
NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL 

To: HOUSING AND SOCIAL WORK 
SERVICES COMMITTEE 

From: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF 
HOUSING AND SOCIAL WORK 
SERVICES 

Date: 4 FEBRUARY 2010 Ref: AG/JUKH 

Subject: REVIEW OF HOUSING ALLOCATION 
POLICY 

1. Purpose of Report I Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to update committee on the outcomes from the recent 
consultation exercise for the 6 month review of the allocation policy and to make 
recommendations for change to the policy as a result of this consultation. 

2. Background 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

2.6 

The Council approved a new allocation policy in June 2008 which was implemented 
on 23 March 2009. The policy gives priority to those most in housing need whilst still 
recognising the aspirations of current tenants wishing to move to another house. 

As a result of the introduction of the new policy the previous waiting lists had to be 
reviewed and all applicants had to be re-assessed to determine the level of points 
they should be awarded under the new rules. Following this review as at 31 
December 2009 there were 16,001 applicants on the waiting lists who had 
requested housing with North Lanarkshire Council and a total of 24,138 individual 
assessments were carried out to allow these applications to be pointed. Since the 
introduction of the new policy 2,364 applicants have been housed. 

When council approved the new Housing allocation policy a provision was made that 
a review of how the policy was operating in practice would be carried out after 6 
months. 

It was agreed as part of the review that we would consult with all interested 
stakeholders to ask how they felt the policy was operating, to identify what areas they 
thought were working well and what areas they felt needed further review. 

A detailed communication plan was developed and throughout the consultation 
period we consulted with different stakeholders in a number of different ways 
including: 

0 Issuing Press Releases; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Holding Elected Member briefing session; 
Holding practitioner meetings with staff currently operating the new policy; 
Attending the Annual Tenants & Residents Conference; 
Meeting with individual stakeholder groups to discuss the review; and 
Issuing a questionnaire to stakeholders. (copy attached as Appendix 1) 

Approximately 150 questionnaires were issued to stakeholders including, all elected 
members, all registered tenants and residents groups, all CAB offices in North 
Lanarkshire, Shelter, Simon Community and Blue Triangle. These questionnaires 
asked stakeholders their opinions on specific areas of the policy, and also asked 



2 

generally if they thought any other areas should be reviewed. Stakeholders were 
given 4 weeks to return the questionnaires to the Quality and Performance Division 
of Housing services. 

2.7 Of the questionnaires issued 12 were returned with comments. 7 of the responses 
were from elected members, 4 were from tenants and resident groups and 1 was 
from Shelter. A summary of the responses received to each question is attached as 
appendix 2. 

2.8 The majority of those consulted have expressed positive opinions in respect of the 
new policy. 

3. Proposals / Considerations 

3.1 The proposals for amendment to the council’s housing allocation policy are set out in 
appendix 3 to this report. 

4. Financial / Personnel / Legal / Policy I Equalities Implications 

4.1 A number of changes will require to be made to the computer software, which 
supports the operation of the policy. Should the council agree to the 
recommendations contained in this report, there will be resource implications to 
execute the required changes. 

4.2 The changes to the software will require to be scheduled in to the Development Plan 
and this will mean that not all of the recommendations can be implemented 
immediately. An implementation plan with proposed timescale will be produced 
indicating when each development can be put into effect. 

4.3 There are no personnel implications resulting from the recommendations contained 
in this report. 

4.4 Legal Services have been consulted in the review of the allocation policy. 

4.5 Those RSL partners, who have adopted the policy have also been consulted and are 
in agreement with the recommendations contained in Appendix 3 to this report. 

5. Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Committee: 

(i) approve the recommended changes to the council’s housing allocation policy as 
detailed in appendix 3 to this report, and. 

(ii) otherwise note the contents of the report. 

A 

Mary Castles 
Executive Director 
Housing and Social Work Services 
26 January 201 0 

For further information about this report please contact Aileen Gormley, Quality and Performance Manager 
on 01698 274142. 
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1. As a direct result of the criteria set out in the policy which determines the size of house 
for which an applicant qualifies, a much higher demand has been created for house 
sizes larger than those that currently exist. 

The current house size eligibility criteria allows a separate room for: 
0 Anyone over the age of 16 years (unless they are part of a couple); 

2 children of the same sex where there is more than a 6 year age difference; 
2 children of opposite sexes where one of them has reached 8 years or there is 
more than a 6 year age difference. 

Should the age boundaries of these criteria be changed to ensure we can meet the needs 
of applicants? If you think we should change this, what age boundaries should we 
con side r? 

2. The level of points awarded for some aspects of housing need such as ‘Persons subject 
to Protocol’ does not seem to be high enough to bring these applicants to the top of the 
waiting list. Do you agree that we should increase the points awarded to applicants 
subject to protocol (such as hospital discharge and supported living programmes)? 

Currently “applicants subject to protocol arrangements’’ are awarded 100 points, it has 
been suggested that this be increased to 150. Do you agree with this? 

Do you think there are any other areas we should increase the levels of points awarded 
and if so why? 

3. Where a separated couple have joint access arrangements to children, and the children 
stay half the week with each parent we include them as part of the main household but 
where a child only spends 1 or 2 nights with one of their parents we include them as a 
regular visitor to the house. The number of persons within the main household is used to 
calculate overcrowding points awarded to an applicant but regular visitors are not. 

In this situation should the children be counted as permanent members of the household 
and the applicant be awarded overcrowding points regardless of the length of time they 
spend with the applicant or should there be a minimum number of nights the applicant 
has access to the child / children before they are allocated the points? Why? 
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4. When calculating overcrowding points should we give more points when the 
overcrowding is due to children of opposite sexes sharing a room rather than children of 
the same sex with an eligible age difference? 

5. When we receive an application from someone leaving the armed forces they are 
currently awarded ’80 points’ under the Insecure housing category for ‘losing their 
accommodation within 2 months’, along with any other points they may qualify for under 
any other category, e.g. Health and Housing Needs. Is there any other way you think we 
should prioritise applicants leaving the armed forces? 

6. Should the tenants of our partner landlords who have adopted our allocation policy be 
included on our transfer list? 

7. Where an RSL has adopted our allocation policy / pointing framework do we still need to 
carry out nomination arrangements and Section 5 Referrals as it should be the same 
applicants at the top of our waiting lists? 

8. Are there any other issues you think we should consider as part of this review? 
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Thank you for your time completing this form. Please return this in the pre-paid envelope 
provided by Friday 4 December 2009. 

If you would like us to contact you to discuss the issues you have highlighted please 
complete your name address and contact details below: 

Name: 

Address: 

Postcode: 

Telephone: 

e-mail: 

If you would like any further details or information regarding the allocation policy review 
please contact: 

Karen Hagerty 
Service Manager 
Quality and Performance Section 
4'h Floor, Dalziel Building 
Scott Street 
Mo t he w e  11, 
MLI 1SX 
Tel: 01698 27418 

Alternatively if you wish to pass on any comments by e-mail please send these to: 
HousinqQ&P@northlan.aov.u k 
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Appendix 2 

Summary of responses to questionnaire 

Question 1: Should the criteria for house size eligibility be changed? 

In this question of the 12 responses received, 6 felt that the criteria already set should not 
be changed, 2 did not provide any opinion on this question and 4 felt that we should change 
the criteria. Of the 4 that felt we should change the criteria, 2 felt we should raise the age to 
18yrs for family members qualifying for a room of their own, 1 felt we should reduce the age 
to 14 years and 1 felt that no children should ever have to share a room with siblings. 
However respondents felt that applicants should be allowed to choose a smaller house than 
they would normally qualify for and that this should be made explicit in the policy. 

Question 2: Should the level of points awarded to applicants subject to a qualifying 
protocol be raised to 150 points? 

Of the 12 responses received in this question, 7 agreed that we should change the points 
awarded to 150, 1 respondent felt we should not increase the points, and 4 did not provide 
any comment. 

Question 3: Should applicants who only have access to children for less than half the 
week be awarded overcrowding points? 

In this question 3 respondents felt that overcrowding points should not be awarded unless 
the applicant had access to the child for more than half the week. 7 respondents felt that 
applicants should get overcrowding points regardless of how many nights the children 
stayed with them, but 3 of these applicants felt that the level of points should not be as high 
as it would be if the children stayed full time with them. 2 respondents did not provide any 
response to this question. 

Question 4: Should people who are overcrowded with children of opposite sexes 
sharing a room be given more points than people overcrowded with children of the 
same sex (where there is an age difference) sharing a room? 

10 respondents felt that where children of opposite sexes are sharing a room a higher level 
of points should be awarded, and 2 respondents did not provide any answer to this 
question. 

Question 5: Should applicants from the Armed forces be prioritised in a different way 
from their current assessment under the points framework? 

For this question, 7 respondents felt that the way applicants from the forces are currently 
prioritised under the same points framework as other applicants was fair and appropriate. 2 
respondents did not provide any comments on this question, and of the remaining 3 
respondents, 2 felt they should be given more points and 1 commented that they should be 
given priority, without making any comment on the current points awarded. 

Question 6: Should tenants of our partner landlords who have adopted our allocation 
policy / pointing framework be on our transfer list? 

10 respondents felt that these applicants should be on our transfer list, with the majority 
adding the provision that this should only happen if out tenants were included on the 
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partner landlords 'transfer' waiting lists. The remaining 2 respondents did not comment on 
this question. 
Question 7: Where an RSL has adopted our policy / pointing framework do we still 
need to carry out nomination arrangements / section 5 referrals? 

For this question some of the respondents advised they were not familiar with the section 5 
/ nomination process but we did still receive the following responses; 6 respondents felt we 
should still carry out the nomination / section 5 process, 2 felt we should not need to carry 
out the process and 4 did not provide any comment. 
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Appendix 3 

1. Size of House for which an Applicant qualifies. 

The criteria set out in the policy that determines the size of house an applicant qualifies for has 
created more demand for larger house sizes. In many areas, we do not have large enough 
properties to meet the requirements of applicants, especially where they have large families, and we 
will be unable to help some people because of this. 

The current criteria allow a separate room for: 

0 Anyone over the age of 16years (unless they are part of a couple); 
Two children of the same sex where there is more than a 6-year age difference; 

0 Two children of opposite sexes where one of them has reached 8years or there is more than 
a 6-year age difference. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that applicants be permitted to apply for housing of a size smaller than that for 
which they would qualify under the rules, provided that the proposed move would improve their 
situation in respect of overcrowding. 

2. Points Awarded to Applicants Subject to a Protocol Arrangement. 

Applicants subject to protocol (such as hospital discharge and supported living programmes) are 
currently being awarded a level of points, which is insufficient to bring these applicants to the top of 
the waiting list. The needs of these applicants will have been assessed for a particular size, type 
and location of property and it is necessary to ensure that sufficient points are awarded to allow a 
suitable allocation to be made. 

In order to ensure that applicants, subject to domestic abuse, will receive equal consideration 
whether or not they come under the Domestic Abuse or MARAC Protocols, it will also be necessary 
to increase the points awarded to such applicants accordingly. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the points awarded under this factor be increased to 150 points to ensure 
sufficient priority is given to allow the protocol arrangements to operate. It is also recommended 
that the points awarded to applicants subject to abuse or harassment from someone within their 
home, under the heading of “Abuse and Harassment” be increased to 150. 

3. Separated Parents. 

The question has been raised in respect of the situation where a separated couple each have 
access arrangements to children. Should the children be counted as a permanent member of both 
households and therefore, where appropriate, overcrowding points may be awarded to applicants, 
regardless of the length of time the children spend with the applicant or should there be a minimum 
number of nights the applicant has access to the child / children before they are allocated the 
po i n ts? 

There were mixed views from respondents to the consultation, with no clear prevailing opinion. 

By adopting the policy of including children as part of the household, where they are only resident 
part of the week, applicants who are overcrowded all of the time because their children stay 
permanently, may feel aggrieved as they feel that their overcrowding situation is worse as it is 
constant. 
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It should be noted that the size of house for which an applicant qualifies is determined by the 
composition of their proposed future household, in that respect, provision is made to accommodate 
any children irrespective of the number of nights they may stay. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that, where separated parents both have access to children, the children are 
counted as part of each household; however, where children are resident for only one or two nights 
a week, any overcrowding points awarded as a result of their stay is restricted to 50 points. 

4. Sharing Bedrooms in respect of Opposite Sex Children. 

When calculating overcrowding points should we give more points when the overcrowding is due to 
children of opposite sexes sharing a room rather than children of the same sex with an eligible age 
difference? 

The current policy considers overcrowding but does not give any additional points to address the 
issue of children of opposite sexes sharing bedrooms. A number of respondents felt that some 
priority should be given to address this issue. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that a single award of an additional 10 points be given to applications where 
children of opposite sexes currently share a bedroom. The additional points would only be awarded 
where at least one of the children has reached the age of 8. 

5. Persons Leaving the Armed Forces 

When we receive an application from someone leaving the armed forces they are currently awarded 
’80 points’ under the Insecure housing category for ‘losing their accommodation within 2 months’, 
along with any other points they may qualify for under any other category, e.g. Health and Housing 
Needs. 

Some authorities have specific categories or one-off awarding of points for this group of applicant, 
this approach has not been adopted as it fails to take account of the individual circumstances of the 
applicant or their family. The approach currently adopted is consistent with recommendations from 
the Scottish Government. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the council continue to adopt a holistic approach to the housing of persons 
leaving the armed forces, by taking into account all of their housing need factors and that the 
wording of the policy be amended to reflect this approach. 

6. Transfer lists - should RSL tenants be included? 

Should the tenants of our partner landlords who have adopted our allocation policy be included on 
our transfer list? 

This question was raised at a previous MemberIOfficer Working Group and has since been 
discussed with the partner landlords, the majority of whom consider that this should only happen if 
all landlords adopt the same approach. 
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Recommendation: 

It is recommended that only tenants of North Lanarkshire Council be admitted to the transfer list 
until agreement has been reached amongst all participating landlords that tenants of each other’s 
organisation be treated as transfer applicants for the whole partnership. 

7. Nomination Arrangements 

Nomination arrangements exist between the council and registered social landlords which allow the 
council to make proposals to the RSL of prospective tenants for their vacant houses. Section 5 of 
the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001 sets out similar arrangements in respect of homeless applicants, 
who can be referred to the RSL for priority housing within their stock. 

Where an RSL has adopted our allocation policy / pointing framework, do we still need to carry out 
nomination arrangements and Section 5 Referrals, as it should be the same applicants at the top of 
our waiting lists? 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that nomination arrangements and section 5 referrals are discontinued only for 
partners who have adopted North Lanarkshire Council’s allocation policy, subject to satisfactory 
letting targets for each group being established between the council and the RSL concerned and 
that performance in that respect be reported to each organisation’s committee for scrutiny. 

8. Other issues are part of the review 

(a) Amenity Housing 

Reference was made to the allocation of Amenity Housing in my report of 21 October 2009 entitled 
“New Build Programme”, where the following recommendation was approved. 

“We want to make sure that we make best use of our adapted properties and properties specifically 
designated as Amenity housing for older people (this means they have been specifically built to 
make them suitable for people with particular needs, or have had things changed in them or added 
to them, for example a walk-in shower or alarm pull cords to help elderly people live more safely). If 
a property has been adapted, or specifically designated as Amenity Housing for older people, we 
will check whether any of the people in the group we choose need an adapted property or, in the 
case of Amenity housing, are over 60. If nobody in the group we choose needs an adapted/Amenity 
property, we may choose to offer the property to a different group so we can match the property to a 
more suitable person’’ 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that, where amenity housing, as defined above, becomes available for letting, 
priority is given to applicants 60 years of age and over. This will not prevent us from allocating these 
houses to younger applicants where appropriate. 

(b) Choice of areas and house types 

Where an applicant is listed as “statutory homeless” or has been awarded points because they are 

0 fleeing domestic abuse or 
0 

they cannot be unreasonably restrictive about their choice of area or house type. 

subject to a protocol arrangement or 

are living in a property, which is to be demolished, 
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Where an applicant is unreasonably restrictive and we are unable to meet their preferences in a 
reasonable timescale, we will make an offer of housing which we consider reasonable in light of 
their assessed needs. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that in such cases, the assessed needs of the applicant will determine the offer 
of housing to be made. 

(c) Overcrowding, under-occupancy and small rooms 

In determining house size eligibility and the calculation of overcrowding, it has come to light that 
some properties have rooms, which are only suitable for occupancy by one person, and in rare 
occasions unsuitable for occupancy at all. This can happen when, for example, a room is needed to 
store medical equipment, which cannot be located in a room where someone is expected to sleep. 
It will therefore be necessary to include provision in the policy to address this issue, 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that, in the case where a bedroom, has been assessed as suitable for 
occupancy by only one person or unsuitable for use under any circumstances, the calculation of 
points in respect of overcrowding and under-occupancy be adjusted to reflect this situation. In the 
event that such a property becomes available for letting, the unsuitability of the rooms will be taken 
into account. 

(d) Areas of Low Demand 

In previous allocation policies, specific provision was made to allocate houses where we had small 
waiting lists, frequent refusals, high void rates and/or high turnover. Applicants are now encouraged 
to be as specific as can reasonably be expected regarding their choices of areas and house types 
and are able to specify streets where they would not wish to be made an offer. 

In addition, all applicants are offered the opportunity to have a “prospects interview” with a housing 
advisor, who will discuss the applicant’s choices and advise on the likelihood of an offer being 
available in these areas. Where an applicant does not wish to be considered for areas of low 
demand, this will be recorded against their application and taken into consideration when properties 
become available to let. 

However, where an area or street complies with the full definition of: 
0 small waiting list, and 
0 frequent refusals, and 
0 high void rate, and 
0 high turnover, 

the policy allows us to introduce a local lettings plan to encourage people to take up properties in 
areas that are more difficult to let. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the above definition of low demand housing is included in the policy. 
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