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1. AHAS – The Association of Housing Advice Services 

 

AHAS represents the largest number of Statutory Housing Needs sections in London and 

the south east who deliver housing advice, allocations, housing options and homelessness 

services and housing procurement in London and the south east.  

 

AHAS has been supporting Housing Needs Managers for over 26 years.  These managers 

manage all the services from which every applicant either threatened with homelessness or 

homeless passes through.  They manage budgets, ensure staff training, procure temporary 

housing, formulate policies and strategies to deal with ever increasing demands and are the 

expert in how to organize and deliver front line housing advice and homelessness services.  

2. The Bill's anticipated impact on overall levels of homelessness  
 

The proposal to reform homelessness legislation and to include a new duty to prevent 

homelessness and accommodate single people is admirable and praiseworthy. This 

legislation will command universal support from all organisations and political parties, but will 

require enormous extra resources to implement this. 

If sufficient resources are put into homelessness services, then undoubtedly in the long run, 
homelessness will reduce, but this will be subsidised temporary lettings that do not address 
the core problems.  And that would be true without any change to the legislation.  Initially, 
the changes will drive up expectations and single homeless applications will increase. So 
there will be an initial increase in homelessness. 
 
Unfortunately, as drafted, the responsibility for finding a housing solution is moved from the 
applicant to the Local Housing Authority.  Homelessness becomes something that the 
council will solve for the applicant. We must ask them what their preferred outcome is. It is 
likely that this will drive unrealistic expectations, and stop families accepting realistic housing 
solutions. This could also result in increased homelessness. 
 
AHAS believes responsibility for avoiding homelessness and finding a housing solution 
should partly be placed on the applicant, particularly where there are no support needs.   
 
The reasons for homelessness in London and high rent areas are structural. Welfare reform 
and a heated property market have exacerbated this, and until these reasons are addressed 
there are no miracle cures for low income families and single people. This bill will cost 
millions to implement, most of which will increase the profits of a specialist housing market 
that may respond to meet the need of the provision of temporary accommodation, but will 
not produce any extra sustainable housing for councils to deal with the housing crisis. 
 
There is also the danger that the excessively bureaucratic nature of the new assessment, 
prevention and relief duties will draw resources away from the current excellent 
homelessness prevention and relief work that many councils, especially in London, already 
undertake. 
The legislation is far too detailed and prescriptive.  This makes it very difficult to fully comply, 
and will give rise to numerous court challenges.  It is a litigant’s charter.”  
 
3. Mandatory Code of Practice 
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The proposed mandatory code of practice does not seem necessary, as there is already a 
comprehensive Homelessness Code of Guidance which all LAs must have regard to in 
formulating their homelessness services and which is commonly referenced by the Housing 
Ombudsman and when applicants seek legal redress for a perceived failing in a service. 
Whilst an update to the Code of Guidance would doubtless be helpful, as having a 
contemporary Code is essential for both LA's and service users, the new Mandatory code of 
practice seems overly burdensome and over-prescriptive to the extent that rendering it 
applicable to all LAs on an ongoing basis is likely to be an impossible task,  as approaches 
and strategies to prevent and administer homelessness necessarily  evolve at an impressive 
speed. 
 
In particular it is not appropriate for a national code of practice to prescribe the content of 
training courses to be delivered for staff. There is no need for staff to hold any particular 
academic qualification to prevent homelessness and training needs and methods of 
addressing these vary significantly from one LA to another, as do the funds to provide such 
training. 
 
In terms of professionalising homelessness, it would be appropriate to move to a position 
where all Housing Advocates are regulated, in the same way that Immigration Advisers are 
regulated.  
 
3.1. Recommendation 

A more suitable approach would be for the Secretary of State to update the Homelessness 
Code of Guidance and in doing so primarily call upon the expertise that exists within LAs and 
organisations representing LAs, such as AHAS as well as the expertise within the third 
sector. 
 
4.  The provisions for homeless people who are not judged to be in priority need  

 
Whilst we recognise the need to protect vulnerable single people the cost of providing 

accommodation for all single people threatened with homelessness is likely to be prohibitive. 

The notion that in the longer term prevention opportunities will reduce overall cost is illogical 

in high demand areas where it is difficult to provide accommodation for households towards 

whom LAs currently owe a duty. The effect of the Bill will be to make the local authority the 

default option for all single people.  

 

In addition any further duties and financial forecasts have to be seen in the context of an 

evolving welfare benefit landscape which will increase costs and decrease the number of 

options available as well as councils’ abilities to deliver solutions. This will  mean that any 

decisions will not be future proofed and will therefore be unsustainable. Universal credit for 

single people, the impact of reduction in funding of supported people, the shared room rent 

which only covers less than 5% of all accommodation available are some of the factors that 

will impact on this legislation. 

 

Whilst we are broadly supportive of helping all single people with advice and assistance, a 

clear distinction needs to be drawn in any legislation between those single people who have 

a support need and those who have an accommodation need only. It is hard to see how a 

local authority will fit into the scenario of providing flats and flatshares on an industrial scale 

to that number of people even if the properties were available – so it will fall to temporary 

accommodation to meet those new legal duties. Providing accommodation to those without 
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support needs is not and should not be within the remit of a local council which has to 

concentrate its scarce existing resources on the most vulnerable. 

The DCLG Select Committee made reference to some Local Authorities not assisting 

vulnerable single people. In our experience the majority of local authorities already recognise 

and manage services according to three groups of single people:  

1. Single people who have a priority need under Part VII. 

2. Single people with some support need who require assistance 

3. Single people without any support need but with housing problems. 

 

Rather than implementing a duty that will require all single people  to be assessed and 

potentially provided with temporary accommodation for 56 days; we would recommend a 

focus on those single people in Group 2 who have some support needs and should be 

offered additional help. (Group 1 already receive full support through existing legislation) 

 

A number of local authorities have developed successful Pathway models to deal with Group 
2 (Camden, Lambeth, Southwark etc). We believe that this is the right approach and the way 
forward – the Select Committee highlighted the good models developed in Camden and 
Newham and we suggest that there be a requirement to provide a Pathway for single people 
with support needs such as rough sleepers. 
 
 
4.1. Recommendation  

We recommend that there be a requirement for each local authority (or regional consortia) to 

provide a Pathway model or similar for single people with support needs (cat 2 and cat 1). 

 
5. Nowhere safe to stay and duty to provide 56 days relief for all single people.  

Providing TA for 56 days under a relief duty will put significant strain on local authority 

budgets and will be available for all single people irrespective whether they have a support 

need or not. Local authorities cannot be put in a position of having to provide relief housing 

for up to 310,000 to 380,00 extra people  (Crisis report 2003) at a time when they are 

struggling to meet their existing legal obligations and make substantial cuts to their budgets.  

 

In addition to costs, the process of acquiring and accessing housing to provide relief for all 

these additional people does not currently exist and cannot be procured. It is likely that the 

private housing market will react to this financial opportunity by creating thousands of nightly 

rated bed and breakfast accommodation at astronomical costs which will have to be paid for 

by the local taxpayer. 

 

We are surprised that whilst this suggestion was rejected in Wales it is being proposed in 

England and for London with its current intractable housing crisis.  This proposal is totally 

unworkable and the cost implications are beyond what any local authority will be able to 

fund, and we recommend that it be rejected. 

 

The scale of the proposed changes and the likely impact is so significant that if implemented 

in its current form we strongly recommend that Pathfinders are set up for a fixed period with 
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academic evaluation to provide the platforms for assessing whether working models can be 

developed. The funding for this should be provided and  the government should  review their 

position at the end of the evaluation period. 

 

 

5.1. Recommendation 

We believe this new accommodation duty should not be implemented. If an extended 56 day 

accommodation duty is to be introduced, then it should be limited to verified street homeless 

applicants and the accommodation that is provided to safeguard non-vulnerable applicants 

as a minimum should be single sex hostel style emergency shelter, for operational reasons 

 

In the event that the proposed legislation offering 56 days accommodation is enacted, we 

strongly recommend that the government delays implementing this aspect of the legislation 

until further research has been undertaken to assess the operational and financial 

arrangements required to make this happen. 

 

 

6. Review of 56 day relief duty 

Current homelessness legislation does not allow a review on the suitability of the 

accommodation at the emergency accommodation stage. The new Review proposals do not 

exclude a review on suitability at the emergency stage including the 56 day relief duty stage, 

and this needs to addressed if the local authorities are to be able to house people in an 

emergency.  

 

6.1. Recommendation  

That the provision of 56 day relief accommodation be exempted from the right to review of 

suitability. 

 

7. The benefits of prevention activity as a statutory duty 
 

Most local authorities fully embrace homelessness prevention and relief.  However as it is 
currently proposed it represents a huge bureaucratic burden with potentially 4 new formal 
notifications and then 4 new review challenges.  This is bound to detract from the very 
effective homelessness prevention that already takes place. 
Indeed in our view the S.175 threatened with homelessness proposals will act as a barrier 

and deterrent to homelessness prevention 

To enable effective prevention, the legislation should foster an expectation that the 

potentially homeless household should own responsibility for finding or keeping their 

accommodation. The proposed changes in fact places responsibility on the local authority 

and removes responsibility from the applicant. 

8. Reviews 

The current review process is already lengthy and complex. The proposal to add another 

four review stages in each case to an already burdened service is disproportionate and 

unworkable. It will have the effect of making all assessments grind to a halt when applicants 

could stop the process at so many stages. A review system needs to be kept simple and as 
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in the current system restricted to: a) the decision as to any duty owed and b) the method of 

discharging that duty i.e. has suitable assistance been provided. 

 

8.1. Recommendation  

That there only be one review stage per case (in addition to existing review rights in the 

current Housing Act 1996).  

 

9. S.175 Threatened with homelessness 

This section proposes that a person is homeless as soon as the s.21 notice of possession 

proceedings is served (56 days). If this was enacted this would give landlords carte blanche 

to disregard all private sector legislation which has been passed to protect tenants and is 

likely to undermine changes designed to deal with rogue landlords in the Housing and 

Planning Bill. 

 

This section is not consistent with the homeless prevention ethos of the bill. If applicants are 

to be considered as homeless as soon as they receive a notice, then local authorities are not 

going to be able to prevent homelessness. Loss of a private rented sector is now the major 

gateway for homelessness (30-40% of applicants come from the PRS) but there are at least 

14 reasons why a s.21 notice can be invalid and homelessness can be prevented even after 

a court order, using the legal processes and negotiations with a landlord. 

 

AHAS welcomes the 56 days starting point but this needs to be a duty to start the prevention 

of homelessness process – not that of a homeless application. A “threatened with 

homelessness” status has to trigger a prevention duty in the first instance. It is worth noting 

that the vast majority of applicants do not approach local authorities on receipt of a s21 

notice but approach at the impending court order or later. 

 

We propose a process which gives local authority a duty to prevent homelessness to replace 

the “threatened with homelessness” clause and imposes a duty to notify the applicant when 

the council is satisfied that they are to be homeless and can request emergency relief or 

temporary accommodation. (Decision letter): 

 

On receipt of s.21 notice, or where the tenant has a belief that their landlord or the person in 

charge of their accommodation will be seeking possession, or at any time after receipt of 

s.21 notice or a possession order on approaching the local council, the Council will have a 

duty to start the process of Homelessness Prevention. The applicant will be given a 

statement outlining the different legal or other options and measures that the council will 

undertake to prevent their homelessness 

 

We would suggest that if after exploring all realistic options, a council is satisfied that all 

opportunities to legally continue the tenancy/housing have been exhausted, the council will 

give a notice/statement that, if eligible, the applicant can apply for relief or TA if unable to 

find their own accommodation. This notice would specify all the measures that a council has 

gone through to prevent the homelessness and the reasons why they failed. It would then 

specify the reason why relief/TA will or will not be provided.   
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In the event that the council is to provide relief or TA this will give the applicant a choice to 

be in the driving seat as to whether they remain and wait for bailiffs in their own 

accommodation (as they are legally entitled to do) or ask the council to provide them with 

emergency accommodation. 

 

There will be a duty on applicants to cooperate with councils on all prevention options put 

forward by councils as non cooperation will undermine the council’s duty to prevent 

homelessness. 

 

9.1. Recommendation  

We recommend that a new legal duty is imposed on councils to actively prevent 

homelessness for those households served a s.21 notice and record and notify the applicant 

of all their activities in achieving this goal. 

 

9.2. Recommendation  

That if all reasonable activities and legal entitlements to the home are exhausted and the 

council is satisfied that the applicant is to be made homeless that the applicant be notified 

that, should they wish so, they can trigger, if eligible (subject to entitlement, priority and 

intentionality) an absolute request for relief or TA before the bailiff warrant is executed (but 

not before a court order if so entitled) 

 

9.3. Recommendation  

That applicants served a s21 notice be placed under a duty to cooperate with the council in 

activities that will relieve their homelessness. 

 

9.4. Recommendation  

That the prescribed s21 notice introduced for new tenancies starting on or after 1st October 

2015 be extended to all assured shorthold lettings. (Amendment to the Deregulation Act 

2015)  

 

9.5. Recommendation  

That the prescribed s21 Notice be amended to inform the tenant to seek advice from their 

local authority housing services. 

10. S184(c) Help to Secure  

The Welsh model allows for homelessness to be prevented for 6 months with assistance into 

any form of tenure. This could be a bare licence living with family, a 6 months licence 

agreement at a hostel, or indeed an AST. The proposed relief duty in England should allow 

for the same means of assistance for a period of at least 6 months.  

There are a few reasons why 6 months relief is more achievable than 12 months.  

We know that many hostel places give 6 month agreements, which generally are extended 

over again for up to 2 years provided the occupant engages with the support and services at 

the hostel. We know that many vulnerable people can’t manage an AST, and a supported 

hostel is the only and best option available to them. The 12 month proposal could rule out 

this option as a valid form discharging the help to secure duty if the hostel offers an initial 
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licence for 6 months. In addition to this we know that most authorities will assist with move 

on through the appropriate quota once a person is in a position to move on. There is no 

reason why this should stop, or indeed make private sector help available to those who 

come out of supported hostel accommodation when they are ready either after 6 months or 2 

years – this is something authorities can decide for themselves through their own allocations 

policies.  

We also know that competition for private sector accommodation is high and local authorities 

aren’t always in a position to dictate the length of a tenancy. Most local authorities do 

negotiate a longer term tenancy where they are able to, but this should not be dictated in the 

proposed act, as to do so could potentially limit an authority’s ability to find accommodation. 

 

10.1. Recommendation  

That help to secure be for a 6 months period to enable local authorities to discharge the duty 

effectively.  

10.2. Moving from affordable areas 

The recent CLG committee report para 56 suggested the introduction of legislation to 

address those moving from affordable areas in to less affordable areas. We agree with this 

proposal and recommend that legislation should have regards to the following: 

 

 Anyone who has moved from an affordable location to somewhere unaffordable (i.e. the 

local rented sector is outside of the applicant’s means) that person can be referred back to 

the affordable district unless the applicant has lived in the authority for 12 months and is 

engaged in employment that means he/she can afford and sustain local private rented 

accommodation.  

. 

11. The resource implications for local authorities and options for addressing this 
 

This AHAS research sets out the additional burdens and financial implications for councils if 
it is enacted. 
 
Councils cannot be tasked to solve the housing crisis; they do not have the resources and 
cannot provide the affordable, sustainable properties required to do so. They are facing 
major difficulties meeting their existing housing duties in an ever shrinking, unaffordable 
housing market and substantially reduced budgets. Additional housing duties, as yet 
uncosted and untested, are likely to have a significant impact on councils’ finances.  AHAS 
has researched the operational demands of implementing this legislation, and the table 
below provides details of five local authorities representing each area of London on which 
the data is based.  

 
AHAS Research and evidence relating to new burdens  

 
The tables below summarises research undertaken by AHAS to evidence the impact of the 
Bill on local authorities. The information represents 5 local authorities in London, but it is 
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anticipated that the additional caseloads and cost will be replicated in other met areas and 
those where the availability of affordable accommodation is limited. 
 
Table 1- caseloads  
 
 

This table illustrates the increased case load per local authority. This is based on the current 
footfall (2015/16) minus 30% repeat visits. This group of single people will all fall under the 
new duties. It is likely that this figure will rise as further single people see the opportunity to 
be given help by the local authority and approach.  
 
Table 2- reviews  

Table 1 

Year 2015/16 
Data collected June/July 2016 

South Inner 
London 
Borough 

West 
Outer 

London 
Borough 

North 
Outer 

London 
Borough 

Central 
London 
Borough 

East 
Inner 

London 
Borough 

Total Approaches - does not include 
phones 

17136 2591 14900 6763 15720 

Deduct 30% for repeat approaches 11995 1814 10430 4734 11004 

Families case worked 1280 519 1626 2447 2706 

Singles Case worked 570 192 464 508 717 

Total casework 1850 711 2090 2955 3423 

Prospective extra assessments 
under s.184* 

This is a 6 monthly recurring duty so 
could be double assessments 

10145 1103 8340 1779 7581 

% increase 548% 155% 399% 69% 221% 

Table 2 

Year 2015/16 

Data collected June/July 2016 
South Inner 
London 
Borough 

West 
Outer 
London 
Borough 

North 
Outer 
London 
Borough 

Central 
London 
Borough 

East 
Inner 
London 
Borough 

% cases reviewed 12% 4% 16% 16% 36% 

Number additional reviews using same 
% figures, assuming 1 review per case 
(see table 1) - proposals allow up to 4 
reviews per case. Figures calculated on 
all extra assessments 

1217 44 1334 285 730 

% increase 548% 155% 399% 60% 69% 

Number potential additional reviews 
using same % figures assuming 4 per 
case 

4848 176 5336 1140 2920 
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Given the increased opportunity to challenge and review decisions there will be a significant 
increase in legal casework (which some local authorities are currently struggling to cope 
with). The table below shows the increased caseload based on the current number of 
reviews undertaken. 
 
Table 3- cost of providing emergency accommodation  

 

Table 3 

 
 

South Inner 
London 
Borough 

West Outer 
London 
Borough 

North Outer 
London 
Borough 

East Inner 
London 
Borough 

Central 
London 
Borough 

Prospective extra housing 
duties* see Table 1.  

10,145 1103 8340 7581 1779 

30% deduction for 
prevention/non take up etc 

7, 101 772 5838 5307 1245 

Extra costs assuming 8 weeks 
housing relief per household 
using each borough’s own 
average costs for singles* 
s.192A 

£5,080,303** £397,586** £4,599,876 £2,019,808** £632,612 

 
The following table considers the likely cost to local authorities based on a 56 day duty to 
provide emergency accommodation. We have reduced the prospective additional case load 
by 30%, however practitioners believe that the need to provide accommodation will be high.  
The costs are based on the average net cost of emergency accommodation for single 
people at the moment having deducted full Housing Benefit. These costs are likely to be an 
underestimate due to more excessive net costs due to HB restrictions on under 35s; the 
inability to recover full HB for short term placements; and the introduction of Universal Credit 
for singles with different periodic payment will cement the lack of recovery of applicants’ 
contribution to housing costs so these figures will increase substantially.  
 
There will be additional costs for procurement and the market will react to the 
potential shortage of appropriate accommodation with increased rates. 

 
This is a recurring 6 monthly duty so annual costs could be double that. 
 
Table 4- Additional Staffing costs 
 

Table 4 

Year 2015/16 

Data collected June/July 2016 

South 
Inner 

London 
Borough 

West 
Outer 

London 
Borough 

North 
Outer 

London 
Borough 

Central 
London 
Borough 

East Inner 
London 
Borough 

Prospective extra assessments under 
s.184* see table 1 

10145 1103 8340 2029 7581 

% increase 548% 155% 399% 69% 221% 

* Extra staffing costs: assuming 
minimum 100% increase in staffing 
(except where increase less).  This 
may not meet the needs of assessing 

1,080,000 1,060,000 720,000 305,085 1,080,000 
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all those new customers. 
Based on boroughs existing staff 
quotas dealing with current workload 

 
*Staff costs are calculated at average of SO1/2 with on costs. No allowance made for 
training. 
 
 No allowance made for accommodation for staff and increased costs for receptions and 
offices and set up costs. 
 
Table 5- Total cost per borough 
 

Table 5 

 

 

South 
Inner 

London 
Borough 

West 
Outer 

London 
Borough 

North 
Outer 

London 
Borough 

East 
Inner 

London 
Borough 

Central 
London 
Borough 

Housing Relief + minimum 
additional staff = exclude all 
other costs 
 

6,160,303 

 

1,457,586 

 

5,319,876 

 

2,324,893 

 

1,712,612 

 

 
Table 6- Estimated minimum total costs for London 
 

Table 6  

Total costs for 5 illustrative London Boroughs £16,975,270 

 

Estimated costs for all 32 London Boroughs 

(exc City) 

£101,641,728 

 

 
Supply  

 
The tables above show the likely impact in terms of the number of new cases and the likely 
financial impact. However, even if local authorities were in a financial position to assist, the 
supply and access to accommodation will not be available. Currently hostels in the voluntary 
sector are used to house vulnerable single people.  
 
There is no capacity to increase Supporting People money to increase in turn the number of 
hostel beds. The alternative will be to access private rented accommodation but in London 
and other high demand areas there is no affordable availability particularly for single people 
under 35.  
 
The likely scenario for many local authorities will be a significant increase in expensive 
nightly charged accommodation, placing ever more pressures on already spiralling net TA 
costs. This influx in new demand is also likely to have an impact increasing rents. 
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The likely scenario for many local authorities will be a significant increase in expensive 

nightly charged accommodation, placing ever more pressures on already spiralling net TA 

costs. This influx in new demand is also likely to have the impact of increasing rents for the 

sector. 

 

New demand 

The tables are based on information regarding current demand. New duties on local 

authorities to single people with no support needs other than not having their own 

accommodation will lead to increased demand. This has not been quantified but some likely 

indicators such as the number of single adults in families on housing registers could be 

looked at.  

11.1. Recommendation  

We recommend a full and detailed impact assessment be undertaken to assess the full 

financial impacts placed on local authorities before the new duties are adopted nationally.  

 
12. The potential for increased preventative practice and innovation amongst other 

public agencies  
 
Housing Associations.  These are major providers of both social housing and temporary 

accommodation.  Unfortunately, because of the pressures they have faced recently, they 
now undertake very little homelessness prevention work themselves for their tenants, 
especially their temporary accommodation tenants, when they face problems. 
  
12.1. Recommendation 
 A new expectation that full homelessness prevention work should be undertaken by the 
Housing Association in partnership with the local authority should be included in legislation.  
This should be required before a tenancy is ended. 
 
Planning. There are now some excellent quick build modular housing solutions which could 

help reduce homelessness if provided as interim accommodation for a limited duration, such 
as 5 years.   
 
12.2. Recommendation 

To kick start such schemes, relaxation of planning consents in specific areas, for a limited 
period, for schemes that produce affordable rented housing could make a worthwhile 
contribution to tackling homelessness.  At the expiry of the waiver period, normal planning 
consent should either be obtained or the structures removed. (This would be similar to the 
time limited relaxation of extended permitted development for larger extensions to May 2019 
Schedule 2, part 1 (Class A) of The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015) 
 
 
13. Other measures that should be included in the Bill  
 
New Section 197 
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AHAS believes that as the private rented sector is now the main housing solution for 

homeless households, it is appropriate to re-instate Section 197 that was deleted by 

Homelessness Act 2002.  This gives a more straightforward option for the local housing 

authority to assist families facing homelessness, and recognises that if families are able to, 

they should take the lead in resolving their own homelessness. 

13.1. Recommendation 

 AHAS proposes: 

  

197. - (1) This section applies if the local housing authority would be under a duty under this 

Part-  

  

(a) to secure that accommodation is available for occupation by an applicant, or 

(b) to secure that accommodation does not cease to be available for his occupation, 

but are satisfied that other suitable accommodation is available for occupation by him. 

  

(2) In that case, their duty is to provide the applicant with such advice and assistance as the 

authority consider is reasonably required to enable him to secure such accommodation. 

  

(3) The duty ceases if the applicant fails to take reasonable steps to secure such 

accommodation. 

  

 (4) In deciding what advice and assistance to provide under this section, and whether the 

applicant has taken reasonable steps, the authority shall have regard to all the 

circumstances including-  

  

(a) the characteristics and personal circumstances of the applicant, and 

(b) the state of the local housing market and the type of accommodation available. 

 

    (5) For the purposes of this section accommodation shall not be regarded as available for 

occupation by the applicant if it is available only with assistance beyond what the authority 

consider is reasonable in the circumstances. 

  

    (6) Subsection (1) does not apply to the duty of a local housing authority under- 

section 188 (interim duty to accommodate in case of apparent priority need), 

section 190(2)(a) (limited duty to person becoming homeless intentionally), or 

section 200(1), (3) or (4) (interim duties where case is considered for referral or referred). 

  

13.2. Extension of intentionality if an applicant fails to follow advice to prevent their 

homelessness. 

Under the proposed legislation, applicants can refuse to cooperate in preventing their 

homelessness and still receive the benefits of the full homelessness duty.  AHAS believes, in 

order to maximise the effectiveness of work done to prevent homelessness and incentivise 

the most helpful behaviours, there has to be a consequence to failing to cooperate. (For 

example, we think it is reasonable to expect an applicant to follow employment advice that 
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would enable the family to increase their income through employment and benefits’ so as to 

afford rent payments and avoid rent arrears). 

 

 

13.3. Recommendation: 

AHAS proposes amendment to S191 accordingly: 

13.4. Becoming homeless intentionally  

(1) The Housing Act 1996 is amended as follows.  
(2) In Section 191 (Becoming homeless intentionally), after subsection (3)(b), insert—  

“or  
(c) he has failed to accept a reasonable offer of accommodation provided by the local 

authority, or a private landlord, or otherwise failed to cooperate with advice or assistance 

provided to alleviate homelessness.” [s191.015]  

 

 

13.5. Location of accommodation.  Section 208. 

Because of the lack of affordable housing in London and many other areas, the reduction in 

the overall benefit caps and rising PRS rents, Local Housing Authorities need greater 

flexibility to obtain long term housing solutions.  LHA need to be able to place households in 

accommodation that they can afford from their usual income or benefits without long term 

financial top up from the local housing authority. The case of Nzolameso v Westminster has 

made it too difficult to offer long term settled accommodation in affordable areas.  S.202 is 

amended below.  The Suitability of Accommodation Order and guidance needs to be 

reviewed in order to allow Local Authorities to offer more appropriate housing options. It has 

to be better for a family to settle in accommodation they can afford independently, without 

struggling to meet its cost.  Where there is sufficient local accommodation available that a 

family can afford, this amended section continues to require the LHA to aim accommodate 

locally. 

 

 

13.6. Recommendation  

The starting point for all offers of accommodation be that the property must be economically 

sustainable and affordable. 

 

AHAS proposes a change to section 208: 

  

(1) So far as reasonably practicable a local housing authority shall in discharging their 

housing functions under this Part secure that accommodation is available for the occupation 

of the applicant in their district, unless there is not a supply of private rented accommodation 

available in the district that the applicant can afford from their own resources without extra 

ongoing financial support being provided by the local housing authority. 

  

  

13.7. Proposed change to Assessment Duty S.184A 
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The new duty proposed removes responsibility from the applicant to provide relevant 

information to help prevent homelessness or identify suitable alternative housing options.  It 

is unnecessarily bureaucratic and prescriptive.   

 

13.8. Recommendation  

Rather than placing new burdens on the local authority to investigate, assess, notify and 

review, S184A should place upon the applicant a requirement to provide the local authority 

with any information or special circumstances that need to be considered within 14 days.  

Only that information provided should be taken into account by the local authority when 

preventing homelessness, relieving homelessness or undertaking a full homelessness 

assessment. 

  

The duty for the local authority to notify the applicant should be limited to advising the 

applicant of the information which they are considering when seeking a housing 

solution.(and by giving them the opportunity to provide any further information within a 

specified time ).  

And the right to review should be limited to correcting any incorrect factual information. 

  

Under these proposals, an applicant may provide new information that they have always 

possessed at the last moment, negating much work by the local authority in finding a 

suitable housing solution, and delaying the whole process. 

 
13.9 Reducing the large number of families in Temporary Accommodation 
Local Authorities need changes to legislation to deal with the backlog of accepted cases.  
 
13.10 Recommendation. 

Local Authorities should be able to review the full duty cases every 2 to 5 years to see if 
priority need still exists.  If there is no longer a priority need the LA should be able to carry 
out a fresh assessment of housing need and provide the appropriate assistance.  

 
13.11. Recommendation 

Private Rented Sector Offers (PRSOs) should be extended to pre-November 2012 cases if 
there is no likelihood that an offer of social housing will be made within 2 years.  It is not 
reasonable for homeless households to live in temporary accommodation for many years.  
Ending the homelessness duty in this way enables the family to plan, and move on with their 
lives. (Some families have been in Temporary Accommodation for well over 10 years, and 
their children have grown up) 

 
13.12. Recommendation 

To make accessing private rented sector properties easier, LAs should be able to offer 
private rented accommodation to end the homelessness duty with any suitable housing likely 
to be available for 6 months (as is the case in Wales) not just Assured Shorthold Tenancies. 
 
 
13.13. Definition of Local Connection 
 

The proposed change makes it very easy for an applicant to claim a local connection in any 
area they wish, if they have a friend there. For example, the friend can offer 6 months 
employment as a part time cleaner, and local connection is established.  It is also very 
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difficult to challenge a claim of six months residency at any point in an applicant’s life ... 
possibly 40 years ago. 
 
 
13.14 Recommendation 

Leave the current local connection criteria unchanged, but limit an application to one council.  
Currently applicants can approach multiple councils simultaneously.  The expectation should 
be that the applicant approaches the council where they are currently living (unless they are 
at risk in that area).  This will assist with prevention and investigation. 
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Executive Summary 

1. Councils in London, the south east and any high rent areas are not in a position to 

implement this legislation. The  supply of properties to house such large number of 

single people does not exist and councils cannot be put in a position of having to 

solve the housing crisis. 

2. The costs of providing  temporary accommodation for all single people will bankrupt 

most councils whilst still not providing any more sustainable supply of housing 

3. Single people without any support needs cannot be housed by councils for reasons 

specified above. 

4. Further research, costings and impact assessment must be undertaken before these 

measures are enacted. 

5. Prevention of homelessness undertaken early is beneficial as is a duty to prevent 

homelessness; this runs counter to a duty to accept applicants as homeless as soon 

as there is a threat of homelessness. 

6. Pathways are the proven way forward for single homeless people with support need. 

7. Sustainability of lettings and social responsibility must be the principles that underpin 

all legislation 
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