider whether there is local evidence of household 
growth greater than that suggested by the projections, and of a mismatch between 
demand and supply in the housing market. 
 
Although the amount of projected growth has changed since the 1992-based 
projections, the pattern if the same; most of the growth is in one person households 
and couples without children. Most of the required increase in dwellings needs to be 
three bedroom or larger units especially in the social sector where there are too 
many one bedroom flats and not enough larger units.  
 
There is a clear trend in the number of surplus bedrooms (except in London). This 
trend is driven by owner occupation – people who can afford to do so are consuming 
more housing. 
 
The trends for each of the five sectors outlined above are estimated individually. 
Natural growth gives an increase in the social rented sector of about 1 million 
households by 2021. But at historic levels of investment together with 410,000 further 
Right to Buy sales, the sector increases only slightly, from 4.19 million households in 
2001 to 4.23 million in 2021. The study assumes that the private rented sector will 
absorb the rest, although there is a real question as to whether this is realistic. The 
trends from the ‘Business as usual’ scenario are: 

- Market sector increases by nearly 120,000 households a year. 
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- The number of overstretched owners changes little. 
- The precarious private rented sector increases by 30,000 households a year. 
- The market potential sector falls slightly by about 15,000 households a year. 
- The social sector increases slightly by about 50,000 households a year but 

represents a declining proportion of all households. 
The changing balance between market potential and social renting means that social 
renting will become more residualised over the years as wealthier tenants leave, 
while allocations will increasingly be to those most in need. 
 
The implications for the social sector are that the government needs to spend more 
on extra social rented housing. This is a long term investment, for today’s households 
and for future generations. The ‘Reduced poverty’ scenario shows that this could be 
reduced by a more equal distribution of the growth in incomes. Right to Buy should 
be reconsidered. 
 
The government should take account of the distribution of the need for subsidised 
housing, which is considerably different to the need for all extra housing, in its 
method of allocating funds for future housing investment. This is true regionally and 
locally. This report showed the expected increase in the social, market potential and 
precarious private renter sectors in each region. This could be used to inform 
decisions about resource allocation. 
 
A key issue for the social sector is the dwelling mix. There are both under-occupying 
and over-crowded households, and building to the minimum requirements may be a 
false economy. It is also important to avoid concentrations of teenagers in areas, and 
this needs to be considered when housing young families.  
 
Persuading under occupiers in the social sector to move, freeing up their house, 
depends on providing an alternative home of high quality in the right location. 
 
In the Market potential sector there are more one person households than average, 
and the proportion of Black households is high largely because there is a high 
proportion in social renting overall. Half of the market potential households have one 
person in full time work and three quarters contain someone working. Nearly three in 
ten have incomes above the median. Most need only one bedroom, but the question 
is whether they would be prepared to live in a one bedroom home in the private 
sector. However, perhaps they should be persuaded to remain in social renting, 
helping to maintain balanced communities. This sector is also the target for the Right 
to Buy policy. 
 
Precarious private renters are mainly people living alone, multi-adult households and 
lone parents. They are mostly either younger, or older, than average. There are more 
Pakistani, Bangladeshi and ‘other’ ethnic groups. In two thirds, there is no-one 
working. Nearly 60 per cent are in the lowest of five income groups and 98 per cent 
are below median income.  
 
Standards in the private rented sector are very mixed, and for those with Housing 
Benefit, often poor. It is especially important to monitor standards and enforce action 
for those tenants who have little choice in housing. The administration of Housing 
Benefit has to improve, as it is causing misery to thousands of tenants because of 
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delays in payment and in turn this is discouraging landlords from providing 
accommodation to them. 

 
Because social housing cannot meet the increase in households needing subsidy, 
the private rented sector will need to increase by about 30,000 a year. Given that the 
number of private tenants with Housing Benefit has been falling since the early 
1990s, this does not look realistic. The cost of Housing Benefit would have to rise 
steeply and this is a recurrent cost. Investment in more housing to rent at below 
market rents would be more sustainable and probably a cheaper option in the longer 
term. It would benefit future generations as well as the present. 
 
‘Overstretched owner occupier’ households tend to have heads aged between 35 
and 44 (35 per cent), contain dependent children (53 per cent) and a teenager (33 
per cent). They need more bedrooms than average and even when they have more, 
six per cent are overcrowded. There is a higher than expected proportion of Indian, 
Pakistani and Bangladeshi households. Nearly half have no one working and more 
than 80 per cent are in the two lowest income groups. Future growth in such 
households is in the South of England. 
 
One option is for temporary support to keep ‘overstretched owner occupier’ families 
in their present home. This could operate when the main worker loses their job. 
Another option would be for an RSL to buy a share of the home and rent it back. For 
households with children, this would provide stability, allowing children to stay at the 
same school. Later, if circumstances changed, the household could buy the property 
back from the RSL. 
 
The study has shown that the private rented and social sectors are likely to be under 
considerable pressure in the future. It is therefore not a good idea to assist ‘over 
stretched owner occupier’ households to move into these sectors. 
 
The Market sector households have the most choice and the least need for support. 
This sector is expected to increase. The ‘Reduced poverty’ scenario suggests that if 
income growth was distributed more evenly, the growth in the market sector would be 
even larger – 178,000 households a year compared to 117,000 under the ‘Business 
as usual’ scenario, assuming that supply was forthcoming.  
 
The study concluded that there are two main trends that housing policy must take 
account of, the growth in the overall number of households and the continuing 
divergence of household incomes. The first means more but smaller homes, the 
second that we need more and larger homes. The government needs a range of 
policies to arrest the continued polarisation of society. This includes upgrading 
benefits according to earnings rather than inflation, regularly increasing the minimum 
wage in line with earnings, and progressive taxation to counteract the natural 
tendency for incomes to diverge. 
 
There are two further trends that must be addressed: increasing ethnic minority 
households in housing need, and the changing age structure of the population. 
Ethnic minorities are disadvantaged in terms of their housing. The peak in the 
distribution shifts to the 55-64 age group by 2021. Retired households increase in all 

 225 
 



 

sectors but especially in the Market sector. This suggests building new houses to the 
lifetime homes standard enabling them to be used in old age. 
 

E.5 Tenant choice 
 
Doing it for Themselves: Mutual Exchanges and Tenant Mobility: Jones and 
Sinclair is a study published by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in 2002. It 
investigated the moves made by tenants in work, and therefore dependent upon 
‘bricks and mortar’ subsidies for sub-market rent, and by tenants not in employment 
who were dependent on personal subsidies (Housing Benefit). The research looked 
at the changes in rent which each group incurred as a result of moving home through 
a mutual exchange. 
 
The moves showed a very wide dispersion of changes in rent. Only 37 per cent of 
exchangers moved to a property where the rent was within £5 a week of that of their 
old property;18 per cent had moved to a property where the difference from their old 
rent was more than £20 a week. The largest changes in rent were surprisingly high, 
The largest increase in rent was £56 a week for a household with one part time 
worker, and the largest decrease in rent was £69 a week for a household with no 
working member. However, the tendency for households of different types to move to 
properties with higher or lower rents was not related to the working status of the 
household, or its dependence on Housing Benefit for all or part of the rent. 
 
There was a tendency for households with dependent children to exchange to 
properties with higher rents, and for households without dependent children to move 
to properties with lower rents, which may reflect changes in the size of the dwelling. 
 
The study was able to analyse the choices made by households where the exchange 
partner was known and who exchanged properties with the same number of 
bedrooms. Of the 396 such households, 233 exchanged homes with the same 
number of bedrooms. 
 
The research also looked at the future housing aspirations of exchangers. Over 
1,000 tenants moving by mutual exchange completed a questionnaire at the time of 
the move. This showed that less than 37 per cent were interested in the Right to Buy, 
but 40 per cent of these had moved from a local authority to a RSL property and had 
thereby lost any Right to Buy. This suggests considerable ignorance of the 
differences between the two types of landlord.  
 
Tenant aspirations were affected by their family status; 45 per cent were lone 
parents, and a further 25 per cent were couples with young children. Exchangers 
generally were relatively young. 
 
The study concluded that mutual exchanges provide direct, experimental evidence of 
tenant preferences in choosing combinations of price and quality in housing. This 
revealed preference provides valuable information on the role of price in housing 
choices. The fact that those in work and those not in work chose properties with 
increases and decreases in rents in equal proportions shows that rent per se was not 
connected with the work status of the household or its dependence on Housing 
Benefit. 
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E.6 Factors influencing demand for social housing 
 

The Department of Applied Economics (DAE) model 
 

The DAE model has five parts, each of which has to be modelled: 
1. The number of households 
2. Division of total households between ‘unassisted’ and ‘assisted’ 
3. Division of assisted into social rented and private renting with Housing Benefit 
4. House prices 
5. New house building for private owners 

There are some minor inputs such as tied housing and demolitions which are 
included but not modelled explicitly. 
 
The five parts are inter-related. New private house building affects house prices via 
the balance between private sector households and the private housing stock, and 
the number of households is affected by house prices. These feedback effects 
complicate the estimation. 
 
The number of households is modelled using headship rates separately for three age 
groups – 15-29, 30-59 and 60 and above. The explanatory variables for all three are: 

• The private household population (total population minus those in 
institutions) 

• Real incomes (average consumer expenditure per head) 
• House prices 
 

For the two younger age groups, additional explanatory variables are 
• Unemployment rate 
• Interest rate on short term bonds (the cost of borrowing) 
 

For the 15-29 age groups further explanatory variables are: 
• Marriage rate 
• Proportion aged 15-19 

 
There are considerable data problems whereby small changes year by year make a 
large difference to the outcome. Thus it is not certain that the number of households 
really did fall in the recession years of 1990 and 1991 and rise at nearly twice the 
long term rate in the boom year of 1988, but this is important for the effect of income 
and unemployment in this part of the model. 
 
The model uses the General Household Survey for time series data but the sample 
size is only about 8,000 households which means that marital status and cohabiting 
cannot be brought into the household formation part of the model, which also cannot 
forecast different household types separately eg lone parents, cohabiting couples, 
other multi person households and single person households. These distinctions are 
important because as Holmans has shown elsewhere, age for age their housing 
tenures differ. Married couples are most likely to become home owners, lone parents 
the least. In the DAE model, household types are distinguished as households with 
male and with female heads on the basis of survey data for a single year.  
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Another important feature of the model is that owner occupiers who bought through 
the right to buy are not distinguished separately. It also assumes constant real house 
prices over time, so that the resulting increase in income is assumed to go wholly into 
increasing the proportion of households that are unassisted. 
 
Assisted households are divided between the social and private rented sectors 
according to whether their need for assistance is long or short term, subject to the 
proviso that existing social tenants who do not need assistance (defined as housing 
benefit) will remain in the social sector nevertheless because they have assured 
tenancies. The argument is that it is more cost effective to house those with short 
term needs in the private rented sector than the social sector and vice versa for those 
with long term needs because the cost of capital is lower in the social sector.  DAE 
have broken new ground in estimating how many assisted households fall into each 
category. Questions to be raised, however, include: 

1. Whether there will be a sufficient supply of private rented lettings for the 
assisted tenants who ought to be in the social sector on cost grounds? 

2. What the quality of that housing will be? 
3. Could such a policy be implemented in practice in allocation policies? 
4. If it could be made to work, would it conflict with other policies such as mixed 

communities? 
 

The assumption of near constant real house prices is not consistent with other work. 
Maclennan et al (1997) found that real house prices would rise at 3.4 per cent a year 
between 1996 and 2006, well ahead of the rise in incomes and implying increasing 
inability to afford home ownership.  
 
The model of new house building is, say the DAE, the least satisfactory part of their 
model. It produces the perverse result that rising house price reduce new building 
and falling house prices encourage it. The model also allows new house building to 
fall short of what is required to balance the numbers of unassisted households, which 
causes problems interpreting the results of the model. 
 
The initial results show that using an econometric model does not necessarily 
produce new household estimates that are much lower than those produced using 
official projections.  
 
The model is strongly affected by the erratic variation year by year in the number of 
households mentioned earlier. 
 
It also produces very low figures for vacant dwellings, although the reasons for this 
are not given. It did not specifically model this – the number of vacant dwellings is set 
by assumption and the implied level of sharing takes up the balance between the 
dwelling stock and households. 
 
The real methodological problems relate to the number of owner occupiers. One is 
that constant real house prices are assumed, and the other is that the model does 
not identify Right to Buy owner occupiers separately. The first would result in an 
overestimate of owner occupiers if house prices rose significantly in real terms. The 
second would do so if the DAE’s assumption about RTB purchasers is borne out. 
That is, DAE takes all owner occupiers in 1994-95 as the basis for the forecast of the 
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proportion of households who are owner occupiers and unassisted tenants. In that 
year, Right to Buy were 10 per cent of all owner occupiers, a result of the very high 
levels of Right to Buy in the 1980s. The DAE model forecasts Right to Buy 
purchasers at levels much lower than in the1980s or indeed the early 1990s.  

 
If the house price assumption is wrong, then the number of owner occupiers is 
overstated and the number of assisted households correspondingly understated. 
Equally Holmans argues that the DAE model overstates the number of owner 
occupiers and hence understates the number of social sector tenants by around 
20,000 a year. 
 

Further work on an economic model of the demand and need for social 
housing 

 
The further work undertaken by the DAE on their model resulted in a model that was 
both easier to use and capable of modelling a larger range of scenarios. 
 
The key findings were: 

 
• Economic variables such as income and unemployment, as well as 

geographical differences, play an important role in household formation. 
 
• Controlling for individual incomes, high house prices in a region increase 

the need for housing assistance. 
 
• A high proportion of young people share, especially in London. The 

decision to share does not seem to be linked to individual income. 
 
• In Greater London and the North, more people receive assistance with 

housing than would be expected given demand factors. It may reflect 
supply factors such as the greater availability of social housing in the North 
and higher housing costs in London. 

 
• Regional house price differentials remain very stable in the long run. House 

prices do not appear to have offset the effects of regional differences in 
population and income growth on the geographical pattern of housing 
demand. 

 
• Changes in house prices in the South appear to be a leading indicator of 

house prices in other regions, whose lag depends on their geographical 
distance. 
 

An attempt was made at a regional model but the data set was a serious constraint. 
In particular migration between regions had to be exogenous. Further research is 
required on understanding and modelling migration flows. 
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E.7 Demand for social housing in the future 
 
Holmans (2000) outlines three categories of method for estimating housing needs in 
future years: 

 
1. Net stock change methods, where new (including converted) dwellings 

needed = net increase in households + provision for reducing unmet needs + 
replacement of losses – reduction in vacants. 

 
2. Gross flows methods which analyse flows of households formed, dissolved 

and moving by tenure. The need for social dwellings is derived from 
households entering the sector (new households and movers from private 
renting and owner occupation) minus households moving out to other tenures 
or dissolved. 

 
3. Local affordability models in which the gross need for social dwellings is the 

number of new households multiplied by the proportion unable to buy a house. 
The net need is equal to the gross need minus social sector dwellings vacated 
and available for letting to new tenants (re-lets). Net need can be negative. 
Each district is treated as self contained – surpluses in some districts are not 
netted off the positive needs in others. 

 
A full national forecast using the gross flows method has not been published since 
the 1970s. Local affordability models have been used to produce national and 
regional totals only by Bramley (1991). This approach is attractive because 
potentially it can take account of the diversity of housing conditions far better than the 
other methods. But robust local information about new households and incomes is 
hard to obtain and there could be problems of comparability even with the locally 
generated data, the supply of re-lets. Also, affordability depends on a judgement 
about the maximum size of mortgage relative to income that is considered affordable. 
 
Recent estimates have used net stock change methods – including the DAE 
econometric model which used this approach for its estimate of future numbers of 
households. Its distinctive approach was the method of division between tenures. 
The basic approach of net stock change is: 

 
number of dwellings needed = 
net increase in number of 
households + 
provision for reducing unmet needs + 
replacement of dwellings demolished 
or transferred into non-housing use + 
increase in vacant dwellings and 
second homes 

 
To provide an estimate of affordable dwellings required (housing need), each of the 
four items has to be divided between affordable housing and the rest. Affordable 
second homes are a rarity, but what reduction in vacant dwellings should be allowed 
for? In practice, dwellings are divided between tenures by taking separate age 
cohorts – ideally five year intervals – of the baseline population and examining their 
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current tenure. Different ages have different propensities to change tenure. Older 
cohorts when projected through to the future will take their tenure with them as they 
age, but the same is not the case for younger cohorts. Different household types 
have different propensities to live in the different tenures – couple households are the 
most likely to become owner occupiers and lone parents are the least. These 
tendencies are built into the projection by dividing the age cohorts by household type. 
Recent refinements which make the projection more accurate include identifying 
cohabiting couples separately from married couples, and identifying separately those 
who became owner occupiers through exercising the Right to Buy. 
 
The net increase in households is at present the largest element – this was not the 
case in the 1960s when the emphasis was on slum clearance. In the 1960s numbers 
of new dwellings required were 500,000 a year – reflecting the very large numbers of 
demolitions, over 300,000 a year. Current demolitions are only about 15,000 a year, 
which is only about 0.08 per cent of the total stock and so not enough to maintain it 
unless houses lasted on average for over 1,000 years.  
 
This approach relied on an assumption that older houses should be replaced even if 
they were not unfit but because they were obsolete. However, this never happened 
because owners in particular resisted compulsory purchase and instead, 
obsolescence was dealt with by modernisation – installing bathrooms, inside WC, 
and later central heating. Some of this was aided by grants but most was funded by 
owners themselves. It is reasonable to expect that in areas of high demand, private 
investment in the existing stock will keep obsolescence at bay, and even more so if 
there are increased constraints on new building. 
 
But in the social sector the position may be different. Renovations have been 
unsuccessful because people dislike the built form – eg slab blocks, some tower 
blocks especially for households with children – so that demolitions and replacement 
building could increase in the social sector. 
 
Subject to this proviso, the future net increase in the number of households focuses 
on newly arising need, with no provision for reducing any existing unmet need below 
the level at the start of the period. Government produces official population and 
household projections which have often been strongly criticised but no alternatives 
have been put forward to date.  
 
The Right to Buy has to be treated separately because those dwellings represent a 
loss to the social sector stock and so, in a net stock approach, have to be added 
back in. This aspect has been controversial, since in the transfer between tenures, 
neither the number of households nor the number of dwellings has changed. But 
most of those households must be assumed not to have been able to afford to 
purchase without the subsidy provided by Right to Buy, because if they had, they 
would have already left the social sector. This is not entirely reasonable, of course, 
since the existence of the subsidy means that people who would have bought 
anyway still took it up (they would have been mad not to), but the scale of the Right 
to Buy during the 1980s and 1990s compared with the 1970s when local authorities 
had the discretion to sell to sitting tenants suggests that it attracted a lot of people 
who would not otherwise have become owner occupiers. Inheritance means that this 
ownership will be (partly) passed down to their child(ren) and the stock lost to the 
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social sector permanently. The replacement of Right to Buy sales in the net stock 
approach probably results in an over-estimate of the total number of social sector 
dwellings required. However, the lack of provision for current unmet need as 
opposed to newly arising need probably results in an under-estimate of the total 
requirement, so the two effects may partially at least balance out. 
 
Regional household projections have become increasingly important. They depend 
on national projections (in that the sum of the regional projections must equal the 
national total) but national projections take account of both natural increase and 
international migration whereas internal migration necessarily sums to zero. A 
regional projection thus has an additional source of uncertainty – inter-regional 
migration. 

 
A projection is not the same as a forecast – a projection is based on trends, so good 
reasons for expecting future departures from trend would be good reasons for 
making a forecast that differed from a trend-based projection. But it would need to be 
supported by convincing evidence.  
 
In conducting regional projections of housing demand and need, one problem is how 
to deal with so-called ‘migration turnover’ – the fact that the characteristics of outward 
movers from a region are different from those of inward movers. This is important 
because the gross flows of movers are large relative to the net difference between 
them. Another problem, raised by concerns about low demand and abandonment in 
certain areas, is that part of the housing stock will prove to be in the wrong place for 
meeting demand and need. People can and do move, but houses cannot. 

 
There has been some criticism that household projections and estimates of future 
dwellings requirements are not required under the ‘predict and provide’ approach to 
planning for housing. This is based on the analogy with road building, whereby 
additional roads generate additional traffic. This analogy is unsound. To decide not to 
provide for the increase in the number of households is not to manage demand in 
any way but to reject part of it. At national level the result is likely to be more over-
crowding, multi-occupation and homelessness rather than fewer households, except 
to the extent that more couples and lone parent families will be forced to live as part 
of other households. At regional level the outcome depends on how far these 
worsening housing conditions would reduce inward and raise outward migration, and 
how quickly. In regions where new building was held below the increase in 
households, worsening housing conditions would be inevitable. 

 
 

David Mullins 2004: Transformation into what? Forecasting the future shape 
and structure of the non-profit housing sector in England, paper presented to 
HSA conference on Transforming Social Housing, Sheffield, April 2004. 

 
This paper explores the value of the Delphi method to study organisational change 
and describes its application in a scoping study on the future shape and structure of 
the HA sector.  

 
The Delphi method was devised during the Cold War by the Rand Corporation to 
assess the Soviet view of the bomb capacity required to destroy key US targets. It 
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shares with the questionnaire survey the discipline of questionnaire design, sample 
selection and response rates. It shares with the focus group approach the disciplines 
of facilitating debate and interaction between participants. The absence of face to 
face interaction enables anonymity and gives more equal weighting to all participants 
(but greater responsibility for facilitating dialogue placed on facilitator) The method 
consists of a series of scaled questions in which respondents are asked to indicate 
their support with a set of propositions. The limitations of scaled pre-coded question 
are accepted and the method usually ends with open ended questions and 
opportunities to comment on and explain views.  
 
This requires: 

 
1. Issue formulation (through prior research) 
2. Option exposure (stakeholder interviews) 
3. Determining initial positions of the panel (through 1st round survey) 
4. Exploring reasons for disagreement (follow up discussion) 
5. Evaluating these reasons (2nd round survey)  
6. Re-evaluation of options.  

 
The process could continue to refine options on the basis of consensus. 
 
In this study the process is applied to the future of the housing association sector. 

 
Scoping stage Delphi: 

1. Research topic to identify key issues and questions (using PEST) 
2. Recruit panel 
3. Develop and pilot questionnaire 
4. Convene first round and analyse responses to highlight  

 Average views 
 Areas of agreement and disagreement 

5. Discuss with panel  - provide opportunity to amend responses 
Understand reasons for different responses 
Follow up research using case studies and depth interviews 

6. Refine analysis and identify questions for further Delphi round 
 Shift from scanning to scenario building 
 Test and refine scenarios with Delphi panel 
 

PEST = politics, economics, society, technology. The study included a literature 
review and interviews with key players. This highlighted the perceived importance of 
political and policy change. 
 
A panel was recruited using experts from RSLs. 25 RSL leaders were recruited 
covering 8 stock transfers, 5 BME, 4 supported housing, 1 rural. There were 22 
responses. 
 
The panel wrote 133 questions about values, change in the last 3 years and 
expectations for the next 3-10 years. Using a scale of 1-20, the panel calculated 
means and standard deviations. There was then a follow up discussion. 
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The most interesting finding was where the panel identified things that were least 
likely to happen. These were: 
 

• HAs will adopt tenant led or mutual structures 
• Rural housing needs will be better met through re-inventing investment 
• RSLs will adopt community investment company model 
• Supply chain partnering will bring cost reductions 
• Modern methods of construction will improve design and fit for purpose 
• Private developers will secure a significant share of SHG funding 
• Stock rationalisation through swaps will increase 
• Regional mobility will increase through changes to lettings practices 
 
The things that will happen: 
 
• Growth in mergers and specifically, group structures 
• Groups will increasingly be used to manage risk 
• Parent associations will influence decisions affecting future shape of sector 
• Continued growth in stock transfer 
• Increasing specialisation into niche roles and between management and 

developing RSLs 
• Significant number of paid Board members 
• RSLs seen as part of social enterprise rather than as part of the voluntary 

sector 
 
Things which were inconclusive because the panel held divergent views: 
 
• Whether highly local organisations will increase 
• Voluntary board members 
• Voluntary sector 
• Economies of scale 
• State capital funding 
• Diversification into non-housing 
• Executive board members 
• Decline in registered H As 
• More transfers to existing H As 
• Collaborative joint Social Housing Grant bids 

 
The conclusions from the study focused on the value of the panel and the importance 
of panel selection because trust is required and this can only be built over time. 
 
Secondly, the data collection and assembly process – including question design – is 
crucial to this approach. 
 
Finally, the paper questions whether Delphi can generate certain and unambiguous 
conclusions.  
 
Ultimately it is a research tool, ideally used with other methods. 
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E.8 Data issues  
 

Barbra Carlisle: Housing Association households: a comparison of national 
evidence, 2002 
This study by Barbra Carlisle of Spark Consulting compares a number of national 
datasets which give information about the characteristics of households in the RSL 
sector. She compares household type, economic status, incomes, ethnicity, average 
rent levels, housing benefit, satisfaction levels, problems with local environment and 
reasons for moving. She finds that the information is remarkably consistent across 
surveys. There are four key factors that can influence the findings of national surveys 
in relation to RSL tenants: the number of RSL tenants in the overall sample, 
response rate and representativeness of the sample, wording and style of questions, 
and how the interviewer and respondent interpret the questions. All the surveys 
asked the question: “What tenure do you live in?”, making it possible to analyse any 
topic covered by the survey on the basis of tenure and therefore to look at RSL 
tenants separately. The surveys compared were: 
 

Table E8.1  
 Total sample 

size 
Proportion 
of RSL 
tenants 
(%) 

Survey of English Housing 
Family Resources Survey 
Family Expenditure Survey 
General Household Survey 
British Social Attitudes 
British Household Panel Survey 
English House Condition Survey 
Labour Force Survey 
Existing Tenants Survey 
COntinuous REcording 

18,650 
24,988 
6,115 
8,221 
3,143 
5,500 
12,131 dwellings 
12,000 
10,226 
all new RSL 
residents 

5.5 
5 
6.2 
5.7 
- 
- 
15 
8 
100 
100 

 
The survey data analysed show that RSL households have lower incomes, are more 
likely to be in receipt of benefits and more likely to be unemployed than owner 
occupiers. Low income is associated with poor health, poorer living conditions and 
poor access to public transport and amenities.  
 
The composition of RSL households was fairly consistent across the surveys. 
Between 34 per cent and 37 per cent are families with children, while 17 per cent are 
couples with no children (although CORE data show only 11 per cent as couples). 
CORE records a higher proportion of lone parents (24 per cent) whereas surveys of 
existing tenants show around 18 per cent lone parents. CORE also shows a higher 
proportion of younger single person households and fewer older single person 
households, although the overall proportion of single person households is only 
slightly higher than the other surveys at 48 per cent compared to between 37 per 
cent and 44 per cent. 
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The economic status of RSL households was fairly similar across surveys, but 
incomes were not. This was largely explained by the way the questions were asked: 
thus some record gross income and others net, and some report income from 
working respondents only while others report income from all respondents, which 
includes benefits, thus bringing the average down.  
 
Rent levels were also fairly similar, although Housing Corporation Regulatory and 
Statistical Return (RSR) data exclude service charges, producing a lower rent figure 
than the English House Condition Survey which uses all payments to the landlord, ie 
the gross rent payable. The Existing Tenants Survey only asks about Housing 
Benefit and then estimates a rent figure, which is higher than any of the other 
surveys although it did include service charges.  National surveys agreed that around 
two thirds of RSL tenants receive housing benefit. 
 
Two thirds or more RSL tenants are satisfied with their accommodation, their 
landlord, the repairs service and that the landlord keeps tenants informed. However, 
the Survey of English Housing (SHE) found that only 38 per cent of tenants thought 
their landlord took their views into account. Survey data on common problems 
produced similar results on most issues but again, the SEH reported 41 per cent 
having problems with vandalism and hooligans, compared to only 12 per cent of the 
Existing Tenants Survey (ETS). This may reflect the fact that the SEH reports on all 
social sector tenants, including council tenants.  
 
The ETS states that 37 per cent of tenants want to move. This is similar to other 
surveys. The evidence suggests that there is a link between wanting to move and 
employment, with unemployed households more likely to want to move. 
 
Surveys vary much more on the reasons for wanting to move. This is partly because 
they ask the question differently, and partly because they analyse the responses 
differently. Thus the ETS finds most reasons are associated with the area, while the 
SEH finds the most common reasons are personal or accommodation related.  
 
Given a choice, most RSL tenants would leave the sector, with 87 per cent stating 
their preference for owning their own home. However, income levels suggest that this 
is an unrealistic aspiration for most tenants. If tenants have to continue to rent, the 
majority wish to stay with their present landlord (63 per cent). The ETS finds that it is 
young households and employed households who are most likely to want to leave 
the sector. 
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E.9 Residential perceptions 
 
Parkes and Kearns, 2003: Residential perceptions and housing mobility in 
Scotland.  
This study of residential perceptions and reasons for moving highlights some 
important factors influencing peoples’ desire to move house. The model the authors 
present makes it possible to trace the effects of residential perceptions and 
background variables on declared moving intentions and subsequent moving 
behaviour in the period 1991-96.  Perceptions of home and neighbourhood helped 
predict moving intentions in 1991, largely through their effects on residential 
satisfaction. Satisfaction or dis-satisfaction with home size and disrepair were the 
most important influencing factors.  

 
The size of house is particularly important in the European context: ”Dissatisfaction 
with the size of one’s home, more than any other dwelling characteristic, is a 
significant predictor of movement intentions and actual moves. This may be 
unsurprising, given that the UK has the lowest average usable floor space per 
dwelling for new and existing dwellings in Western Europe at 76 sq. m. compared 
with 90-135 sq. m. in other countries”. The authors add that it is even more worrying 
that the government guidance on the definition of a ‘decent home’ makes no mention 
of space standards other than adequate kitchen space and common areas in blocks 
of flats.  
 
State of repair is also identified as being important together with other factors such as 
identity, privacy, security and autonomy, all of which are more psycho-social than 
physical as such. It is also found that increased home satisfaction over time does not 
appear to be related to length of residence, although increased neighbourhood 
satisfaction is. Also one of the larger effects on changing resident satisfaction over 
time comes from acquiring a new neighbourhood dislike rather than the loss of an old 
neighbourhood like. This raises the question of whether neighbourhood improvement 
is more about the removal of the negative than the development of positive aspects.  
 

E.10 Management issues 
 
The Audit Commission has looked into rent arrears and the management of debt by 
local authorities and by RSLs. 
 
The first report by the Audit Commission: Local Authority Housing Rent Income 
looked at the impact and causes of rent arrears. It found that local authority rent 
arrears are increasing, partly because both Right to Buy and LSVTs have removed 
many of the good payers leaving a larger proportion of those who can’t or won’t pay.  
 
There are several causes of rent arrears. They are particularly associated with low 
income, and with changes in circumstances such as moving into or out of work, 
illness or relationship breakdown. A number of specific trends are identified: 
changing circumstances and attitudes of tenants (including a casual attitude to debt 
on the part of some younger tenants); increasing Housing Benefit dependency; high 
turnover of tenancies; changing work patterns (increased casualisation); and delays 
in taking cases to court.  
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Housing benefit dependency has caused problems for councils. In particular, housing 
and Housing Benefit departments do not work closely together, and the research 
found a ‘cold war’ of mutual mistrust and blame. Yet commentators said that they 
could not understand how two departments so dependent on each other are not 
working together. Overall, Councils’ performance in terms of rent and rent arrears 
services were found to be weak.  
 
Suggestions for improvement included developing closer working relationships 
between housing services and Housing Benefit departments, increasing advice and 
support for tenants, a more consistent application of their procedures, extending 
options for payment (and moving away from inefficient, costly door to door cash 
collection to direct debit payments wherever possible), strengthening performance 
management, and improving their understanding of the problem. Few councils had 
systems enabling them to distinguish between rent arrears, Housing Benefit 
overpayments, rechargeable repairs and service charges. Many do not analyse 
which types of tenant are most prone to arrears. 
 
A second study looked at RSLs (housing association rent incomes). Rents are the 
main source of income for RSLs yet in 2001-02 total debt in terms of rent arrears was 
£4.4 billion with an additional £0.5 billion in service charges. The Audit Commission 
found that rent collection services had deteriorated in recent years, and that arrears 
associated with Housing Benefit amounted to 28 per cent of the total. This is because 
Housing Benefit is paid four weeks in arrears. 
 
The research noted that RSL tenants have below average incomes and that 70 per 
cent of new tenants claim benefits. For those in intermittent or low paid work, rent 
competes with more pressing demands on their income. Some are unaware of their 
entitlement to benefits, particularly elderly pensioners. A small minority have no 
intention of paying rent and are not concerned about the longer term implications of 
debt. Some are deliberately committing fraud. 
 
Most RSLs are involved in preventing arrears from building up and many operate 
early intervention systems. Others use specialists to implement debt recovery. 
However, they often focus on high value cases to obtain court orders that are unlikely 
to be enforced, they apply policies inconsistently which gives mixed messages to 
their tenants, and they have limited success in tackling arrears caused by the 
blockage in the Housing Benefit system. 
 
The Audit Commission looked at best practice and recommended that RSLs shift the 
focus of tenancy management away from penalising default and towards rewarding 
compliance. This approach has been very successful for the RSLs that have 
introduced it. It needs to be coupled with improved information, guidance and advice 
services. Community development activities such as credit unions, in partnership with 
other agencies, have also proved successful and all RSLs are encouraged to 
introduce these. Finally, the Commission suggests that RSLs seize the initiative to 
break the Housing Benefit impasse by developing solutions jointly with tenants and 
with local authorities.  
 
One RSL conducted an exercise to track Housing Benefit claims. It found that 
tenants who provide ‘clean’ claims for Housing Benefit with all the appropriate 
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documentation in order, on average had the benefit posted to their account within 16 
days. For those with the wrong or inadequate documents, this rose to an average of 
83 days. The RSL therefore shifted resources into ‘front end’ welfare benefit support. 
This gave tenants the opportunity to get their claim right first time and to prevent 
arrears accruing while the claim was being processed.  
 
A recent, as yet unpublished, report for the ODPM, Evaluation of English Housing 
Policy Since 1975, looked at the Management Effectiveness of the social housing 
system. The study reviewed the available literature and looked at various inspection 
and regulatory reports. The objectives of housing policy in relation to housing 
management were identified as being to secure greater efficiency and effectiveness.  
To this end a series of policy initiatives (associated with a wide agenda of reform 
across all public services) have been introduced and developed over the period since 
1975. The objectives have been to stimulate higher quality performance at 
competitive cost, greater responsiveness to service users, and innovation and new 
approaches to service delivery. The key policy instruments may be grouped into 
three strands:  
• Performance and Regulation, with three very specific instruments: Performance 

Indicators (PIs), Competitive (and voluntary) tendering of housing management 
services, and Best Value;  

• Governance and Participation, with a more diffuse set of policy instruments 
including legal powers and duties included in successive Housing  and Local 
Government Acts, financial support and incentives, and Guidance particularly to 
Housing Associations by the Housing Corporation; and  

• Organisational Management and Staff Development both of which have been 
enhanced through Audit Commission reports, Government White Papers and 
financial support through Estate Action and grants to RSLs for staff training. 

 
In evaluating these policies, the report emphasises the need to recognise the 
changing context in which they operated over time. In particular, it notes that the 
social housing sector has become increasingly residualised, largely but not entirely 
through Right to Buy. As a result the sector is increasingly dominated by flats and 
occupied by poorer and more vulnerable tenants requiring more support. 
 
There is some evidence that Compulsory Competitive Tendering (CCT) was a 
significant catalyst for change in the housing service and the resulting gains would 
not have been achieved without compulsion. Some of the most significant changes 
were to management structures, processes and attitudes. However, some smaller 
rural districts were exempt from CCT and may not have benefited from the disciplines 
it created. 
 
The Best Value regime has been evaluated more widely and findings suggest that 
local authorities have found it more challenging than anticipated. Considerable 
progress has been made in performance comparison, but least progress in relation to 
procurement, changes to housing strategy and incorporating Best Value principles 
into existing CCT contracts. 
 
The regulatory regime for RSLs has had a critical role in setting standards and 
encouraging them to perform better. The introduction of the Housing Inspectorate for 
local authority stock in 2000, together with the start rating eligibility threshold for 
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Arms Length Management Organisation (ALMO) funding has boosted local authority 
housing service effectiveness.  However, the current inspection regime downplays 
economy and efficiency in favour of effectiveness. Many reports have encouraged 
landlords to increase spending. 
 
Tenant participation is now a mainstream activity for most social landlords and there 
is widespread tenant involvement in service delivery. Best Value has helped here 
although several studies suggest there is still considerable room for improvement.  
Tenant Management Organisations (TMOs) only manage a tiny proportion of the 
stock and growth has been very slow. This is both because of tenant reluctance and 
that of landlords. All the studies of TMOs found that they offered a quality housing 
service, spent less than local authorities on management and maintenance, but 
obtained significantly higher levels of tenant satisfaction. 
 
A number of studies have evaluated organisational structures and the general 
consensus is that decentralised, localised estate management can deliver improved 
management and maintenance performance and reduce crime and anti social 
behaviour. But to be effective, estate based management needs tenant involvement, 
high quality well trained staff, sensitive allocations and better partnership working. 
These inevitably involve higher costs. There are mixed views on whether generic or 
specialist staff are more effective but recent evidence suggests that landlords are 
increasingly moving towards specialist units in key functions. 
 
There is evidence that the proportion of qualified staff and levels of training have 
increased. Recent estimates suggest that only 10 per cent of staff have a 
professional qualification in housing although a further 10 per cent may have other 
relevant qualifications. However in comparison with other professions the 
commitment to education and training remains low.  
 
The study concludes that government policy has stimulated a widespread response 
from social landlords. The performance culture is well established and many changes 
have been made to organisational structures, systems and procedures in order to 
deliver performance improvements. Involving tenants in decision making has also 
progressed although rather more slowly. There is evidence that some landlords have 
made considerable progress, particularly in the London boroughs, although smaller 
district authorities appear to have made much less progress. 
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