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This is the first Evidence Paper produced as part of the Evaluation of North Yorkshire 
Home Choice by the University of Birmingham and Heriot-Watt University and funded by 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation. It has been drafted by Pat Niner with input from David 
Mullins; thanks are due to Yvonne Burns for help with assembling the data and with 
making sense of it.  
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1. Introduction and Methodology 

 
1.  Analysis of secondary data is one strand of the Home Choice Evaluation. This report has 

been provided in advance of the main Evaluation report to inform officers working on an 

internal policy review of Home Choice. It will be further updated in the light of any data  

provided by the Home Choice Partnership to address queries highlighted in the text. CORE1 

information will be used to analyse  lettings data for nine month  periods  ‘before and after’ 

the introduction of Home Choice in July 2011. This analysis will be provided in a further 

report to be produced when the July to March 2012 CORE data becomes available in 

September 2012. 

2.  The full Evaluation Report, which will be available in early October, will offer further 

interpretation of these results in the light of information from other strands of the 

Evaluation such as CORE data, customer surveys, focus groups and depth interviews. The 

Evaluation Team reserves the right to adjust its interpretation of results in the light of this 

more comprehensive data analysis.  

3.  This note presents some initial analyses of information provided from the CBL system. 
The analyses focus on ‘applicants’ and ‘lettings’ as follows: 
 

 Applicants with an ‘active’ status2 on 5 April 2012 taken from a dataset of all 
registrations on Home Choice. It includes those previously on waiting lists and new 
applications since July 2011. The full dataset includes applications which have been 
cancelled or suspended and other statuses including those housed through CBL. 
Those with active status are applicants waiting for housing through Home Choice 
who can bid and potentially be considered for a letting. There are 15,132 such cases. 

 

 All cases with the ‘tenancy started’ status from a dataset of all adverts placed 
between the start of CBL in July 2011 and the end of March 2012. This was intended 
to include all lettings made through Home Choice over this period by partners and 
other participating landlords. It may not, however, be entirely complete as there are 
more applicants with a ‘housed’ status on the register dataset (1,739) than cases 
with a ‘tenancy started’ status on the advert dataset (1,564). [To Add figure from 
Partnership’s own analyses + appropriate comment] 

                                                           
1
 CORE is the Continuous Recording of Lettings and Sales of Social Housing in England system. Data for the 

study period has been requested from CORE but will not be available until September 2012 when the 2011/12 

data is released.   

 

2
 Further details of the data set and a full list of statuses is listed in Annex A.  
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4.  The data was downloaded from the CBL system into Excel spreadsheets and transferred 
to us. It has subsequently been transferred into SPSS for analysis. The annex to this note 
explains in greater detail the cleaning processes used and the ways in which data from other 
sources was added. Our overall conclusion is that analyses based on the data may not be 
accurate as to precise figures, but should give a good impression of the main trends and 
tendencies. We suspect that some of the data issues revealed may also affect internal 
analyses carried out by the Partners. 
 
5.  This note describes the main features of the active register and lettings. Section 2 profiles 
the active register by local authority, size of accommodation required, priority band and 
date of application. It summarises the characteristics of registered applicants, indications of 
need and bidding behaviour. Section 3 profiles tenancies started by the same dimensions as 
above, compares the size of accommodation let to the minimum size of accommodation 
required, analyses lettings by local demand, and summarises the characteristics of those 
rehoused. Section 4.1 draws some conclusions based on the following 8 questions that have 
been posed for the Home Choice Evaluation,  while 4.2 makes some recommendations: 
  

 What proportion of total lettings are made via ‘managed lets’? 
 

 What areas and types of housing are in greatest and least demand (as revealed by 
analysis of bid volumes)? 

 

 To what extent are lettings under the new system dominated by those to ‘high 
need’ applicants?  

 

 To what extent do applicants submit multiple bids? 
 

 What is the impact of the system on typical distances moved and on the extent to 
which moves are made across LA boundaries? 

 

 To what extent does the system impact on the distribution of lettings across 
rehousing groups (e.g. homeless vs. transfers) and on the quality/desirability of 
properties let to different groups? 

 

 How far does Home Choice impact on housing management efficiency (as 
measured by average relet intervals)? 

 

 Are members of vulnerable groups (including ethnic minority households) receiving 
an appropriate share of lettings under Home Choice? 

 
6.  It is intended to use other sources of evidence to corroborate these findings and pose 
alternative interpretations in the Final Evaluation Report.   Earlier versions of this analysis 
were shared with the Home Choice Partnership to raise questions about the data itself and 
to stimulate suggestions for further analyses. As a result we hope that, where relevant data 
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is available, this analysis now provides answers to the main questions of relevance to the 
Evaluation and to the Home Choice policy review. 
 
 

2. The Active Register 

 
7.  Table 1 shows the active register by originating local authority area. Discussion with the 
CBL Co-ordinator suggests that this does not always precisely indicate where applicants are 
currently living although the policy is that registrations from people in the partnership area 
should be made by the main Partner for the LA they are currently living in. Some applicants 
are living outside the partnership area. It also does not identify the landlord involved where 
other HAs are participating in the scheme. 
 

Table 1 : Active Register by Originating Local Authority Area 

Area Number % 

Craven 1,108 7 

Hambleton 1,707 11 

Richmondshire 1,123 7 

Ryedale 1,464 10 

Scarborough 4,131 27 

Selby 1,629 11 

York 3,970 26 

All 15,132 100 

 
8.  Simply in terms of numbers of applicants it is clear that Scarborough and York have most 
(and together account for over half of the active register) and Craven and Richmondshire 
the fewest, while Hambleton and Selby fall between. This ordering of authorities is broadly 
in line with their populations (2010 mid-year estimates) with the exception of York and 
Scarborough. Scarborough has slightly more applicants than York whereas the population of 
York is almost double that of Scarborough. 
 
9.  Table 2 shows the minimum bedroom requirement of active applicants by originating LA 
area. 
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Table 2 : Active Register: Minimum Bedroom Requirement by Originating LA Area 
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Number 1,108 1,707 1,123 1,464 4,131 1,629 3,970 15,132 

 % % % % % % % % 

One 60 60 59 53 57 52 59 57 

Two 27 29 27 33 29 34 31 30 

Three 11 10 12 12 12 12 9 11 

Four+ 2 1 2 2 2 3 1 2 

 
10.  More than half of applicants (57%) have a minimum bedroom requirement of one 
bedroom, both overall and in every area. In Selby and Ryedale, the proportions requiring 
one bedroom are slightly below and the proportions requiring two are slightly above the 
average. 
 
11.  Table 3 shows priority band by originating LA area. Very few applicants are in 
Emergency band. Fewer than one applicant in ten in all areas is in Gold band while a third 
are in Silver and six in ten are in Bronze. Proportions in Bronze band are particularly high in 
Craven and Scarborough and lowest in York. As will be seen later in this report, lower 
proportions of applicants in the higher priority bands reflect their much higher 
representation among lettings and the relative speed with which they are housed.  
 

Table 3 : Active Register: Priority Band by Originating LA Area 
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Number 1,108 1,707 1,123 1,464 4,131 1,629 3,970 15,132 

 % % % % % % % % 

Emergency - - * * * * - * 

Gold 4 8 7 6 7 4 8 7 

Silver 25 29 27 35 22 37 43 32 

Bronze 71 63 66 59 71 59 50 62 

 
12.  Analysis not included here shows that there is little relationship between priority band 
and minimum bedroom requirement. 
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13.  Table 4 shows the registered date of applicants on the active register by priority band. 
More than half of applicants have a registered date preceding the introduction of the CBL in 
July 2011. These applicants will have experienced the transition to Home Choice and 
associated changes in lettings policies and procedures adopted by Home Choice Partners.  
 

Table 4 : Active Register : Registered Date by Priority Band 

 Emergency Gold Silver Bronze All 

Number 13 1,003 4,802 9,314 15,132 

 % % % % % 

Pre-CBL 23 44 55 57 56 

July-Sept 2011 8 19 20 18 19 

Oct-Dec 2011 31 15 12 11 12 

Jan-March 2011 39 23 13 14 14 

 
14.  If greater priority leads to more rapid housing, the proportion of older applications (pre-
CBL) might be expected to decrease as priority increases. This is very clear for the small 
number of applicants with Emergency status. It also appears to be true to a lesser extent for 
Gold band applicants (44% with a pre-CBL registration date compared with 56% overall), but 
there is little difference in this respect between Silver and Bronze band applicants. Tables 
not included here reveal very little difference in registered date by minimum bedroom 
requirements. The proportion of pre-CBL applications increases with the age of the 
applicant. 
 

2.1 Characteristics of Registered Applicants  

15.   Limited information is available about the characteristics of registered applicants. Table 
5 shows details which are available for all applicants.  
 

Table 5 : Active Register : Characteristics of Applicants 

 
Applicant sex 

 

Female 61% 

Male 39% 

 
Applicant age 

 

Under 18 * (41 cases) 

18 to 24 16% 

25 to 34 22% 

35 to 44 18% 

45 to 54 15% 

55 to 64 13% 

65 to 74 10% 

75 to 84 5% 

85 and over 2% 
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Table 5 continued 

 
Ethnic origin 

 

White British and Irish 94.8% 

Any other white 2.8% 

Mixed 0.6% 

Asian 0.5% 

Black 0.4% 

Chinese 0.1% 

Other 0.3% 

Not stated 0.6% 

 
Nationality 

 

British national 96.6% 

Asylum seeker 0.1% 

Eastern Europe 2.1% (mainly Polish) 

Other EEA national 0.3% 

Non-EEA national 0.8% 

Not stated 0.1% 

 
Preferred language 

 

Language other than English specified 1.0% (mainly Polish) 

English with signing * (5 cases) 

English or nothing specified 99.0% 

 
Disability 

 

None 77.8% 

Autism 0.2% 

Hearing impairment 0.7% 

Learning disability 0.9% 

Mental health 3.9% 

Mobility problem 8.3% 

Progressive disability/chronic illness 3.4% 

Visual impairment 0.5% 

Other 3.4% 

Unwilling to disclose 1.3% 

 
16.  The majority of applicants are recorded as female. All ages are represented, but 40% are 
between 25 and 44, and 17% are aged 65 or over. Applicants are predominantly White 
British and Irish, and British nationals. Poles are the most significant minority group. A 
minority of non-native English speakers said that they preferred some other language for 
communications. Almost a quarter of applicants had some form of disability with mobility 
problems most frequent, followed by mental health issues and progressive disability/chronic 
illness. 
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17.  In terms of originating LA area, there were some slight differences in ethnic composition 
with a White British and Irish range as follows: 

Scarborough  97.2% 
Craven   95.9% 
Hambleton  95.7% 
Ryedale  95.1% 
Richmondshire 94.4% 
Selby   94.1% 
York   92.0% 

The other White group (including Poles) was most frequent in Selby (4.4%) and York (4.3%).  
 
18.  The proportion of applicants with one of the listed disabilities by area is: 

Scarborough  31.6% 
Craven   25.4% 
Selby   22.7% 
Ryedale  20.0% 
Richmondshire 19.3% 
Hambleton  18.2% 
York   16.9% 

Scarborough has the highest level of applicants with each of the main listed disabilities; 
overall the incidence of disability in Scarborough is almost double the proportion in York. 
 

2.2 Active Register: Indications of Need 

19.  Table 6 brings together some indications of levels of need among applicants using 
information collected through the application form and underlying the priority banding.  
 

Table 6 : Active Register : Indications of Need 

Need help bidding 12.5% 

Auto-bid enabled 0.1% (21cases) 

Currently renting from a social landlord 25.8% 

Currently renting from a Partner landlord 16.2% 

Statutorily homeless (full duty) 1.4% 

Statutorily homeless but not in priority need 0.4% 

Intentionally homeless * (5 cases) 

At risk of homelessness and in priority need 1.3% 

Unable to leave hospital because property is unsuitable 0.1% (19 cases) 

Serious health/well-being issue (Gold) 1.0% 

Less serious health/well-being issue (Silver) 4.1% 

Classified as Good Neighbour 1.8% 

Need a specific area to prevent hardship 0.1% (11 cases) 

Required adapted property 8.8% 

No local connection 14.6% 
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20.  For the register as a whole the proportions of applicants with each of these individual 
forms of need (other than currently renting from a social landlord) are small. Table 7 shows 
the more significant relevant need categories for Gold band applicants only by originating LA 
area. The proportion of applications with a pre-CBL registered date has also been included. 
 

Table 7 : Active Register Gold Band Applicants : Indications of Need by Originating LA Area 
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Number 39 137 74 91 278 71 313 1,003 

 % % % % % % % % 

Need help bidding 
 

41 16 15 9 18 35 20 19 

Currently renting from a 
social landlord 

51 67 43 57 38 44 50 49 

Currently renting from a 
Partner landlord 

41 57 28 53 32 30 46 42 

Statutorily homeless (full 
duty) 

8 32 34 8 21 9 20 20 

At risk of homelessness 
and in priority need 

10 18 10 19 21 9 24 19 

Serious health/well-being 
issue (Gold) 

18 6 20 18 21 25 6 14 

Classified as Good 
Neighbour 

21 30 20 42 19 13 35 27 

Required adapted 
property 

28 10 18 21 25 25 15 19 

No local connection 
 

3 10 3 3 5 6 4 5 

Pre-CBL registered date 
 

41 45 60 44 39 42 45 44 

 
21.  Gold band applicants are much more likely to have each of the needs tabulated than the 
average for all applicants. This is as expected since the needs are used in priority banding 
decisions. Gold band applicants are also more likely to be social tenants and renting from a 
Partner landlord. It is not immediately apparent why this should be (but see below).  
 
22.  Table 7 also shows that there are significant variations between originating LA areas in 
the proportion of Gold band applicants falling into each need category. Thus Selby is 
particularly likely to have Gold band applicants needing help with bidding. Current social 
tenants and tenants of Partner landlords are over-represented amongst Gold band 
applicants in Hambleton and Ryedale while proportions needing adapted property are 
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highest in Craven, Scarborough and Selby. Richmondshire has the highest proportion of 
Gold band applicants with a pre-CBL registered date.  
 
23.  In terms of the categories contributing directly to priority banding, proportions are 
highest for: 

 Statutorily homeless in Richmondshire and Hambleton 

 Risk of homelessness and priority need in York and Scarborough 

 Serious health/well being in Selby, Scarborough and Richmondshire 

 Classified as a Good Neighbour in Ryedale and York 
Only Craven does not appear here as an authority area with unusually high proportions in a 
need category. This analysis raises questions as to whether these differences between 
authorities reflect a reality of varying needs across the sub-region or might be attributable 
in part at least to different approaches to assessment and prioritisation. Further evidence 
would be needed to answer this question and this might be considered in the Home Choice 
policy review.  
 
24.  The Good Neighbour award is the criterion for Gold banding most overtly open to 
discretion. It is available to tenants of the Partner landlords seeking to move. Overall, 59% 
of tenants of a Partner landlord in Gold band had been awarded Good Neighbour status 
suggesting that this is an important mechanism for gaining priority as a transferring tenant.  
At the level of originating local authority area the figures are: 

Ryedale  71% 
York   67% 
Richmondshire 57% 
Scarborough  52% 
Craven   50% 
Hambleton  50% 
Selby   38% 

This suggests perhaps that awards are unusually high in Ryedale and York, and low in Selby. 
The extent of variation between Partner authorities suggests that this is an area of the 
scheme that the Home Choice policy review might consider.   
 

2.3 Bidding Behaviour 

25.  Overall, 43% of applicants had submitted at least one bid. The number of bids 
submitted ranged from 1 to 164, with an overall mean of 6.4 bids per applicant; these 
figures could include bids withdrawn during a bidding period. The average number of bids 
made by people who had bid at all is 15.1. Table 8 shows the proportions of applicants 
making bids and, for those bidding at all, the range and the mean by originating LA and 
priority band. 
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Table 8 : Active Register : Bidding by Originating LA Area and Priority Band 

  For those bidding at all 

 % with at least 1 bid Range Mean 

Originating LA area    

Craven 36 1-122 7.9 

Hambleton 44 1-157 11.2 

Richmondshire 30 1-116 8.8 

Ryedale 42 1-164 14.8 

Scarborough 40 1-148 14.8 

Selby 41 1-110 12.9 

York 51 1-148 20.1 

Prority band    

Emergency 62 1-23 4.6 

Gold 68 1-101 12.0 

Silver 52 1-128 17.5 

Bronze 35 1-164 14.0 

All applicants 43 1-164 15.1 

 
26.  Applicants are most likely to have bid in York, and least likely to have bid in 
Richmondshire and Craven. The same pattern applies for the average number of bids made 
by bidders. Just over a third of people in Bronze band had bid compared with over half in 
Silver and over two-thirds in Gold. Silver band had the highest mean number of bids, 
presumably from a combination of keenness among applicants to bid compared with Bronze 
band and longer waits on the register because of their lower priority compared with Gold.  
 
27.  As noted above, more than half of applicants on the active register (57%) had not made 
a bid for a property. Table 9 shows some characteristics of non-bidders in comparison with 
bidders. The categories have been collapsed and simplified for clarity. 
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Table 9 : Active Register : Characteristics of Bidders and Non-Bidders 

 Bidders Non-bidders 

Number 6,438 8,694 

 
Applicant sex 

% % 

Female 63 60 

Male 37 40 

 
Applicant age 

  

Under 25 20 13 

25 to 64 70 66 

65 and over 10 21 

Ethnic origin   

White British and Irish 94 96 

Other 6 4 

 
Disability 

  

Some disability 21 23 

No disability 79 77 

 
Need help with bidding 

  

Yes 11 14 

No 89 86 

 
28.  Non-bidders are slightly more likely to be male and to be White British and Irish. The 
clearest relationship is with age. A fifth of non-bidders are aged 65 and over, compared with 
a tenth of bidders. Perhaps because of this, non-bidders are slightly more likely than bidders 
to include people with a disability and who need help with bidding. Differences are small, 
but could suggest increasing difficulty in engaging with Home Choice among the older age 
groups. Interestingly only 14% of non-bidders had indicated that they need help with 
bidding. If the Partnership wishes to encourage more of those on the active register to make 
bids, it will need to reach beyond those who have so far indicated that they need help with 
bidding.  
 
 

3. Tenancies Started 

 
29.  This analysis is based on 1,564 cases where a tenancy started from July 2011 to end 
March 2012. 133 of these lettings are recorded as direct matches3 (8.5%). The number of 
lettings in each local authority area is: 
  
                                                           
3
 Direct matches are lettings made by officers rather than through the normal bidding process. 
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Craven   162 10% 
Hambleton  185 12% 
Richmondshire 125   8% 
Ryedale  129   8% 
Scarborough  262 17% 
Selby   240 15% 
York   461 30% 

Thus three in ten lettings were made in York. This distribution is rather different from that 
shown in Table 1 for the originating LA area for active applicants. Not all applications 
registered for an area will be for housing in that area. However, the majority will be and 
expressing the number of applicants per letting may give a very crude indication of relative 
demand. Overall, there are about 10 applicants per letting made. There are above average 
applicants per letting (high demand) in Scarborough (16) and Ryedale (11), and below 
average in Hambleton, Richmondshire and York (all 9) and Craven and Selby (both 7 
applicants per letting). A more sophisticated measure of relative demand in terms of 
number of bids recorded per advert is included below. 
 
30.  Table 10 cross-tabulates the local authority in which the property is located with the 
priority band of the applicant housed for all tenancy starts including those from direct 
matches. 
 

Table 10 : Tenancies Started : Priority Band by Allocated LA Area 
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Number 162 185 125 129 262 240 461 1,564 

 % % % % % % % % 

Emergency 1 1 - 3 3 1 2 2 

Gold 21 49 50 45 60 37 74 54 

Silver 43 40 41 39 26 50 17 32 

Bronze 35 11 9 13 11 12 7 13 

 
31.  Overall and in each area very few lettings came through the Emergency band as might 
be expected from its very restrictive criteria. Across the area, more than half of lettings 
(54%) were to Gold band applicants. There is very considerable variation in this proportion 
in the different LA areas ranging from only 21% in Craven to 74% in York. Overall, a third of 
lettings went to Silver band applicants, with a range between 17% in York and 50% in Selby. 
Thirteen percent of lettings went to Bronze band applicants, with a range from 7% in York to 
35% in Craven. It is immediately apparent that applicants in lower priority bands stand a 
much better chance of being housed in some areas (notably Craven and to a lesser extent 
Ryedale, Selby and Hambleton) than in others (notably York and Scarborough). 
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32.  Table 11 shows the size of property (number of bedrooms) allocated by local authority 
area.  
 

Table 11 : Tenancies Started : Number of Bedrooms Allocated by Allocated LA Area 
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Number 162 185 125 129 262 240 461 1,564 

 % % % % % % % % 

One 35 37 42 34 44 35 48 41 

Two 46 45 40 35 30 47 34 38 

Three 19 15 18 27 23 18 15 18 

Four+ 1 3 - 4 3 * 3 2 

 
33.  There are variations in the proportion of properties of different sizes let in the different 
LA areas. Overall one in five lettings were to properties with three or more bedrooms 
(compared with 13% on the active register with a three bedroom or larger minimum 
requirement). The proportion of lettings going to these larger properties is above average in 
Ryedale and, to a lesser extent, Scarborough. Overall the proportions of one and two 
bedroomed lettings are broadly similar, with lettings to one bedroom outnumbering those 
to two bedrooms. At LA level, two bedroomed lettings outnumber one bedroomed lettings 
in Craven, Hambleton, Selby and Ryedale while the reverse is true in Richmondshire, 
Scarborough and York. Presumably this depends on the nature of the stock and the pattern 
of new build and relets arising. 
 
34.  Table 12 shows the number of bedrooms by priority band. There is a clear relationship 
between property size and priority band with Gold band applicants relatively more likely to 
be allocated three bedroomed and larger properties while above average proportions of 
Silver and, particularly, Bronze band applicants are allocated one bedroom. Putting this the 
other way, while Gold band applicants received 54% of lettings, they took 72% of three 
bedroomed and larger properties. Bronze band applicants received 13% of lettings, but took 
20% of one bedroomed lettings. It is not clear from this analysis alone how this comes 
about. Is the underlying factor relative levels of demand in relation to supply – namely that 
there is less supply versus demand for three bedroomed properties which are therefore 
more likely to be let to higher priority Gold band applicants? 
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Table 12 : Tenancies Started : Number of Bedrooms Allocated by Priority Band 

 Emergency Gold Silver Bronze All 

Number 25 836 507 193 1,561 

 % % % % % 

One 24 30 50 67 41 

Two 72 42 36 24 38 

Three 4 25 12 9 18 

Four+ - 3 2 - 2 

 

3.1 Match between Household Size and Number of Bedrooms 

35.  Home Choice currently permits applicants to bid for properties larger or smaller than 
their strict requirements. Table 13 shows the numbers of lettings made by number of 
bedrooms allocated and required. The percentages are calculated on the total cases (thus 
41% of all lettings were of one bedroomed properties allocated to people with a one 
bedroom minimum requirement; 9% of all lettings were of three bedroomed properties let 
to people with a three bedroom minimum requirement). 
  

Table 13 : Tenancies Started : Bedrooms Allocated by Minimum Bedroom Requirement 

Bedrooms Minimum bedroom requirement 

allocated One Two Three Four + 

One 41% * - - 

Two 16% 22% * - 

Three - 9% 9% * 

Four+ - - 1% 2% 

 
36.  In almost three-quarters of cases (73%) the number of bedrooms allocated matched the 
minimum bedroom requirement. Twenty six percent of lettings gave applicants one 
bedroom over minimum requirements, particularly where the minimum requirement was 
for a single bedroom. Only about one in a hundred were allocated fewer than the minimum 
bedroom requirement, almost exclusively where four or more bedrooms were required. The 
issue is likely to assume greater significance in future with welfare reform and the ‘bedroom 
tax’. More precise matching would place greater pressure on one bedroom properties.  
 
37.  Because of the significance of this issue in the context of the impending bedroom tax, 
further analyses have been undertaken. Overall 623 allocations were made to applicants 
with a minimum requirement of one bedroom who were aged under 65 and thus potentially 
affected by the bedroom tax. Of these, 448 (72%) bid for and were allocated one bedroom, 
and 175 (28%) bid for and were allocated two. In terms of priority group the following 
proportions of allocations provided a spare bedroom: 

Emergency  67% 
Gold   31% 
Silver   26% 
Bronze   20% 



16 

 

Higher priority groups are thus more likely to have been allocated a spare bedroom. If 
applicants in the future do not want two bedrooms, the implication is that a greater 
proportion of one bedroom properties would go to higher priority applicants with a knock-
on effect on the chances of Silver and Bronze band applicants. 
 
38.  The implications at local authority level are more striking. The following proportions of 
applicants with a one bedroom minimum requirement were allocated two bedroom 
properties: 

Craven   50% 
Hambleton  41% 
Richmondshire 45% 
Ryedale  31% 
Scarborough  20% 
Selby   40% 
York     9% 

This means that half of all applicants aged under 65 requiring one bedroom are actually 
allocated two bedrooms in Craven compared with only 9% in York. More exact matches 
between property and requirement would clearly impact most strongly in Craven, then 
Richmondshire, Hambleton and Selby. The impact would be least in York and Scarborough. 
 

3.2 Tenancies Started by Landlord, Local Authority Area and Bids per Advert 

39.  This section reviews patterns of lettings by individual landlords within the partnership. It 
goes on to compare patterns of bidding and lettings between local authority areas. This 
leads on to the more fine-grained local lettings analysis in section 3.3. 
 
40.  Properties were let by the following landlords: 

Broadacres   208 13% (mainly in Hambleton, also in  
              Richmondshire, Ryedale and Selby) 
City of York   405 26% (all in York) 
Richmondshire  119   8% (all in Richmondshire) 
Selby    193 12% (all in Selby) 
Yorkshire Coast Homes 255 16% (all in Scarborough) 
Yorkshire HA   287 18% (mainly in Craven and Ryedale, also in  
              Selby and York) 
Other landlords    96   6% (mainly in Craven, but a few lettings in all  
              areas) 

The six main Partner landlords are recorded as accounting for 94% of the CBL lettings4.  
Four operate exclusively in one local authority area (council landlords in York, Selby and 
Richmondshire and the stock transfer landlord Yorkshire Coast Homes in Scarborough). Two 
other stock transfer landlords Broadacres and Yorkshire Housing each operate in four of the 
Partner local authorities including their ‘home’ stock transfer authorities.  

                                                           
4
 We understand that some lettings by smaller landlords may sometimes be recorded in the CBL system under 

the name of one of the main Partner landlords. 
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41.  The number of bids per advert ranged from 1 to 310, with a mean of 52. This 
demonstrates significant activity on the part of many applicants. It is interesting to note that 
almost 80,000 unsuccessful bids have been made on the 1,564 properties let.  
 
42.  Table 14 shows the range and mean number of bids per advert by local authority area 
of the property let and priority band. Relative demand for properties as expressed by the 
mean number of bids per advert clearly varies widely at LA area level from just 18 in Craven 
to 85 in York, almost five times higher. Demand is next highest in Scarborough, then 
Hambleton. As expected, Emergency and Gold band applicants are more likely to get the 
higher demand properties attracting greater numbers of bids. Insofar as the average 
number of bids reflects popularity, the system is clearly working to match priority and 
popularity.  
 

Table 14 : Tenancies Started : Range and Mean of Bids per Advert by Local Authority Area 
and Priority Band 

 Range Mean 

 
Local authority area 

  

Craven 1-71 18 

Hambleton 1-134 42 

Richmondshire 1-81 23 

Ryedale 1-101 36 

Scarborough 1-189 60 

Selby 1-108 36 

York 1-310 85 

 
Priority band 

  

Emergency 1-176 62 

Gold 1-310 72 

Silver 1-239 34 

Bronze 1-83 15 

   

All 1-310 52 

 
43.  Table 15 seeks explore further the issue of relative demand, as expressed by number of 
bids received per advert, and priority at local authority level. It shows the mean number of 
bids per advert for each priority band by LA area allocated. This makes clear that, in all 
areas, there is an obvious relationship between priority and popularity. Many more bids are 
made on properties allocated to applicants in Gold band than in Silver than in Bronze. 
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Table 15 : Tenancies Started : Mean Bids per Advert by Priority Band by Local Authority 

 Gold Silver Bronze 

Craven 30 20 9 

Hambleton 56 31 21 

Richmondshire 31 16 4 

Ryedale 49 29 14 

Scarborough 68 49 29 

Selby 50 31 16 

York 99 57 15 

All 72 34 15 

 
44.  Table 15 also reveals significant differences in popularity (mean number of bids per 
advert) between LA areas. One way of looking at this is to say that Gold band applicants in 
York have more than three times as many ‘competitors’ also bidding for a property as Gold 
band applicants in Craven. On this measure and looking specifically at Gold band, Craven 
and Richmondshire emerge as receiving fewest bids while York receives by far the most 
followed by Scarborough. Hambleton, Ryedale and Selby receive broadly similar numbers of 
bids per advert and fall between the ‘lowest’ and ‘highest’ demand groupings. 
 

3.3 Tenancies Started: Local Lettings Patterns and Local Demand  

45.  The dataset includes two variables relating to geographical areas smaller than the local 
authority area: postcode of the property let and the lettings area used by the Partnership. 
Postcodes will be used in the CORE analyses but are not explored further here. 
 
46.  There are 103 lettings areas across the sub-region; lettings were made in almost all 
during the analysis period. In this analysis lettings areas have been used: 
 

 To define a measure of ‘type of area’ with four types: urban (the built-up areas of 
York and Scarborough); large town (population over 14,000, for example Skipton, 
Northallerton,Whitby, Selby); small town (population between  1,000 and 14,000, for 
example Settle, Thirsk, Leyburn, Helmsley, Filey, Tadcaster) and rural (villages and 
their surroundings with populations less than 1,000). While different from other 
measures of ‘rurality’, the validity of this classification in the sub-region was checked 
with local stakeholders. 

 

 To develop a measure of relative demand for properties by calculating the average 
number of bids per advert in each lettings area. 

 
47.  The breakdown of lettings by type of area is as follows: 

Urban   37% 
Large town  16% 
Small town  27% 
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Rural   20% 
Not surprisingly there is a strong relationship between type of area and local authority as 
shown in Table 16. Richmondshire and Ryedale appear as the most ‘rural’ areas since they 
do not contain any large towns. Both Scarborough and York also include some rural areas 
alongside their more urban centres. 
 

Table 16 : Tenancies Started : Type of Area and LA Areas 
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Number 162 185 125 129 262 240 461 1,564 

 % % % % % % % % 

Urban - - - - 62 - 91 37 

Large town 47 32 - - 3 45 - 16 

Small town 23 39 62 64 31 29 - 27 

Rural 30 29 38 36 4 26 10 20 

 
48.  There is also a relationship between type of area and priority band of letting as shown 
in Table 17. It is not immediately clear whether the type of area operates independently of 
the LA area variable. 
 

Table 17 : Tenancies Started : Type of Area Allocated by Priority Band 

 Emergency Gold Silver Bronze All 

Number 25 836 507 193 1,564 

 % % % % % 

Urban 40 50 22 21 37 

Large town 8 15 19 16 16 

Small town 28 21 33 34 27 

Rural 24 15 26 29 20 

 
49.  There is a relationship between the type of area and the average number of bids per 
advert: 

Urban   80 bids 
Large town  42 bids 
Small town  31 bids 
Rural   37 bids 

As can be seen, the main difference is between the urban areas of Scarborough and York 
and the rest of the sub-region.  
 
50.  In paragraph 41 above, LA areas were tentatively divided into three groups according to 
the average number of bids per advert: low demand Craven and Richmondshire; medium 
demand Hambleton, Ryedale and Selby; high demand Scarborough and York. The average 
number of bids received per advert in rural areas was: 
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Low demand LAs  17 bids 
Medium demand LAs  35 bids 
High demand LAs  79 bids 

This suggests that rurality per se does not affect demand; it depends much more on where 
the rural areas are located within the broader sub-regional geography.  
 
51.  As a smaller scale geographical measure of relative demand or ‘popularity’ the average 
number of bids per advert was calculated for each lettings area. To make the measure more 
meaningful, direct matches were excluded since most such lettings were recorded as having 
received one bid only. Average bids at lettings area level range between 4 (Croft in 
Richmondshire) and 129 (Carr in York). The averages have been grouped into four categories 
for convenience: low demand up to 30 bids, lower medium 31 to 60 bids, higher medium 61 
to 90 bids and high demand over 90 bids. Table 18 shows these categories by local authority 
area allocated, and Table 19 by priority band. 
 

Table 18 : Tenancies Started : Relative Demand Allocated by Allocated LA Area 
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Number 162 185 125 129 262 240 461 1,564 

 % % % % % % % % 

Low demand 57 23 84 25 2 26 - 22 

Lower medium 43 77 16 75 53 72 - 41 

Higher medium - - - - 31 2 62 24 

High demand - - - - 13 0 38 14 

 
52.  Table 18 demonstrates the way in which York, and to a lesser extent Scarborough, 
generate numbers of bids defining both the high and higher medium demand groups. 
Outside these areas, only Selby East with an average of 66 bids per advert falls into a higher 
demand category.  
 

Table 19 : Tenancies Started : Relative Demand Allocated by Priority Band 

 Emergency Gold Silver Bronze All 

Number 25 836 507 193 1,564 

 % % % % % 

Low demand 12 11 32 43 22 

Lower medium 36 38 48 38 41 

Higher medium 32 32 13 13 24 

High demand 20 19 7 6 14 

 
53.  Not surprisingly, Table 19 shows a relationship between priority band and relative 
demand of lettings area allocated. Emergency and Gold band allocations are more likely to 
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be in higher demand lettings areas. The main distinction between Silver and Bronze bands 
lie in the proportion of lettings in low demand lettings areas. 
 
54.  Table 20 seeks to combine relative demand by local authority area. It lists the five 
lettings areas with the highest average number of bids in each local authority, excluding 
areas with fewer than five lettings in all. It also shows the average number of bids which 
again underlines the very different levels of demand across the sub-region on this measure. 
Even at lettings area level, average numbers of bids in the highest demand areas (York and 
Scarborough) are between three and four times higher than in the LA areas with lowest 
demand. All the top five areas in York and Scarborough have more bids per advert than the 
number one areas in the other five districts (except Selby East).  
 

Table 20 : Tenancies Started : Average Bids per advert in the Five Lettings Areas with 
Highest Demand in each  Local Authority 

Craven Ave. bids Scarborough Ave. bids 

Skipton & surroundings 31 Sandybed 122 

Glusburn & Crosshills 29 Villages West 109 

Skipton Newmarket Street 28 Newby/Scalby 76 

Hellifield 25 Whitby West 74 

Ingleton 24 Barrowcliff 63 

Hambleton  Selby (6 areas due to tied 5
th

 place)  

Thirsk 56 Selby East 66 

Thirsk rural villages 54 Selby South 55 

Northallerton 53 Brayton 49 

Easingwold rural villages 53 Selby North 48 

Easingwold 43 Tadcaster East 36 

Richmondshire  Sherburn in Elmet 36 

Catterick 38 York  

Brompton on Swale 28 Carr 129 

Richmond (Central E & W) 24 Chapelfields 115 

Helmsley 23 Kingsway West 111 

Colburn 23 Dringhouses & Foxwood 101 

Ryedale  Bells Farm & Dodsworth 97 

Ryedale Villages East 54   

Ryedale Villages West 52   

Malton 37   

Ryedale Villages North West 37   

Norton 34   

 
55.  This table focusing on the highest demand areas seems to confirm the earlier finding in 
relation to rural areas that broader patterns of sub-regional demand outweigh area types 
and local lettings areas in determining the geography of demand for social housing in North 
Yorkshire. The extent of these differences suggests that even if consistent policies are 
adopted across the Partnership, the experience of individual local bidders with similar levels 
of housing need will vary enormously. In this context the opportunity to bid across local 
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authority areas and to use CBL information strategically offers a significant potential for 
active and informed bidders to improve their chances of accessing housing at the expense of 
local ties.  
 

3.4 Tenancies Started: Applicant Characteristics 

56.  Table 21 shows applicant characteristics for tenancies started and brings forward 
figures from Table 5 above to permit a comparison with the active register. Nationality has 
not been added to the tenancy started dataset since it appears to add little. 
 

Table 21 : Tenancies Started and Active Register : Characteristics on Applicants 

 Tenancies 
started 

Active 
register 

Sex of applicant   
Female 62% 61% 

Male 38% 39% 

Applicant age   

Under 18 1% * 

18 to 24 20% 16% 

25 to 34 19% 22% 

35 to 44 16% 18% 

45 to 54 12% 15% 

55 to 64 14% 13% 

65 to 74 9% 10% 

75 to 84 7% 5% 

85 and over 3% 2% 

Ethnic origin   

White British and Irish 95.7% 94.8% 

Any other white 2.3% 2.8% 

Mixed 0.7% 0.6% 

Asian 0.1% 0.5% 

Black 0.6% 0.4% 

Chinese 0.1% 0.1% 

Other 0.1% 0.3% 

Not stated 0.6% 0.6% 

Preferred written language   

Language other than English specified 1.0% (mainly 
Polish) 

1.0% (mainly 
Polish) 

English or nothing specified 99.0% 99.0% 
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Table 21  continued 

 Tenancies 
started 

Active 
register 

Disability   

None 71.9% 77.8% 

Autism 0.3% 0.2% 

Hearing impairment 1.0% 0.7% 

Learning disability 0.3% 0.9% 

Mental health 4.7% 3.9% 

Mobility problem 11.1% 8.3% 

Progressive disability/chronic illness 5.4% 3.4% 

Visual impairment 0.8% 0.5% 

Other 3.9% 3.4% 

Unwilling to disclose 0.7% 1.3% 

 
57.  Most new tenants were female. Tenancies started include applicants across all age 
ranges with highest proportions aged 18 to 24 and 25 to 34. Housed applicants are 
overwhelmingly White. Only 1% prefer written communications in any language other than 
English with Polish the main alternative language preferred. Almost three in ten applicants 
housed had some recorded disability, with over one in ten having a mobility problem and 
around one in twenty either a mental health problem or a progressive disability/chronic 
illness.  
 
58.  Comparison with the characteristics of applicants on the active register shows: 

 Broadly similar age structures with slightly higher proportions among tenancies 
started in the youngest (21% compared with 16% aged under 25) and oldest (10% 
compared with 7% aged 75 and over) age groups. 

 Virtually identical ethnic profiles, in both cases overwhelmingly White.  

 Slightly higher proportions among tenancies started of applicants with a recorded 
disability (28% compared to 22%). Most individual disabilities show higher 
proportions among tenancies started than among applicants on the active register. 

This suggests that allocations are not being markedly selective in these terms but, insofar as 
there is evidence of selection, this appears to be in favour of the more vulnerable. 
 
59.  Table 22 shows the indications of need among tenancies started in the same way as 
Table 6 for the active register. Comparisons with the active register are included in the 
table. 
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Table 22 : Tenancies Started and Active Register : Indications of Need 

 Tenancies 
started 

Active 
register 

Need help bidding 18.5% 12.5% 

Auto-bid enabled 0.4%  
(7 cases) 

0.1%  
(21 cases) 

Currently renting from a social landlord 25.3% 19.5% 

Currently renting from a Partner landlord 18.0% 16.2% 

Statutorily homeless (full duty) 13.2% 1.4% 

Statutorily homeless but not in priority need 1.0% 0.4% 

Intentionally homeless 0.1% 
(1 case) 

*  
(5 cases) 

At risk of homelessness and in priority need 19.2%% 1.3% 

Unable to leave hospital because property is 
unsuitable 

0.4% 
(6 cases) 

0.1%  
(19 cases) 

Serious health/well-being issue (Gold) 6.2% 1.0% 

Less serious health/well-being issue (Silver) 9.3% 4.1% 

Required adapted property 13.7% 8.8% 

Need a specific area to prevent hardship 0.8% 
(13 cases) 

0.1%  
(11 cases) 

Classified as Good Neighbour 7.4% 1.8% 

No local connection 2.7% 14.6% 

 
60.  In all instances it is clear that proportions in need are higher among tenancies started 
than among the active register. This is particularly true for homeless applicants and those at 
risk of homelessness and in priority need. Needing help with bidding does not appear to be 
disadvantaging applicants overall (although it should be remembered that 14% of non-
bidders had indicated a need for such help). The other big difference between the two is the 
much lower proportion without a local connection among tenancies started. Proportions of 
social tenants are higher among tenancies started suggesting that applicants seeking a 
transfer may stand a slightly better chance of being successful than others. 
 
61.  Table 23 shows applicant bidding behaviour for tenancies started expressed by the 
range and mean for different LA areas and priority bands. By definition, all have made at 
least one bid. The final column brings forward the mean number of bids for the active 
register from Table 8. 
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Table 23 : Tenancies Started : Applicant Bidding by Local Authority Area and Priority Band 

 Tenancies started  

 Range Mean Active register mean 

 
Originating LA area 

   

Craven 1-103 8.5 7.9 

Hambleton 1-89 10.5 11.2 

Richmondshire 1-36 8.3 8.8 

Ryedale 1-66 11.7 14.8 

Scarborough 1-81 13.7 14.8 

Selby 1-100 13.5 12.9 

York 1-92 14.2 20.1 

 
Priority band 

   

Emergency 1-23 4.2 4.6 

Gold 1-89 11.6 12.0 

Silver 1-103 14.9 17.5 

Bronze 1-53 9.5 14.0 

 
All applicants 

 
1-103 

 
12.3 

 
15.1 

 
62.  It is interesting that housed applicants had, on average, made fewer bids than 
applicants still on the active register. This was true for most LA areas and all priority bands.  
The differential between York and other areas is less marked for tenancies started than for 
the active register. This is quite hard to interpret. Does it suggest that applicants still on the 
active register are more likely to be bidding for more popular properties? 
 

3.5 Other Matters 

63.  Information on Tenancies Started is available on two other matters: 

 The period between the date of the advert and the date on which the property was 
let. While related to the period during which the property was void, this measure 
can include periods while the previous tenant is still in occupation. 

 The position in the queue of the applicant to whom the property was let 
 
64.  In 20 cases the period between advert and letting appears as a negative number 
suggesting that either the start or end date is incorrect. Excluding these cases, the average  
period was 41 days. By LA area the average period between advert and letting was: 

Hambleton  31 days 
York   33 days 
Selby   39 days 
Scarborough  44 days 
Ryedale  45 days 
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Craven   53 days 
Richmondshire 60 days 

 
65. The period between advert and letting increased with decreasing priority from 29 days 
for Emergency, through 36 days for Gold and 43 days for Silver to 56 days for Bronze band. 
 
66.  This is likely to be accounted for by the number of applicants considered for the 
property before a successful letting was made. Overall, the successful applicant was, on 
average, in 4.7th place in the queue for the property (range 1st to 72nd). Those in 
Emergency band were always first in the queue. The queue position for Gold band was 2.7, 
for Silver was 6.4 and for Bronze was 9.7. This suggests that allocations to Bronze band 
applicants were often made only after several higher priority applicants had been 
considered and either proved ineligible or had turned the property down. 
 
 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

 
67.  There is obviously an enormous amount of information in the CBL datasets  which could 
be analysed at different levels of detail and disaggregation. The sections above have treated 
the information in a broadly descriptive fashion. This concluding section has two parts. First 
it brings together some of the analyses presented above and incorporates some additional 
information to address a number of more specific questions that have been set for the 
overall Evaluation. Second it makes some recommendations for the Partnership. We hope 
that this material will also be useful for the internal policy review.  

 

4.1 Evaluation Questions  

 
68.  Eight questions which will be explored further in the Final Evaluation Report are 
examined here.  
 
1.  What proportion of total lettings are made via ‘managed lets’? 
69.  As noted above, only 8.5% of tenancies started as a result of a direct match. There is no 
suggestion that direct matches are queue jumping. Indeed it may be that some are being 
used where properties are otherwise hard to let since they include above average 
proportions of properties advertised several times and Bronze band applicants. One 
bedroomed properties were more likely than the average to be let through a direct match 
(49% of direct match properties had one bedroom compared with 41% of other lettings). 
There is no information at present to indicate why direct lets were being made or why the 
applicants concerned had not been able (or perhaps willing) to bid successfully for 
themselves. 
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2. What areas and types of housing are in greatest and least demand (as revealed by 
analysis of bid volumes)? 
70.  Geographically demand, as evidenced by the average number of bids, is dominated by 
York and Scarborough. This is also reflected in the proportion of letting being made to 
higher priority bands. Each local authority area demonstrates its own pattern of relative 
demand between lettings areas. However, overall sub-regional patterns are much stronger 
than differences between rural and urban areas within districts.  
 
71.  In terms of type of property (excluding types where there were fewer than 20 
properties let), the average number of bids made was: 

Two bedroom house   83 bids 
Three bedroom house  73 bids 
Two bedroom bungalow  57 bids 
Four+ bedroom house  54 bids 
Two bedroom flat/maisonette 46 bids 
One bedroom flat   39 bids 
One bedroom bungalow  26 bids 
Bedsit     13 bids 

Demand is greatest for two and three bedroom houses and lowest for bedsits and one 
bedroom bungalows. It is interesting that average bids are higher for one bedroom flats 
than for one bedroom bungalows which may seem counter-intuitive. It may be because of 
the location of flats and bungalows across the sub-region and the design and suitability of 
some of the latter. The relative lack of demand for one bedroom properties seems 
surprising given the high proportion of active applicants with a one bedroom minimum 
requirement (see Table 2 above). If the changes to the benefit system and the introduction 
of penalties for under-occupation lead to fewer applicants opting for a ‘spare’ bedroom, the 
relative demand for one bedroom property could rise in future.  
 
3. To what extent are lettings under the new system dominated by those to ‘high need’ 
applicants?  
72.  The descriptive material above shows that lettings are mostly made to Gold band 
applicants, but not to the exclusion of other bands. Overall, only 2% of lettings went to the 
Emergency band reflecting its stringent criteria. Just over half of lettings (54%) went to Gold 
band, about a third (32%) to Silver and only 13% to Bronze. The proportions between bands 
varies greatly across the sub-region – at extremes from York where 74% of lettings go to 
Gold band applicants and only 7% to Bronze band, to Craven where the figures are 21% and 
35% respectively. The chances of a Silver or Bronze band applicant being housed thus differs 
geographically. 
 
4. To what extent do applicants submit multiple bids? 
73.  The data do not tell us how many bids applicants make at one time (up to the maximum 
permitted three) but it is clear that there are a number of very active bidders both among 
tenancies started and those still on the active register. Overall, 43% of those on the active 
register had bid, roughly two-thirds of those in Gold, half of those in Silver and a third of 
those in Bronze bands.  
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74.  About 10% of those on the active register and 20% of those allocated a property had 
submitted more than 20 bids. These active bidders (submitted more than 20 bids) are not 
precisely similar to all applicants or allocations: 

 Active bidders tend to be younger than the average. (22% of active bidders are 
under 25 and only 5% are 65 or over. This compares with 16% and 17% respectively 
for all on the active register. Among tenancies started, 27% of active bidders are 
under 25 (21% of all) and 7% 65 or over (19% of all).  

 In terms of ethnicity, in both instances active bidders are very slightly less likely than 
the average to be White British or Irish. For the active register the figures are 93% of 
active bidders (95% of all) and for tenancies started 94% (96% of all).  

 Active bidders are slightly less likely than the average to have a disability. For the 
active register the figures are 20% with a disability among active bidders compared 
with 22% of all. For tenancies started the respective figures are 26% and 28%. 

It is hard to interpret these findings – is active bidding a ‘good’ or a ‘bad’ thing? On the one 
hand active bidding suggests an ability to cope with the system and maximise chances, on 
the other hand active bidders by definition have generally not bid successfully.. 
 
75.  Non-bidders on the active register are more likely than bidders to be aged 65 and over. 
This is the most significant difference in characteristics between bidders and non-bidders on 
the register although it is important also to note that 14% of non-bidders needed help 
bidding. 
 
5. What is the impact of the system on typical distances moved and on the extent to which 
moves are made across LA boundaries? 
76.  This question implies a comparative element which cannot be addressed through this 
analysis. The CBL datasets do not include the applicants’ original address so we cannot 
identify distance or cross-LA moves. The CBL dataset for tenancies started does include the 
originating local authority area but, because of the way this is recorded in the system, any 
analysis on this basis could be very misleading. CORE returns will show whether/how much 
cross LA boundary allocations have increased since the introduction of CBL and will be 
included in the report to be produced in September when CORE data for 2011/12 is 
available. 
 
6. To what extent does the system impact on the distribution of lettings across rehousing 
groups (e.g. homeless vs. transfers) and on the quality/desirability of properties let to 
different groups? 
77.  Again CORE should give some idea of change over time although there are some 
questions about the reliability of the data on transfers in particular. The analysis above 
identifies patterns for homeless and transfer applicants since Home Choice but cannot 
compare this with patterns prior to Home Choice.  
 
78.  Table 24 shows an attempt to examine desirability of properties let to applicants in 
different categories. It shows the average number of bids per advert for lettings in the 
specified categories, presenting data separately for low, medium and high demand local 
authority groups. 
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Table 24 : Tenancies Started : Average Bids per Advert by Need Category : Low, Medium 
and High Demand Authority Groups 

 Low Medium High All 

All 20 38 76 52 

Tenant of Partner 21 36 73 53 

Social tenant 23 37 71 51 

Statutory homeless 38 51 75 61 

At risk of homelessness, priority need 18 35 82 61 

Serious health/well-being 22 41 78 51 

Good Neighbour 23 39 73 57 

No local connection 3 27 36 28 

 
79.  The table shows that those housed without a local connection are allocated properties 
with relatively low demand in all types of demand area. There is no evidence of overall 
systematic bias either in favour of or against applicants in the different need categories in 
terms of average number of bids per advert (pressure of demand).  In low and medium 
demand local authority areas, statutorily homeless applicants appear to do relatively well, 
while in the high demand areas those at risk of homelessness and in priority need do rather 
better than the statutorily homeless. Applicants with a Good Neighbour award do slightly 
better than average in low and medium demand areas, but less well than the average in 
high demand areas. 
 
7. How far does Home Choice impact on housing management efficiency (as measured by 
average relet intervals)? 
80.  Information has been presented on the period between the advert and the letting (an 
overall average of 41 days). However CORE is the more useful information source for void 
period and any change over time. 
 
8. Are members of vulnerable groups (including ethnic minority households) receiving an 
appropriate share of lettings under Home Choice? 
81.  The general analyses suggest that people needing help with bidding, the old and young, 
and people with disabilities appear to benefit under Home Choice in the sense that they are 
in greater proportions among lettings than on the active register. The position for ethnic 
minorities appears neutral.  
 
82.  Table 25 looks at relative demand (popularity) for properties allocated to some 
‘vulnerable’ groups, repeating the format used in Table 24. The picture which emerges is 
mixed. In all types of demand area those aged under 25, applicants other than White British 
and Irish, and people with some disability receive properties attracting above average 
numbers of bids per advert. Older applicants, however, receive properties in relatively 
below average demand. This is presumably more a reflection of property size (see 
paragraph 68 above) than any indication of quality. Need for help with bidding is age related 
which may account for the relatively unfavourable outcomes for applicants needing help. 
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Table 25 : Tenancies Started : Average Bids per Advert by Applicant ‘Vulnerability’ 
Category : Low, Medium and High Demand Authority Groups 

 Low Medium High All 

All 20 38 76 52 

Aged under 25 27 42 88 82 

Aged 65 and over 10 28 50 32 

Not White British/Irish 22 49 89 69 

Has some disability 22 40 82 56 

Needs help bidding 17 29 48 34 

 

4.2 Recommendations 

83.  We make seven recommendations on the basis of the analyses included in this note: 
 
1. Gold Banding  Analysis has revealed differences at local authority area level between the 
extent to which different factors contribute to Gold banding gradings (see Table 7). These 
differences should be reviewed and underlying reasons explored. The review might consider 
whether there is need for greater standardisation of assessment processes between Partner 
landlords.  
 
2. Good Neighbours  Analysis has revealed significant variations in the proportion of social 
housing tenant applicants receiving a Good Neighbour award for Gold band priority (see 
Paragraph 24). The Partnership might consider whether there is need for greater 
standardisation of assessment processes between Partner landlords.   
 
3. Non-Bidders  More than half of those on the active register had never submitted a bid 
(see Table 9). The Partnership might consider what more could be done to support 
participation in Home Choice among non-bidders. Particular attention might be focused on 
the 14% of non-bidders who have said that they need help with bidding. However, if the 
Partnership wishes to encourage more of those on the active register to make bids, it will 
need to reach beyond those who have so far indicated that they need help with bidding. 
Further exploration of the reasons why applicants have not bid would therefore be valuable. 
 
4. Bronze banding  Over six in ten (62%) of all applicants on the active register are in Bronze 
band. Overall, only 13% of lettings went to Bronze band applicants. The Partnership needs 
to consider how (if at all) to help the vast majority of the Bronze band applicants who are 
unlikely ever to achieve successful rehousing through bidding. Help with other housing 
options might be targeted on Bronze band active bidders who are clearly interested in 
taking responsibility for their housing but are likely to become alienated by futile repeat 
bids.  
 
5. Responding to supply/demand imbalances  One way in which some Bronze band 
applicants could potentially benefit to a greater extent from Home Choice is by more 
tactical bidding. This would involve using the information provided by Home Choice on the 
large variations in bid success between local areas and authorities (see sections 3.2 and 3.3). 



31 

 

Given that supply/demand imbalances are mainly at the sub-regional rather than local level, 
this could lead to more cross-authority bidding and potential loss of local support networks 
in return for housing. This recommendation links to the Customer Survey finding that few 
bidders are currently use the bidding feedback to inform future bidding and suggests scope 
for improved bidding guidance, website design and staff training.  
 
6. Bedroom Match and Welfare Reform  This analysis provides detailed information on 
current lettings match between size of property and minimum size required (see section 
3.1). It shows the likely impact of closer bedroom matches to avoid penalising new tenants 
following the implementation of Welfare Reform changes to housing benefit entitlement. 
There will be particular issues for Craven, Richmondshire, Hambleton and Selby. The ability 
of Gold band applicants in receipt of Housing Benefit to increase space without additional 
cost will be ended. There will be knock-on impacts for Bronze band applicants whose access 
to smaller one bedroom properties will be reduced. It is recommended that this analysis is 
drawn on to inform the Partnership’s responses to welfare reforms.  
 
7. Vulnerable Groups  The analysis has provided a nuanced picture of the impact of Home 
Choice for certain potentially vulnerable groups (see section 4.1. section 8). Overall there is 
encouraging evidence that allocations are not being markedly selective in these terms. But, 
insofar as there is evidence of selection, this appears to be in favour of the more vulnerable. 
However, there are clearly some barriers to effective participation in Home Choice affecting 
older people in particular who are less likely to bid at all than any other applicant group.  It 
is good that the Equality Monitoring Group is keeping these questions under review and it is 
recommended that the group gives consideration to the data presented here to inform its 
future work.  
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ANNEX : DATA ISSUES 

Data has been provided from the CBL system to enable analyses of applications and lettings 
for the evaluation. This note is intended to record some details of the data which could have 
a bearing on its accuracy and any differences from CORE, analyses run by the Partnership 
and others.  
 
Our understanding is that data has been provided as follows: 
 
1.  All register applications (including those previously on a waiting list and those applying 
after 7 July 2011) recording the application’s status and some applicant details. The main 
case identifier is the Login reference number. This data was run on 5 April 2012 and status 
will relate to that date. There are 21,682 cases in this data set. 
 
Current status is: 

Active     15,132 
Cancelled       2,383 
Closed       1,252 
Enquiries         235 
Housed      1,739 
Online application complete       171 
Pending enquiries        424 
Requesting closure            7 
Suspended         259 
Under review active          69 
Under review suspended         11 

 
2.  A dataset of all properties being let or, more accurately, adverts placed since July 2012 
with information relating to the status of the advertised property and the details of the 
applicant selected for it. There are a number of obvious errors and misalignments in this 
dataset which cannot be rectified. The main case identifier is the Property ID. This data 
should relate to tenancies started between 7 July 2011 and the end of March 2012. Because 
of the data errors it is hard to be certain of the number of cases in the set, but there are at 
least 3,278 cases with their main information properly aligned. 
 
The  status is: 

Match approved     198 
Match rejected     363 
Offer accepted     170 
Offer rejected      573 
Open         94 
Removed      311 
Tenancy rejected          5 
Tenancy started  1,564 

 
The analysis of lettings is based on the 1,564 cases with Tenancy started status. We have 
amended the basic data from this source in a number of ways: 
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 The ‘Local authority to’ variable on the dataset is not always the LA where the 
property is located. For pragmatic system reasons it is effectively a mixture of LA 
geography and landlord. Thus, for example, all Yorkshire HA properties are coded for 
‘Local authority to’ purposes to either Ryedale or Craven, but may in fact be located 
in York or another LA area. It appears that the lettings area was usually correct, 
although there was potential confusion between East and West Villages in CYC and 
Ryedale both of which have areas with these names. We have tried to make sure 
that ‘Local authority to’ actually means the LA area in which the property is located. 
This has meant a number of recodes from the original data set. 

 

 The original dataset did not include information on the number of bids made in 
response to the advert (needed to get an idea of relative demand). This information 
was provided separately in the form of the number of bids made for each Property 
ID by type of bid. There were 2,890 Property IDs – many more than the 1,564 
tenancies started (this includes repeated adverts where a property was not let 
immediately where a new Property ID is assigned for the re-advertisement). We 
matched Property IDs to add the relevant cases to the tenancy started file. 

 

 The original dataset did not include any information on the number of bids made by 
a successful applicant. This is, however, available on the register file described 
above. There is a discrepancy in numbers between applicants recorded as ‘housed’ 
in the register file (1,739) and the number recorded as ‘tenancy started’ on the 
advert file (1,564). We matched Login reference numbers and added the number of 
bids to the tenancy started file.  

 

 The original dataset did not include information on the landlord of the property 
being let. Again a separate file was provided for the landlord by Property ID. This file 
included 1,632 cases. Again we matched Property ID and added the information to 
the tenancy started file. It is apparent that not all landlords are actually separately 
identified – for example Railway Housing Association is not listed but one of our 
focus group participants had been housed by them through Home Choice. 
Presumably such lettings are ‘hidden’ under some other landlord heading slightly 
inflating their figures. 
 

 Other information on applicant characteristics (applicant sex) and several indications 
of need presented in Table 17 above have been added from the housed applicants 
on the register dataset to the tenancy started dataset, matched by Login reference 
number. 

 
The various discrepancies in numbers of ‘lettings’ between different data sources are rather 
worrying. In all instances the number from tenancies started on the basic advert dataset is 
the lower figure. Part of the explanation may lie in the different dates when the reports 
were run – later runs potentially include more cases. We suspect that status details on the 
advert file may not be absolutely up-to-date, and some cases recorded as housed on the 
register are still recorded as offer accepted on the advert file. There is just too much tedious 
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work involved in checking every case – and no independent way of saying which source is 
the more reliable anyway. We have not added any cases beyond those with ‘tenancy 
started’ for the analysis. 
 


