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Lettings in North Yorkshire Before and After Home Choice 
CORE Data Analyses July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 

 
This is the fifth 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 CORE (COntinuous REcording of Lettings and Sales in Social 
Housing in England) for provision of the datasets and to individual CBL partners for their 
input to the CORELOG from which the data is assembled.  
 
NOTE : Some discrepancies have been identified between CORE and CBL data sources. 
These are the subject of a separate note. This paper is based on CORE records as issued with 
an implicit assumption that those records were complete and consistent in both time 
periods analysed. 
  ________________________________________________ 
 

1.  Introduction 
 
Analysis of CORE data is an important strand in the evaluation of choice-based lettings in 
North Yorkshire since this is the only readily available source of ‘before’ and ‘after’ 
information on lettings. Analysis has been carried out for general needs lettings for the 
period July 2011 to March 2012 – the first nine months of operation for Home Choice. This 
is compared with the same nine month period in 2010/11. The key points arising are 
summarised in Section 2 below. 
 
It is important to establish, as far as possible, the validity of the data. Section 3 of this 
Evidence Paper therefore examines the approach taken to data extraction and analysis, and 
seeks, by comparing numbers of lettings made in 2010/11 and 2011/12, to identify any 
possible shortcomings in the data itself. Section 4 describes properties allocated in the two 
periods and Sections 5 and 6 look at the characteristics of tenants housed and housing need. 
The following section (7) explores some housing management issues (number of transfers 
made, number of offers and void period before letting), then Section 8 deals with other 
factors which might have been affected by the introduction of choice-based lettings (cross-
boundary movement, allocated occupancy levels and quality of property allocated to 
homeless applicants). The final Section 9 comments briefly whether any changes revealed 
can safely be attributed to the introduction of Home Choice. 
 
Subject to the caveats set out here and in section 3, this analysis is the most useful source of 
information that the Evaluation and Policy Review will have from which to draw conclusions 
about the impact of Home Choice on patterns of lettings in North Yorkshire. We have drawn 
out the key points in the next section to inform the policy review, including evidence on 
critical policy issues such as under-occupancy and inter-authority moves. We would advise 
readers to consider these bullet point findings in the context of the explanation of data 
issues in Section 3 and the fuller data analysis in the remainder of the report. 
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2.  Key Points 
 
This analysis has used CORE data to compare general needs lettings made in the Partnership 
area by all landlords except Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust in the periods July 2010 to 
March 2011 and July 2011 to March 2012. This is ‘before’ and ‘after’ the introduction of 
Home Choice in July 2011. A minority of 2011/12 lettings, especially by landlords other than 
the Main Partners, were said not to have been made through choice-based lettings. There 
are some questions about the completeness and consistency of returns relating to Yorkshire 
HA lettings in Craven, and lettings made by City of York Council. 
 
As might be expected, there are many more similarities in the pattern of lettings in the two 
time periods than differences. Differences are slight and at the margin.  
 
Virtually the same number of lettings were made in the two time periods. The pattern of 
development  in the two periods appears to affect the pattern of lettings: 

 The proportion of lettings made by Main Partner landlords was lower and that of 
‘other landlords’ was higher in 2011/12. 

 The geographical availability of properties to let shifted slightly. 

 Two and three bedroom houses/bungalows made up a higher, and one bedroom 
flats and maisonettes a lower, proportion of lettings in 2011/12 than in 2010/11. 
Overall, the proportion of three bedroom properties increased and that of one 
bedroom properties decreased in 2011/12. 

 
In identifying possible effects of the introduction of Home Choice, the following tentative 
conclusions can be reached: 

 Home Choice has not produced any major changes in the size or ethnicity of 
households housed, or in the age of household head. There is no evidence, for 
example, that older people have been disadvantaged by being less able to negotiate 
the largely internet-based system.  

 However there has been an increase in 2011/12 in the proportion of two-parent 
families relative to single-parent families, and a possibly related increase in the 
proportion of lettings to people in full-time employment. It is not clear why any 
changes in priority introduced by Home Choice would produce this effect. It might be 
hypothesised that two-parent families with a member in full-time employment could 
find the Home Choice system easier to negotiate. 

 Overall, the proportion of lettings to statutorily homeless people owed a duty rose, 
and the proportion of lettings to people with no homeless status fell, in 2011/12 
although the pattern was not consistent across all areas. This might be attributable 
to changes in priorities introduced by Home Choice in some areas, which might also 
lie behind small shifts in reasons why applicants left their previous property 
(especially decreases in proportions leaving because of over-crowding and inability 
to afford rent or mortgage and increases in proportions leaving because of ill 
health/disability, ending of an assured shorthold tenancy and being asked to leave 
by family or friends in 2011/12).  

 The proportion of people housed as homeless increased in all age groups in 2011/12, 
but especially among the under 25s. Numbers of homeless under 25s being housed 
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increased while numbers of non-homeless under 25s decreased in 2011/12. This may 
be the consequence of closer links between allocation policies (Home Choice), 
Supporting People and homelessness policies in Young People’s Hubs and move-on 
with associated support packages leading to Gold banding within Home Choice. 

 Home Choice appears to have had no effect on the proportion of transfers among 
lettings although the data is very poor. 

 The average number of offers required to let a property and the average length of 
time a property was void before letting both fell slightly in 2011/12 although 
performance and trends varied across landlords. This finding is consistent with the 
hypothesis that the introduction of bidding and choice has reduced the extent of 
abortive offers. 

 There are clear indications that the introduction of Home Choice has increased the 
extent of cross-boundary movement, especially for Partner landlords and within the 
Partnership area. Movement out of York to other districts is the most significant 
geographical pattern revealed, perhaps as York residents seek to improve their 
housing chances in areas of lower demand or simply follow area preferences in a 
way which was more difficult previously. 

 Home Choice permits applicants to bid for properties slightly larger or smaller than 
they strictly ‘need’. CORE analysis involves making major assumptions about the size 
of property ‘needed’, but there are some indications that a higher proportion of 
lettings in 2011/12 involved an extra bedroom. However, it would be unwise to 
attribute this fully to enhanced opportunities for choice since, as noted above, 
relatively fewer one bedroom properties were available for letting in 2011/12. 
Housing benefit changes will significantly alter the property size choice context for 
applicants from April 2013.  

 There is no evidence that the relative desirability of property allocated to homeless 
people has changed significantly or consistently because of Home Choice policies or 
the greater opportunities to exercise of applicant choice. 

 
 

3.  Number of Lettings and Data Issues 
 
The approach adopted in preparing CORE records for analysis was as follows. All lettings 
made in the seven districts in the Partnership area were selected and saved into SPSS files 
from the annual restricted CORE general needs data bases for 2010/11 and 2011/12 (which 
include all lettings entered into CORE by all local authorities and housing associations in 
England). In each case, lettings made in the first quarter (April to June) were removed to 
produce data for the nine month study period – that is July 2010 to March 2011 and July 
2011 to March 2012. The same nine months ‘before’ and ‘after’ were analysed to control for 
any seasonality in lettings patterns. 
 
It was initially proposed that only lettings made by the Main Partner landlords within the 
Partnership area would be included in the CORE analysis. However, it was clear from the 
analysis of CBL system data that lettings of properties owned by other landlords are also 
included in the CBL data. For this reason, all landlord lettings in the Partnership area have 
been included in the CORE analysis with the exception of Joseph Rowntree Housing Trust 
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(JRHT) which did not appear in the CBL data. There is a variable in CORE to indicate whether 
a letting has been made through a choice-based lettings system. The 2011/12 analysis 
shows that only excluding JRHT lettings means that some lettings have been included which 
are not recorded as made via CBL. This is true for Main Partners, where 87% were recorded 
as CBL, as well as other landlords (67% via CBL)1. This is shown in more detail in Table 2 
below. Because the main purpose of the CORE analysis is to compare the two periods, it 
would not be appropriate to include only CBL lettings in 2011/12 – landlords must either be 
included as a whole or excluded from the analysis. This factor should, however, be borne in 
mind as a slight caveat on interpretations of the possible effects of introducing Home 
Choice. 
 
Table 1 shows the number of properties let in the two periods by landlord and by the local 
authority area in which the property is located. The total number of lettings made was very 
similar – 1,737 in 2010/11 and 1,720 in 2011/12. 
 

Table 1 : Landlord and Local Authority of Properties Let : July to March 2010/11 and 
2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Total 1,737 1,720 

 Number % Number % 

Landlord     

Broadacres 344 20 319 19 

City of York Council 291 17 136 8 

Richmondshire 79 5 78 5 

Selby 194 11 186 11 

Yorkshire Coast Homes 257 15 293 17 

Yorkshire HA 259 15 206 12 

Other landlords 313 18 502 29 

     

Local authority     

Craven 82 5 123 7 

Hambleton 288 17 263 15 

Richmondshire 113 7 156 9 

Ryedale 161 9 168 10 

Scarborough 360 21 405 24 

Selby 305 18 302 18 

York 428 25 303 18 

 
Table 1 does, however, reveal some significant differences between the two periods in 
terms of both landlord and property location.  The most striking differences are: 

 A big decrease in the number of lettings made by City of York Council, which is also 
reflected in a slightly lesser decrease in lettings in the York area, in 2011/12. 

 A big increase in the number of lettings made by ‘other landlords’ in 2011/12. 

                                                           
1
 We have implicitly assumed here that CORE records are complete, and that landlords have not simply failed 

to check the CBL box on the return. 
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 A decrease of about a fifth in lettings made by Yorkshire HA in 2011/12. 

 Large proportionate increases in lettings made in Craven and Richmondshire in 
2011/12. 

Tables 2 to 4 seek to explain these differences and to identify any discrepancies which 
cannot easily be accounted for.  
 
Table 2 seeks to provide more information about the ‘other landlord’ issue. It shows all 
landlords, Main Partners and others (excluding JRHT), with lettings in the Partnership area in 
the two years. For 2011/12 it also shows the proportion of lettings recorded as having been 
made through choice-based lettings. Landlords other than the Main Partners are italicised in 
the table. 
 

Table 2 : Properties Let in the Partnership Area by Owning Landlord : July to March 
2010/11 and 2011/12 (absolute figures) 

 2010/11 2011/12 

Owning landlord  All lettings Through CBL 
Broadacres 344 319 253 
City of York Council 291 136 132 
Richmondshire 79 78 70 
Selby 194 186 155 
Yorks Coast Homes 257 293 259 
Yorkshire HA 259 206 185 

Accent Foundation 26 17 13 

Chevin HA 60 50 9 

Endeavour HA 7 1 1 

Habinteg - 2 - 

Hanover - 1 1 

Headrow 1 1 1 

Home Group 71 86 70 

Jephson 10 47 28 

Leeds and Yorkshire HA 16 11 11 

Lune Valley Rural HA 1 2 1 

Muir Group 12 17 14 

Places for People 2 19 7 

Railway HA 2 - - 

Riverside Housing Group 1 18 14 

Sanctuary 31 79 65 

South Yorkshire HA 24 22 18 

Tees Valley HA 31 70 68 

Tuke HA 4 1 0 

York HA 14 58 18 

 
As can be seen, broadly the same range of landlords made lettings in the Partnership area in 
the two periods. The increase in ‘other landlord’ lettings is attributable to increases by 
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Home Group, Jephson, Places for People, Riverside, Sanctuary, Tees Valley and York HA 
which more than offset decreases by some other ‘other landlords’. 
 
Table 3 shows that the split of lettings between those made by Main Partners and ‘other 
landlords’ (excluding JRHT) is very uneven across the area, and appears to have changed 
between the two years. This is one factor in explaining the geographical differences 
revealed in Table 1 given the increased importance overall of ‘other landlord’ lettings. 
 

Table 3 : Main Partner/Other Lettings by Local Authority Allocated : July to March 2010/11 
and 2011/12 (absolute figures) 

 2010/11 2011/12 

LA allocated Partner Other Partner Other 

Craven 53 29 19 104 

Hambleton 254 34 226 37 

Richmondshire 100 13 117 39 

Ryedale 158 3 154 14 

Scarborough 273 87 305 100 

Selby 235 70 238 64 

York 351 77 159 144 

All 1,424 313 1,218 502 

 1,737 1,720 

 
The main differences relate to Craven and York. ‘Other landlord’ lettings have increased 
significantly in 2011/12 in both Craven and York, while in both instances the number of 
Main Partner lettings has decreased sharply at the same time.  
 
Table 4 looks at the number of first lettings (from reason for vacancy) to see whether new 
build programmes can account for landlord and geographical changes in numbers of lettings 
between the two periods. Differences in development programmes between the two 
periods do indeed explain the increase in ‘other landlord’ lettings since their first lettings 
have risen from 39 to 209 in 2011/12. They also explain most of the differences between 
the two periods in total lettings revealed in Table 1 in Hambleton, Richmondshire, Ryedale, 
Scarborough and Selby. However, they fail to explain: 

 The scale of the apparent drop in Main Partner lettings (Yorkshire HA) in Craven. 

 The scale of the apparent drop in lettings by City of York Council. 
 
A question therefore remains as to whether CORE returns are complete and consistent in 
these instances. It is not, of course, possible to say whether any inaccuracies took place in 
the 2010/11 or 2011/12 returns or both. Again this caveat should be borne in mind when 
reading the remainder of this Evidence Paper. 
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Table 4 : First Lettings by Local Authority Allocated : Main Partner and ‘Other Landlords’ : 
July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 (absolute numbers) 

2010/11 

 Main Partner Other landlord All 

Craven - - - 

Hambleton 37 5 42 

Richmondshire 16 - 16 

Ryedale 30 - 30 

Scarborough 17 15 32 

Selby 34 1 35 

York 74 18 92 

All 208 39 247 

 
2011/12 

Craven 5 62 67 

Hambleton 9 - 9 

Richmondshire 32 12 44 

Ryedale 21 8 29 

Scarborough 41 34 75 

Selby 34 4 38 

York 9 89 98 

All 151 209 360 

 
 

4.  Properties Allocated 
 
As noted, a total of 1,720 properties were let 2011/12 under CBL, compared with 1,737 in 
2010/11. Section 3 also noted differences in the geographical distribution of lettings and the 
landlords concerned, largely attributable to changes in the pattern of development between 
the two periods. 
 
CORE provides little further information about the properties let, although this is obviously 
an important factor in influencing who can be housed. Table 5 shows the size/type of 
property let in the two years. In 2011/12 the proportions of two and three bedroom 
houses/bungalows were higher and the proportion of one bedroom flats/maisonettes lower 
than in 2010/11. Overall, the proportion of one bedroom lettings fell (36% to 30%), two 
bedroom lettings were more or less stable (41% and 42%) and the proportion of three 
bedroom and larger properties increased slightly (24% to 27%). 
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Table 5 : Type of Property Let : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737 1,720 

 % % 

Bedsit 1 1 

1 bed flat/mais. 26 21 

1 bed house/bung 9 8 

2 bed flat/mais 17 15 

2 bed house/bung 24 27 

3 bed flat/mais 2 1 

3 bed house/bung 20 23 

4/5 bed house 2 3 

Other 1 1 

   

Wheelchair standard 6 4 

 
Table 6 shows that the increase in houses/bungalows is attributable to the development 
programme. The 2011/12 development programme included fewer one bedroom 
flats/maisonettes although higher numbers of these were released through internal 
transfers, perhaps as a consequence of the development of houses. It is not clear that any 
changes revealed can be attributed to the introduction of choice-based lettings. 
 

Table 6 : Reasons of Vacancy by Type of Property: July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
(Absolute Numbers) 

 2010/11 2011/12 

Total 1,737 1,720 

 New Transfer Other 
relet 

New Transfer Other 
relet 

Bedsit 4 2 9 - 1 11 
1 bed flat/mais. 36 69 340 3 90 274 
1 bed house/bung 3 24 128 2 17 124 
2 bed flat/mais 58 63 172 61 31 170 
2 bed house/bung 68 66 274 131 51 280 
3 bed flat/mais 2 6 18 - 1 14 
3 bed house/bung 63 73 212 133 54 207 
4/5 bed house 13 5 16 28 5 12 
Other - 4 9 2 7 11 
 
Total 

 
247 

 
312 

 
1,178 

 
360 

 
257 

 
1,103 

 
 

5.  Tenants Housed 
 
Table 7 shows the size and type of households allocated properties in the two years. The 
profiles are remarkably similar between the years. Average household size increased slightly 
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in 2011/12 reflecting slightly higher proportions of three and four person households, and 
there was a slightly lower proportion of single person households. This could be accounted 
for by the slight changes in the size profile of properties let described above. Changes in 
household type profiles are very small. There appears to have been a slight shift away from 
lettings to single parent and towards letting to two parent families. CORE shows that this 
was not true across England as a whole. It is hard to see how this could be related to the 
introduction of Home Choice unless related to the likelihood of being in employment or 
computer literate. 
 

Table 7 : Household Size and Type : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737 1,673(1) 

 % % 

Household size   

1 person 43 40 

2 persons 29 29 

3 persons 15 17 

4 persons 8 9 

5 persons 4 4 

6 and more 2 2 

Average size 2.07 2.16 

   

Household type   

1 elder 13 13 

2 elders 6 7 

1 adult 29 27 

2 adults 10 10 

1 adult + 1+ children 22 20 

2+ adults & 1+ children 16 19 

Other 3 4 
(1)

 There were more missing data entries in the 2011/12 CORE dataset than in 2010/11. This means that 
numbers for household information are reduced. 

 
Table 8 shows the age, ethnic origin and economic status of Person 1 (head of household) in 
the two time periods. The age profile is virtually unchanged.  There is no evidence here that 
Home Choice is disproportionately helping or hindering any particular age group. From this 
data source, it appears  that older people are not being disadvantaged in practice by the 
largely computer-based system. Equally it seems that young people as a whole have failed 
to increase their share of lettings despite the impression given by some key stakeholders 
interviewed (but see Section 6 for evidence on lettings to homeless young people). 
 
Lettings went almost exclusively to White British applicants in both 2010/11 and 2011/12. 
 
There are interesting – though modest – shifts between years in the increased proportion of 
people housed in full-time employment and the similar decrease in people classed as at 
home and not seeking work. While there have been policy discussions at national level 
about increasing priority given to people in work, we are not aware of any such changes 
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within Home Choice policies or procedures. Indeed, despite national debate,  CORE shows 
that there was no comparable increase in the proportion of people in full-time employment 
across England as a whole (England: 22% in 2010/11 and 21% in 2011/12; Partnership area: 
21% and 24% respectively) although there was a similar drop in the proportion at home and 
not seeking work (England: 22% to 20%; Partnership area 17% to 14%). The shift in the 
Partnership area is quite hard to account for and appears linked to the shift between single- 
and two-parent families noted above (full-time employment is higher in two-parent than in 
single-parent families). Could those in full-time work find it easier to negotiate the CBL 
system?  
 

Table 8 : Age, Ethnic Origin and Economic Status of Person 1 : July to March 2010/11 and 
2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737 1,673 

 % % 

Age   

16 or 17 1 1 

18 to 24 23 21 

25 to 34 20 23 

35 to 44 19 16 

45 to 54 14 13 

55 to 64 11 12 

65 to 74 7 8 

75 to 84 4 5 

85 and over 2 1 

Under 24 23 22 

25 to 64 64 64 

65 and over 13 14 

Average age 41.1 41.7 

   

Ethnic origin   

White: British and Irish 95.5 96.7 

Other White 2.3 2.0 

Other 1.3 1.0 

Refused 1.0 0.5 

   

Economic status   

Working full-time 21 24 

Working part-time 12 11 

Unemployed 14 15 

Retired 17 17 

Home/not seeking work 17 14 

Student 1 1 

Sick/disabled 15 15 

Other 2 3 
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6.  Housing Need 
 
CORE provides limited information which lets us examine the extent and nature of housing 
need of applicants housed. Table 9 shows the recorded homelessness status of applicants 
housed in the two periods. As can be seen, there has been an increase in the proportion 
housed who are statutorily homeless and owed a duty in 2011/12, accompanied by a 
compensating decrease in the proportion housed who are not homeless. CORE shows that 
there has been no such shift across England as a whole. 
 

Table 9 : Homelessness Status : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737 1,720 

 % % 

Not homeless 78 73 

Statutorily homeless – duty owed 14 19 

Statutorily homeless – no duty owed 2 2 

Other homeless 7 6 

 
Table 10 shows homelessness status by the local authority area allocated.  It reveals big 
differences between areas – ranging in 2011/12 from 5% of lettings going to statutorily 
homeless people owed a duty in Craven to 30% in Richmondshire.  The extent of these 
differences may raise questions about the consistency of homelessness policies across the 
area and links to lettings priorities. Table 10 also demonstrates quite large shifts in 
proportions in some local authority areas between the two periods. Thus the proportion of 
lettings going to homeless people owed a duty increased in 2011/12 in Hambleton, Ryedale 
and York (from a suspiciously low figure in 2010/11), while it fell in Scarborough. Figure 1 
presents simplified information in graphical form, plotting the percentage of lettings going 
to people in any homeless category in 2010/11 and 2011/12 for each local authority area. 
The shifts might be at least partly attributable to changed priorities introduced by Home 
Choice. 
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Table 10 : Homelessness Status by Local Authority Area Allocated : July to March 2010/11 
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2010/11         

Number 82 288 113 161 360 305 428 1,737 

 % % % % % % % % 

Not homeless 89 76 61 79 63 79 93 78 

Statutorily homeless – 
duty owed 

6 11 28 7 22 17 6 14 

Statutorily homeless – no 
duty owed 

2 1 9 1 3 2 - 2 

Other homeless 2 12 2 13 12 2 1 7 

 
2011/12 

        

Number 123 263 156 168 405 302 303 1,720 

 % % % % % % % % 

Not homeless 91 64 65 73 65 87 75 73 

Statutorily homeless – 
duty owed 

5 28 30 18 22 9 20 19 

Statutorily homeless – no 
duty owed 

2 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 

Other homeless 2 7 3 7 11 3 3 6 

 
One of the changes introduced by Home Choice in some areas which was remarked on in 
our stakeholder interviews was the relative priority of young single homeless people who 
were felt to have benefited in several areas. As noted above, the proportion of young 
people housed overall has not increased in 2011/12. The proportion of people with some 
homeless status who were aged under 25 was 31% in 2010/11 compared with 32% in 
2011/12 suggesting very little change in the age composition of homeless people being 
housed.  
 
However focusing only on people aged under 25 who were housed a clear shift is revealed 
towards those who have homeless status (29% had some homeless status in 2010/11 
compared with 42% in 2011/12). Among other older age groups the increase in the 
proportions with homeless status were much smaller in 2011/12. Any benefit to homeless 
young people seems to have been achieved at the expense of non-homeless young people; 
absolute numbers of non-homeless under 25s decreased by 77 between 2010/11 and 
2011/12 while numbers of homeless under 25s increased by 32. The introduction of Home 
Choice along with changes in approach towards young homeless people, including 
Supporting People funded Young People Hubs, and Gold banding once outcomes star 
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assessments confirm readiness for independent living might have had this effect, as 
discussed in our stakeholder interviews.  
 
CORE records limited measures of disability in terms of having specific special needs related 
to the property. Table 11 reveals findings which are inconclusive. The proportion of 
‘unknowns’ has decreased greatly between 2010/11 and 2011/12. It may be – but it is not 
certain – that all this difference is reflected in the apparent increase in the proportion 
housed with no disability. For individual forms of special needs, numbers are so small that it 
is hard to draw any conclusions beyond saying that profiles seem broadly similar in both 
years.  
 

Table 11 : Special Needs : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737  

 No. % No. % 

Requires fully wheelchair accessible housing 13 0.7 15 0.9 

Requires wheelchair access to essential rooms 7 0.4 12 0.7 

Requires level access housing 117 6.7 114 6.6 

Requires adaptations relating to visual  impairment 6 0.3 3 0.2 

Requires adaptations relating to hearing impairment - - 5 0.3 

Other disability related requirements 113 6.5 68 4.0 

No disability related housing requirements 1,074 61.8 1,369 79.6 

Not known 417 24.0 152 8.8 

 
Table 12 shows the main reason why the tenant left their last settled home. It shows 
absolute numbers as well as percentages because of the large number of categories and 
small cell entries. Cells are shaded where one year has at least 20 cases more than the other 
year in an attempt to draw attention to the most significant differences. Thus the 
numerically largest differences between the two years (apart from the ‘other’ category) are 
in terms of property being unsuitable because of ill health or disability (2011/12 higher), 
property unsuitable because of over-crowding (2010/11 higher), cannot afford rent or 
mortgage (2010/11 higher), the ending of an assured shorthold tenancy (2011/12 higher) 
and being asked to leave by family or friends (2011/12 higher). It is tempting – but perhaps 
dangerous – to attribute these major changes to the introduction of the CBL which gives 
priority to people who are homeless or threatened with homelessness and in ill health, and 
may give lower priority to overcrowding than pre-existing points schemes. While not 
shaded, there has been an increase in the number/proportion of people moving to be 
nearer to work. Again it is tempting to attribute this to the wider geographical area of 
operation of Home Choice and the greater opportunities offered for moving across local 
authority boundaries (see below). 
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Table 12 : Main Reason for Leaving Previous Home : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

 No. % No. % 

Permanent decant from another property owned by the landlord 21 1.2 7 0.4 

Left home country as refugee 1 0.1 2 0.1 

Discharged from prison/long-stay hospital/other institution 6 0.3 7 0.4 

Loss of tied accommodation 23 1.3 21 1.2 

End of assured shorthold tenancy 96 5.6 116 6.9 

Eviction or repossession 70 4.1 78 4.5 

Domestic violence 57 3.3 43 2.5 

(Non-violent) relationship breakdown with partner 98 5.7 109 6.3 

Asked to leave by family or friends 158 9.1 179 10.4 

Racial harassment 2 0.1 2 0.1 

Other problems with neighbours 35 2.0 52 3.1 

Property unsuitable because of over-crowding 238 13.8 205 12.2 

Property unsuitable because of ill health/disability 212 12.3 258 15.3 

Property unsuitable because of poor condition 62 3.6 54 3.2 

Could not afford rent or mortgage 76 4.4 47 2.8 

To move nearer to family, friends, school 79 4.6 88 5.2 

To move nearer work 6 0.3 22 1.3 

To move to accommodation with support 18 1.0 19 1.1 

To move to independent accommodation 176 10.2 172 10.2 

Under-occupation 25 1.4 18 1.1 

Other 269 15.6 183 10.9 

 
 

7.  Housing Management Issues 
 
The introduction of choice-based lettings might have the effect of altering the balance 
between transfers and other lettings. Unfortunately CORE seems not to provide a reliable 
variable which identifies transfers. There is a code for ‘internal transfer’ in the source of 
referral variable. There is also a code for ‘relet – internal transfer’ in the reason for vacancy 
variable. Other things being equal, these might be expected to match at least roughly. In 
addition, for local authority landlords, it is possible to calculate the number of lettings made 
to people who were previously living in that local authority and were in an local authority 
general needs tenancy (previous tenure) which should again equate to transfers. However, 
for some landlords these different measures produce very different answers. For example, 
in 2010/11 for City of York Council, source of referral shows 11 internal transfers, reason for 
vacancy shows 45 relets by internal transfer and there were 73 people who were previously 
living in a general needs LA tenure in the City of York. In this context it is clear that CORE 
cannot provide a definitive answer on proportion or number of transfers before and after 
the introduction of Home Choice.  
 
Having said that, in terms of the reason for vacancy variable, the number of internal 
transfers decreased from 312 in 2010/11 to 257 in 2011/12. As a proportion of all lettings, 
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internal transfers produced 18% of properties let in 2010/11 and 15% in 2011/12. It seems 
safe to conclude that the introduction of Home Choice has not had the effect of increasing 
internal transfers, and may have contributed to their decrease in spite of the possibility of 
Gold banding for a being a ‘Good Neighbour’. 
 
It might be expected that introducing more choice and allowing applicants to bid for the 
properties they want will reduce the number of refusals, thus increasing the effectiveness of 
the lettings process. Table 13 shows the number of times properties had been offered 
before being let (zero indicates a property being let at the first offer) in the two periods.  
 

Table 13 : Number of Times Property Offered Since Becoming Vacant : July to March 
2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737 1,720 

 % % 

Zero 78 83 

One 13 11 

Two 4 5 

Three 3 2 

Four or more 2 1 

Average number 0.38 0.30 

 
The proportion let at first offer was slightly higher in 2011/12 than in 2010/11 in line with 
reasonable expectation. The average number of refusals was slightly lower. Although figures 
are very small, the proportion of lettings requiring four or more offers also reduced very 
slightly. Some refused offers may, of course, have been made prior to the introduction of 
Home Choice – an issue raised by stakeholders in relation to a few properties in isolated 
rural areas. 
 
Table 14 shows the information on number of times the property was offered by landlord 
for the two years. This reveals both variable performance (in 2011/12 there was a range in 
average offers from 0.16 for City of York to 0.49 for Yorkshire HA) and different trends 
between years. The average number of offers reduced, sometimes dramatically, for City of 
York, Richmondshire, Selby and Yorkshire Coast Homes. The average increased for 
Broadacres and Yorkshire HA.  
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Table 14 : Number of Times Property Offered Since Becoming Vacant by Landlord : July to 
March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
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2010/11        

Number 344 291 79 194 257 259 313 

 % % % % % % % 

Zero 83 70 72 72 79 83 82 

One 12 17 19 11 13 12 12 

Two 3 6 6 9 3 5 3 

Three 2 6 3 6 3 - 2 

Four or more 1 2 - 3 2 * 2 

Average number 0.26 0.54 0.39 0.58 0.40 0.23 0.35 

 
2011/12 

       

Number 319 136 78 186 293 206 502 

 % % % % % % % 

Zero 79 87 87 77 92 77 83 

One 14 10 9 17 5 12 9 

Two 4 3 3 4 1 6 5 

Three 2 - 1 1 1 2 2 

Four or more 1 - - 1 1 4 2 

Average number 0.33 0.16 0.18 0.33 0.21 0.49 0.30 

 
It might be tentatively concluded that Home Choice has reduced the number of offers 
needed to let a property, but that performance still varies and improvements have not been 
experienced equally. 
 
A different but related issue is the length of time properties had been vacant prior to letting. 
There is perhaps no inherent reason why lettings should be quicker under CBL, apart from 
time spent making/considering unsuccessful offers, unless there has been a move to 
advertising properties before vacation. Table 14 shows the length of time properties had 
been vacant prior to letting in the two periods. There was a slight reduction in the average 
void time, and an increase in the proportion vacant for less than a week in 2011/12.  
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Table 14 : Length of Time the Property was Vacant : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

Number 1,737  

 % % 

Up to 1 week 28 33 

> 1, up to 2 weeks 18 17 

> 2, up to 4 weeks 28 27 

> 4, up to 9 weeks 21 18 

> 9, up to 19 weeks 5 4 

Over 19 weeks 1 1 

Average number of days 23.9 22.8 

 
 

Table 15 : Length of Time the Property was Vacant by Landlord : July to March 2010/11 
and 2011/12 
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2010/11        

Number 344 291 79 194 257 259 313 

 % % % % % % % 

Up to 1 week 28 14 9 7 35 39 42 

> 1, up to 2 weeks 24 19 18 12 15 9 21 

> 2, up to 4 weeks 29 43 39 27 30 18 19 

> 4, up to 9 weeks 15 23 25 39 18 23 14 

> 9, up to 19 weeks 3 1 8 14 2 10 4 

Over 19 weeks - * 1 - - 2 1 

Average number of 
days 

19.7 24.0 30.1 37.4 18.8 29.1 18.2 

 
2011/12 

       

Number 319 136 78 186 293 206 502 

 % % % % % % % 

Up to 1 week 24 43 10 26 28 27 49 

> 1, up to 2 weeks 27 7 6 13 15 17 17 

> 2, up to 4 weeks 30 35 33 23 28 35 17 

> 4, up to 9 weeks 17 13 35 29 21 19 12 

> 9, up to 19 weeks 2 2 14 9 7 1 4 

Over 19 weeks - - 1 1 1 1 2 

Average number of 
days 

19.8 16.6 39.5 30.3 26.2 22.9 18.9 
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Table 15 shows this information by landlord. Again performance varies between landlords, 
and not all changes between the two periods have been in the same direction. In this 
instance average void periods have reduced in City of York, Selby and Yorkshire HA, but have 
lengthened in Richmondshire and Yorkshire Coast Homes. Broadacres has remained virtually 
unchanged. The lack of match between performance changes on this variable and on 
average number of offers perhaps suggests that more than refusal rates are involved. 
 
Again it might be tentatively concluded that the introduction of Home Choice has 
contributed to a modest reduction void periods, but not for all landlords. Performance is still 
variable. 
 
 

8.  Other Home Choice Features 
 
This section looks at three further features of the Home Choice scheme which have been 
particularly prominent in recent debates and are likely to be of importance for the Home 
Choice policy review: the potential for cross-boundary movement, the ability of applicants 
to bid for properties one bedroom larger or smaller than they ‘need’ (albeit with a lower 
priority than a direct occupancy match in a tie break) and the relative quality of property 
allocated to different applicant groups. 
 
Table 16 looks at the mobility issue in very simple terms. It shows what proportion of lets 
involved moves within the same authority area, from elsewhere within the Partnership area 
and from elsewhere. For this analysis, the main Partner landlords and ‘other landlords’ are 
distinguished. There is a distinct difference between the pattern in the two years, especially 
for the Main Partner landlords. In both years the great majority of lettings went to people 
from the same authority area. However, cross-boundary movement was higher in 2011/12, 
involving both moves within the Partnership area and from elsewhere. In proportionate 
terms, movement within the Partnership area increased most, involving one in ten Main 
Partner lettings in 2011/12. 
 

Table 16 : Extent of Cross-Boundary Movement : Main Partner Landlords : July to March 
2010/11 and 2011/12 
 2010/11 2011/12 

 Partner Other Partner Other 

Number 1,424 313 1,218 502 

 % % % % 

Within same LA 94 94 84 90 

From elsewhere in Partnership 2 2 10 4 

From elsewhere 4 4 6 6 

 
In 2011/12 cross-boundary flows of 5 or more for Partner landlords within the Partnership 
area were: 

York to Selby    27 
Richmondshire to Hambleton  19 
York to Ryedale   12 
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York to Hambleton     9 
Scarborough to Ryedale    9 
York to Scarborough     7 
Ryedale to Hambleton    6 
Selby to Ryedale     5 

 
In terms of net flows within the Partnership area: 

Hambleton     29 gain 
Selby      26 gain 
Ryedale    21 gain 
Craven      2 loss 
Scarborough       6 loss 
York2      54 loss 

Thus the main effect has been to permit outward movement from York, as well as other 
readjustments. 
 
The main sources of inward movement to the Partnership area are the various authorities in 
the Teesside area, and the authorities of the West Yorkshire conurbation. There was only 
one move recorded from Harrogate, which opted out of joining the North Yorkshire Home 
Choice, in 2011/12 compared with five in 2010/11. 
 
Assessing whether there has been any effect on occupancy at the point of letting is more 
complicated and less exact because the CORE data does not indicate in any simple manner 
how many bedrooms an applicant ‘needs’. Very crude (and not generous) assumptions have 
been applied as follows: 

1 elder needs 1 bedroom 
2 elders need 1 bedroom 
1 adult needs 1 bedroom 
2 adults need 1 bedroom 
2 & 3 person single parent family needs 2 bedrooms 
4 & 5 person single parent family needs 3 bedrooms 
Larger single parent family needs 4 bedrooms 
3 & 4 person two parent family needs 2 bedrooms 
5 & 6 person two parent family needs 3 bedrooms 
Larger two parent family needs 4 bedrooms 
Other households excluded from the analysis 

These assumptions do not necessarily mirror the regulations which will determine required 
house size for Housing Benefit purposes which require a much more detailed examination of 
relationships within households and the age and sex of children. 
 
Table 17 applies these crude assumptions and shows the proportion of lettings made 
according to occupancy match in 2010/11 and 2011/12. Most lettings overall involve a 

                                                           
2
 The possibility was raised above that CORE records are incomplete for City of York Council lettings in 

2011/12. If this is so, the apparent net loss experienced by York district could be exaggerated as some inward 

movement from elsewhere in the Partnership area could have been missed. 



21 

 

direct occupancy match on these assumptions. However, this is not true for two elder and 
two adult households where most are allocated a two rather than a one bedroom property. 
In terms of change over time, there appears to have been a slight shift away from direct 
matches and towards ‘under-occupation’ by one bedroom. This is true of all types of 
household other than single parent families where proportion for one bedroom under-
occupation is unchanged. There has been no increase in the (tiny) proportion of properties 
let which are smaller than ‘needed’. This suggests that Home Choice may have permitted 
more generous space standards in line with applicant choice. It is also, of course, related to 
the fact that fewer one bedroom properties were let in 2011/12 than in 2010/11. Changes 
to housing benefit and the ‘bedroom tax’ are likely to change applicants’ choices on number 
of bedrooms, with a consequent knock-on effect especially for those ‘requiring’ one 
bedroom only. Better information is available on this from the CBL data analysis for 2011/12 
(see Evidence Paper 1). 
 

Table 17 : Occupancy Matching : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 

 Direct match + 1 bedroom + 2 bedrooms - 1 bedroom 

2010/11     

1 elder 73 27 * - 

2 elders 30 69 1 - 

1 adult 71 27 2 - 

2 adults 25 67 8 - 

1 adult + child 61 35 - 5 

2+ adults + child 59 40 - 1 

All 60 37 2 1 

     

2011/12     

1 elder 69 31 1 - 

2 elders 25 74 1 - 

1 adult 68 31 1 - 

2 adults 26 68 6 - 

1 adult + child 64 35 - 1 

2+ adults + child 55 43 2 1 

All 57 41 1 * 

 
One of the research questions set in the evaluation was whether the introduction of Home 
Choice had affected the ‘quality’ of properties being allocated to allocation groups 
(homeless, transfers and general waiting list), for example because those in greater need 
extend their choice to less popular areas to increase the chances of rapid rehousing or, on 
the contrary, receive greater priority and are able to choose better areas. ‘Quality’ issues 
were examined in the analysis of CBL system data (NY Home Choice Evaluation Evidence 
Paper 1) where a fuller and more detailed approach was possible. The CBL data, however, 
provides no ‘before’ and ‘after’ element, so a rather simpler and cruder approach has been 
adopted here using CORE data. 
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As noted above, CORE information on transfers is so imperfect as to be potentially 
misleading. The analysis here has, therefore, been restricted to examining the homelessness 
issue. 
 
‘Quality’ or relative desirability of properties was defined as follows. The CORE data includes 
postcode sector (for example YO10). Using data from CBL records of tenancies started 
between July 2011 and March 2012 the average number of bids per advert placed for 
properties let in each postcode sector has been calculated. The range was from an average 
of 4 bids in DL2 to an average of 98.4 in YO26.  This is intended to be an indicator of relative 
demand in different areas across the sub-region.  
 
Table 18 shows the average number of bids per advert per postcode sector of properties let 
to people in different homelessness categories in 2010/11 and 2011/12. Because CBL 
system data analysis showed that relative demand varied considerably at local authority 
level, Table 18 incorporates this dimension and comments are made at this level rather than 
for the Partnership as a whole (which could be misleading).  
 

Table 18 : Average Bids per Advert per Postcode Sector Let to Different Homelessness 
Categories by Local Authority Area : July to March 2010/11 and 2011/12 
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2010/11 

        

Not homeless 19 45 24 35 57 38 85 54 

Statutorily homeless – 
duty owed 

 
22 

 
45 

 
24 

 
36 

 
59 

 
40 

 
86 

 
49 

Other homeless 22 33 23 33 60 46 86 49 

 
2011/12 

        

Not homeless 21 39 23 35 59 37 83 48 

Statutorily homeless – 
duty owed 

20 45 24 33 61 39 87 52 

Other homeless 22 42 25 32 58 42 79 50 

 
The main impression from Table 18 is that there has been no significant and consistent shift 
in relative desirability of properties allocated to homeless and non-homeless applicants. In 
some places statutorily homeless owed a duty appear to have done slightly better in 
2011/12 (Scarborough and York) and in others to have done slightly worse (Craven, Ryedale, 
and Selby). Other homeless applicants have done better in 2011/12 in Hambleton and 
Richmondshire, and worse in Ryedale, Scarborough, Selby and York. However, changes are 
so slight that it would be dangerous to make too much of these findings. It is perhaps safest 
to say that there is no evidence that Home Choice has significantly disadvantaged either 
homeless or non-homeless people in terms of the desirability of property allocated. 
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9.  Concluding Comment 
 
The key points arising from this analysis of CORE data for the periods July 2010 to March 
2011 and July 2011 to March 2012 ‘before’ and ‘after’ the introduction of Home Choice 
were set out in Section 2 above. These included both data issues and more substantive 
findings.  They are not restated here in detail. 
 
This ‘before’ and ‘after’ Home Choice analysis has identified several trends which might be 
the consequence of introducing choice-based lettings. These include:  

 A fall in the proportion of lettings going to single parent families and a rise in the 
proportion going to two-parent families. This may be associated with an increase in 
the proportion of lettings to people in full-time employment. 

 An increase in the proportion of lettings going to statutorily homeless people owed a 
duty, and an associated fall in the proportion going to people not homeless. 

 Among young people (under 25), an increase in the proportion of homeless people 
housed and an associated fall in the proportion housed who are not homeless which 
is greater than for older age groups. 

 A slight reduction in the average number of offers refused and in the average length 
of void period before letting. 

 A slight increase in the proportion of lettings which provide one bedroom more than 
is strictly ‘needed’ (on very crude assumptions). 

 Most unequivocally, an increase in movement within the Partnership area and, to a 
lesser extent, from outside the area. 

 
It is also important to set out some of the factors which appear not to have been influenced 
by the introduction of Home Choice. These include: 

 The number of properties let. 

 The size and ethnicity of households housed and the age of head of household. 

 The proportion of lettings going to transferring tenants. 

 The relative desirability of properties let to homeless and to non-homeless people. 
 
Overall, any changes revealed are marginal only and there has clearly been considerable 
continuity in the outcomes of the lettings process before and after Home Choice. 
 
These various factors will be considered further in the Final Report of the Evaluation where 
they will be combined with evidence from other evidence sources to identify the possible 
ways in which Home Choice might have produced these slightly changed lettings outcomes 
– for example, through changes to eligibility rules, priority categories and applicant banding, 
the introduction of greater applicant choice and greater reliance on an internet-based 
system. 


