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Are the views expressed on  |Are you a tenant of a Q If you are responding on
this consultation your own registered provider of behalf of an
personal views or an official [social housing (suchasa [organisation, which of the
response from an housing association ora |following best describes Question 2: Do you agree that the same requirements should apply to both local authorities and private registered Question 5: Do you agree with the proposed direction as it relates to affordable rent properties, including the proposal relating to the re-
organisation you represent? |local authority)? you?(please tick one) Question 1: Do you agree that the rent standard should apply to local authority registered providers from 2020? providers? Question 3: Do you agree with the proposal to permit registered providers to increase rents by up to CPI+1% each year? Question 4: Do you agree with the proposed direction as it relates to social rent properties? setting of affordable rent? Question 6: Do you agree with the proposed arrangements for making exemptions from the rent standard on financial grounds? Question 7: Do you have any other comments on the proposed direction (including the draft Policy Statement)?
Response Response Response Other (please explain) Response please enter your comments here Response Please enter your comments here Response Please enter your comments here Response Please enter your comments here Response Please enter your comments here Response Please enter your comments here Response If yes please enter your comments here
Not sure - Not sure - Not sure -
Personal view Yes No | like to start from today Yes Dont know Yes Don't know Don't know No
[REDACTED]. In my opinion, by 2020 pay increases should have put most residents back to where they might have been before widely Affordable rent is already grossly overstated in London. It acts as a benefit trap for the households allocated to it, and
implemented pay freezes. Therefore CPI plus 1% seems reasonable. However, my concern is with benefit claimants. The social size under occupied tenants whom are on low earned income find it cheaper to pay the 14% or 25% shortfall of a social rent There are very few single social housing residents earning £60,000 on their own account, | would suggest that it would
criteria at 14% or 25% will become increasingly onerous on residents whilst benefit rates are frozen. If they increase with CPI alone, it than downsize to an "affordable" rent property. To then find that if the affordable rent is less than the formula rent then run into less than 100. However, earning £30,000 in full time work is not that generous in central London, and a couple
will mean a 1% increase year on year for such residents. DHP (the DWP answer for everything) will not meet this shortfall longer term, | think that increases should be pegged at CPI because many working households do not get pay increases anywhere near even the CPI rate of inflation, and if benefits are unfrozen from 2020, they will only Whilst | welcome stable predictable rents which enable RSLs and Local Authorities to plan for the future, there must also be a realisation that this will firstly the rent increases to the higher of the two will only aggravate the situation. Affordable rents, at 80% of market rents earning this amount is not unusual. The proposal is likely to create more demand for housing as the increased rent could
and there simply isn't the properties to downsize people into. Therefore a softening of the restriction from 14% to 10% and from 25% rise with CPI inflation which will only cause further hardship. it would seem fairer to raise rents by CPl and 1%, but capped at 5%. This would ensure that if inflation took off rapidly, it would not cause Not sure - have a cost implication for Housing Benefit payments/UC Housing Costs, and will hit low income households disproportionately, with the under occupied works in conflict with Local Housing Allowance rules and the direction of travel that the DWP would like to move claimants split the couple up, it could do the same for parents and adult children.  So unless the real policy intention is to further | think that this should be evaluated with the DWP rather than this moving in one direction and the DWP support for housing costs
Personal view Yes No to 20% would at least ease the burden. Yes There is no reason why this provision shouldn't apply equally No hardship to low income families to the same extent it otherwise could. Don't know |households with limited options, being hit hardest No towards. Adding to this rent level helps no-one No fuel demand for housing, then this policy needs to be thought through again Yes moving in another. As much as it provides stability and balance, it has not taken into account the policy directions of the DWP
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of Broadly speaking we would agree that it would be better for both Councils and Housing Associations to have This appears to be a fair policy for existing tenants but we would ask that it not be applied to new tenants. We would
local authority registered RBK understand that limit rent is unworkable under Universal Credit as the rent rebate subsidy scheme will no longer apply. RBK Not sure - the same requirements and the same rent standard which give equity to all social housing tenants regardless |Not sure - Yes RBK broadly agrees with this proposal. We would also ask for some guidance as to what direction the rent setting will be at the end of these 5 years. As any rent cuts or increases need to be factored into |Not sure - We would broadly agree with this, however in the first instance we would request details of any further cuts to funding, rents, discretionary housing Not sure - welcome more details about the new proposal before passing further comment and would appreciate an indication of Not sure - This does not differ much from the current process. As long as councils have a route to make an application this is what
Organisational response providers) Yes acknowledges the rationale for the need to change. This would benefit both Councils with housing stock and those without. Don't know |of landlord. Dont know |a 30 year HRA business plan.  We also note the impact of CPI plus 2% on tenants ability to pay future rents but would ask the Government to consider whether the 1% could be higher. Don't know |payments e.t.c. Don't know |when such detail will be available. Don't know |matters. Otherwise this could affect current borrowing agreements. No
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing
associations/private
Organisational response registered providers) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing
associations/private We have not previously requested exemptions from the Rent Standard from a financial viability perspective, so this
Organisational response registered providers) Yes Yes Yes Yes We are already compliant. Yes We are already compliant. No doesn’t affect us. No
Personal view Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Not sure -
Personal view No Don't know Yes No
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of
local authority registered
Organisational response providers) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Cornwall Housing Ltd, Tenants
Forum Working Group. We
represent Cornwall Housing Ltd's Ww would like to see Housing Associations offering an equivalent rent of Social rent levels. One major concern is the chronic lack of
Tenant body. Cornwall Housing is homes at social rent throughout the country. In many areas there is no Local Authority housing, offering social rent with Secure
Cornwall Councils Arms Length Yes, this sounds fair. However, the distinction between Local Authority Secure Tenancies, offering Social Rent This exemption proposal was first put forward in section 25 of the Welfare Reform and Work Act 2016, if the regulator Tenancies. In large swathes of the UK there are only Housing Associations with Affordable rent with Assured Tenancies. Housing
Management Organisation. Yes, the rent standard would be broadly welcomed, with a provision: that measures are put in place for Local Authority tenants (among other tenures & rents) and Private RPs Assured Tenancies, offering Affordable Rents, is often Yes, but there is a worry. This concerns the rate of wage increase, especially in areas such as Cornwall where the average wage is the lowest in the country. Over a given length of time, say 10 years, a rent considered that complying with section 23 of the act would jeopardise the financial viability of the private registered Associations have, in the past decade, began to move away from their original mission. They have for many reasons changed what they
Cornwall Council has a housing currently claiming Housing Benefit, who are then migrated onto Universal Credit, thereby guaranteeing that the housing benefit overlooked, or used within an interchangeable context. The distinctions must remain explicit, whenever either increase of CPI+1% per year will, in effect, amount to a 10%+ increase on present wages. If the rate of wage increase lags significantly behind formula rent, the result will be a loss of affordabillity in real Yes. However a problem could become apparent if a rent is within the upper 5-10% margin. 10% of a monthly rent amount could make a huge difference to A broad agreement, provided the 80% of market rent for any given area is set or re-set to remain within the amount Not sure - provider. However, if the RP cannot comply with the requirements of the rent standard which qualify it to be an RP, offer in the way of tenancies. For those people in the low pay sector, whose earnings take them over the threshold for many benefits,
Organisational response Other (please explain) stock of 10,000+ Homes. Yes element of UC will be sufficient to cover the formula rent of the LA. Yes term is used. Yes terms. Yes some tenants especially those on a low wage. Yes covered by Housing Benefit/UC housing element and does not exceed the Local Housing Allowance. Don't know [then surely it ceases to be a provider of social housing. Yes the difference between social rent and affordable rent can have too many negative consequences.
We agree with the proposed directions relating to affordable rent properties, including that the rent should not be re-set
when re-letting to the same tenant following a probationary period coming toanend. However, we disagree with the
proposal that the rent cannot be increased as a result of re-letting to an existing tenant. Market rents continue to
substantially increase each year in our local area and not allowing the rent to be re-set following a tenancy change, will
widen the gap between private sector rents and affordable rents. There should however be protection for vulnerable
A local authority registered tenants within any provisions. Tenants should be exempt from any provisions to increase rents on review where this would
provider (or a body We agree with the proposal to permit registered providers to increase rents by up to CPI+1% each year. This will help to stabilise the HRA business plan and provide assurance to tenants regarding cause financial hardship for the tenant. Also, when a joint tenant becomes a sole tenant, due to relationship breakdown,
representing the interests of maintenance of existing stock as well as delivering new development opportunities. However, the local authorities that have been deemed areas of high affordability pressure by the additional housing We agree with the proposed direction relating to social rent properties in terms of rent setting. However, there should be an option for local authorities to the actual rent should not be increased on review. We agree that affordable rents should be re-valued when letting to a
local authority registered We agree that the same requirements should apply to both local authorities and private registered providers revenue account borrowing programme, should have the option to increase rents by up to CPI+2% each year during the 5 year period. Local Housing Allowance rates should also be increased in line with convert social rent properties to affordable rent properties, where they have been deemed as an area of high affordability pressure by the additional new tenant or existing tenant to ensure that rents do not exceed 80% of market rents. However, we also suggest that We agree with the proposed arrangements for making exemptions from the rent standard if it would cause an authority
Organisational response providers) Yes We agree that the rent standard should apply to local authority registered providers from 2020. Yes to ensure that all social tenants receive similar levels of protection and benefits. Yes increases in affordable and social rents. Yes housing revenue account borrowing programme. Yes affordable rents should not exceed the Local Housing Allowance Rate. Yes unavoidable and serious financial difficulty. No
Not sure - Not sure - My public sector pension only increases by CPI each April, therefore if my rent increases by CPI + 1% | will be worse off financially each and every year that this policy is in force. | feel rent increases should be [Not sure - Not sure - Not sure -
Personal view Yes Don't know Don't know No limited to CPI only. Don't know Don't know Don't know No
The matter of Supported Accommodation costs is not dealt with here because they are exempted. This matter MUST be dealt with
swiftly - not put off, yet again. Investors are leasing properties to Social Providers at high-return cost (no fault of the Social Provider
because what else is available?) and the general taxpayer is meeting the bill / paying these profits through extortionate Housing Benefit
rates. This consultation is about how to set rents going forward, to avoid the most burning issue of Supported Accommodation rents is
an egregious negligence. Local Authorities cannot risk properly challenging the high rents because of potential subsidy loss. It is up to
central government to prevent profiteering from this vulnerable group by using them as tenants in extremely high rent properties
where Housing Benefit must fund this greed. For a full explanation of the problem please commission HBInfo to provide a briefing
paper. Having different rents for those with taxable income of £60k+ will create a large burden on Social Providers in terms of
'Affordable’ is a total misnomer. These are high rents for social landlords and can cause hardship, not least through information gathering and means-testing and reacting to changes in income/occupation. If this is introduced then a Social Provider
Not sure - Not sure - Not sure - Not sure - attracting a Benefit Cap for the unemployed. From the counter viewpoint, they also increase the Housing Benefit / Not sure - MUST (not may) react to a reduction in income and implement a lower rent. Similarly, they MUST (not may) take account of current
Personal view No Don't know Don't know Dont know Don't know No Universal Credit bill for the general taxpayer. As such, they are poorly thought through. Don't know Yes income where necessary rather than the tax year from (in effect) two years ago.
The stander-ed of Housing and care by my Housing association has gone down with lack of care & Maintenance to property's & grounds, The stander ed of Work has also deteriorated under the Housing These Housing associations need to address there policies to every day needs of existing tenets and Housing stock, To stop there greed
Personal view Yes Yes Yes No association . No No Yes to make money for other privet enterprises?.
A local authority registered
provider (or a body Yes, Ashfield District Council believes that regulation, where possible and achievable, should be standardised across the social housing
representing the interests of sector. This help to create clarity, rather than having to identify exceptions for LA’s, it also prevents unintended consequences of change Yes, same rules, same requirements. The Rent Rebate Subsidy Limitation Scheme is an unnecessary
local authority registered regulation in one area without appreciating the impact on the exceptions or exclusions which had been created for LAs. Mirroring complication for Local Authorities which makes it harder for the Housing Service to focus on its Business Plan
Organisational response providers) Yes policies and standards also assists in equality of service and therefore could assist tenants with comparison and mobility Yes and services to tenants without referencing other departments and polices.
It will be abused by landlords and it is unfair to social housing tenants on benefits who should be paying far less. There should be NO
There should be NO “high income social tenants” in rented social housing - that is abominal and disgusting! They can afford to rent privately and should pay There should be NO “high income social tenants” in rented social housing - that is abominal and disgusting! They can “high income social tenants” in rented social housing - that is abominal and disgusting! They can afford to rent privately and should pay
the market rate, or ideally be evicted. Only low/no no income people should live in social housing. It states that "affordable" social rent is 80% of the afford to rent privately and should pay the market rate, or ideally be evicted. Only low/no no income people should live in the market rate, or ideally be evicted. Only low/no no income people should live in social housing. It states that "affordable" social
market rate - this is too high - 80% is NOT affordable at today's rent levels and financially disadvantaged people should be renting at 50% market value at social housing. It states that "affordable" social rent is 80% of the market rate - this is too high - 80% is NOT affordable rent is 80% of the market rate - this is too high - 80% is NOT affordable at today's rent levels and financially disadvantaged people
Personal view Yes No social rents should remain static, or be reduced No LA rents should be static, or reduced No It is too much for social housing No the very most. No at today's rent levels and financially disadvantaged people should be renting at 50% market value at the very most. No It is not justified Yes should be renting at 50% market value at the very most.
Personal view Yes No No No No No No No
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of
local authority registered Waverley Borough Council has no objection to the same requirements (for rent regulation) applying to both Waverley Borough Council agrees with this proposal believing that the flexibility to increase rents by up to CP1+1% each year will support the delivery of new affordable homes and facilitate further investment Not sure -
Organisational response providers) Yes Waverley Borough Council agrees the rent standard should apply to local authority registered providers from 2020. Yes local authorities and private registered providers. Yes in the stock. Yes Waverley Borough Council agrees with the proposed direction as it relates to social rent properties. Yes Waverley Borough Council agrees with the proposed direction as it relates to affordable rent properties. Don't know |These exemptions are not applicable to Waverley Borough Council. No Waverley Borough Council has no further comments to make.
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of Changes in the Welfare Reform system need to be reflected in the way in which Local Authorities set their rents. Previously Thurrock has The impact of the rent reduction over the last 4 years has been challenging and resulted in significant reductions in the authority’s public sector housing service. The council welcomes the proposal to allow The authority has reviewed the scale and scope of the Transforming Homes programme and considered that the improvements, although extensive, are
local authority registered always been mindful of the Limit Rent and the impact on Housing Benefit. The rent standard being applied to Local Authorities will Extending rent regulation to local authorities protects tenants whatever type of accommodation they reside Registered Providers to increase rents from 2020 and the Thurrock HRA Business Plan assumes a rent increase of CPl +1% for five years. The council is aware of the impact any rent increase may have on local not sufficient to meet the threshold set by the government for revaluation purposes. The HRA Business Plan does not include proposals for or an This does not apply to Local Authorities so we have no comments to make. We welcome that MHCLG will set out the
Organisational response providers) Yes continue to protect tenants from large weekly rents and will ensure they are not penalised by the change to Universal Credit. Yes in. Thurrock welcomes this alignment. Yes residents and will continue to put resources into helping tenants budget. Yes assessment of the rent stream from a wholesale revaluation of the stock. Yes In Thurrock there are no plans to increase Affordable Rents by more than CPI +1%. Yes process for Local Authorities in due course. No
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of
local authority registered The rent standard should apply to both RP's and LA's. This is a logical approach, as we were previously aiming towards rent convergence
Organisational response providers) Yes with RP's. The same requirements will ensure alignment with RP's. Yes We agree to the proposal to permit registered providers to increase rents by up to CPI+1%, this is in line with RBG's (Royal borough of Greenwich) assumptions on rent increases post 2020. Yes We agree with the proposed direction. Yes We agree with the proposed direction as it relates to affordable rent properties. Yes We agree to the arrangements for exemptions. No No further comments
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing The policy statement will be a helpful addition to the new standard, helping to provide context and clarification on a number of
associations/private Not sure - It is a pity that a legacy of the rent reduction legislation will remain in the starting point for existing tenancies: this will complicate the process and the Internally we have already adopted the same policy approach to the resetting of fixed term tenancy rents for existing matters, including - the objectives and expectations behind the flexibility criteria, - the circumstances in which conversions can or
Organisational response registered providers) No This is clearly a practical solution provided to the difficulty created by the roll out of Universal Credit. Don't know Yes A genuine commitment to this as a long term settlement will also support the government's supply objectives by giving associations confidence in their business planning. Yes record keeping for years to come. However, we recognise the political and practical reason for this and that there is no real alternative. Yes tenants. Yes Yes cannot take place -the detailed guidance on valuations and revaluations.
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of The Council supports the proposal as this enables affordable rents to be reset at 80% of the market rate on re-let. At a recent tenant consultation meeting with Swindon’s Council tenants concerns were expressed about future rent increases and the
local authority registered The Council welcomes the ability to be able to increase rents by up to CPI plus 1%. This will enable the Council to consult with its tenants on the benefits of increased income to fund essential repairs and Restricting rent increases in these circumstances by CPl + 1% is a reasonable approach that reduces the impact of rent The Council is happy to comment on the separate arrangements for local authorities when these are available from the impact these would have on household budgeting. These comments will also be considered separately by the Council at the time of rent
Organisational response providers) Yes The Council accepts the reasons for bringing in a new rent regulation function following recent Welfare Reforms Yes The Council acknowledges the benefits of having one set of requirements for the social rented sector Yes provide additional homes. Yes The Council agrees with the proposed direction in that it enables a fair and reasoned mechanism to control rents that breach the rent limit. Yes increases for existing tenants and is consistent with the wider policy set out in the consultation paper. Yes MHCLG Yes setting from 1 April 2020 onwards.
A housing We have some concerns over wording in the draft policy statement concerning rent flexibility: ‘“We expect providers to use this
association/private flexibility in a balanced way, and not set all rents at 5% (or 10%) above the formula rent’. We understand that some housing
registered provider (or a Although there are no major changes to the way in which affordable rents are set and rebased, we agree with the associations applied these uplifts as standard practice on most rents. We accept that the new guidance should ensure that rents remain
body representing the Please see our response to question 1. In addition, it is important to emphasise that tenancy sustainability is proposed direction, especially the limit/protection offered to new tenants when rents are reset (landlords will not be affordable for customers, however, at worst this change means a potential reduction in income for some landlords that will reduce the
interests of housing We agree that the rent standard should apply to both housing associations and local authority registered providers of social housing. This important, regardless of the landlord or rent charged. It is essential to have robust allocations and lettings We agree with the proposal to permit rent increases of up to CPl + 1% each year. The return to CPI + 1% provides certainty around rent levels, increasing the confidence of lenders and allowing us to plan for We agree with the proposed direction, especially that there should be a limit on social rent to allow rents to remain affordable to those most in need. permitted to increase the rent by more than CPI+1% per annum). This will ensure affordability and the greater funding available to invest in new and existing homes, negatively impacting on the governments wider objectives e.g. boosting the
associations/private will ensure there is greater consistency and alignment of rents across the social housing sector. When setting rents it is essential to policies that include affordability assessments before ‘sign up’ to ensure that tenancies are affordable and and potentially borrow larger sums for building even more new homes. We’'ll continue to build and maintain homes and provide services to meet local needs, create sustainable communities and fulfil the Hence we also agree that we have discretion to set lower rents where appropriate to enhance affordability; this supports sustaining tenancies and sustainability of tenancies (in many areas we understand that market rents have increased substantially over the last 4 We agree with the proposed direction to safeguard providers financial viability, in exceptional circumstances only, the supply of new affordable homes. The government should consider amending the policy statement to clarify what is meant by
Organisational response registered providers) Yes ensure affordability for residents, as well as meeting local need and ensuring that communities are socially inclusive and cohesive. Yes sustainable from the outset. Yes government’s wider objective of boosting the supply of affordable homes. Yes communities. Yes years during the rent reduction period). Yes Regulator can exempt a provider from one or more requirements of the rent standard. Yes ‘balanced’ and how they intend to enforce breaches of this new criteria.
CPI- increases only. There is no evidence the housing association sector requires above inflation rental incomes to be reintroduced; to do so would be detrimental to tenants at a time when employment is at
The Rent Standard is only a ‘direction’ from the Government to the Regulator of Social Housing, it is not enforceable by tenants. an all-time high: Despite several years of statutory rental decreases under the Welfare Reform and Work Act 2016 and the relatively minimal impact of higher incomes from ‘Affordable Rents’, the overall
Because of the poor regulatory track record of the Housing Corporation and its successor body the Regulator of Social Housing, housing surplus of housing associations has increased by £200m to £3.5bn and “turnover from social housing lettings has increased by 1% and rent receivable has increased by 0.6%” (Global Accounts of Private
association rents were allowed to escalate above those of local authorities. Eventually central government was compelled in 2001 to Registered Providers December 2017). There have been no known examples of housing associations having collapsed or having had to approach the Regulator in financial stress arising solely from the
overreach its own regulator (the Housing Corporation) and directly issue specific rent guidance to require the harmonisation of rents Welfare Reform and Work Act’s rent cutting regime. According to the Global Accounts; “The sector invested £7.9bn in new or existing social housing properties for rent based on consolidated returns (2016:
between housing associations and councils. Seventeen years later the Regulator of Social Housing is still not effectively enforcing this £7.5bn excluding stock transfers). Investment attributable to the development of new homes increased from £5.6bn in 2016 to £6.3bn in 2017”. According to the government’s 30 January 2018 statistical So-called ‘Intermediate rents’ exist now only because of the Regulator’s former incompetence and inability to police rent control
guidance and cannot be entrusted with local authority rent controls. The current framework of statutory rent control (under The Social release (Social Housing Lettings: April 2016 to March 2017, England) 37% of general needs social housing tenants are now in employment (this is 38% in local authority housing). This percentage represents effectively which allowed this rogue category of near-market rental accommodation to emerge what was supposed to have been a
Housing Rents (Exceptions and Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulations 2016) is therefore preferable. The regulations should be amended largely low-paid workers who will be reliant on wages rather than Universal Credit or housing benefits to meet much of their rents. In addition, many pensioners in social housing are reliant on pensions rather regulated sector; this malpractice became so widespread, especially in newly registered and for-profit providers (because of the
and maintained so that tenants and their legal representatives can enforce their rights to regulated rents directly. A Rent Standard is than housing benefits to cover some or all of their rental payments. There is no justification therefore for a system that allows above average inflation rent rises to be built in year on year that thus penalise The handling of exemption requests from registered providers to exempt them from already too-weak rent control Regulator’s weak regulation and poor registration decisions) that it has had to be legalised through the Social Housing Rents
too easily breached; the Regulator has a poor track record in using its enforcement powers, a track record that has been repeatedly vulnerable and low income workers and pensioners.  Instead of recommissioning the ‘gravy train’ and ‘rewarding’ housing association managements with above-inflation guaranteed income streams, Statutory rent control for social rental properties should be retained and CPI+1% should not be implemented. The Regulator’s track record on rent control provisions should be removed from the purview of the Regulator and transferred to professional oversight by the Rent Regulations. The sham of ‘intermediate rents’ has been used to drive out key workers and sell off housing stock (for example by
condemned by Parliamentary Select Committees as ineffectual, overly conservative, and too accommodating to the opinions and advice Government should be tackling the obscene and unregulated private salaries (and year on year inflation busting pay rises, final salary pensions and pension pot bonuses and perks) of housing association chief enforcement for housing associations is too poor. Many housing associations have unlawfully ‘converted’ properties to market or near-market rents Statutory rent controls should be maintained and ‘Affordable Rents’ should be repealed and replaced with ‘target’ social Officer Service (VOA). The Regulator has no expertise or suitably trained staff to adjudicate on these matters and has Peabody in the former Crown Estate properties in London). Intermediate rents should be outlawed under fresh statutory rental controls
Organisational response Other (please explain) Residents Association No of housing association managements to the detriment of tenants. Yes No executives and their senior staff. -linked No (despite being charities) and the Regulator has taken little or no action to investigate or reverse these abuses. No rents. No not proven fit to manage the former Rent standard to the benefit of social housing customers. Yes and replaced with genuinely affordable social rented housing.
Housing associations are independent organisations which should have freedom to set their own policy for
their primary source of income. Housing associations were reclassified as private organisations by the ONS in
November 2017 and the new rent settlement should reflect this independent status. Housing associations
should be given the flexibility to set rents that better suit the needs of their tenants. In rural areas, local
wages are lower than the national average while house prices are higher. We would welcome a rent policy
that allowed rural providers better scope to set rents that reflected local economic circumstances. More
control over the future direction of rents would give housing associations more confidence to increase the
scale of their development programme. Likewise, lenders and investors would have more confidence in the We agree that, where registered providers are re-setting the rent as a result of re-letting to an existing tenant, the rent
sector’s ability to service and repay debt, which would increase the availability of new finance and reduce its should be limited to CPI+1% per annum and not be re-set at 80% of market rent. This could cause a big jump in the rent -
cost. Increased rent flexibility for housing associations would also provide more scope to innovate. For linked to a rise in the private market — and is unfair on an existing tenant. More generally, the current definition of
example, some housing associations, such as Hastoe and Warwickshire Rural, have completed some of the first ‘Affordable Rent’ at 80% of market rent is a blunt tool which is simply unaffordable for many rural households on low Use of County-wide earnings: Under the new rent policy statement, formula rent is still calculated using earnings data from large
Passivhaus social housing schemes in Rural England, whilst English Rural and Shropshire Rural have invested incomes. Increased flexibility for rural providers would allow a more sensitive approach to rent setting in rural areas that We agree the Regulator should be permitted to exempt a private registered provider from one or more of the county areas. This is a wide geographical area to use for earnings data. For example, in the county of Dorset, gross weekly earnings can
significant sums retrospectively upgrading around 20% of its social rent housing stock off mains gas with air- Ideally, housing associations would have far greater flexibility over setting their own rents. However, we welcome the CPI+1% announcement in that it provides financial certainty to housing associations wasn’t linked to a broken private market. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation recently compared social rents and requirements in the rent standard if compliance would jeopardise their financial viability. This would allow appropriate vary from: £397.80in Purbeck LAto £520.50 in East Dorset LA However, despite this disparity, the same average earnings figure for
source heat pumps. Innovations such as the examples provided address fuel poverty and provide affordable that their rents will not be unexpectedly cut. The rent reduction policy introduced in 2015 caused damage to financial plans and constrained the delivery of new homes. If the Government does implement the affordable rents in local authorities. In a typical rural district, such as Uttlesford, there is a £1,904 annual difference flexibility for housing associations that need to raise rents for a period to improve their financial position. Conversely, we the whole of Dorset are used (which have been used as the benchmark since 1999). This means that, in some large rural counties, social
warmth, as well as contributing to the government’s targets. Heating costs for a Passivhaus are around £2-3 CPI + 1% proposal it will be important to do so with certainty that this is a longer term commitment, enabling providers to plan with confidence to deliver the homes need to address the housing crisis. A between social rents and affordable rents — more than a third more expensive. The Government should completely would also welcome greater guidance from the regulator aimed at private registered providers who insufficient set rents are far more affordable in some localities than in others. Ideally, a new rent settlement for social housing would use more local
per week. Rent flexibility would allow housing associations to factor in the running costs of a home in to the Not sure - commitment beyond the proposed five year term would be valuable in securing confidence on the part of housing associations and their funders, resulting in even more ambitious plans to build more homes rethink the concept of ‘Affordable Rent’. Future grant should be directed either at social rent or a rent that takes into rents at a level necessary to sustain their objectives, given that this presents a threat to the good reputation of the earnings data derived from a more local level than county-wide, would be a better place to start. This would help ensure that social
Organisational response Other (please explain) Rural Housing Alliance Yes No affordability calculation when setting or re-setting rents — and thus invest more confidently in innovation. Dont know [that meet the Governments own targets. Yes Yes account local income levels. Yes sector Yes rents better reflect local earnings and are truly affordable for local people.
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Presently the rent standard has not been enforced and providers will regularly breach guidance on rent setting. This has led to an
uncontrolled quasi-market rent sector which the regulator has been unable to control. Tenants have little or no redress within the
current regulatory system and are left at risk of arbitrary and excessive rent setting. The risk is that if the same principles apply to LA

But with the caveat that this is underpinned by some statutory protection, such as that which is afforded to LA

CPI only. Registered providers have enough leeway within the current system without the capacity for further increase. Tenants have little protection in respect of existing rent standards and with the setting

Affordable rents should be dismantled altogether. For tenants in East London where we are based in our experience they
create issues of affordability which undercuts any sense of social housing security. Neither do they appear particularity

The track record in regulating such matters is not strong and we would question whether the proposed model would be

Abolish intermediate rents. This has developed into a key part of the sector particularly within regeneration schemes, but its legality is
guestionable, and it dilutes the sector by creating a further form of rent/tenure which escapes social housing statutory protection and

Organisational response Other (please explain) Law Centre No tenants then they too will be left unprotected. Yes tenants. No of service charges which in our experience are frequently maximized to bolster income. No No CPI only No popular with many of the providers encouraged to adopt these models. No fit to adjudicate on such exemptions. No regulatory control.
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of It is not clear why private registered providers could be exempt from complying with requirements and for this not to
local authority registered We understand that the current Rent Rebate Subsidy Limitation scheme will not provide the relevant protections as Universal Credit is Aligning the requirements of local authorities and private registered providers will ensure a consistent The changes to the rules on social rent are not considered to be significant. The clarification provided in relation to the circumstances in which properties We support the intention of the proposal relating to re-setting affordable rent, in that it should protect individuals in extend to local authorities. It is our view that local authorities should be entitled to apply for an exemption in the same
Organisational response providers) Yes rolled out, and that an alternative mechanism is needed. Yes approach. Yes This is in line with previous government announcements, and therefore reflects the expectations of the sector. Yes may be re-valued for the purpose of rent-setting is welcomed. Yes situations where the property is re-let to an existing tenant. No way as a private registered provider. No
A housing
association/private After four years of rent reductions it is appropriate that landlords should be able to apply increases up to CPI + 1%. Consistency in rent policy is vital to give landlords confidence to invest in building new homes
registered provider (or a and improving existing homes.  Supported housing providers have faced additional uncertainty over the last 3 years due to Government proposals on funding supported housing. We welcome that these
body representing the proposals have now been withdrawn and we are keen to develop an appropriate oversight regime regarding quality and value for money. However, it must be stressed that the commitment to maintain the
interests of housing funding of supported housing in the Housing Benefit system needs to be maintained to give providers the confidence to invest in new homes that will reduce the pressure on health and social care services.
associations/private Feedback from some residents suggests that they are frustrated that Government policy should have applied a rent reduction followed by a CPIl + 1% increase they would have preferred a period of steady
Organisational response registered providers) Yes Yes. It would be appropriate for all social housing landlords to be covered by the same rent standard. Yes Yes increase over this period, probably in line with CPI. Yes Yes Yes No
Yes, we agree that rents should be increased from 2020/21. However, rents should be guaranteed for a minimum of 10 years, and preferably for the 40 year period of local authority HRA business plans and
the recent Building Council Homes for Londoners bid which was based on assumptions about the longer term rent levels. This would help give councils and tenants some certainty and the confidence and
ambition needed to invest in the improvement of their housing stock, as well as to build new social rented homes. Four-year rent reductions up to 2020 were imposed by Government shortly after a previous This direction does not apply directly to Hackney Council as a landlord, as we have a commitment to providing homes at
10 year policy of CPI +1% was introduced. This has unfortunately led to some scepticism and lack of certainty around the Government’s guarantees regarding rent-setting guidance.  In addition to this, the genuinely affordable, social rent levels. However, as the local strategic housing authority, we would want Registered
Social Rent Reduction (SRR) will, on completion, have resulted in a 9% adverse drift in anticipated HRA rental income (assuming Sept 2018 CPI = July 2018 CPI). This has had a significant adverse impact on Providers working in this borough to scrap Affordable Rent and bring rents in line with Social Rent or London Affordable
HRA business plans, and is likely to have been addressed through reduced stock investment and an inability to respond to housing 'shocks' such as the requirements and recommendations in the aftermath of Rent levels. “Affordable” Rent may be appropriate in other parts of the country, but rent levels of up to 80% of local
Yes we agree, but further controls are required. The existing legislation allows the Secretary of State power to direct the Regulator of Grenfell. Before local authorities are able to use additional resources to further build programmes, the pending shortfall in investment resources to be applied to existing stock needs to be addressed. To do market rents are totally unaffordable to households on low incomes in Hackney, and elsewhere in London. We have
Social Housing to implement government-led rent-setting policy. We believe this provision should be revised as the Regulator is an this, pre-SRR income levels will need to be realised but gradually over the next decade, which will minimise the year-on-year impact on the benefit bill and rises for tenants Based on actual CPI figures consistently opposed them since they were introduced. Unaffordability is particularly the case for households in receipt of
A local authority registered agency of Government and is not an independent body. An independent body should be given powers to set annual rent increases, in a (September 2017 has been used for the rent increase calculation), Hackney Council has ‘lost” £41m in rental income over the four years of the rent reduction, which - because of the lower rent base - will, over benefits, as a result of the Government’s welfare reforms.  According to the London Rents Map, the current average
provider (or a body similar way the control over interest rates was handed to the independent board of the Bank of England in 1997. Decisions around the longer term equate to a loss of £142m over 10 years; and £644m over the 30 years of the Council’s HRA Business Plan. This means, the loss of rental income between 2016/17 and 2028/29 would be rent for a one bedroom property in the borough is around £1,500 per month. At 80% of average borough market rents, Hackney has an ambitious house-building portfolio - we have already delivered nearly 600 homes and are forecast to deliver a further
representing the interests of rent increases should relate to the costs of maintaining and managing the housing stock and not to other arbitrary measures under approximately 130% of the value of the 2016/17 national HRA rent roll, which would never be recovered by individual HRAs. To correct this, the rent policy from 2020 would need to be CPI +2% for 10 years valuation would be around £1,200 per month, requiring an income of £42,400 per annum to be considered affordable. 2,000 homes over the next four years. Our programme approach to delivering new genuinely affordable housing uses a 40 year business
local authority registered consideration by the incumbent Chancellor of the Exchequer. -Only under this arrangement could stability be returned to local Yes, we agree, all social housing providers’ decision-making on rent setting should be consistent and to return rent levels to the equivalent 2030 assumed income levels. Alternatively rents would need to increase by CPI+1% for 10 years to correct the loss sustained over the past 4 years. We therefore propose Yes we agree, however we believe a capped increase of CPI plus 2% should be allowed in relation to local authority rents, to address the fall in income We believe that Social Rent and London Affordable Rent (introduced by the Mayor of London) are genuinely affordable for Yes, we agree with the arrangements for exemptions from the rent standard on financial grounds provided they are plan. A rent guarantee of just five years does not afford us the certainty that we require. This is why we have proposed a 10 year
Organisational response providers) authority housing business plans, as local authorities and tenants would then have some faith in rent increase settlements. transparent. the implementation of a minimum 10 year rent policy. resulting from a four year reduction in social rent levels. those in the borough on low incomes. exceptional circumstances. minimum period in the response to question 3 as well as proposing a rise of CPl + 2% to recoup lost incomes from the rent reduction.
The value set for high income tenants and total household income is too high to make a realistic impact in some areas. This ought to be
variable from area to area. The data should reflect the employee earnings in the UK as calculated by the ONS as for the local area. For
example, gross median earnings were £569 per week in the latest data. However, using fig 7 showed London as high as £713.20; the
The fundamental principle of social housing rents is that social rents are similar in a similar area, regardless of North East as low as £506.80. £569 x 52.14 (reflecting 365 days) = £29,669 so £30k rounded x 2 = £60k. £713.20x52.14 = £37,188 so
provider. To avoid the potential for differential rents, which the principle sought to remove, it is right to apply | believe the rent should be prescribed TO CPI+1%, not UP TO, which allows for ambiguity and could therefore be impacted by short-term political decisions that are contrary to the long-term benefit of £37k = £76k. £506.80 x 52.14 = £26,426 so £26k = £52k. Therefore the value for high income tenants should reflect the median local
Personal view No Yes LA's need a consistent approach and one that minimises the potential for challenge. Yes the principle to all social providers. No Housing Revenue Accounts. No 2(b) is a specific direction. 6(3) needs to remove "more than" to avoid ambiguity and be a specific direction. No 7(4) needs to remove "more than" and should be a specific direction. Yes Yes areas, ideally by county by at worst by region, to ensure a more realistic value that can be used in local areas.
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of
local authority registered The MHCLG should consult and engage with local authorities regarding what, if any, other matters are proposed to be regulated by the
Organisational response providers) Yes Social Housing Regulator. Basildon Borough Council does not have any comments on this question. Yes Yes Basildon Borough Council does not have any comments in respect of this question. Yes No
A housing
association/private As stated above, there should be a level playing field between providers of social housing. However local
registered provider (or a authorities should undertake thorough risk assessments and/or stress tests to determine the impact of the
body representing the Rent Standard on their business plans. Any adverse impacts need to managed, with Government support if
interests of housing There should be a level playing field between providers of social housing. However local authorities should undertake thorough risk needed (for example, a phased approach to the introduction). There needs to be a focus on the affordability
associations/private assessments and/or stress tests to determine the impact of the Rent Standard on their business plans. Any adverse impacts need to of rents and funding landlords ability to effectively meeting their obligations rather than a focus on reducing or After four years of rent reductions any increase is welcome to help landlord's meet the obligations, provide services to tenants and deliver new homes. This financial stability is important and confirmation of
Organisational response registered providers) Yes managed, with Government support if needed (for example, a phased approach to the introduction). Yes controlling expenditure welfare benefits. Yes arrangements beyond 2025 would provide even more stability, particularly given recent Prime Ministerial support for long term funding arrangements for housing associations. Yes We would repeat our comments about properly assessing and managing the impact on local authority business plans. Yes We particularly support the proposed protection for re-lets to existing tenants. Yes Not an issue for us but clear guidance is needed. No
A local authority registered
provider (or a body | would rather see the increase than the current position, but in an ideal world, the level of local rent should be a decision for local democracy and not a mechanism for saving central government the cost of
representing the interests of proving welfare support to those who are on low incomes. The rent basis should be given a maximum by geographical area, based on the average rental charge in those areas from all sources. CPI+1% does
local authority registered Not sure - The private sector may face different pressures to LAs and could be forced out of the market, hence reducing not relate to the cost of providing housing so is not necessary a logical basis for rent setting. In addition, it does not allow for catch up in areas that have done more to keep rents low historically and now face
Organisational response providers) Yes Don't know [the supply of housing and putting pressure back on LAs to pick up the strain. Yes pressures or address inequalities between neighbouring councils due to historical difference in rent levels sent. Yes Yes No Yes
A local authority registered
provider (or a body
representing the interests of The methodology to re-calculate affordable rent on re-let is unchanged except when the property is re-let to an existing
local authority registered The limit of CPI1+1% per year when a property is not re-let follows our rent setting process prior to the statutory rent reduction. The proposal is welcomed especially as the proposal states that the 'new policy' Sheffield's rent setting processes have always adhered to government guidance and we have not charged rents that are higher than formula rents. tenant and the re-let would result in a rent increase greater than CPl + 1%. Limiting the rent increase in such We welcome the clarity that the proposal provides for the next 5 years. We would appreciate the exploration of an optional standard
Organisational response providers) Yes Yes Yes lasts for at least 5 years. This provides stability for modelling and planning purposes. Yes Therefore a transfer from guidance to regulation will have no negative effect on income. Yes circumstances is reasonable and we anticipate that the effect in Sheffield will be negligible. Yes Yes set of assumptions on rental income that could be applied to the subsequent 25 years of our HRA Business Plan
No, we do not agree that the rent standard should apply to local authority registered providers from 2020. One of the aims of HRA Self-
Financing was that local authorities would be able to run their HRA as a ‘business’ with responsibility for raising income and paying for all
HRA expenditure. As rent is the principal income source within the HRA having discretion over rental policy is fundamental for local
authorities to raise the income they need to fulfil their long-term aspirations within the HRA. In the case of Tower Hamlets this includes
a commitment to delivering 2,000 new affordable housing units at social / affordable rents. If this proposal comes into force it will be
another U-turn in terms of undermining the assumptions underpinning HRA Self-Financing. The HRA Self-Financing settlement issued No, we do not agree and would like to remind MHCLG about the HRA self-financing settlement. One size will
prior to the start of HRA Self-Financing in 2012 contained certain assumptions about Council’s rents over the 30 year period from not necessarily fit all.  Rent restructuring has driven the alignment in rent levels between RPs and LAs. If the
2012/13 to 2041/42. These were set out by CLG in "Self-Financing: Planning the Transition", published in July 2011 (para 3.1.5) and were regulator is to take on LA housing we should see all the standards together, not just this in isolation. Anything
as below: e that guideline rents will converge with formula rents in 2015-16 e rent increases of just above inflation year on year after that reduces LA flexibility on rent setting should be treated with caution. The following was our assessment No, we do not agree with this proposed arrangement. The current proposals are that the Regulator could exempt a
2015-16 e a limit on individual annual rent increases of RPI + 0.5% + £2 per week up to convergence and thereafter for annual increases of the projected impact of four years of a 1% rent cut: Loss of rent over four years - The cumulative impact private registered provider from one or more requirements in the rent standard if complying with the requirement(s)
in formula rents of RPI + 0.5%. It was also stated in that document that “Government does not have any plans to change the national over the four years (2016/17 to 2019/20) would be a loss of rental income of over £24 million of the total rent would jeopardise the private registered provider’s financial viability. The current proposals are that this would not apply
rent policy set out above.”  These assumptions about future rental streams were factored into the valuation of our HRA business plan, of £302 million that is anticipated for that period (this includes inflation.) Future Loss of Rent Income - over No, we do not agree. Notwithstanding the removal of the HRA debt cap and the government’s expectation that this will lead to increased Council house building, it must be appreciated that additional HRA to local authority registered providers, and that instead, the rent standard will not apply to certain categories of
and affected the amount of debt that we took on, the level of our debt cap and all these factors informed the assessment that we made periods of 10 years and 30 years The projected cumulative loss of rental income over 10 years is borrowing is not ‘free’ money and will need to be undertaken within the Prudential Code. One of the assessments of the Code is that borrowing is affordable, prudent and sustainable. As already mentioned, housing. We would argue that in line with private registered providers, there should be an arrangement to exempt
regarding the future financial viability of our HRA. In line with the assumptions in the HRA Self-Financing settlement, all of our initial approximately £92 million of the previously modelled £837 million, and over 30 years the loss potentially the main source of HRA resources is rental income which local authorities will — if this proposal is implemented — now not be able to have any discretion over which will affect the resources that have to local authority registered providers from the rent standard on financial grounds. It should also be recognised that
HRA modelling included the assumptions that we would follow rent restructuring and aim to achieve convergence by 2015/16; and that exceeds £420 million of the anticipated £3,476 million (this includes inflation). The impact of the reduced service any additional borrowing that is now available. ~ We would also like to highlight that in addition to the various changes to rent policy since HRA Self-Financing began in 2012, the re-invigoration of the depending on the test / threshold it may be the case that a local authority would find it difficult to show financial
after 2015/16 rents would increase by RPI + 0.5%. The subsequent changes to social rents (ending rent convergence a year early, the levels of rental income means that there are fewer resources available to finance the HRA capital programme Right to Buy scheme has led to us selling 1,064 of our housing stock (8.5% of the tenanted stock that we had in April 2012). This has had an impact on our HRA in terms of reduced rental income arising from hardship, for example it may be that according to a local authority’s HRA 30 year business plan, the currently projected
A local authority registered four years of 1% rent cuts, and now the current proposal to remove discretion in relation to rent-setting) have introduced uncertainty including new-build. As can be appreciated from the figures above, there has been a substantial negative fewer tenanted properties, and has led to this borough retaining 1-4-1 receipts of £113 million to date. Asthe Authority is committed to spending these 1-4-1 receipts we will need to identify 70% of other HRA expenditure could be serviced from the CP1+1% rent increases proposal, but the 30 year business plan may not By way of conclusion, we would like to see more certainty from the Government over the longer term arrangements for rent
provider (or a body into our HRA business planning, and resulted in a large reduction in our projected HRA resources compared to our previous assumptions impact on our HRA in terms of the loss of income resulting from the changes that have already been made to capital resources (c. £264 million) Toillustrate the potential impact of the current proposal the table below shows the impact of various rent increases on the rental income to our HRA over various time currently reflect the fact that restricted rent rises may mean that local authority’s aspirations for their HRA businesses regulation. We consider that the proposals contained in this consultation paper should be applied to the Private Rented Sector rather
representing the interests of which were based on the HRA Self-Financing settlement. Housing rent is our principal source of income in the HRA and we are rent policy. The current proposal to enforce CPI + 1% rises only for the next five years, and then unknown rent periods: Years 1- 6RYears 1-10¥ears 1-30 CPI + 1% for 5 years (current proposal)B408mE£722mBk  £2,675m CPl + 2% for 5 years@ f415mBRE744mB £2,789m may be hampered. For example, a local authority may have aspirations to undertake a large new-build programme in than Local Authorities, who should be free to apply whatever rent increases are appropriate under the HRA Self Financing
local authority registered disappointed with these proposals to make such substantial changes to our main income stream, and urge the government to rethink policy after that will again reduce the resources available to our HRA and introduce uncertainty as we do not As can be seen, if we had discretion over rent policy and wanted to implement a CPl + 2% rent increase for five years (rather than CPI + 1%) then our HRA would have additional rental income of £7m over future, which may not be reflected in current HRA financial forecasts and it would be hard to capture this lost determination. The restrictive 5 year CPl +1% proposal and uncertainty over subsequent arrangements will have an impact on our
Organisational response providers) No these proposals. No know what rent policy will be enforced after five years of CPI + 1% increases.” No years 1-6, £22m over years 1- 10 and £114m over years 1-30. This would enable us to undertake even greater levels of house building than we are currently planning. No No, we do not agree, given our objections, stated above, in questions 1 to 3. No No, we do not agree, given our objections, stated above, in questions 1 to 3. No opportunity that would arise from the fact that the local authority lost income due to losing control of its rent policy. ability to fund borrowing to boost housing supply.
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing
associations/private
Organisational response registered providers) Yes Yes Yes Although we would welcome feedback around whether any consideration for a rent freedom model has been given beyond 2025. Yes Yes Yes Yes We would welcome feedback on whether any consideration has been given for a rent freedom model beyond 2025.
A local authority registered
provider (or a body The consultation has highlighted that the current arrangements are not compatible for controlling the welfare costs associated with
representing the interests of local authority rents since the introduction of Universal Credit. The proposed direction will enable the council to increase rents by
local authority registered CPI+1% should we wish to do so. This will provide increased revenue for investment (provision of new homes and maintenance of current The same requirements should apply to both as this will provide a stable environment to support the delivery Although those tenants who pay rent (rather than receive housing benefit to cover the rent) will have to pay higher rents, the additional revenue will The direction would protect existing tenants living in affordable rent properties whose 5 year flexible tenancy is being Not sure -
Organisational response providers) Yes assets). Yes of new homes and will provide parity across the sector in terms of rent increases. Yes This allows for flexibility to increase rents up to CPI+1% Yes create a stable environment to support the delivery of new homes. Yes renewed at the end of its term from possible excessive rent increases. Don't know |This does not apply to local authorities so not applicable. No
We welcome government’s proposal to permit annual rent increases by up to CPI+1% from 2020. We feel this approach strikes the
A housing right balance between protecting current social housing residents, allowing housing associations to invest in building more new homes
association/private and providing ongoing and improved maintenance and landlord services. However, we’d ask government to consider a more
registered provider (or a We welcome government’s proposal to permit annual rent increases by up to CPI+1% from 2020. We feel this approach strikes the right balance between protecting current social housing residents, allowing The Regulator has a range of powers to manage and ensure a registered provider is financially viable. We understand progressive approach to rents, allowing housing associations to adjust individual rents while remaining in an overall rent envelop, which
body representing the housing associations to invest in building more new homes and providing ongoing and improved maintenance and landlord services. However, we’d ask government to consider a more progressive approach that the ability to exempt providers from one or more requirements in the rent standard would be a useful addition to would be limited to an overall increase of up to CPI1+1% per year. We’d also ask government to consider taking an even longer view.
interests of housing While local authorities are best placed to determine any potential impact, we support the principle of extending the rent standard to While local authorities are best placed to determine any potential impact, we support the principle of applying to rents, allowing housing associations to adjust individual rents while remaining in an overall rent envelop, which would be limited to an overall increase of up to CPI+1% per year. We’d also ask government the powers, to protect the long-term provision of social housing. However, we’d question the extent to which tenants Alongside the strategic partnerships with Homes England and the £2bn for investment in new social housing from 2021 to 2028, this
associations/private local authority registered providers. This would provide a fair and consistent approach for tenants of both housing associations and local the same requirements to local authority registered providers from 2020. This would provide a fair and to consider taking an even longer view. Alongside the strategic partnerships with Homes England and the £2bn for investment in new social housing from 2021 to 2028, this would allow local authority and We agree with the direction relating to affordable rent properties. We’re currently reviewing our approach to fixed- should cover the cost of poor financial management, which could have a significant impact on their financial position. would allow local authority and housing association landlords to plan more effectively for the future, investing in new homes and
Organisational response registered providers) Yes authority landlords. Yes consistent approach for tenants of both housing associations and local authority landlords. Yes housing association landlords to plan more effectively for the future, investing in new homes and services. Yes We agree with the direction relating to social rented properties. Yes term tenancies, but rent increases should be limited to CPI+1% for existing tenants that relet their current home. Yes Therefore, while we agree with the direction, we’d stress that it should only be used in exceptional circumstances. Yes services.
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing
associations/private
Organisational response registered providers) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing
associations/private Agree. An alternative mechanism is needed due to the reduction of Housing Benefit recipients therefore rents now need to be Agree. It’s important that all Housing Providers are being regulated by the same body using the same Rent Agree. We feel the new proposal is fair and equitable as it now incorporates all Housing Providers to ensure they all play there part and help put welfare Agree. As this will provide consistency and safeguards the future financial viability and minimises the risk of losing homes
Organisational response registered providers) Yes regulated. Yes Standards. Yes Agree. It provides future financial security for FCHO. Yes spending on a more sustainable footing. Yes Agree. As a Social Housing Provider these arrangements are what we already adhere to. Yes for private registered providers and tenants. No
A housing
association/private
registered provider (or a
body representing the
interests of housing
associations/private
Organisational response registered providers) Yes Yes Yes A stable turnover is essential to allow housing associations to plan and invest for the long term. Only with such assurance can the ambition to build more new homes be achieved. Yes Yes
Personal view Yes Yes It makes perfect sense to ensure all providers of "social housing" are finally subject to the same set of standards. Yes Again, all providers of housing should be subject to the same set of standards, regulations and controls. Yes This proposal is fine as long as the rent cap is similarly set at the right level to continue to protect tenants on a low income. Yes Yes Again, this is acceptable as long as rent caps are kept at a realistic level to protect tenants of a low income. Yes This is fine as long as the bar is set high enough to prevent abuse. No
The relationship between formula rent and actual rents was distorted when government ended rent convergence policy with the introduction of new rent
NCC agrees that registered providers should be permitted to increase rents by up to a minimum of CPI+1% each year. The decision on rent increases is a key assumption in NCC's long-term business planning guidelines which came into place for 2015/16. NCC currently follows a policy of increasing rents to formula rent when a property is re-let following
and this is based on a return to an annual rent increase of CPl + 1% after 2020, as per the original pledge when the four-year 1% rent reduction was introduced and the more recent announcement from vacancy. Formula rent has not been achieved for 15,668 of our 25,309 social rent properties. Continuing the use of this approach will allow us to continue
government. This level of annual rent increase helps ensure the long-term viability of the HRA and ensures that the debt cap is not breached. A commitment that the increase would remain for a more to close the gap between average and formula rent, meaning we can continue to invest in our existing stock and ensure that a relatively small supply of
NCC agrees that the same requirements should apply to both local authorities and private registered considerable period would be helpful to guarantee resources are available in later years and allow for more robust business planning. The long-run wedge between RPI and CPI (which is projected to be 1% new affordable housing is maintained. NCC believe that there is a case for reviewing the reference to the 1999 values and earnings data in the calculation
A local authority registered NCC believes that the freedom to make local decisions on rent levels should be returned to Councils. Returning this freedom ensures providers. Annual Rent Increases CPl+1% ceiling to rent increases as previously announced. Newcastle’s 30- by the Office for Budget Responsibility) means that an increase below this level would impact on balancing rental income with housing related expenditure, threatening the long-term viability of NCC's HRA. of social rents, to make social rent more responsive to current local housing market trends and conditions. The formula cannot continue to be based on out-
provider (or a body that individual local authorities can ensure that aggregate rental income is sufficient to finance the long-term management and year HRA Business Plan has always assumed that the guideline rent increase would return to CPI+1% after the Social Rent Where rents exceed the formula rent plus the flexibility, maximum increases will be CPI only until the rent is within the flexibility level and when re-let reduced to formula plus flexibility (subject of-date figures indefinitely as; using out-of-date information disregards disparity in the housing market over time, as well as changes to policy, and the
representing the interests of maintenance of existing stock to Decent Homes Standard, refurbish older stock and allow for a significant level of new house building. four-year rent reduction period, so there were no real changes to the business plan because of the torent caps). This is significant for authorities who have not applied rent caps or have chosen to set higher rents in the past and accepted the rebate subsidy limitation; neither of these apply to Newcastle. impact these have. Affordable Rent CPI+1% increases for existing tenants and not more than 80% of market rent for new tenancies. Affordable rent A further comment from Newcastle relates to how the new rent standard is regulated for local authorities, and will Homes England
local authority registered This freedom also returns the ability for local authorities to set rents per local policies and principles, providing a health HRA which could announcement. However, there is now more confidence in the business plan given that uncertainty over the A registered provider may re-value where it has carried out major works that materially affect the value of the property (thus impacting on the formula rent). Although it is anticipated that this is only likely cannot be converted to other rents. Newcastle currently has 372 affordable rent properties; however, this figure will increase with the Regeneration and start to inspect Local authorities to ensure compliance. If so this is a fundamental shift. In principled we agree with this change, but are
Organisational response providers) No fund new build, regeneration and other capital works in line with the Council’s long-term housing priorities. Yes rent increase has been removed, at least for the period 2020 to 2025. Yes to arise in exceptional circumstances and not to reflect repairs, maintenance or kitchen/bathroom replacements. Social rent cannot be converted to other rents unless there is specific agreement todo so. [Yes New Build and Acquisition elements of the current HRA Capital Investment Programme. Yes NCC agrees with the proposed direction as it relates to affordable rent properties. Yes NCC agrees with the proposed arrangements for making exemptions from the rent standard on financial grounds. Yes cautious of the implications if this is agreed without clarify on how this will be regulated.
Personal view No Yes Yes No Too high for tenants No No Yes No
The National Federation of ALMOs
(NFA) (www.almos.org.uk) is the
trade body which represents all
housing Arms’ Length
Management Organisations
(ALMOs) across England. The NFA
represents 32 ALMOs which
manage just over 440,000 The NFA acknowledges that there are some in the local authority sector who believe in principle that councils should be free to set their
properties across 35 local own rents within the confines of the 1985 Housing Act as they did prior to the rent cut via legislation. However, in practice, the vast
authorities. The NFA represents The NFA understands that a new form of restraint on rents will be required following the introduction of Universal Credit and the loss of majority of councils have never increased their rents above the guideline rent increases set out by central Government and many have
the interests of ALMOs at the the limit rent mechanism. We therefore agree that applying the rent standard to local authority registered providers from 2020 seems As the Capital Economics report for SHOUT and the LGA showed earlier this year, CPI plus 1% strikes the right balance between increased delivery of new homes and affordability for tenants. The NFA would agreed lower increases. The NFA believes that on balance, rental restraint should apply equally to all providers of social housing and
national level and provides advice the most sensible approach, especially given the general direction of travel for the same regulation across the whole of the social like to see certainty in the rent framework for a longer period of time, ideally 30 years or at least 10 years to increase investor confidence in the long-term viability of social housing whether delivered by The NFA supports the approach which would enable the Regulator to intervene if the financial situation of any individual therefore apply to all tenants of social housing. However, this equal playing field should also be extended to policies such as the Right
Organisational response Other (please explain) and support for members. Yes housing sector. Yes Yes Councils or Registered Providers. No Yes Yes provider required it to. Yes to Buy. This could be best achieved by a lower, more sustainable RTB discount and leaving all receipts with the selling organisation.
The proposal to increase rents by CPI plus one per cent for five years is welcomed, as the rent reduction has negatively affected our
business plan, particularly in terms of the financial viability of delivering new build schemes and investment in the capital programme.
However, this does not reflect the fact that the self-financing agreement for local authorities had been based on 30 year projections of
rental income. Greater stability would therefore be provided for long-term business planning if the increase in rent levels was confirmed
Local authority providers have already been subject to the same rent setting restrictions as private registered providers since the If the proposal to apply the rent standard to local authority providers is agreed then it would be practical for A return to planned rent increases of CPI plus one per cent would provide a degree of certainty for registered providers. This will give us a business plan that can meet the capital need by enabling long-term The direction provides clear guidance and flexibilities for social rent within specified parameters, such as formula rents. As the consultation states, this is for 30 years. This would enable long-term business planning for investment in existing stock and delivering new homes. In particular, we
Arm's-Length Management introduction of the Welfare Reform and Work Act 2016. They are also likely to be subject to the wider economic standards, which both provider types to be subject to the same requirements. However, local authorities are currently subject investment in our stock and will enable us to deliver more housing. It would not be feasible for rents to increase by less than this, as this would seriously restrict the provision of new affordable housing and the not a significant deviation from the rules in place prior to the Welfare Reform and Work Act and so it should not represent a significant challenge to most would seek reassurance that there would not be another rent reduction after 2025. In addition, we require assurance that rents
Organisation (ALMO) managing includes the rent standard, under proposals contained within the Social Housing Green Paper consultation. Extending the rent setting to different rules than private providers and these place them at a financial disadvantage. In particular, local investment needs of the business plan. However, there should also be a degree of local flexibility to increase rents at above CPI plus one per cent, where increases can be sustained by the local market and providers. However, there should be an additional mechanism to increase rents for existing tenants where these are currently lower than formula rent. The protection of the rights when properties are re-let to existing tenants is welcomed. The revaluation of affordable rent would not reduce in the event of a significant decline in economic conditions. For example, if CPl was negative and fell to below minus
stock on behalf of the Council, as obligations to include local authority providers makes sense in that context, but it is important that any proposals contain an element of authorities are required to sell their stock through Right to Buy and can only keep a small proportion of the local conditions demonstrate this is necessary to deliver new homes where schemes may otherwise be unviable, for example, due to land shortages or building costs. In particular, there should be a link Several local authorities manage properties that were unable to complete the rent convergence when the rent reduction was introduced. The flexibility to properties when they become vacant is also welcomed, as it ensures affordable rent levels continue to match market one, protection should be provided to ensure rents would not reduce and the minimum impact would be a rent freeze. We would
well as a registered provider for a local flexibility that would enable councils to set rents at above CPI plus one per cent where local conditions demonstrate that additional receipts. If all social landlords are to be subject to the same standards, councils should be allowed to retain between performance on economic and consumer standards; development programmes and rent setting. This would achieve a balance between the Government’s objectives of delivering new homes, increase these rents is therefore required for existing tenants, rather than only when properties are re-let. This would remove the current differentiation conditions. However, we would want a guarantee that if market rents were to fall, there would be a minimum of a rent We agree that private registered providers should be considered for exemption from the rent standard where they can similarly require safeguards for affordable rents in the event of a downturn in the market, through a guarantee that properties would
Organisational response Other (please explain) small number of stock we own increases are viable and necessary to meet need. Yes 100 per cent of Right to Buy receipts to create a level playing field. Yes controlling rent levels and having a high performing, financially responsible social housing sector. Yes between similar properties on different rents, as well as help deliver more affordable homes and maintain existing properties. Yes freeze when the property is re-let, rather than a rent reduction. Yes demonstrate it would jeopardise their financial viability. Yes not be re-let at a lower rent if market rents fell.
As you will know from consulting tenants and the SHGP responses, many tenants have distrustful, worrying relationships with our
landlords. They are not value for money, not on our side, not listening. It is frightening to think they will be able to hike our rents again
so soon and for five years; | doubt any but the most ethical will resist setting the highest option. | think rents should be pegged to
| am concerned that providers will misuse the standard, imposing the maximum increase each year rather than taking into account incomes, not national ones but tenants' median ones. Social Rents vary hugely across the UK. People with high charging landlords,
tenants' circumstances. Some HA's have heavily increased their rents for decades while tenants have not had parallel increases in should not necessarily pay the same percentage increase as those in areas where people pay a third of the rent we do. It is much
income. It seems wrong that low income tenants - low earners, pensioners on low fixed pensions - pay for new housing through raised If most council tenants currently pay on average lower rents and have RTB so can move, tenants in high cost harder to move in expensive areas, but for example in Yorkshire, Wales, the Midlands, some parts of the South West, tenants can
Not sure - rents. We older, long term tenants who have never claimed benefits, have paid for the homes we live in several times over already. Not sure - areas who rent from small HAs that charge high rents, and can't buy, will be hardest hit if it's a standard for people like me, in my 60s, living on a pension and savings that preclude me from claiming HB but are too little to live on comfortably, already paying 60% of my low fixed income on rent, the rent will soon [Not sure - Not sure - Not sure - privately rent a house for half my London HA flat's rent. My neighbours and | will be trapped paying higher rent increases with no
Personal view Yes Don't know |Should we be the people bearing the costs of new housing? Don't know |percentage increase for everyone. No become unaffordable. It is really frightening. Don't know Don't know Don't know Yes affordable options to move to if we cannot pay.
It would be helpful to know how this would operate and for how long as the direction references that “The Secretary of
but their starting rent levels are generally considered to be at a higher level than LA’s even after the 10 years State may publish a document about the measures that the Secretary of State considers could be taken by a local Housing is by nature a long-term asset, and although it is welcome that this will provide 5 years certainty over rents policy, a longer-
Organisational response Other (please explain) Local Authority Yes It’s a good deal and restates the original commitment Yes convergence period that ended in 2012 Yes although it now puts rents back under local political control rather than determines solely by commercial/business considerations Yes This seems to be both fair and just Yes This seems to be both fair and just Yes authority in order to comply with section 23 and to avoid serious financial difficulties”. Yes term view that enabled and encouraged long term investment decisions would be welcome
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Yes

Yes

My own local authority imposed the following percentage increases in rent in the years shown: 2011/128.80 2012/133.47
2013/14@.56 2014/158.14 2015/168.18 2016/17E1.00 2017/18F1.00 2018/1971.00 | queried the scale of increase first in 2011

and then every year to 2015, and received the response that Government rent policy applicable to registered social housing associations
did not apply to local authority landlords and, as such, was considered simply as guidance which my landlord could disregard. This
demonstrates that, had the Government not imposed on local authorities in 2016/17 the reductions in social rents under the Welfare
Reform and Work Act 2016, average rent increases of this scale would continue to have been imposed unabated in the Borough.
Notably, the excessive increases cited above were not accompanied by any improvements in either planned or reactive maintenance to
the housing stock, which gave rise to the view amongst tenants and other relevant stakeholders that the authority was unable to justify
them on this basis. It seemed that the rent increases were intended instead for the purpose of funding a commercial loan of £96M
which the authority took out to purchase its housing stock from the Government under self-financing HRA arrangements in March 2012.
. Therefore, | believe that the justification for Government intervention cited in Paragraphs 2 and 14 of Annex B is entirely appropriate
and very welcome.

Yes

| agree with this proposal because it would represent equity of approach. Whilst | acknowledge that different
policy and legislative approaches are required within the public, private and housing association sectors
respectively, the issue of rent policy is one of primary importance to tenants, and consistency in this regard is
essential. The proposed ambit of these measures demonstrates unequivocally that Government is acting in the
interests of all tenants (many of whom have limited choice over their housing circumstances), irrespective of
who their landlords might be.

No

| believe that the proposed increase of CPI + 1% annually from 2020/21 is too great for several reasons, namely: e using as an illustrative example the qualifying rate of CPI prevailing at September 2018 (in
the obvious absence of data for September 2019), in April 2020 tenants would see reversed in the space of only one year the majority of the cumulative relief of 4.0 % gained in the previous four. Even if CPl is
lower in September 2019 than it was in September 2018, the 4.0% relief gained by tenants would be reversed completely by April 2021 under the proposed formula; e by definition, tenants of social housing
are those least able to afford significant increases in their household costs and rent accounts for the largest proportion of these costs. Against the back-drop of the well-publicised problems associated with
the roll-out of Universal Credit, the withdrawal from UC of certain components which are included currently in Housing Benefit (for example, ground rent, use and occupation charges, and mesne profits) and
less tenants being eligible overall for UC than HB, tenants would be penalised disproportionately and unfairly by annual increases at levels consistently above the rate of inflation. It seems both perverse and
immoral if Government policy seeks intentionally to facilitate this situation; ¢ in comparison, home-owners have experienced historically-low and stable mortgage interest rates over the past decade, which
have allowed many to overpay their mortgages whilst not suffering undue financial detriment and most to see no noticeable increase in their housing costs during this period. e a significant development in
housing policy which occurred after this consultation was launched has a direct bearing on this proposal. The Secretary of State for MHCLG removed by order dated 25th October 2018 the borrowing cap on
the Housing Revenue Account, giving local authorities more flexibility to finance the building of new affordable housing from the commercial money markets via long-term borrowing on competitive terms.
Several local authorities (including my own) have already established public/private hybrid housing companies as delivery mechanisms for new housing development in this manner. The removal of the cap on
the HRA will have the effect of either accelerating innovative approaches such as this where they exist or facilitating them where they do not. Consequently, it is logical to anticipate that this measure will
contribute to the achievement of the policy objective cited in the third bullet-point of Paragraph 10 of the consultation document, in which case annual increases in rent could be lowered without detriment
to the financial stability of landlords or their housing-delivery aspirations. | suggest that you need to revise your options/sensitivity analysis in Annex B (Paragraph 19 et seq.) to address this matter. For these
reasons, annual increases limited to CPl would seem a more appropriate option. Not only is it fair to tenants but taxpayers too, as it would limit increases in the annual welfare budget attributable to housing
(and please note that the majority of tenants are also taxpayers and, therefore, face not only rent increases directly but the tax burden of subsidising housing welfare benefits). Reasonable levels of rent,
which do not include within their formula an annual accelerator component, are thus in the best interests of all stakeholders.

Yes

| agree with the proposed direction other than Paragraph 6(3)(a) relating to CPl + 1%, for the reasons mentioned in my answer to Question 3.

Yes

| agree with this proposal because Government direction to local authorities is necessary for the purpose of preventing
the excessive increases that some have imposed in the past, in the absence of such direction.

Yes

| agree with the proposed exemptions because they are reasonable in terms of the wider public interest and broadly
analogous to current exemption arrangements. Tenants would be subject to significant detriment if their landlords
suffered financial instability or collapse.

Yes

The ultimate sentence of Paragraph 2.14 of the draft policy statement is unduly weak. Evidence | have provided demonstrates that my
own local authority disregards anything which constitutes Government guidance rather than direction and is likely to apply routinely
the maximums of 5 and 10 per cent mentioned in 2.14 respectively. | acknowledge that flexibility is being offered in the setting of
formula rent but | suggest that the qualification is strengthened to reflect that Government expects such measures to be employed
only in exceptional circumstances and, perhaps, subject to some type of formal justification by the authority to MHCLG (if that
arrangement is feasible within existing MHCLG resource parameters).
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Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money | propose
an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to
develop new housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in 2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model —that costs the exact same to government — continues each
year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and £855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this
alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house
building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social
landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost
you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034
with its obvious political advantages as it repurposes the current proposal and removes its perversities and targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that
are much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and allows social tenants to save more and save more quickly for a mortgage deposit and get on the housing ladder. It
arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of many advantages to government. This alternative prevents the supply crisis we have
experienced for decades by restoring a programme of capital subsidy that becomes systemic and allows all housing actors to plan with greater confidence. It develops and maximises new house building from
the same amount of government revenue funding and it benefits tenants, government and reduces dependency enabling more tenants to take up employment opportunities as their rents become a lower
proportion of their income. In short, this proposal gives a political solution to the UK Housing Crisis elements of under supply and affordability and costs government not a penny more. | thank you for the
opportunity and recommend you consider this alternate proposal carefully for all the above reasons.
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Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money | propose
an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to
develop new housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in 2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model —that costs the exact same to government — continues each
year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and £855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this
alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house
building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social
landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost
you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034
with its obvious political advantages as it repurposes the current proposal and removes its perversities and targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that
are much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and allows social tenants to save more and save more quickly for a mortgage deposit and get on the housing ladder. It
arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of many advantages to government. This alternative prevents the supply crisis we have
experienced for decades by restoring a programme of capital subsidy that becomes systemic and allows all housing actors to plan with greater confidence. It develops and maximises new house building from
the same amount of government revenue funding and it benefits tenants, government and reduces dependency enabling more tenants to take up employment opportunities as their rents become a lower
proportion of their income. In short, this proposal gives a political solution to the UK Housing Crisis elements of undersupply and affordability and costs government not a penny more. | thank you for the
opportunity and recommend you consider this alternate proposal carefully for all the above reasons.
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Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money | propose
an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to
develop new housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in 2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model —that costs the exact same to government — continues each
year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and £855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this
alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house
building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social
landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost
you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034
with its obvious political advantages as it repurposes the current proposal and removes its perversities and targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that
are much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and allows social tenants to save more and save more quickly for a mortgage deposit and get on the housing ladder. It
arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of many advantages to government. This alternative prevents the supply crisis we have
experienced for decades by restoring a programme of capital subsidy that becomes systemic and allows all housing actors to plan with greater confidence. It develops and maximises new house building from
the same amount of government revenue funding and it benefits tenants, government and reduces dependency enabling more tenants to take up employment opportunities as their rents become a lower
proportion of their income. In short, this proposal gives a political solution to the UK Housing Crisis elements of undersupply and affordability and costs government not a penny more. | thank you for the
opportunity and recommend you consider this alternate proposal carefully for all the above reasons.
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Personal view

Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money | propose
an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to
develop new housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in 2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model —that costs the exact same to government — continues each
year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and £855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this
alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house
building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social
landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost
you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034
with its obvious political advantages as it repurposes the current proposal and removes its perversities and targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that
are much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and allows social tenants to save more and save more quickly for a mortgage deposit and get on the housing ladder. It
arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of many advantages to government. This alternative prevents the supply crisis we have
experienced for decades by restoring a programme of capital subsidy that becomes systemic and allows all housing actors to plan with greater confidence. It develops and maximises new house building from
the same amount of government revenue funding and it benefits tenants, government and reduces dependency enabling more tenants to take up employment opportunities as their rents become a lower
proportion of their income. In short, this proposal gives a political solution to the UK Housing Crisis elements of undersupply and affordability and costs government not a penny more. | thank you for the
opportunity and recommend you consider this alternate proposal carefully for all the above reasons.

Personal view

Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money | propose
an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to
develop new housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in 2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model —that costs the exact same to government — continues each
year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and £855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this
alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house
building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social
landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost
you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034
with its obvious political advantages as it re purposes the current proposal and removes its perversity and targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that are
much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and allows social tenants to save more and save more quickly for a mortgage deposit and get on the housing ladder. It
arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of many advantages to government. This alternative prevents the supply crisis we have
experienced for decades by restoring a programme of capital subsidy that becomes systemic and allows all housing actors to plan with greater confidence. It develops and maximises new house building from
the same amount of government revenue funding and it benefits tenants, government and reduces dependency enabling more tenants to take up employment opportunities as their rents become a lower
proportion of their income. In short, this proposal gives a political solution to the UK Housing Crisis elements of under supply and affordability and costs government not a penny more. | thank you for the
opportunity and recommend you consider this alternate proposal carefully for all the above reasons.

Personal view

Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money | propose
an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to
develop new housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in 2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model —that costs the exact same to government — continues each
year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and £855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this
alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house
building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social
landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost
you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034
with its obvious political advantages as it repurposes the current proposal and removes its perversities and targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that
are much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and allows social tenants to save more and save more quickly for a mortgage deposit and get on the housing ladder. It
arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of many advantages to government. This alternative prevents the supply crisis we have
experienced for decades by restoring a programme of capital subsidy that becomes systemic and allows all housing actors to plan with greater confidence. It develops and maximises new house building from
the same amount of government revenue funding and it benefits tenants, government and reduces dependency enabling more tenants to take up employment opportunities as their rents become a lower
proportion of their income. In short, this proposal gives a political solution to the UK Housing Crisis elements of undersupply and affordability and costs government not a penny more. | thank you for the
opportunity and recommend you consider this alternate proposal carefully for all the above reasons.
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Yes

| write to oppose your plan for an inflation-busting rent increase by council and housing association landlords in England for the at least 5 year period commencing April 2020 and do so for the following
reasons: The proposal is perverse as the additional 1% over and above inflation adds an unnecessary 1% to the Housing Benefit (and its UC equivalent bill) that currently stands at £15.07 billion per year. In
the first year, 2020, this adds a further £150.7 million cost to the taxpayer and in the hope — and nothing more than hope — that social landlords recycle this to develop new housing. Yet just 1in 5 English
housing associations actually develop new housing so the proposal gives added rent funding to all HAs yet only 20% use this for new housing. Not only that, but much of what is built is too expensive for the
millions that need a home. That is perverse and a chronic waste of taxpayer money. | propose an alternative which is to limit social housing rent increases to CPI only and to sweep the additional 1% you
propose into a centrally held capital subsidy pot that English social landlords can bid for solely to develop new social rented housing. This guarantees that the additional taxpayer money of £150.7 million in
2020 is used for the intended purpose. This model — that costs the exact same to government — continues each year and realises a new house building pot of £311m in 2021, £482m in 2022, £663 in 2023 and
£855m in 2024. The consultation states the rent increase formula is for “at least 5 years” and so if this alternative model continues it realises a new house building pot of £1.06bn in 2025, £1.27bn in 2026 and
reaches over £2bn in 2029. If continued for a further 5 years it realises a centrally held new house building pot of £3.52 billion for the year 2034 in 15 years time. On a basis of £40,000 capital subsidy per new
house built the £3.2 billion in 2034 equates to around 88,000 new houses built by English social landlords and a social housing new build figure last achieved in 1981. Since 2010 all UK social landlords have built
an average of 33,040 per year and this alternative use of the exact same HB/UC taxpayer cost you propose will deliver 166% more new housing units. This alternative as well as delivering 166% more new
housing also means government reduces the housing benefit bill by £3.52 billion per year by 2034 with its obvious political advantages as it repurposes the current proposal and removes its perversities and
targets taxpayer monies with much greater efficiency. Additionally, it produces lower rents that are much more affordable to existing and future social tenants. This reduces poverty and will also bring down
the general cost of housing, allowing people who wish to to be able to buy a home. It arrests and then will reverse the UK home ownership rate that has fallen from 71% in 2004 to 63% by 2017 and is one of
many advantages to <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>