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4 Introduction dataobservatory

Southampton City Council undertook a public consultation on a Draft Allocations Policy consultation.

This consultation took place between 30/01/2024 — 18/03/2024 and received 428 responses.

The aim of this consultation was to:

- Communicate clearly to residents and stakeholders the proposals for the Draft Allocations Policy consultation;

- Ensure any resident, business or stakeholder in Southampton that wished to comment on the proposals had the opportunity to do so, enabling them to

raise any impacts the proposals may have, and;
- Allow participants to propose alternative suggestions for consideration which they feel could achieve the objectives of the policy in a different way.

The primary method of gathering feedback for this consultation was via online questionnaire. Physical paper versions of the questionnaire were also
made available, and respondents could also email yourcity.yoursay@southampton.gov.uk with their feedback, as well as respond by post.

This report summarises the aims, principles, methodology and results of the public consultation. It provides a summary of the consultation responses
both for the consideration of decision makers and any interested individuals and stakeholders.

It is important to be mindful that a consultation is not a vote, it is an opportunity for stakeholders to express their views, concerns and alternatives to a
proposal. This report outlines in detail the representations made during the consultation period so that decision makers can consider what has been said
alongside other information.


mailto:yourcity.yoursay@southampton.gov.uk
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4 Consultation principles dataobservatory #

Southampton City Council is committed to consultations

. . . ‘- New Conversations 2.0
of the highest standard and which are meaningful and Government LGA guide to engagement
comply with the Gunning Principles, considered to be the

X
“Q\ Rules: The Gunning Principles
Iega I Sta n d a rd fo r CO n S u Itat I O n s '. They were coined by Stephen Sedley QC in a court case in 1985 relating to a school closure consultation (R v London

Borough of Brent ex parte Gunning). Prior to this, very little consideration had been given to the laws of consultation
Sedley defined that a consultation is only legitimate when these four principles are met:

1. proposals are still at a formative stage

1. Proposals are still at a formative stage (a final A final decision has not yet been made, or predetermined, by the decision makers

2. there is sufficient information to give ‘intelligent consideration’

d ecisio n h a S n Ot yet bee n m a d e); The information provided must relate to the consultation and must be available, accessible, and easily

interpretable for consultees to provide an informed response

3. there is adequate time for consideration and response
There must be sufficient opportunity for consultees to participate in the consultation. There is no set timeframe
for consultation,’ despite the widely accepted twelve-week consultation period, as the length of time given for

2 . Th e re IS S Uffl Cie nt I nfO rm atiO n p Ut fO rwa rd i n th e consultee to respond can vary depending on the subject and extent of impact of the consultation

(° . . . . 4. ‘conscientious consideration’ must be given to the consultation responses before a decision is made
p rO pOsa |S tO a | IOW I nte I I Ige nt CO n S I d e rat I O n ) Decision-makers should be able to provide evidence that they took consultation responses into account
These principles were reinforced in 2001 in the ‘Coughlan Case (R v North and East Devon Health Authority ex parte
Coughlan?), which involved a health authority closure and confirmed that they applied to all consultations, and then
in a Supreme Court case in 2014 (R ex parte Moseley v LB Haringey®), which endorsed the legal standing of the four

3 . Th e re is a d eq u ate ti m e fo r CO n S i d e ratio n a n d principles. Since then, the Gunning Principles have formed a strong legal foundation from which the legitimacy of

public consuitations is assessed, and are frequently referred to as a legal basis for judicial review decisions.*
4 Vi

1 In some local authorities, their local voluntary Compact agreement with the third sector may specify the length of time they are required to consult for. However,
in many cases, the Compact is either inactive or has been $0 the cor is open 10 debate

4. Conscientious consideration must be given to A L A M S I R

4 The information used to produce this document has been taken from the Law of Consultation training course provided by The Consultation Institute

the consultation responses before a decision is s
made.

February 2019
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A Methodology & promotion dataobservatory

The agreed approach for this consultation was to use an online questionnaire as the main route for feedback; questionnaires enable an appropriate
amount of explanatory and supporting information to be included in a structured way, helping to ensure respondents are aware of the background and
detail of the proposals.

Respondents could also write letters or emails to provide feedback on the proposals: emails or letters from stakeholders that contained consultation
feedback were collated and analysed as a part of the overall consultation.

The consultation was promoted in the following ways:

- People on the Housing Needs Register either emailed, texted or written too.

- Housing Tenants — Article in the edition of Tenants’ link and attendance at 3x groups organised by the tenant Engagement Team
- Social housing landlords

- Social Media

- Nextdoor

- eBulletin

- Internal All Staff Bulletin

- Housing Internal Bulletin

- Tenants’ Link

All questionnaire results have been analysed and presented in graphs within this report. Respondents were also given opportunities throughout the
questionnaire to provide written feedback on the proposals. All written responses and questionnaire comments have been read and then assigned to
categories based upon sentiment or theme.
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A Who are the respondents? HEfcEsuiiator I

411 survey responses

Total I Graphs on this page are labelled as
17 email/letter responses . .
responses 428 total percentage (count). Interest in the consultation
Sex Age As someone on the Southampton housing register _ 241,59%
As someone that wants to apply to the Southampton housing . o
18-24 N 17,5% register 19, 5%
Female 274, 73% 25-34 _ 80, 22%
As a tenant of a council-owned home _ 118, 29%

35-44 [ o:, 26%
45-s4 | ss. 16 As a social housing provider | 3,1%

55-64 NN 1, 16%

Male 99, 27% 65-74 I 3o, 10%

75+ A 19, 5% Resident elsewhere I 5,1%

Someone that works, visits, or studies in Southampton _ 87,21%

Disability Ethnicity
A private business I 4,1%

Asian or Asian British I 13, 4%

Public sector organisation I 5,1%
Black, Black British

’ , o

Yes 181, 52% Caribbean or African I 14, 4%
Mixed itiole ethni Third sector organisation I 5,1%

ixed or multiple ethnic | 6, 2%
groups

Employee of Southampton City Council - 41, 10%
Other ethnic group | 4,1%

Political member
No 165, 48% White British _ 291, 82%
Other

White other I 29, 8%

4,1%

17, 4%
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A Southampton Housing Register & Tenant of a council-owned home dataobsep;vatory -
Question | Are you currently on the Southampton Housing Register? Question | Are you currently a tenant of a council-owned home?
Total responses | 368 Total responses | 362

Yes - h No - h
NO - : Yes - a
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# Proposal to replace a point-based scheme with a banding scheme

southampton "
dataobservatory »"

Current policy:

Currently, the council allocates social housing using a points-based system. Applicants
receive a certain number of points based upon their circumstances, and then also
receive one point per month for waiting.

Proposed changes:

We are proposing to replace the point-based system with a banding scheme. The
banding scheme would start from Band A (highest level of priority) down to Band D.
Applicants would be placed into bands according to their circumstances and the
degree of their housing need and those with the highest need will be given the
greatest priority. We are not proposing any changes to who is eligible to join the
Housing Needs Register itself.

The reason for proposing this change, is to ensure that those with the highest need for
housing are given the highest priority. It should make the process simpler to
understand, easier to administer and is also a system that is used more widely by other
councils.

Under the proposed scheme, the tiebreaker for separating two applicants with the
same band will be the date they were awarded the band (or when they would have
been assigned to that band in the past if we had always used a banding system). If two
applicants have the same band date, the tiebreaker will be the date they first qualified
for the Housing Needs Register.

The following table sets out what each band

includes:
Band Band name

A 1. Urgent housing needs: A life-threatening illnessaor sudden disability
2. Urgent housing needs: Social housing tenants at risk of violence or threats of viclence, including intimidated witnesses,
and those escaping seriousantisocial behaviour or domestic abuse. The tenant’s landlord must decide whether they are
required to move for these reasons. Private tenants, owner-occupiers and those with no housing will be referred to the
council’s Homelessnessservice.
3. Under occupation: Social housingtenants who are giving up 3+ bedroom social housing.
4, Efficient use of Housing Stock: Givingup a wheelchair-accessible or extensively adapted home which is no longer needed.
5. Decant: Council tenants whose hame is part of a regeneration scheme.
6. Decant: Council tenants whose home is being permanently disposed of (e.g. due to disrepair].

B 1. Main Homeless Duty: The applicantis owed the main housing duty under 5.193(2) ofthe Housing Act 1996 and isreadyto
move on from temporary accommaodation.
2. Under occupation: Givingup 2-bedroom social housingwhich is no longer needed.
3. Efficient use of Housing Stock: Giving up ground-floor socialhousingwhich is no langer needed.
4. Care Leavers Move —On: A young person who has been locked after, fostered or accommodated by the council andis
now ready for independent living.
5. Applicants with two or more categories in Band C2-C4.

c 1. Homeless Prevention or Relief Duty: Applicants owed the prevention or relief duties under PartV1l of the Housing Act
1996,
2. Applicants occupying insanitary, overcrowded, or unsatisfactory housing conditions.
3. Medical /welfare need: Applicants with an assessed welfare reason to move home, including grounds relatedto a
disability.
4, Hardship: Applicants who need to move to a particular locality in Scuthampton to avoid hardship to themselves or others.
5. Right to Move: Any socialhousingtenantin England who needs to move to Southampton under the Right to Maove
regulations.

D 1. Intentionally Homeless: Applicants who are homeless within the meaning of Part Vil of the Housing Act but who are

considered to be intentionally homeless.

2. Housing related debt: Applicants who have housing related debt owed to the council ora social landlord and are not
repayingthis or do not have a repayment planagreed.

3. Care Leavers Not Ready to Mowve: A young person who has been looked after, fostered or accommodated by the council
but is not yet ready for independent living.

4, Refusal penalty: Applicants who have refused 3 offers of accommodation will be placed in Band D for six months.
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#\ Proposal to replace a point-based scheme with a banding scheme dataobservatory

Question 1 | To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposal? Breakdowns o

()

8 9

=) 2

Total responses | 402 S ; -
g B B
Strongly agree 18% Total agree
46% (183 respondents)
On the Southampton Housing register 19% 20% 33% 47 %L} )
Tenant of a council owned home 12% 17% eyyd B4 153
Neither 16%
Disagree 17% Has a disability - 19% 17% 178
Total Disagree
38% (153 respondents)
Strongly disagree _ 21% Under 35's* - 18% 21% - 48% -1
=  Under half of the respondents agreed with the proposal to replace a point-based
scheme with a banding scheme (46%). Aged 55- 64"  Eubal 24% PV 10% Q457 M31% M-
* Those on the Southampton Housing register had the highest level of

disagreement with 47%. Aged 65+* 29% 17% 14% 34 34 fE4 58

. + . . %.
Those aged 65+ had the highest level of agreement with 63% W Strongly agree W Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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/ﬂ\ Proposal to replace a point-based scheme with a banding scheme

dataobservatory »"
Question 2 = What impact do you feel this may have on you, your family or the wider Breakdowns o
. L 2
community? s 3
v
[+] ()
Total responses | 403 2 = —
8 g =
o o (=]
A very positive impact _ 11% Total positive " i -
32% (130 respondents)
On the Southampton Housing register 8% 19% 26% 57 %y L)
No impact at all 15% Tenant of a council owned home 13% 19% 153
A fairly negative impact 18%
Has a disability 15% 19% 29% 6% I31% a8 % IV
Total negative
Under 35's* 7% 15% 95
Don’t know - 7%
Key findings Aged 45 - 54* 16%  14% 32% 5% 57
=  46% of respondents said this proposal would have a negative impact.
Aged 55 - 64* [EIA 27% 27% 12% | 8% I25%[39% -1
=  Those under the age of 35 found this proposal to have the most negative impact
(54%) compared to other age groups.
Aged 65+* 17% 21% pXC7ANNN 9% 3%847% 2 9% -1
=  Those currently a tenant of a council owned home found replacing a point — based
scheme with a banding scheme to have more a positive impact (38%) than those W A very positive impact W A fairly positive impact No impact at all
on the Southampton Housing register (26%). A fairly negative impact B A very negative impact m Don’t know

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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/ﬂ\ Free Text Comments dataobservatory «*

Total comments | 201 Proposal to replace a point-based scheme with a banding scheme
Total comments

Concerns around loosing points/ lower priority/ having longer wait 79

More information/band clarity needed 30

Fears over not reaching priority/a property

N
S

General concerns and suggestions around the bands (unfair categorising/categorising suggestions)

N
o

Concerns/Suggestions around those from outside Southampton getting housing (prioritise Southampton residents)

[EEY
w

Point system is better/easier to understand/fairer

Downsizing concerns & suggestions

[EnN
w

[EEN
w

=
N

Concerns around needing more support for the homeless/higher priority
Unable to rent privately/purchase a home

Concerns around those with disabilities needing a higher priority

=
=

=
N

Concerns and suggestions around points allocation

~N

Unsure how the new system will be better

Questions and concerns around single parent banding

Concerns and suggestions around age related housing

Concerns around proposal favouring the homeless

Concerns and suggestions around those who are already on the list (e.g. housed first)

Suggestion - Higher priority for care givers

w w
I
vl

Concerns and suggestions around tie breakers

[EEY
~N

Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

[ERY
N

Positive and supportive comments
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A Proposed changes to the number of offers an applicant can refuse dataobservatory

Current policy:
Applicants use the Homebid site to view available properties and make bids for homes they are eligible and interested in. If the applicant is
offered a property, currently they can refuse as many offers as they would like without penalty.

Proposed changes:
We are proposing that if three suitable offers are refused by an applicant, the applicant will be placed into Band D (the lowest priority band) for
a total of 6 months. If a suitable offer is refused a fourth time, the applicant would be removed from the Housing Needs Register.

We are proposing these changes as refusal of properties is time consuming for the council and can result in potential rent being lost.
Times when this would not apply include:

- Applicants placed in Band Al and A2 (those needing to move due to urgent medical or welfare needs and people escaping violence or
intimidation), will receive one offer. If this offer is refused, they will be placed back into their previous band. If the applicant did not previously
have a band, they will be removed from the Housing Needs Register.

- The Council will continue with the policy that if an urgent Adapted Property Direct Let is refused by an applicant, they will no longer be
considered and wait in turn.



southampton "

/ﬂ\ Proposed changes to the number of offers an applicant can refuse dataobservatory «*

Question 3 | To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposal? Breakdowns

Total responses | 399
29%

Total agree
Total disagree

Total

Strongly agree

Total agree
61% (244 respondents)
On the Southampton Housing register 23% 14% 12% 17% 56%29% VX))
Agree 32%
Tenant of a council owned home 33% 10% 14% 15% 60% 3 0% I L7
Neither 12%
Total Disagree
27% (108 respondents)
Strongly disagree _ 15% Under 35's* 23% 14% 9% 15% 62%24% 95
=  61% of respondents agreed with the proposal to change the number of offers an
. Aged 55 - 64* 25% 15% 17% QEEAM A ELPA 60
applicant can refuse.
=  56% of those currently on the Southampton Housing register also agreed with
. . - *
this proposal, while 29% disagreed. Aged 65+ ke 1% 14% Nl e o 57

B Strongly agree H Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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@ Proposed changes to the number of offers an applicant can refuse dataobservatory «*
Question 4  What impact do you feel this may have on you, your family or the wider Breakdowns .
LY
community? g %
8 D
Total responses | 396 = § —
B s =
2 s 8
0,
38% (155 reSpondentS) On the Southampton Housing register 24% 9% eyAZ 233
Tenant of a council owned home 21% 9% elobZ4 152
No impact at all 24%
Total negative
o . 29% (116 respondents)
A very negative impact 20% Under 35's* 17% 26% 6% V473 38% 24 % BN K]
Aged 35 - 44* 23% 22% 7% B 45%[25% T
Key findings
=  Respondents were more split in their views on impact, however 38% said changing
the number of offers an applicant can refuse will have a positive impact, compared
to 29% negative impact. Aged 65+* 25% 11% 30% Y/

=  Those with disabilities (34% positive and 33% negative) and those aged between
45-54 (35% positive and 36% negative) were closely divided. W A very positive impact B A fairly positive impact No impact at all

A fairly negative impact B A very negative impact W Don’t know

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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/ﬂ\ Free Text Comments dataobservatory s

Total comments | 105 Proposed changes to the number of offers an applicant can refuse

Total comments

Concern / Suggestion - Should not be removed from register/placed into a lower band

13

Concern - Properties are unsuitable/ concerned the property would not be suitable /more clarity on suitability 12

Suggestion - Reasonable circumstances for refusal should be taken into consideration 12

Positive - Will stop system abuse/ divide those needing housing from those wanting a 'dream home'

©

Support - Three offers/ a limit is reasonable

~N

Support - Applicants should be removed/placed into a lower band _ 6
Concern - Properties differ from online to in person _ 6

Concern - Lack of details increase chance of refusals _ 6

Positive - Less time and money consuming _ 6

Concerns around location of properties

9]

Concern - Will bring upset/stress/pressure to applicants (time pressure)

Suggestion - Change to just two offers/less offers

v

(2}

Concern - Lack of equality/discrimination

D

>

Concern - People will accept unsuitable properties

Concern - Taking away applicants choice

N

N

Concerns regarding those with additional needs/disabilities being offered unsuitable properties

Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

=
=

Positive and supportive comments

(o]
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/ﬂ\ Proposed change that allows children to be entitled to their own bedroom from the age of 16 southampton

dataobservatory

Current policy:
Currently two children of the same sex are expected to share a bedroom regardless of their age gap.

Proposed changes:

We are proposing that children will be entitled to their own bedroom from the age of 16. This mirrors the rules that currently apply to tenants
in the private sector, with regard to Housing Benefit and Local Housing allowance regulations.

This may mean that there is a longer wait for larger properties. However, the council can still offer smaller properties to families if they would
prefer to move sooner and if this would improve their housing situation.
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/ﬂ\ Proposed change that allows children to be entitled to their own bedroom from the age of 16 dataobservatory «*

Question 5 | To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposal? Breakdowns

Total responses | 403

Total

“ Total disagree
xX
(=)

I
g
>
S
®
=
=]
[

Strongly e _ 2% TOtaI agree
62% (250 respondents)
On the Southampton Housing register 19% 16% 60% 240
Neither 17% Tenant of a council owned home 12% 7% 68% 21 % s -1}
Disagree 7% Has i dlsablllty 19% 7% % 178
Total Disagree
21% (84 respondents)
Strongly disagree 13%
Under 35's* 26% 17% A%V 63%[21% K15
=  Respondents had a higher agreement for the proposal to allow children to be
entitled to their own bedroom from the age of 16 (62%). Aged 55 - 64* 23% 13% 60
= All breakdowns had a larger agreement than disagreement for this proposal.

W Strongly agree M Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree
*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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AA. Proposed change that allows children to be entitled to their own bedroom from the age of 16
ﬂ P & & dataobservatory «"
Question 6 = What impact do you feel this may have on you, your family or the wider Breakdowns o
. 19 2
community? £ 8
3 Q
Total responses | 402 §- s
s £ £
o 5 ©° g
A very positive impact 22% Total positive =
41% (165 respondents)
On the Southampton Housing register 30% (¥ 16% 40% 239
A fairly positive impact 19%
No impact at all 29% Tenant of a council owned home 22% 8% 47 %23 % . 1)
A fairly negative impact 8% Has a disability 32% 8% 178
Total negative
A very negative impact 14% 22% (89 re5p0ndents)
Under 35's* 29% A 17% 40% 22 %K1
Don’t know - 8%
Key findings
Aged 55 - 64* 33% 17% 33% 27 %R}
= 29% of respondents said this proposal would have no impact at all on them.
=  47% of respondents who are currently a tenant of a council owned home said this Aged 65+* 36% z‘; 52% 58
proposal would have a positive impact.
B A very positive impact B A fairly positive impact No impact at all
A fairly negative impact B A very negative impact W Don’t know

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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Free Text Comments

Total comments | 101

Concerns around opposite sex bedroom sharing

Positive and supportive comments

Concerns around more larger properties needing to be available
Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

Believe children can share a bedroom

Suggestion - Age boundary should lowered

Concerns around large age gaps sharing

Believe own space is good for development/health/for the child
Believe same sex can share a bedroom

Concerns around children with additional needs sharing
Comments relating to 16 years+ having/getting their own accommodation
Concern - Increases wait times on housing register

Believe privacy is important

Total comments

U1
=
N
[EnY
(O3]

(o]

o

southampton "
dataobservatory »"

Proposed change that allows children to be entitled to their own bedroom from the age of 16

17

[EnY
(6]

[
o

[E
o

[En
o
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/ﬂ\ Proposed changes to the amount of time an applicant must have lived in Southampton ~ Southampton

dataobservatory

Current policy:
Currently, applicants must have lived in Southampton for three continuous years before they are allowed to be on the Housing Needs Register.

Proposed changes:

We are proposing that applicants can apply to the Housing Needs Register if they have lived in Southampton for three out of the past five
years.

This means that those who have had to leave Southampton to find temporary accommodation, would not be excluded from the Housing
Needs Register for that reason.
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/ﬂ\ Proposed changes to the amount of time an applicant must have lived in Southampton dataobservatory «*
Question 7 | To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposal? Breakdowns o
Total responses | 402 ,—? ;': -
Total agree
_ On the Southampton Housing register 24% 28% iVI78 11% BS50% 23 % VXL
Agree 30%
Disagree 10% Has a disability 24% 10% 176
Total Disagree
Strongly disagree - 11% 21% (83 respondents) Under 35's* _ 30% 14% 9%
Key findings
»  This proposal was met with 58% of respondents agreeing to the amount of time Aged 55 - 64~ St 13% 23% M
an applicant must have lived in Southampton, with just 21% disagreeing.
= Just half (50%) of the respondents who are currently on the Southampton Aged 65+* e 7% 127

Housing register agreed with this proposal.

B Strongly agree M Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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/ﬂ\ Proposed changes to the amount of time an applicant must have lived in Southampton  j3ia0bservatory o

Question 8 ' What impact do you feel this may have on you, your family or the wider Breakdowns v
[ =
community? :§ g
o Q
Total responses | 399 -
15 o o
oge [ = [
35% (141 reSpondents) On the Southampton Housing register 36% 9% 238
A fairly positive impact _ 18%
) Tenant of a council owned home 20% 35% 9% 34% (2 0% I -7
No impact at all 35%
A fairly negative impact 8% Has a disability 41% 7% % 177
very negative impac b
19% (77 respondents
% P ) Under35's*  [ERTTH 42% 7% [EP 19%CE
Key findings
=  Alarge proportion of respondents said this proposal would have no impact at all
(35%).
Aged 65+* [EVTH 41% b1/5% 41% 8 7% T

* Those aged between 35-44 & 65+ had the highest percentages for positive impact
(38% & 41%)' B A very positive impact B A fairly positive impact No impact at all

A fairly negative impact MW A very negative impact W Don’t know

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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/ﬂ\ Free Text Comments dataobservatory «*

Total comments | 83 Proposed changes to the amount of time an applicant must have lived in Southampton
Total comments

Suggestion - Southampton residents should have priority 14

10

Suggestion - Condition should be longer e.g. at least 5 years

Concern - Increases wait times on housing register 10

Exceptional circumstances take into consideration e.g. homeless

~N

Positive - Beneficial to those returning to the city

(o)}

Condition should remain the same or lower

(6]

D

Comments relating to immigration

Concern - More strain/pressure on housing

D

Prioritisation should be elsewhere

»

w

Should remain where they are/no reward for coming back

Concern - Unfair on those who have waited on the register

w

Positive - Would encourage applicants to look outside the city

N

Positive and supportive comments

Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

©
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southampton

Proposal to require applicants to re-register every year dataobservatory

Current policy:
Currently, once applicants are accepted onto the Housing Needs Register, they do not have to re-register on an annual basis.

Proposed changes:

We are proposing that all applicants will have to re-register annually. This will confirm whether circumstances have changed and ensure
applicants are assigned to the correct band.

For the majority, the process to re-register will include a simpler exercise and not a full new application to be made.
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#\ Proposal to require applicants to re-register every year dataobservatory «*
Question 9 | To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposal? Breakdowns N
L
g 9
Total responses | 403 § ;': =
2 B C
Strongly agree 24% Total agree -
48% (194 respondents)
On the Southampton Housing register 17% 18% 37%EMA6% VL)
Agree 24%
Tenant of a council owned home 10% 19% 22% 9% 41 % 1)
Neither 13%
Disagree 16% o dlsablllty - 15% 20% "
Total Disagree
39% (156 respondents)
Strongly disagree _ 23% Under 35's* - 17% 20% - 96
— Aged 45 - 54* % % % %l38%
=  Again, respondents were split, 24% of respondents strongly agreed with this
proposal while 23% strongly disagreed. Aged 55- 64 2 B 13% CEES S0% 377
= Those in the older aged categories (55-64 & 65+) had higher levels of agreement,
50% & 68%. Aged 65+* 33% 10% 16% [ 34 rit4 58

W Strongly agree M Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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@ Proposal to require applicants to re-register every year dataobservatory «*
Question 10 £ What impact do you feel this may have on you, your family or the wider Breakdowns o
. L 2
community? £ 3
v
[+] ()
Total responses | 403 = = -
© © ©
e & B
0,
31% (126 reSpondentS) On the Southampton Housing register 21% 15% 32% LYy 238
A fairly positive impact _ 15%
No impact at all 22% Tenant of a council owned home 21% 13% 24% 155
A fairly negative impact 13%
. Has a disability kX3 19% 15% 30%[IM42% VL)
Total negative
wercesiverssc || T -+ | 5% 15 respondents
Under 35's* 16% 16% 26% A7 %N
Aged 45 - 54* - 28% 12% 30% 57
Key findings
= A quarter of respondents said the requirement to re-register every year would Aged 55 - 64* 22% 13% 60
have a ‘very negative impact’ (25%).
* Those aged 65+ had the highest positive impact for re-registering every year Aged 65+* 31% 14% 58
(41%).
B A very positive impact B A fairly positive impact No impact at all
A fairly negative impact M A very negative impact H Don’t know

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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Free Text Comments

Total comments | 132

Proposal to require applicants to re-register every year

Total comments

southampton "
dataobservatory «

Positive/ Support - Up to date circumstances

Concern - Unfair/concerns for those with disabilities/additional needs/Mental health issues/elderly
Concern - Extra administration for council workers/housing
Suggestion - Applicants should be reminded/notified to re-register

Concerns over loosing points/priority/ dropping bands

Concern - Waste of time and money/time consuming

Concerns over forgetting to re-register

Suggestion - More condensed re-registering form

Other suggestions to keep circumstances up to date

If circumstances change applicants will just notify the council

Suggestion - More years in between re-registering

Suggestion - Council should provide checks to see if circumstances have changed
Questions regarding why/how to re-register

Concern - Lead to longer wait time on register/ Wait time is already too long
Suggestion - Scrap the re-applying annual proposal

Concerns for those who do not have internet access

Positive - Will improve the waiting time/improve getting housed

Concerns regarding errors/lost applications when re-registering

Suggestion - Keep the current process

Suggestion - Only people who are new should re-register applicants/private renters should re - register
Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

Positive and supportive comments
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Consultation feedback

Proposed requirement that existing tenants have an inspection before they move that confirms a property has

been kept to an acceptable standard



/ﬂ\ Proposed requirement that existing tenants have an inspection before they move that confirms a southampton

property has been kept to an acceptable standard dataobservatory

Current policy:
The council currently consider past management of a tenancy as a factor in deciding whether someone is suitable to be a tenant, but it does
not expressly word how this might happen.

Proposed changes:

This proposal reflects existing practice as it is already a contractual requirement of the tenancy agreement that people will keep their council
homes in good order and that access must be granted for periodic tenancy checks by the council. It is also already a requirement in the current
allocations policy that the council will consider “past management of a tenancy” as a factor determining suitability. This proposal provides
additional clarity that people may have a pre-vacation inspection.



/ﬂ\ Proposed requirement that existing tenants have an inspection before they move that confirms a southampton "s,

property has been kept to an acceptable standard dataobservatory «

Question 11  To what extent do you agree or disagree with this proposal? Breakdowns

Total responses | 397

71% (281 respondents)

Total

-3
§ Total agree

Q
o
>
2
RS
©
]
[
On the Southampton Housing register 26% 4‘%@ 233
Agree _ 2
Tenant of a council owned home 19% 5%% 71% 152
Neither 20%
Disagree 4%
. Under 35's* 26% 31% 57%|12% R
Total Disagree
10% (38 respondents)
Strongly disagree 5%
Key findings
. . - . Aged 55 - 64* 43% 15% 7%0 wed B4 60
=  71% of respondents agreed with this proposal, while just 10% disagreed. . °I
= All breakdown groups largely agreed with the proposal for existing tenants to
. ) Aged 65+* 53% 7% 5% 34 B4 58
have an inspection before they move.

MW Strongly agree M Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree M Total agree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.



/ﬂ\ Proposed requirement that existing tenants have an inspection before they move that confirms a southampton "

property has been kept to an acceptable standard dataobservatory «"

Question 12 What impact do you feel this may have on you, your family or the wider Breakdowns ©
. [ 2
community? £ 8
3 Q
Total responses | 395 s = =
Total positive
48% (191 respondents) On the Southampton Housi ist 23% 40% 5% 41%11%BMPEL
Afairly positive impact _ 20% n e Southampton Housing register () 0 0 ¢
No impact at all 34% Tenant of a council owned home 34% 6%. 151
A fairly negative impact 5%
Total negative Has a disability 26% 36% 6% 46%11 %Y
10% (39 respondents)
A very negative impact 5%
Don’t know - 8%
Key findings
*  Almost half of respondents felt this proposal would have a positive impact (48%). Aged 55 - 64* 25% 8% l 60
*  Those under the age of 35 had the highest negative impact, however this was at
H o,
B A very positive impact B A fairly positive impact No impact at all
A fairly negative impact B A very negative impact H Don’t know

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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/ﬂ\ Free Text Comments dataobservatory s

Total comments | 84 Proposed requirement that existing tenants have an inspection before they move that confirms a property has been kept to an
acceptable
Total comments

Suggestion - Circumstances should be taken into consideration e.g. those escaping DA, elderly 14

Suggestion - Tenants should be held accountable/charged for damages/punished

13

Positive - Will allow tenants to move into good conditions/will be more good/higher standard homes

[EEY
o

Concern - Council currently take too long to conduct repairs

[EEY
o

Inspection should happen just like in the private rented sector

~

Concern - Unfair on those who moved into bad conditions

~

Concern - Invasive to the tenant

w

Positive - Will improve waiting times for a property

IS

Suggestion - Inspections should be scheduled/routinely made

w

Concerns over those with mental health issues

w

Suggestion - Mandatory deposit

N

Concerns over applicants being offered more properties after previous property abuse

Positive - Responsibility will decrease the number of properties needing repair

N

N

Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

[EEY
o

Positive and supportive comments

©



Consultation feedback
Reading the draft strategy

ILE



4# Reading & understanding the draft strategy

southampton "
dataobservatory «

Question 13 Have you read the proposed draft strategy?

56% 11%

) ) Total responses | 407
M Yes, all of it MYes, some ofit M No

Question 14  If you have read the proposed draft strategy, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements? Asked if “Yes, all of it” or “Yes, some of it” response to question 13.

21% Total agree
e - | 75

“The draft strategy is 14%

rstand” .
easy to understand 8% Total Disagree

- 3% 11% (37 respondents)

Total responses | 342

19% Total agree
50% 69% (236 respondents)

“The draft strategy provides 21%

sufficient information” 7% .
Total Disagree

10% (33 respondents) Total responses | 341

B

W Strongly agree M Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

Key findings

* Of the 89% of respondents who either
read all the proposed draft strategy or
some or it, 75% agreed it was easy to
understand. While 69% agreed that it
provides sufficient information.
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/ﬂ\ Free Text Comments dataobservatory «*

Total comments | 58 Comments on the draft strategy

Total comments

Disagreement, concerns, suggestions, questions: Generally

Disagreement, concerns, suggestions, questions: About clarity of policy

Other - unrelated to housing or allocations policy

Concerns over housing larger families

Positive comments - (e.g. Policy is clear and understandable)

Comments on the consultation process




southampton

# Free Text Comments dataobservatory

Total comments | 61 General comments on housing service

Total comments

Applicants' current situation comments

Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

Housing shortage/ Need more housing in general




Consultation feedback



southampton "

[ ]
Homebid dataobservatory «*
Question 17  To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? Breakdowns .
g s
C . ) 2
Homebid is easy to use 5 5 _
© o] ©
Total responses = 227 5 2 5
[ [ =
Strongly agree _ 33% On the Southampton Housing register 6%4% ElA4 EYA 227
Total agree
90% (205 respondents)
Neither 6% Has a disability 10% 5% 34 111
Disagree 4% Under 35's* 36% 7%4% LR 75
Total disagree
4% (8 respondents)
Strongly disagree ” Aged ” w N “
. Aged 45 - 54* 32% 10% 6% rIoA (34 31
Key findings
=  90% of respondents find Homebid easy to use.
Aged 55 - 64* 57% 5% A 34 21

= 6% of those aged between 45-54 disagreed that Homebid is easy to understand.

M Strongly agree M Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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Homebid dataobservatory «*
Question 17 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? Breakdowns y
89
3
The property adverts contain enough information Total responses | 222 s F F
[ = [
Strongly agree 13% On the Southampton Housing register 11% 25% 11% EE53%E36%yy»)
Total agree
53% (117 respondents)
Neither 11%
Has a disability 8% 30% 15% [a7%4a% R
Disagree 25%
. Under 35's* [T 12% 23% P @3 HZ (74
Total disagree
Strongly disagree - 11% 36% (80 respondents)
Lo Aged 45 -54* [34 23% 29% 10% [39%39% 1!
Key findings
=  Just over half the respondents said they find the property advert to contain ngedss i R - T 1757 R
enough information (53%).
=  50% of those aged 65+ said they disagree that the property adverts contains
) i Aged 65+* [ 34 19% 44% 3 ¥ HZ 16
enough information.

B Strongly agree B Agree Neither Disagree M Strongly disagree

*Less than 100 respondents; **less than 50 respondents.
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4# Homebid free text comments dataobservatory o

Total comments | 65

Total comments

Concern / Suggestion - More/better photographs

Concern / Suggestion - More information on the property e.g. floorplan, interior, storage, address etc

Concern / Suggestion - More properties available

Concern / Suggestion - Details on accessibility e.g. lifts, parking etc

Concern / Suggestion - Better/more functions

Disagreements, concerns, suggestions, questions

Positive comments
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