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Introduction
TAROE Trust believes that tenants living within the regulated rented sector
have been overlooked for too long. Fundamental change is required across
the sector to ensure that tenants have a voice, that they may live in safe and
secure homes, and that their needs and aspirations may be met.
In the wake of the tragic events of the Grenfell Tower fire, numerous bodies
are undertaking consultation exercises on the future of the sector. The timing
of our publication is designed to coincide with the once in a generation
opportunity to re-shape the regulated housing sector, and to ensure that
tenants are front and central in this debate.
This document sets out TAROE Trust’s “Manifesto for Change”.
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Manifesto for Change – Summary
The following statements summarise the key changes that TAROE Trust would
like to see to bring about real social justice to the housing sector in England.
1. Re-introduce capital subsidies for new housing developments that include
properties to be rented at truly affordable rent levels.
2. Stop the use of rents as a source of revenue-based funding / subsidy for
new housing development, introduce new models of truly affordable
housing, and adopt a new basis for setting rents based on local levels of
affordability (e.g. “Living Rents”).
3. Re-introduce long term security of tenure for tenants living in the sector.
4. End the use of the term “social housing” and “social housing tenant”
which stigmatises tenants living within the regulated housing sector, and
promote the positive benefits of the sector.
5. Establish a group that is formally recognised and funded by Government
that will give tenants an equal voice in national and regional housing
policy development.
6. Adoption of a single form of tenancy agreement to be used across all
rented housing, which provides consumer protection for tenants, including
obligations to promote effective tenant empowerment and engagement.
7. Adoption of much stronger regulation, that is prescriptive about minimum
acceptable standards, which are rigorously enforced by the Regulator.
8. Adoption of a series of measures that will result in more effective tenant
engagement and empowerment as a “right” based on prescriptive
standards that are rigorously and proactively regulated.
9. A review of the remit and scope of the work of the Housing Ombudsman
versus the Regulator to ensure there is no overlap. We also want to see
both bodies given a wider scope in their ability to consider complaints,
and also take action in response to ensure wider service improvements
are implemented.
10. The Government to take a more interventionist approach to managing the
housing markets to increase new housing supply.
11. The adoption of international accounting fiscal measures based on
‘Government debt’ which would promote increased council housing
investment and development, whilst also providing wider economic stimulus.
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12. A thorough review of the Right to Buy policy to remove the aspects which
lead to unfair outcomes, particularly the discount levels, and open up its
availability to tenants within the regulated sector on a more fair and equal
basis.
13. End the penalisation of the poor and shift to a system which recognises the
payments of benefits as part of a progressive national system of “social
security”.
14. Adequate funding for supported and specialist housing, as well as longterm certainty to enable councils and housing associations to commit to
new supported housing developments to meet demand.
15. The Government to urgently review whether there are continued risks
posed to tenants from external wall cladding fitted to high rise buildings,
and for instructions to be issued to remove such materials where these do
represent a risk to the safety of tenants.
16. Any ambiguity for the allowance of combustible materials in the cladding
(or similar) of buildings to be outlawed as the only means of restoring
public confidence, and for a timed plan to be implemented for the
removal / replacement of combustible materials from existing high-rise
buildings.
17. The establishment of clear and prescriptive minimum standards in building
regulations that place tenant safety as a paramount consideration.
18. A prescriptive approach to regulation for tenant health and safety matters
that requires routine and regular publication of health and safety assessments
on building (e.g. fire risk assessments) to promote greater levels of
transparency and accountability, and re-build tenant confidence.
19. The re-introduction of stronger environmental build standards, both as a
way of reducing fuel poverty for tenants, and as a longer-term
contribution to the planet.
20. The reintroduction of high quality space standards for all new housing
developments.
21. The abolition of squatting as a criminal offence, which is costly, removes
access to justice and criminalises the homeless.

3

Background
TAROE Trust believes that in recent years, there has been a continued erosion
of landlord accountability to tenants in both the management and
governance of housing organisations.
The disaster of the Grenfell Tower fire was a watershed moment in
highlighting the loss of trust and accountability of those in authority.
There has been a continued focus on de-regulation of the sector in order to
promote increased innovation and private investment. However, there are
many shortcomings to the infusion of commercialism into housing services.
We believe that the removal of tenants from policy making and governance
can lead to less effective decision-making.
Some factors that have contributed to the reduced landlord accountability
to tenants include the following:
•

The Regulator’s scope has been interpreted narrowly. There is an artificial
distinction between economic and consumer standards. It has resulted in:
o Too much focus on economic matters, leading landlords to consider
service quality matters as less important;
o Landlords have allowed investment and service quality to reduce, in
the knowledge that regulatory intervention will only take place
when the ‘serious detriment’ threshold is breached.

•

The withdrawal of capital subsidies has meant landlords have adopted
“commercial” approaches to generate cross-subsidy. There is limited
housing with truly affordable rents being built, for those most in need, yet it
is the regulated housing assets that are being leveraged for raising
additional private finance.

•

Continued reform of welfare has penalised the most vulnerable, but also
introduced greater financial risks for landlords who pursue less risky housing
developments to be rented at higher rent levels.

•

The introduction of Universal Credit is of particular concern, both in terms
of its poor administration and the delays that it is introducing for tenants
receiving income, and in the cap levels which can result in unfair
household income restrictions.

•

The spare room subsidy charges – otherwise known as the “bedroom tax”
– is a perverse and cruel tax that impacts negatively on some of the most
vulnerable in society. We call for this to be scrapped. It also undermines
the principle of the regulated housing sector as a secure tenure of choice
and not a short-term benefit of last resort.
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•

Some of the impending changes to supported housing funding present
significant risks to landlords, and the vulnerable people they house. The
removal of ring-fencing for former Supporting People funds, the reduced
funding allocations to and subsequent pressures on local authority funds is
likely to make new supported housing developments unviable in many
areas and potentially devastating consequences for vulnerable, disabled
and excluded groups.

•

The commitment to ever increasing ‘value for money’ is driving “megamergers”, not to drive up service quality but to generate increased
balance sheet strength to secure increased levels of private finance. We
question the role tenants have in such decision making, as landlords
become increasingly more remote. Many landlords are moving to “digital
by default” services as part of this efficiency drive, excluding many of the
most vulnerable tenants.

•

The requirement for landlords to reduce their rents by 1% in each of the
four years to 2020 was welcomed by many tenants facing pressures on
weekly household budgets. Landlord responses were variable, but the vast
majority made significant cuts to tenant empowerment budgets. This has
resulted in:
o Cuts to tenant empowerment teams, seen as additional
discretionary spend, many of which no longer exist within landlord
organisations;
o Cuts to funding to active tenants (e.g. training and development),
tenant groups and tenant run organisations.

•

The increasingly complex nature of housing associations is being
responded to by the regulatory emphasis on ‘skills-based Boards’.
However, this is often interpreted to mean “professionals”. The tenant
voice is often no longer present on Boards of Management. There is a risk
that this leads to professional “group think” – something that had
devastating effects in the banking sector.

•

Complaints resolution processes have also been made more difficult for
tenants to navigate. The introduction of the 8-week period before a
complaint can be taken to the Housing Ombudsman is just an
unnecessary delay for tenants.

This ‘Manifesto for Change’ calls on a wholesale shift in the role, funding,
function and purpose of the regulated renting sector. It is designed to lead to
a fairer system, which responds to the many housing challenges that the
housing sector in England currently faces. We do not profess to have all the
answers. However, we hope to promote debate about alternative ways that
real housing solutions can be delivered. Ultimately, we believe that a system
in which the regulated housing sector offers affordable and high quality
housing for the many - as a “sector of choice” - is a benefit to us all.
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1. Creating a “sector of choice”
It was not long ago that living in homes rented from local authorities and
housing associations was normal and acceptable. Their properties are some of
the best maintained, and the quality of their services is normally high. Their rents
used to be affordable, and they offered long term security.
In recent years, there has been a fundamental change. The sector has been
eroded, and the fewer tenants now living in the regulated sector are paying
the price. Many of the most desirable properties have been sold through the
Right to Buy. It is now increasingly viewed as a short-term sector of last resort.
There are many reasons for this, which include the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Government subsidy favours home ownership. The UK Housing Review
2016 highlighted once again that the level of subsidy for affordable
housing was £18bn, compared to £42bn for home owners. 1
Rents have been increased above inflation to create “revenue
subsidies” for new housing development.
Flexibility to charge rents at higher “affordable rent” levels (80% of
market rates) to also generate “revenue subsidies” for new housing
developments.2
Reduced security of tenure that allows landlords to offer fixed term
tenancies.
The continued sale of properties through Right to Buy (see separate
section)

We accept that many people will aspire to home ownership. However, housing
policy that is premised on a belief that 30+ year mortgages are good for
everyone as the default form of housing is unrealistic and foolhardy, if not
perverse. Not everyone has secure job prospects and stable lives or the ability
to service such mortgages. It is also perverse to see that average rents are
sometimes 60% higher than average mortgages.
There is a place for good quality affordable rented accommodation both in
the social and private rented sectors, which offers security of tenure.
TAROE Trust is calling for the following changes that will once again see the
regulated rented sector as a “sector of choice”. As a result we would like to
see:

See the following article by John Perry for a summary of the findings:
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/comment/comment/subsidy-question-46477
1

This flexibility is only available to landlords who enter into a contract with Homes England (previously the
Homes and Communities Agency) to develop new housing.
2
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•

The re-introduction of capital subsidies for new housing developments
that include properties to be rented at truly affordable rent levels

•

An end to the use of rents as a source of revenue-based funding /
subsidy for development, with rents based on local levels of
affordability (see separate section on Living Rents)

•

The re-introduction of long term security of tenure for tenants living in
the sector

•

A paradigm shift in housing finance policy back towards capital-based
subsidies for truly affordable housing, to be met from tax payers
generally as a means of addressing the widely accepted “housing
crisis”.
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2. An end to the term “social housing”
The language of “social housing” fits firmly within the wider dominant
narrative of people who are “skivers” (versus “strivers”). It is reflective of
Victorian approaches to the “deserving” versus “undeserving” poor.
It is our view that the continued use of this term reinforces negative
stereotypes, and cements class divisions. Those living in an owner-occupied
property with a mortgage are not generally referred to as living in
“mortgaged housing”. It is a term that is usually used pejoratively. It enables
tenants of housing associations and local authorities to be classified as an
“other” which can be discriminated against by other agencies and the
media.
TAROE Trust is not aware of similar terminology to ‘social housing’ being used
for the recipients of other public services – education; health; justice;
transport services? It is also a fairly recent phenomenon, and reflects the
wider shift towards demonising the poor.
It is for this reason that TAROE Trust is supporting the “Benefit to Society”
campaign. Further details of this initiative can be located here:
http://benefittosociety.co.uk
We believe that such persons should be known as “tenants living in (housing
association / Council) rented homes”. This maintains the use of the legally
distinct and recognised legal term of “tenant”. We believe the sector as a
whole could simply be referred to as the ‘regulated housing sector’. We
would therefore like to see:
•

An end to the use of the term “social housing” and “social housing
tenant” which stigmatises tenants living within the regulated housing
sector, and to promote the positive benefits of the sector.
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3. A national voice for tenants
The establishment of the former National Tenant Voice (NTV) was positive in
theory as it meant that the Government gave formal recognition to a
national organisation, that gave a voice to tenants to be heard and
influence policy developments at “the decision-making table”.
Part of the strength of the former NTV was that it would have been supported
by a customer focussed regulator, which required tenants to be an integral
part of landlord decision-making. The NTV raised the expectations of millions
of tenants living within the sector, then quickly dashed them away.
TAROE Trust is not calling for the re-instatement of the NTV. It was overly
bureaucratic. However, there is a need for tenants to be given an equal
voice at a regional and national level. We are therefore calling for:
•

The establishment of a group that is formally recognised and funded by
Government that will give tenants an equal voice in national and
regional housing policy development

That is why we are participating in calls, alongside the other National Tenant
Organisations, in the ‘A Voice for Tenants’ Steering Group initiative. Further
details of this will be made available in due course.
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4. A single tenancy agreement
Extensive research and consultation was undertaken in the early-mid 2000s
under the former New Labour Government by the Law Commission into the
potential to introduce a ‘Single Tenancy Agreement’. The findings from the
research included Renting Homes: The Final Report Volume 1: Report 3.
TAROE was heavily involved with this consultation exercise.
The proposals involved bringing a range of issues from all different forms of
tenancy agreement into a single form of tenancy agreement. This could
have been used not just within the regulated housing sector, but also within
the private rented sector, so had transferability which has increasing
importance today as the distinctions between such sectors have become
increasingly blurred. Moreover, there are increasing challenges faced by
tenants living within the private rented sector, which is growing in size and
scale.
Some key features of the proposed approach, which we continue to support,
include the following:
•
•

•
•

simplification and increased comprehensibility and flexibility of tenancy
agreements
abolition of the use of Ground 8 in possession proceedings (this allows
landlords the mandatory right to possession when arrears are
equivalent to 8 weeks rent at the point of issuing the notice and
subsequent court hearing, even where this may be due in full or part to
benefit payment errors)
principles of landlord neutrality - allowing increased transferability
between local authorities and housing associations
consumer protection for tenants is enshrined within the tenancy
agreement – this is critical for the protection of consumer standards
which have not been enforced through regulation in recent years

Under the consumer protection approach, tenancy agreements could be
used as a means of preventing unfair contract terms, but also requiring the
agreement to include the promotion of effective tenant empowerment and
engagement as a landlord obligation. We would therefore like to see:
•

The adoption of a single form of tenancy agreement to be used across
all rented housing, and which provides consumer protection for
tenants, including obligations to promote effective tenant
empowerment and engagement.

Available here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/272281/6781.pdf
3
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5. Stronger prescriptive regulation
TAROE contributed over 10 years ago to the publication, Cave Review of
Social Housing Regulation. Its sub-title ‘Every Tenant Matters’ emphasised the
importance of effective tenant empowerment as critical to its three identified
objectives of regulation:
• to ensure continued provision of high quality social housing
• to empower and protect tenants
• to expand the availability of choice of provider at all levels in the
provision of social housing
TAROE Trust is not recommending a return to the past, however, there are a
number of positive attributes to “co-regulation” - which recognises the
importance of tenants being intrinsically engaged in the regulation of
landlords.
Evidence gathered by the (now former) Tenant Services Authority (TSA)
highlighted that tenants who were effectively involved in their landlord’s
decision-making processes experienced higher levels of tenant satisfaction,
with co-operative housing experiencing the highest levels of satisfaction.
The Cave Review also made the following recommendation which are
worthwhile noting:
• tenants need to be given a properly funded tenant voice to represent
their interests in national debates
• tenants need extra protection, particularly the most vulnerable
• tenants need real power to influence the quality of services and hold
landlords to account
The opportunity to realise the benefits of real tenant empowerment have
never been given a fair chance of success. The abolition of the short-lived
National Tenants Voice is one such example.
It is also important that the “protection” of tenants is not interpreted as
something that is “done to” tenants who lack capacity to make decisions of
their own. Tenants must be seen as equals in the decision-making process.
Co-regulation, in the way it was implemented, promised a lot for tenants but
has ultimately let them down. It brought an end of landlord inspections which
reviewed consumer standards, it signalled the beginning of increased deregulation, and has often resulted in the marginalisation of tenant
democracy into “scrutiny panels”. This development has significantly
undermined the voice of tenants, providing a rationale for the widespread
dissolution of collective tenant representation and the exclusion of tenant
activists. Co-regulation has merits for tenants, and the emergence of tenant
scrutiny is also positive, but it is insufficient to bring about genuine tenant
empowerment.
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Too often, and for too long, meaningful tenant engagement is something
that has been done “to” tenants, rather than “with” tenants by housing
organisations, their trade bodies, and Government. The effective
implementation of co-regulation will not be realised unless it is properly
regulated. Unfortunately, although there are notable exceptions, landlords
only appear to do what they want to do, unless forced by regulation. The
principles of “social value” also appear to have been lost by some landlords
due to the influence of commercialism and political interference.
Whilst there is a role for risk-based regulation, the Grenfell Tower fire tragedy
has also highlighted how there is a need for clear, minimum standards that
are prescribed and rigorously enforced. We would therefore like to see:
•

The adoption of much stronger regulation, that is prescriptive about
minimum acceptable standards, which are rigorously enforced by the
Regulator

Tenant Satisfaction
TAROE Trust would like to highlight that ratings of tenant satisfaction with their
landlord need to be viewed with caution. Whilst feedback from tenants is
strongly advocated, high satisfaction levels are not necessarily a reflection of
high levels of housing service quality. Methods of satisfaction collection and
review vary in the sector, and there is no standardised baseline for
benchmark comparisons across all of the sector.
Where services are truly “great”, we would call for a movement away from
landlord based “marketing speak” and for the creation of avenues that allow
for tenants themselves to directly showcase good practice. Again, the
National Tenant Organisations and the proposed Voice for Tenants group
could fulfil a role in this approach, which we believe should bring greater
levels of honesty, independence and service scrutiny.
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6. The need for meaningful tenant engagement
Effective tenant engagement and empowerment is essential to re-introduce
increased levels of landlord accountability and trust which have diminished in
recent years. Research undertaken in 2015 also demonstrated how effective
tenant engagement affords enhanced business benefits for landlords4.
Despite this, there has been widespread de-recognition of tenant federations
and other tenant bodies by housing associations and local authorities. It is no
coincidence that this has been alongside the rise of co-regulation and
landlord established tenant scrutiny. This is an act of political exclusion. We
would therefore like to see:
•

The adoption of a series of measures that will result in more effective
tenant engagement and empowerment as a “right” based on
prescriptive standards that are rigorously and proactively regulated.

Some of the key changes required to ensure greater tenant engagement in
regulated housing sector delivery are as follows:
•

Proactive regulatory enforcement of prescriptive consumer standards
alongside and on the same basis as economic standards. The distinction
between economic and consumer regulation is arbitrary and requires
abolition.

•

Introduction of an external assessment system for tenant engagement
and empowerment. There are several options available for implementing
an approach such as this:
o Extension of the scope of In-Depth Assessments (IDA) undertaken by
the regulator – which are viewed as a positive regulatory activity –
to include coverage of consumer matters, including a review of the
effectiveness of tenant engagement and empowerment landlord
activities. There is a question as to whether the Regulator would
have sufficient resource and expertise to consider such matters.
o There could be a role for the National Tenant Organisations in
delivering this function, with the backing and support of the
Regulator. There are already frameworks available for this, including
the ‘Investing in Involvement Statement’ framework which requires
landlords to work with their tenants to identify annual achievements
and future objectives.

•

Movement to the use of a single tenancy agreement in which obligations
are placed on landlords to implement effective systems of tenant
engagement and empowerment. Under such systems, tenants would

An Investment not a Cost, available at http://www.cch.coop/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/TLC-Aninvestment-not-a-cost.pdf
4
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have legally binding rights against their landlord, which were enforceable
within the courts. This brings greater equality to the tenant/landlord
relationship since landlords routinely take legal action against tenants
(e.g. non-payment of rent; service charges; anti-social behaviour). It
would also require funding for tenants to have fair access to the legal
system.
•

There is a need for a national body that is recognised and funded by
Government / primary legislation that gives a voice to tenants in national
housing policy decision-making forums. A Steering Group has already
been established, which TAROE Trust is supporting, that involves the four
major National Tenant Organisations in addition to other key individuals
which provides a strong basis from which the proposed body could be
developed.

•

There is also a need to reintroduce funding for tenant groups, including
the National Tenant Organisations, who work on behalf of tenants, such as
a reintroduction of the Tenant Empowerment Programme grants system
(systems remain in Scotland and Wales). Alternatively, and preferably, is
the proposed introduction of a modest levy on rents (e.g. 50p per annum
per tenancy), similar to that in operation for the Housing Ombudsman
system, that would provide a reliable income stream to ensure that such
groups could adequately ensure tenants had a voice in national housing
policy decision-making matters, plus direct tenant advice and support on:
o how tenants can engage with their landlords more effectively
o guidance for tenants on their rights and responsibilities
o how to establish formal tenant groups
o tenant/landlord mediation
o bank of good practice for effective tenant engagement and
empowerment

•

There is a need to reverse recent trends to not recognise tenant
federations (or similar) by housing providers. One option might be to
introduce a regulatory obligation upon landlords to recognise formally
established groups of tenants. This would assist in the promotion of
collective tenant representation and the rights of tenants to selforganisation to enhance tenant/landlord co-production, enhance
accountability, and deepen democratic engagement in housing policy
and practice.

•

More fundamentally, TAROE Trust recognises that many tenants may wish
to take greater control over the management of their housing. We believe
that there are benefits to exploring more radical approaches, such as an
extension of the legal Right to Manage to tenants of housing associations.
This could be accompanied by rights of tenants to change their landlord,
which would promote greater levels of consumerism in the housing sector.
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7. Recognising the importance of complaints
If tenants were assured that consumer matters were taken seriously by the
regulator, they would be encouraged to come forward with their concerns
more readily.
The Housing Ombudsman fulfils a valuable and positive role, and this needs
to be protected. We would therefore like to see:
•

A review of the remit and scope of the work of the Housing
Ombudsman versus the Regulator to ensure there is no overlap. We
also want to see both bodies given a wider scope in their ability to
consider complaints, and also take action in response to ensure wider
service improvements are implemented.

All landlords should also be obliged to resolve complaints within an 8-week
maximum period (applies to all tenants, leaseholders and other service
recipients)5.
Additional changes that we believe are necessary to the Housing
Ombudsman service include:
•

extension of the scope of the Housing Ombudsman service remit to
include shared owners, leaseholders and others.

•

extension of the scope of the Housing Ombudsman service to include
an assessment of contravention by the landlord of the Tenant
Involvement and Empowerment Standard

•

the Housing Ombudsman is constrained to make assessments based
on whether a landlord’s policies were followed and applied
appropriately. We believe that there should also be powers to make
recommendations on changes to policies where they are resulting in
unfair outcomes for tenants.

•

TAROE Trust has performed an important role in supporting tenants with
individual complaints resolution matters on a voluntary basis. We
believe that funding should be available for a tenant-led service that
tenants could have recourse to. We believe this could lead to
mediation, and the potential avoidance of a drawn-out process for
both tenant and landlord, thereby delivering efficiencies as well as
improved satisfaction outcomes.

This is actually the good practice period required by the Financial Ombudsman and was a period proposed
previously for the housing sector by the Housing Ombudsman and Audit Commission.
5
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8. Enhanced security of tenure
There has been a regulatory relaxation in recent years on the requirement to
operate the most secure form of tenancy agreement. There has been the
introduction of fixed term tenancies (typically 3-5 years). This has several
negative impacts, including:
•
•

•

it prevents households from planning long-term and is disruptive to the
creation of settled, cohesive communities.
it allows landlords to make the allocation of housing conditional,
including upon the condition of non-housing related actions. This
rations access to housing on the basis of the “deserving” versus
“underserving” which is corrosive.
It reinforces the notion that the regulated housing sector is a benefit of
last resort, and not a secure tenure of choice.

We would like to see:
•

the mandatory return to the use of long term secure tenancy
agreements across the regulated housing sector.
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9. The need for truly “affordable” rented homes
Perverse use of language to obscure
We have reached a perverse situation where an “affordable rent” is rarely
affordable by large portions of the population, and particularly many of
those living within the regulated sector. These are rents set at 80% of a local
market rent. Alongside shared ownership, for which the definition of
affordable is much more opaque, these collectively obscure the numbers of
new truly affordable properties being brought to the market.
Recent reports highlight that only 2.5% of housing completion in 2016/17 were
for “social rent” (set according to a Government defined formula, but
typically 60% of market rent levels), down from 3.59% in 2015/166.
We require a new vision for housing which accepts the following:
•
•

•

•

we need to stop seeing housing as an investment class, but homes and
communities where people live;
we need new definitions of affordability, which make housing truly
affordable (for instance, Shelter believe “affordable” should mean
housing costs are no more than 35% of net household income) –
therefore linking rents to levels which all households could reasonably
be expected to live on;
a restructuring of the housing markets is required, which increase
supply to levels which reduce overall housing costs and values; this
includes shifting subsidies that benefit developers’ profit margins and a
small minority of wealthy landowners
we need to stop viewing the regulated housing sector as a place of
last resort for the most vulnerable and marginalised and accept truly
affordable rented housing as a tenure of choice

Rents and affordability
Politicians need to be honest in relation to rent levels. Rents are paid by tenants
to occupy a property in accordance with the terms of their tenancy
agreement. This is a contract between tenants and landlords, and the rent
ought to be set at levels so that the accommodation can be properly
maintained, repaired when necessary and service the costs of building and
financing the property, as well as its eventual renewal. Capital subsidies were
previously provided to reduce the build costs to allow more reasonable rent
levels to be charged.

See article in housing press here: https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/news/news/just-25-of-homes-in-201617for-social-rent-53315
6
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This link with rents has been severed in recent years. Rents (revenue income)
have become a source of funds for building new homes for the state
(‘affordable’ rents are used to subsidise new ‘affordable housing’
developments). In addition, it is our view that rents should not be used to
subsidise non-housing related activities, such as funding services to assist
people into employment or to engage in speculative non-housing
developments (such as the building of schools, hospitals and stadiums).
Rent should not be set at inflated levels to subsidise the Government’s house
building programmes. This is forcing tenants paying ‘social rents’ (set by
Government rent formula) to fund the development of new housing supply, of
different tenure types. The shortage of housing, and especially affordable
housing, is due to years of under-investment in the supply of quality rented
accommodation. This revenue approach to funding new housing supply also
means that some of the poorest people in the country, who are already living
in the regulated housing sector, are shouldering the burden of paying for new
housing developments. This system cannot be fair. The severe shortage of
affordable housing supply is a problem for everyone in the country, and a more
progressive approach to funding is required that spreads the costs of housing
subsidies more fairly. This policy also artificially increases the ‘Benefits Bill’ as
many of those living in rented accommodation rely on some form of benefit to
survive7.
All political parties are united in their acceptance of the need for additional
housing supply. It is an issue of national relevance and importance. If we are
to build homes for purchase, even where these are at ‘affordable’ levels,
existing rental income payers should not be funding these projects. This is a
burden which should be spread more evenly across general tax payers (which
the majority of rent payers are).
Only minimal levels of new housing completions are let at the Government rent
formula ‘social rent’ levels. Most new properties let within the regulated
housing sector have rents linked to a dysfunctional private sector rented
market. Research in 2015 from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) has
highlighted how this approach will place an additional 1.3 million people into
poverty by 20408.
TAROE Trust calls for the link between rent setting and market levels or property
values to be broken. One option would be for the concept of “Living Rents”9
It should be noted that recent changes that classify the state entitled pension, paid for through many years of
National Insurance Contributions, as a “benefit” also classifies most people of pensionable age as ‘benefit
recipients’ and the associated negative connotations that this affords. The state pension formed part of the
social contract, towards which workers have made many years of contributions in order to receive their
‘entitlement’ and not a ‘benefit’.
7

8

https://www.jrf.org.uk/blog/housing-market-isnt-helping-people-make-ends-meet-time-living-rents

http://pdf.savills.com/documents/Living%20Rents%20Final%20Report%20June%202015%20%20with%20links%20-%2019%2006%202015.pdf
9
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to be adopted into housing policy for the regulated sector, in which rents are
linked to local earning levels. This will reduce reliance on benefits and make
renting more affordable for everyone. This approach to rent setting would
involve calculating rents according to applying a fixed percentage (28%) of
net local earning levels, using the lower-quartile average earnings as the
reference point (nationally, these are equivalent to an average week on the
minimum wage). It is an approach that, if accompanied by a £3 billion
investment from Government would unlock an additional £7 billion for
investment, as well as generating benefit savings up to £5.6 billion per annum
by 204010. We would like to see:
•

the adoption of truly affordable models of housing, including a new
rent setting system based on “Living Rents” and the end of rent-based
revenue development subsidies

http://www.savills.co.uk/_news/article/72418/189253-0/6/2015/-living-rents--would-boost-affordablehomes-delivery-and-cut-the-housing-benefit-bill
10
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10.

Building more homes

Overhaul of housing finance system
One of the fundamental failings of the current housing policy environment is
that the supply of new housing developments is in part funded through
subsidies from tenants’ rents. If this rental income was prioritised for
investment in the condition of current housing stock, asset management
programmes would be better resourced.
This highlights the shortcomings of the current system which fails to provide
capital subsidies for new housing development. The sign of a progressive
system, particularly one with widespread political consensus of the need for
more housing supply overall, would be for taxpayers to collectively fund
public housebuilding.
There is also the need for enhanced and strengthened regulation of
consumer standards. One option here would be for landlords to demonstrate
that their asset management strategies and overall property conditions are
decent, that tenant consultation in development plans has been
undertaken, and that tenant satisfaction levels with property conditions are
above a pre-determined threshold, before permissions are granted to invest
surpluses into new housing developments.
Housing supply and demand
The Barker Review of Housing Supply highlighted the need for approximately
245,000 housing completions per annum, including 44,000 regulated housing
sector properties. We know that completions overall and within the regulated
housing sector have consistently fallen well short of these numbers,
suggesting that this, along with a more rapidly expanding overall population
since the publication of the report, that new housing completions required
now far exceed these requirements. Completions for properties to be let at
the Government rent formula ‘social rent’ levels are now minimal, further
exacerbating affordability concerns.
TAROE Trust strongly supports increased Council housing developments. We
would like to see:
•

a paradigm shift in housing finance policy back towards capital-based
subsidies for truly affordable housing, to be met from tax payers
generally as a means of addressing the widely accepted “housing
crisis”.

The increased freedoms for Councils to develop new housing also enables
them to develop a long-term asset class, and to make more effective use of
publicly owned land for development to increase supply. We are not averse
20

to the Council use of more innovative vehicles (e.g. joint ventures) where
these remain transparent and accountable to tenants.
TAROE Trust also recognises that the size, scale, and balance sheet strength
of many housing associations enable them to access finance, at highly
competitive rates. Regulation itself is in part responsible for such favourable
rates. We are aware of landlords that have been refused access to finance
on the grounds that their properties present unacceptable risks post-Grenfell.
This adds further weight to the argument that increased accountability and
connections with tenants help to address property conditions and promote
such lending.
TAROE Trust strongly opposes the conversion of properties from ‘social’ to
‘affordable’ rent levels to support new building development programmes.
This leads to an erosion of properties that are available for rent at truly
affordable rent levels. We would like to see:
•

the Government take a more interventionist approach to managing the
housing markets to increase new housing supply.

Some examples of this include the following:
•

increased use of the planning system to secure ‘planning gain’ from
commercial developments, including the increased use of Section 106
agreements and the increasing of truly affordable regulated housing
as a proportion required from new housing completions.

•

there is a need to develop new and innovative financial tools which
capture the increase in land values flowing from the public award of
planning permission. This needs to be complemented by increased
powers for local authorities to assemble land and exercise compulsory
purchase powers (it is acknowledged that Homes England has and
intends to exercise such powers more frequently in the future, which is
welcomed).

•

there is a requirement for new powers to be available for communities
to collectively purchase and develop land, holding such land in trust
for the continued benefit of the community.

•

there may be value in exploring the introduction of a tax on housing
association surpluses. These currently stand at £3.4bn per annum
(Source: HCA Global Accounts 2017). We understand that there is
experience of such taxation arrangements in the Netherlands 11. These
could be used as a lever to increase new development outputs where
surpluses are not reinvested in truly affordable regulated housing

See Joseph Rowntree Foundation report available at:
https://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/default/files/jrf/migrated/files/housing-taxation-systems-full.pdf
11
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supply. At present, housing associations are increasingly diversifying
into commercial activities. The rationale is that surpluses generated on
such activities are re-invested in social purpose activities. However, if
there is continued expansion into commercial activities, the return for
regulated housing sector tenants is perpetually deferred whilst
increasing commercial growth is secured on the back of securitised
regulated housing assets. Taxation on surpluses may act as a counterbalance to encourage re-investment of surpluses for truly affordable
regulated housing.
•

there is a more generic requirement for the introduction of a new tax
on land (or wealth) which would act as a curb on land / house price
inflation and the financialisation of property. Revenues derived from
this can be used to fund greater capital development grants.

Adoption of international / European accounting practice
There is a need to move away from the existing UK approach to fiscal
measures, which focuses on “public sector” debt, and to adopt a European /
international approach which is based on “government” debt. The current
UK approach is out of step with the rest of the world, and is a political position
adopted to constrain public sector activities.
Under the UK approach, the debts of public corporations (including council
housing) form part of the calculation of national debt. This unnecessarily
restricts the public sector’s abilities to engage in council housing investment
and development. In other European countries for example, whilst
Government subsidies form part of the general government gross debt, the
borrowing against revenues of trading bodies is excluded.
An exposition of this was highlighted in the UK Housing Review 2011/12 12. This
highlighted how government backed companies such as EDF and Arriva
Trains have greater flexibility to invest than British equivalents. The banking
assets acquired by Government following the financial crisis were not
included on the basis that this was only a temporary measure. This highlights
how the current approach is a purely political decision. We would like to see:
•

11.

the adoption of international accounting fiscal measures based on
‘Government debt’ which would promote increased council housing
investment and development, whilst also providing wider economic
stimulus.

Review of the Right to Buy scheme

Pawson, H. and Wilcox, S. (eds) (2012) UK Housing Review 2011/12, Coventry: CIH See page 6, available
online at: http://www.ukhousingreview.org.uk/ukhr1112/UKHRbriefing2012.pdf
12
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TAROE Trust recognises that large numbers of households have chosen to
exercise their Right to Buy since its introduction in the 1980s. It has been a
popular programme for many (now former) tenants. Whilst we promote
renting as a sector of choice, we also recognise how the Right to Buy has
been suitable for many households.
The concern for TAROE Trust with the Right to Buy, and therefore the
proposed Voluntary Right to Buy, is the impact that this has on the remaining
stock numbers for truly affordable renting. The current approach results in a
net loss of regulated sector homes, with the lowest rents, which cannot be
replaced on a one to one basis.
The large financial inducements to those that already have a home, at the
expense of those that have no home at all, is difficult to justify. It is an overt
political position intended to promote home-ownership at the expense of the
rented housing sector and promotes increased levels of housing injustice.
TAROE Trust acknowledges and supports the right of tenants to aspire to
home ownership. We believe that existing rights should continue, and even
be expanded to housing association tenants. However, we call for a review
of the current discount system. Whilst some level of discount may be justified,
to reflect the ‘tenanted’ nature of the home being purchased, this should be
capped. In light of the position outlined, a suggested approach is to limit
discounts to 15% available after a qualifying period of 3 years. Revenues
should be available for capital re-investment in local authority and housing
association house building completions for renting at truly affordable rent
levels on at least a one-for-one replacement basis.
We believe that new models of home ownership would also be viable within
a system of restricted discounts, such as the availability of shared ownership
options within high-value areas. Additionally, the routes that permit others to
exercise the Right to Buy on behalf of tenants should be closed, as this is
open to abuse to the detriment of tenants and the wider community.
We also believe that one of the more recent drivers for take-up of Right to
Buy are concerns amongst tenants of a loss of security of tenure. This security
is essential to building and maintaining stable communities, and achieving a
position where renting is a tenure of choice. This adds strength to our calls for
the withdrawal of rights of regulated housing landlords to issue short fixed
term tenancies within the sector. We would like to see:
•

A thorough review of the Right to Buy policy to remove the aspects
which lead to unfair outcomes, particularly the discount levels, and
open up its availability to tenants within the regulated sector on a more
fair and equal basis.
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12.

An end to penal welfare

Continued reform of “welfare” has penalised the most vulnerable, and also
introduced greater financial risks for landlords who pursue less risky housing
developments to be rented at higher rent levels.
The introduction of Universal Credit is of particular concern, both in terms of its
poor administration and the delays that it is introducing for tenants receiving
income, and in the cap levels which can result in unfair household income
restrictions.
The spare room subsidy charges – otherwise known as the “bedroom tax” – is
a perverse and cruel tax that impacts negatively on some of the most
vulnerable in society. We call for this to be scrapped. It also undermines the
principle of the regulated housing sector as a secure tenure of choice and
not a short-term benefit of last resort.
It is inevitable that limiting new supply and access to the regulated housing
sector, on the basis of need, would lead to the most vulnerable and
excluded groups to be housed within the sector. The high levels of persons in
receipt of benefits living within the regulated housing sector is a symptom of
prevailing housing policy, which considers the sector to be a short term sector
of last resort as opposed to a sector of choice. We would like to see:
•

an end to the penalisation of the poor and a shift to a system which
recognises the payments of benefits as part of a progressive national
system of “social security”.
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13.

Adequate funding for supported housing

There is increased pressures on NHS and social care budgets, and this is
exacerbated by advances in medicine, increased life expectancy and wider
demographic changes.
Particular attention needs to be given to the need to develop supported
housing accommodation for groups that have particular specialist needs,
that promotes independent living (and early discharge from hospital).
There is to be continued devolvement of supported housing funding (capital
and revenue) to local authorities to administer locally. With increased
pressures on local authority funds overall, there is a real risk that there will be a
lottery in supported housing. We would like to see:
•

adequate funding for supported and specialist housing, as well as longterm certainty to enable councils and housing associations to commit
to new supported housing developments to meet demand.
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14.

Building regulations and tenant safety

The disaster of the Grenfell Tower fire is a watershed moment in highlighting
the loss of trust and accountability of tenants in their landlords.
TAROE Trust has separately issued submissions to the post-Grenfell reviews that
the disaster initiated. We are disappointed that the lessons of history, such as
the findings from the fires at Ronan Point (1968) and Lakanal House (2009),
have not been heeded.
Whilst building regulations and health and safety standards are often
complex, technical, and open to interpretation of highly skills professional
experts, the primary issue pertaining to tenants is generally straightforward.
Tenants want to feel safe and secure in their homes, with knowledge that
their wellbeing when considering the appropriate standards to be adopted
was of primary concern, and above commercial compromise.
TAROE Trust is aware of the findings of the Interim Report from Dame Judith
Hackitt 13. We therefore note and welcome some of the initial findings which
highlight shortcomings in the regulatory system, lack of clear accountability,
and conflicts of interest in fire risk assessments and building control.
We believe that there are shortcomings in existing building regulations. It
seems clear, for instance, that there is ambiguity over whether there was a
requirement for the external cladding to be of ‘limited combustibility’ (see
section 12, Approved Document B Vol 2, pp 93-95)14, as opposed to the
insulation materials which does appear to be clear. We would like to see:
•

the Government urgently review whether there are continued risks
posed to tenants from external wall cladding fitted to high rise
buildings, and for instructions to be issued to remove such materials
where these do represent a risk to the safety of tenants.

We also have concerns about the efficacy of desktop studies which appear
to be permissible by non-UKAS accredited organisations, on the basis of selfdeclared competency. Such non-professional approaches do not appear to
be equivalent to a fire engineering route to compliance. We also question
whether the methodology for ‘large scale testing’ adopted in the UK (BS8414) is sufficiently robust when compared with EU or international standards.

Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/independent-review-of-building-regulationsand-fire-safety-interim-report
14 Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/441669/BR_PDF_AD_B2_20
13.pdf
13
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We note that a key theme of the (now former) DCLG review of Building
Regulations in 2012 had “de-regulation” as a central theme 15. It was
undertaken alongside the Cabinet Office’s “Red Tape Challenge”, with the
aim of further de-regulation to reduce unnecessary cost and complexity. We
do not believe that matters of fundamental tenant safety should be subject
to such cost/benefit assessments; this is clearly an area where choice and
flexibility should be of secondary concerns.
Whilst TAROE Trust does not profess to have technical expertise in building
regulations, our concern is to ensure that the safety of tenants is paramount,
and that confidence in landlords, Government, and wider authority can be
re-built. We would like to see:
•

any ambiguity for the allowance of combustible materials in the
cladding (or similar) of buildings to be outlawed as the only means of
restoring public confidence, and for a timed plan to be implemented
for the removal / replacement of combustible materials from existing
high-rise buildings.

Whilst TAROE Trust has highlighted that many tenants are unlikely to possess
specialist technical expertise in assessing fire safety matters, it does tenants a
disservice to assume that tenants are not capable of, and should be
empowered to, make decisions about the type of works to be undertaken on
their home. Much of the focus of the Grenfell Tower regeneration appears to
have been focussed on the appearance of the buildings (primarily for the
surrounding area and views from the neighbouring conservation area), and
the affordability of the works, rather than tenant safety. Any meaningful
engagement with tenants on whether to use combustible cladding materials
on their home is unlikely to have resulted in their installation.
Where matters of fundamental tenant safety are at stake, we do not believe
that there should be discretion of whether to provide tenants with the full
facts. There is a clear need for prescriptive minimum regulatory standards to
be established and effectively enforced. We would like to see:
•

the establishment of clear and prescriptive minimum standards in
building regulations that place tenant safety as a paramount
consideration.

On a more generic level, we believe that tenants should be routinely
provided with access to information pertaining to the health and safety of
the homes they occupy, and that this should be enshrined in the standards
applicable to Registered Providers. We would like to see:

Details can be accessed on MHCLG website here: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/2010-to2015-government-policy-building-regulation/2010-to-2015-government-policy-building-regulation
15
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•

a prescriptive approach to regulation for tenant health and safety
matters that requires routine and regular publication of health and
safety assessments on building (e.g. fire risk assessments) to promote
greater levels of transparency and accountability, and re-build tenant
confidence.
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15.

Enhanced environmental and space standards

There has been a relaxation of environmental standards for new build
properties in recent years. For instance, all new developments funded by the
(now former) HCA were previously required to meet Code for Sustainable
Homes – Level 4 standards. The relaxation of this standard on grounds of costs
to promote increased housebuilding completions is short-sighted. Increased
and widespread application of “green” build solutions has the economic
effect of reducing overall costs over time. Moreover, the reduced standards
pass on the additional costs of living in the property to tenants. This has a
negative long-term effect on tenants in relation to tackling fuel poverty.
Broader Government changes in recent years by the Department of Energy
and Climate Change has reversed the positive impact of energy saving
initiatives implemented under schemes such as the Feed-in-Tariff (FiT)
arrangements. These schemes enabled landlords to generate an additional
revenue stream, but importantly, provided a valuable source of energy to
tenants living within properties installed with renewable energy systems such
as photo-voltaic panels which contributed to the tackling of fuel poverty.
Whilst the FiT schemes were always intended to involve a reduced taper to
promote increased take-up in the early years, as the industry matured, the
withdrawal of this was too soon at the point prior to when such schemes were
close to becoming self-funding. We would like to see:
•

the re-introduction of stronger environmental build standards, both as a
way of reducing fuel poverty for tenants, and as a longer-term
contribution to the planet.

We also believe that there should be a review of the development standards
used by regulated housing providers for new housing supply. The pursuit of
greater levels of financial return from housing developments has resulted in
reduced space standards in new properties.
We would like to see new housing adopt minimum space standards that are
more conducive to modern family living, such as Parker Morris style standards.
We would therefore like to call for:
•

The reintroduction of high quality space standards for all new housing
developments
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16.

De-criminalisation of squatting

There is broad political consensus that the UK is in the midst of a “housing
crisis”. Homelessness is increasing. It is therefore a travesty of housing justice
that squatting is criminalised in England and Wales under Section 144 of the
Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012.
This is not a law that is protecting people that return from a trip to the
supermarket to find their home taken over by squatters. Fortunately, such
situations are extremely rare!
The law exists primarily to protect the empty properties of property
speculators. It is a law that received little political support and is costly to
taxpayers 16.
•

16

We call for the abolition of squatting as a criminal offence, which is
costly, removes access to justice and criminalises the homeless.

http://www.squashcampaign.org
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FURTHER DETAILS ON TAROE TRUST
TAROE Trust is a charity formed in 2013 out of the former national tenant
representative organisation, Tenants and Residents Organisations of England
(TAROE). It has been established to further charitable objects which can be
summarised as follows:
•

The relief of financial hardship by providing free advice and assistance
on housing issues to persons who would otherwise be unable to obtain
it.

•

To promote social inclusion for the public benefit among people who
are excluded from society or part of society by:
o Providing advice and assistance and building capacity on
housing matters
o Working to promote the needs of people who are socially
excluded and to raise awareness of those needs among housing
providers, service agencies and the general public
o Researching links between housing and social exclusion and
publishing the useful results thereof

•

To develop capacity and skills among members of socially and
economically disadvantaged communities which evidence
deprivation in such ways that they are better able to identify, and help
meet, their needs in housing related matters in particular and to
participate more fully in society.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Any questions or feedback on the contents of this report should be
addressed to:
E: info@taroetrust.org.uk
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www.taroetrust.org.uk

