Review of the SE London Nominations Protocol – March 2006

1. 
Introduction
The Nominations Protocol was devised in 2003. Since then several developments have been relevant to a review of the protocol:


1.1

Inter borough nominations have taken place thereby giving an opportunity to 
see how workable the protocol is in practice.


1.2

Choice based lettings systems are now established in Greenwich, Lewisham and Southwark and are under consideration in Bexley and Bromley.


1.3

A Choice Based Mobility scheme for London has been proposed and partly funded.


1.4
There have been proposals – and debate – about nomination arrangements for the “pan London” Greenwich Peninsula site.


1.5

The partnership is working towards a small pilot based on pooling some properties and then publicising them through boroughs’ choice based lettings publications


1.6

Pooled arrangements for access to shared ownership have become established, e.g. through the housing options website.


1.7
The Housing Corporation no longer ‘tags’ certain schemes as ‘regeneration schemes’. The part of the protocol that exempts ‘regeneration schemes’ from the sub regional formula will therefore become obsolete.

2. 
What we have learned so far.

Based on feedback from LA officers as well as RSL colleagues (e.g. at a forum held in January 2006) the following conclusions can be drawn:


2.1
The basis for the SE London Nominations Protocol was to “keep it simple” and there is consensus that this should remain a key principle. It is difficult to see how the protocol could be made much more simple than it already is though it is still often the subject of misunderstanding and explanation is frequently required.


2.2
Adequate monitoring is crucial. With hindsight it can be argued that these were not in place before the 2004-6 programme. However monitoring is far from straightforward since it is essentially twofold:

· The Housing Corporation investment programme is subject to frequent 
changes and has to be monitored to ensure that the balance of nominations between boroughs continues to reflect the balance of investment in the programme. The 2004-6 programme looks very different at the end of the 2004-6 period than it did at the beginning. Relatively late on during 2004-6 a view was taken that the programme could be regarded as sufficiently definitive for the balance of nominations between boroughs to be finalised and for actual properties to be earmarked for inter borough nominations. At the end of 2004-6 it will be possible to retrospectively establish what the 2004-6 programme was and thus to determine any ‘credits’ or ‘debits’ that need to be carried over into 2006-8.

· Having identified and agreed the particular properties that are subject to nominations from other boroughs it is necessary to ensure that the nominations that take place are properly recorded. So far it would appear that no properties have slipped through the net but there is concern that some RSLs have still not been aware they had properties that were to be subject to inter borough nominations.


2.3
Monitoring does not make a significant demand on the time or resources or LA officers. It has however become a role, and one that may not have been foreseen, for the sub regional co-ordinator. Though the appropriateness of using the resource of the co-ordinator for this purpose could be questioned, there may be merit in having the co-ordinator act as a neutral guardian or champion of the protocol, also on occasion as an arbitrator.


2.4
Communication is absolutely critical. Feedback from RSLs suggests that no one single approach is sufficient. Therefore:


· Information needs to be kept up to date and easy to access via the website, including contact details for relevant LA and RSL officers

· Briefings for RSL lettings staff should continue

· SELHAG and borough RSL liaison meetings provide further opportunities to keep RSLs informed

· Host boroughs should take full responsibility for ensuring that RSLs with schemes in their boroughs understand what is expected of them.


2.5
The extent of inter borough nominations is still relatively small. 61 properties in the 2004-6 programme are subject to inter borough nominations (13 in Bexley, 26 in Bromley, 22 in Southwark). These properties are subject to a total of 55 nominations from Lewisham and 6 from Greenwich.


2.6
In future years Lewisham will continue to “export” households since it the anticipated level of new affordable housing in Lewisham is relatively less than its need according to Housing Needs Indicator. Greenwich is likely to again become an “importer” from other SE London boroughs though the designation of the Greenwich Peninsula as a “pan London” scheme could significantly reduce this (i.e. it would be other London boroughs rather than SE London boroughs that would derive most of the benefit).


2.7
Our calculation of the level of nominations that boroughs are entitled to is based on Housing Needs Indicator. This has not been amended for 3 years and there are no proposals fro updating it. Other sub regions have begun to debate the desirability of devising other criteria for establishing relative levels of need.


2.8
One of the reasons we have proposed piloting some sub regional mobility through choice based lettings is to allow residents of boroughs that would be net “importers” to have opportunities for mobility. Future arrangements could continue to develop this further.

3. 
Regeneration schemes
The protocol states that it currently does not apply to

Regeneration of existing council estates, except in the case of additional units funded by grant or when demand from decants is satisfied.

At the time of drafting the protocol the Housing Corporation had commitments originating from before 2004-6 to fund replacement social housing on regeneration schemes and this clause recognised that boroughs had instigated these schemes on the basis of certain assumptions about how decants would be handled. However the Housing Corporation no longer funds a top sliced part of its programme as “regeneration” and commitments to fund replacement housing other than that which is additional are generally not envisaged in 2006-8.


The London Housing Board has allocated £60m in 2007-8 for “estate renewal”. It is possible that some of this funding could be used to replace existing social housing though LHB wish to see an increase in the overall number of homes.

The following options apply to how the partnership may now wish to treat regeneration schemes:

3.1. 
Retain existing wording as far as the main National Affordable Housing Programme (formerly the Approved Development Programme) is concerned while recognising this is increasingly obsolete since Housing Corporation funding is now more complex and may no longer fund the replacement of existing social housing.

3.2. 
Delete existing wording so that from now on all new affordable rented housing that replaces existing social housing, regardless of its programme heading, is included in calculations of inter borough nomination balances.

3.3
Exclude all new affordable housing funded through the London Housing Board’s estate renewal pot from the requirements of the protocol. Include all new affordable (rented) housing if it is funded by NAHP regardless of whether any of it is replacement social housing or it is required for estate decants.

3.4. 
Establish the requirement of boroughs and RSLs to carry out decanting of existing social housing and exempt the number of new affordable homes required for these decants from the requirements of the protocol.
4. 
Regeneration schemes – factors for consideration
The following may be relevant to consideration of the options described above:


4.1
Under current arrangements host boroughs to identify the particular units that they offer for inter borough nominations. Therefore if other units are required for decants they can still be earmarked in this way.


4.2
If all regeneration schemes or units needed for decants were excluded from the protocol the net result could be that these boroughs could export nominations to boroughs if these schemes had not been excluded.


4.3
Monitoring is complex and potentially costly and time consuming. Arrangements that would need a greater degree of monitoring need to be seen in the light of this.


4.4
At present the maximum number of nominations any one borough is foregoing due to the protocol is 26 (Bromley) i.e. the equivalent of 13 per annum. Such numbers are unlikely to make a significant difference to boroughs’ capacity to meet the needs of decants. There is no basis for assuming that the extent of the balance of nominations between boroughs will be any greater in 2006-8.

5. 
Other issues and recommendations

5.1
Host borough and RSL premiums should remain at their current levels – i.e. 25% each. However RSL consent should be sought for offering transfers to their existing tenants and thus freeing up voids that would then be subject to LA nomination.


5.2
Allocation between boroughs should be based on the current Housing Needs indicator until or unless a more appropriate indicator is devised.


5.3
The protocol should continue on the basis of not tagging properties for future re-lets and should continue with the formula whereby a certain number of re-lets are assumed after 5years and have to be found from other stock.
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